arXiv:1608.08580v1 [math.AC] 30 Aug 2016

GLOBALIZING F-INVARIANTS

ALESSANDRO DE STEFANI, THOMAS POLSTRA, AND YONGWEI YAO

Abstract. In this paper we define and study the global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity and the global F-signature of prime characteristic rings which are not necessarily local. Our techniques are made meaningful by extending many known theorems about Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity and F-signature to the non-local case.

1. Introduction

Throughout, R will be a commutative Noetherian ring with identity. Unless otherwise stated, R is of prime characteristic p. Let F^e : R → R be the eth iterate of the Frobenius endomorphism, that is F^e(r) = r^{pe} . Kunz’s work in [Kun69] equates flatness of F^e with the property that R is regular, a foundational result indicating asymptotic measurements of the Frobenius endomorphism can be used to measure the severity of the singularities of R. We will focus on the numerical invariants Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity and F-signature.

For the sake of simplicity in introducing Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity and F-signature, assume that (R, m, k) is a complete local domain, with unique maximal ideal m, dimension d, residue field k, and k^{1/p} is finite as a k-vector space. If I ⊆ R is an ideal, I^{[pe]} = (i^{pe} | i ∈ I) is the expansion of I along F^e. If M is a finite length R-module let λ(M) denote the length of M. If I is an m-primary ideal, so is I^{[pe]} for each e ∈ N.

Definition 1.1. Let (R, m, k) be a local ring of prime characteristic p and I an m-primary ideal. The Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of I is

e_{HK}(I) = lim_{e→∞} λ(R/I^{[pe]})/p^{e dim(R)}.

Monsky proved the existence of the limit e_{HK}(I) in [Mon83]. The Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of R is defined to be e_{HK}(R) = e_{HK}(m). It is well known that e_{HK}(R) ⩾ 1 with equality if and only if R is regular, [WY00]. More generally, it is known that sufficiently small values of Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity imply the properties of being Gorenstein and strongly F-regular, [BE04, AE08].

Denote by F^e_∗ R the R-module obtained via restriction of scalars via F^e. Our hypotheses imply that R is F-finite, that is, F^e_∗ R is a finitely generated R-module for each e ∈ N. Moreover, we have that λ(R/m^{[pe]}R)/p^{ed} = μ(F^e_∗ R)/ rank(F^e_∗ R), where μ( ) denotes the minimal number of generators of a finitely generated R-module. In particular,

e_{HK}(R) = lim_{e→∞} μ(F^e_∗ R)/ rank(F^e_∗ R).

Thus, the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of R is the asymptotic growth rate of the minimal number of generators of F^e_∗ R compared to its rank, a measurement that can also be discussed for rings that are not necessarily local. 1

Now let R be an F-finite domain, not necessarily local. With the above observation, we define the global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of R, still denoted e_{HK}(R), as

e_{HK}(R) = lim_{e→∞} μ(F^e_∗ R)/ rank(F^e_∗ R),

provided the limit exists. Our first main result is the existence of the corresponding limit for any F-finite ring. In addition, we relate e_{HK}(R) with the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicities e_{HK}(R_P ) of the localizations at primes P ∈ Spec(R), showing that such an invariant, even though it is defined globally, captures the local properties of the ring. Finally, as for the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of a local ring, we show that small values of e_{HK}(R) imply that R has mild singularities. We summarize all these results in the following theorem. We point out that our results hold in a more general setup than the one in which we state them here, as we will show in Section 3.

Theorem A. Let R and T be F-finite domains, not necessarily local.

(1) (Theorem 3.9) The limit e_{HK}(R) = lim_{e→∞} μ(F^e_∗ R)/ rank(F^e_∗ R) exists. (2) (Theorem 3.17) We have e_{HK}(R) = max{e_{HK}(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. (3) (Theorem 3.21) The ring R is regular if and only if e_{HK}(R) = 1. (4) (Theorem 3.22) There exists a positive real number δ such that, if e_{HK}(R) ⩽ 1 + δ, then R is strongly F-regular and Gorenstein.

(5) (Theorem 5.7) If R → T is faithfully flat, then e_{HK}(R) ⩽ e_{HK}(T ).

We now turn our attention to the F-signature. To introduce it, we return to the assumptions that (R, m, k) is a complete local domain of dimension d, and k^{1/p} is a finite k-vector space. As noted before, these assumptions guarantee that R is F-finite. We denote by frk(F^e_∗ R) the maximal number of free R-summands appearing in all direct sum decompositions, equivalently the maximal number of free R-summands appearing in a single direct sum decomposition, of F^e_∗ R into indecomposable modules.

Definition 1.2. Let (R, m, k) be local domain of prime characteristic p and assume that R is F-finite. The F-signature of R is

s(R) = lim_{e→∞} frk(F^e_∗ R)/ rank(F^e_∗ R).

Tucker proved the existence of s(R) in [Tuc12]. Before Tucker’s proof of the existence of s(R), the study of the asymptotic growth rate of the number of free summands of F^e_∗ R originated in [SVdB97]. Huneke and Leuschke coined the term F-signature in [HL02] and were able to show it exists under the additional assumption that R is Gorenstein. There were a number of papers written which established the existence of the F-signature for certain classes of rings, see [HL02], [Sin05], [AE06], [Yao06], and [Abe08]. As remarked by third author in [Yao06], the study of F-signature is closely related to relative Hilbert- Kunz multiplicity studied by Watanabe and Yoshida in [WY04]. Similar to Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity, particular values of s(R) determine the severity of the singularity of R. Most notably, s(R) = 1 if and only if R is regular, as shown by Huneke and Leuschke in [HL02], and s(R) > 0 if and only if R is strongly F-regular by work of Aberbach and Leuschke in [AL03].

In order to globalize F-signature, note that the numbers frk(F^e_∗ R) make sense also for F-finite rings which are not necessarily local. Unlike the local case, one has to consider all direct sum decompositions of F^e_∗ R to determine frk(F^e_∗ R) and not just a single direct 2

sum decomposition. Nevertheless, it is possible to study the sequence of measurements frk(F^e_∗ R)/ rank(F^e_∗ R) for any F-finite ring. We prove that the limit s(R) of such a sequence exists, and we call it the global F-signature of R. As with global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity, we relate s(R) with the local F-signatures s(R_P ), for P ∈ Spec(R). In addition, we show that special values of s(R) detect the singularities of the ring R, as in the case of local rings. Our main results about F-signature, here stated for simplicity in a more restrictive setup than the one in which they actually hold, are summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem B. Let R and T be F-finite domains, not necessarily local.

(1) (Theorem 4.7) The limit s(R) = lim_{e→∞} frk(F^e_∗ R)/ rank(F^e_∗ R) exists. (2) (Theorem 4.13) We have s(R) = min{s(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. (3) (Theorem 4.15) The ring R is regular if and only if s(R) = 1. (4) (Theorem 4.16) The ring R is strongly F-regular if and only if s(R) > 0. (5) (Theorem 5.1) If R → T is faithfully flat, then s(R) ⩾ s(T ).

This article is organized as follows. Section 2 is used to set up notation and recall previously known results. Section 3 develops the theory of global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of finitely generated modules over non-local F-finite rings. We then introduce the theory of global F-signature of finitely generated R-modules over non-local F-finite rings in Section 4. The global F-signature of a pair (R, D) where R is an F-finite ring and D is a Cartier subalgebra is also introduced. In section 5 we study global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity and global Fsignature of faithfully flat extensions. Besides showing similarities between the local and global theory of Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity and F-signature, we also provide examples in Sections 3, 4, and 5 which illustrate their differences.

This paper provides a framework to globalize numerical invariants of positive characteristic rings. In [DSPY16b], the authors of this paper establish results similar to those of this paper for other numerical invariants, including Frobenius Betti numbers. In doing so, we globalize more F-invariants of interest.

2. Background

If R is a domain and M a finitely generated R-module, the rank of M is defined as rank_R(M) = dim_K (M ⊗_R K), where K is the fraction field of R. When R is not a domain, the notion of rank is not necessarily uniquely defined. In particular, in this article we will need to use two different definitions. Given a finitely generated R-module M, we define the rank of M as rank_R(M) = max{rank_{R/Q}(M/QM) | Q ∈ Min(R)}, and we define the min-rank of M as min-rank_R(M) = min{rank_{R/Q}(M/QM) | Q ∈ Min(R)}. The reason for giving the name of rank to the maximum of the ranks modulo minimal primes is that this is the definition that we will mostly use in this article. Clearly, the two notions agree when R is a domain. As discussed in the introduction, we use λ_R( ) and μ_R( ) to denote the length of a finite length R-module and the minimal number of generators of a finitely generated R-module respectively. If confusion is not likely to arise, we commonly omit subscripts from these notations.

2.1. F-finite rings. As discussed in the introduction, R is F-finite if for some, equivalently for all positive integers e ∈ N, F^e_∗ R is a finitely generated R-module. Every F-finite ring is excellent, [Kun76, Theorem 2.5]. If R is F-finite and M a finitely generated R-module, then F^e_∗ M is a finitely generated R-module for each e ∈ N. Once again, F^e_∗ M is the R-module M 3

obtained via restriction of scalars by F^e. If R is a domain, then F^e_∗ R is naturally isomorphic with R^{1/pe} , the ring of p^eth roots of R, as R lies in an algebraic closure of its fraction field. However, we will refrain from using this notation and henceforth use F^e_∗ .

Let R be an F-finite ring. Given P ∈ Spec(R) let κ(P ) = R_P /P R_P be the residue field of R_P and let α(P ) = log_pe [F^e_∗ κ(P ) : κ(P )], which is independent of the choice of e > 0. Let γ(R) = max{α(Q) | Q ∈ min(R)}. It is easily verified that, if R is a domain, then rank(F^e_∗ R) = p^{eγ(R)} for each e ∈ N. If M is a finitely generated R-module, I = Ann_R(M), we define γ(M) as γ(R/I).

Kunz showed that if R is locally equidimensional F-finite ring, then ht(P ) + α(P ) is constant on connected components of Spec(R). We record this result for future reference.

Lemma 2.1 ([Kun76, Proposition 2.3]). Suppose that R is an F-finite ring, then for any two prime ideals P ⊆ Q, we have α(P ) = α(Q) + dim(R_Q/P R_Q). In particular, if R is locally equidimensional, then for any two prime ideals P and Q which lie in a common connected component of Spec(R), we have α(P ) + ht(P ) = α(Q) + ht(Q).

2.2. Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity. Suppose R = (R, m, k) is a local ring of prime characteristic p, of dimension d, and M a finitely generated R-module. Let I ⊆ R be an ideal. If I = (i_1, . . . , i_s), then one easily checks that I^{[pe]} = (i^{pe}_1 , . . . , i^{pe}_s ). So for each e ∈ N there are inclusions of ideals I^{spe} ⊆ I^{[pe]} ⊆ I^{pe} . Therefore if I is m-primary, so is each I^{[pe]}, and we have the set of inequalities λ(M/I^{pe} M) ⩽ λ(M/I^{[pe]}M) ⩽ λ(M/I^{spe} M). So as a function, λ(M/I^{[pe]}M) = O(p^{e dim(M)}). Monsky proved the following.

Theorem 2.2 ([Mon83, Theorem 1.8]). Let (R, m, k) be a local ring of prime characteristic p, dimension d, and M a finitely generated R-module. Then the following limit exists, lim_{e→∞} 1 p^{ed} λ(M/I^{[pe]}M). Its limit is denoted e_{HK}(I, M), and is called the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of I with respect to M. Moreover, λ(M/I^{[pe]}M) = e_{HK}(I, M)p^{ed} + O(p^{e(d−1)}).

We let e_{HK}(M) = e_{HK}(m, M) and call this number the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of M. Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity is additive on short exact sequences. So if I is an m-primary ideal and 0 → M^′ → M → M^{′′} → 0 a short exact sequence of finitely generated R-modules, then e_{HK}(I, M) = e_{HK}(I, M^′) + e_{HK}(I, M^{′′}), see [Mon83, Theorem 1.8]. Because of this, study of the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of a finitely generated R-module can typically be reduced to the scenario that R is a domain and M = R. An application of the additivity of Hilbert- Kunz multiplicity is the associativity formula. Let Assh(R) = {P ∈ Spec(R) | dim(R/P ) = dim(R)} for a local ring (R, m).

Theorem 2.3 (Associativity Formula). Let (R, m, k) be a local ring of prime characteristic p and dimension d. Let I be an m-primary ideal and M a finitely generated R-module. Then

e_{HK}(I, M) = ∑ P ∈Assh(R)

λ_{RP} (M_P ) e_{HK}(I, R/P ).

There are theorems which relate values of λ(R/m^{[pe]}R) and e_{HK}(R) with the severity of the singularity of (R, m, k), the first of which is Kunz’s Theorem. 4

Theorem 2.4 ([Kun69, Theorem 3.3]). Let (R, m, k) be a local ring of prime characteristic p and of dimension d. Then for each e ∈ N, λ(R/m^{[pe]}R) ⩾ p^{ed} with equality for some, equivalently for all, positive integers e ∈ N if and only if F^e_∗ R is a flat R-module for some, equivalently for all, positive integers e ∈ N if and only if R is regular.

In particular, if R is regular then e_{HK}(R) = 1. Watanabe and Yoshida are able to prove under mild hypotheses that the reverse implication of this result is true.

Theorem 2.5 ([WY00, Theorem 1.5]^1). Let (R, m, k) be a formally unmixed local ring of characteristic p. Then R is regular if and only if e_{HK}(R) = 1.

Recall that (R, m, k) is formally unmixed if dim(R̂/QR̂) = dim(R) for each Q ∈ Ass(R̂). Theorems of Blickle and Enescu in [BE04], and improvements of their Theorems later given by Aberbach and Enescu in [AE08], show that rings with small Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity have decent singularities.

Theorem 2.6 (Blickle-Enescu, Aberbach-Enescu). Suppose that (R, m, k) is a formally unmixed local ring of characteristic p. Let e be the Hilbert-Samuel multiplicity of R. If e_{HK}(R) ⩽ 1 + max {1/ dim(R)!, 1/e}, then R is strongly F-regular and Gorenstein.

Simple computations show that the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of a local ring need not be an integer. In fact, Brenner has shown that the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of a local ring can even be irrational, see [Bre13]. As the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of a local ring (R, m, k) is at least 1, it is natural to ask “how close” can e_{HK}(R) can be to 1. Initial investigations of such a question were originated by Blickle and Enescu in [BE04] and were significantly improved by Aberbach and Enescu in [AE08] and Celikbas, Dao, Huneke, and Zhang in [CDHZ12].

Theorem 2.7 (Blickle-Enescu, Aberbach-Enescu, Celikbas-Dao-Huneke-Zhang). Fix d ∈ N. There is a number δ > 0 such that if (R, m, k) is formally unmixed of dimension d, of any prime characteristic, and such that e_{HK}(R) ⩽ 1 + δ, then R is regular.

Suppose that (R, m) → (T, n) is flat local homomorphism of local characteristic p rings. Kunz proved in [Kun76] for each e ∈ N, λ_R(R/m^{[pe]})/p^{e dim(R)} ⩽ λ_T (T/n^{[pe]})/p^{e dim(T )}. Moreover, Kunz shows that equality occurs if T/mT is regular. In [Kun76], Kunz was unaware that the limit existed as e → ∞. In fact, Kunz provides an incorrect counterexample to the existence of Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity, [Kun76, Example 4.3]. Nevertheless, the limit exists, hence the following theorem.

Theorem 2.8 ([Kun76, Theorem 3.6, Proposition 3.9]). Let (R, m, k) → (T, n, l) be a flat local ring homomorphism of local rings of prime characteristic p. Then for each e ∈ N, λ_R(R/m^{[pe]})/p^{e dim(R)} ⩽ λ_T (T/n^{[pe]})/p^{e dim(T )}, hence e_{HK}(R) ⩽ e_{HK}(T ). Moreover, if T/mT is regular, then for each e ∈ N, λ_R(R/m^{[pe]})/p^{e dim(R)} = λ_T (T/n^{[pe]})/p^{e dim(T )}, hence e_{HK}(R) = e_{HK}(T ).

More generally, suppose that (R, m) → (T, n) is a flat local homomorphism of characteristic p local rings, M a finitely generated R-module, and M_T = M ⊗_R T . Then Kunz’s methods can be extended to show λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} ⩽ λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )} holds for all e ∈ N. Furthermore, equality holds if the closed fiber of R → T is regular. To prove this, we begin with two lemmas.

1See [HY02] for a simpler proof. 5

Lemma 2.9. Let (R, m, k) → (T, n, l) be a flat local ring homomorphism of local rings of prime characteristic p, and M a finitely generated R-module. Assume that dim(R) = dim(T ), and denote M_T = M ⊗_R T . For each e ∈ N, we have λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} ⩽ λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )}. Moreover, if T/mT is regular, then λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} = λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )} for all e ∈ N.

Proof. By flatness we have λ_T (M_T /m^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )} = λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} ·λ_T (T/mT ). Furthermore, starting from a filtration mT = I_0 ⊆ I_i ⊆ . . . ⊆ I_t = T with I_j /I_{j−1} ∼= T/n, we get a filtration m^{[pe]}M_T = I^{[pe]}_0 M_T ⊆ I^{[pe]}_1 M_T ⊆ . . . ⊆ M_T . Each successive quotient I^{[pe]}_j M_T /I^{[pe]}_{j−1}M_T is a homomorphic image of M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T . Thus, we obtain

λ_T (M_T /m^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )} ⩽ λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )} · λ_T (T/mT ). Combining these facts gives the desired inequality:

λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} = λ_T (M_T /m^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )} λ_T (T/mT ) ⩽ λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )}.

If T/mT is regular, then it must be a field, so that λ_T (T/mT ) = 1, mT = n and hence m^{[pe]}T = n^{[pe]}. Hence λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )} = λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} · λ_T (T/mT ) = λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)}. □ The following lemma is the extension of [Kun76, Corollary 3.8] to the module case. We also refer the reader to [HY02, Theorem 3.3].

Lemma 2.10. Let (R, m, k) be a local ring of prime characteristic p, and P ∈ Spec(R) such that ht(P ) + dim(R/P ) = dim(R). Then for every finitely generated R-module M we have λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} ⩾ λ_{RP} (M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P )/p^{e dim(RP )}.

Proof. There exists a local flat extension (T, n, l) of (R, m, k) such that T is F-finite, and mT = n. Furthermore, we can choose Q ∈ Spec(T ) such that Q∩R = P , ht(Q) = ht(P ), and dim(T/Q) = dim(R/P ). In fact, let Q ∈ Min(P T ) be such that dim(T/Q) = dim(T/P T ). Also, since Q ∩ R = P and R → T is flat, we have ht(Q) ⩾ ht(P ). Therefore we get dim(T ) ⩾ dim(T/Q) + ht(Q) ⩾ dim(T/P T ) + ht(P ) = dim(R/P ) + ht(P ) = dim(R), where we used the fact that R/P → T/P T is a flat map of local rings of the same dimension. Since dim(R) = dim(T ), this shows that ht(P ) = ht(Q) and dim(R/P ) = dim(T/Q). Let M^′ = M ⊗_R T , and observe that λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} = λ_T (M^′/n^{[pe]}M^′)/p^{e dim(T )} holds for all e ∈ N by Lemma 2.9, since the closed fiber is regular. In addition, since R_P → T_Q is a flat local homomorphisms of local rings of the same dimension, we have λ_{RP} (M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P )/p^{e dim(RP )} ⩽ λ_{TQ} (M^′_Q/Q^{[pe]}M^′_Q)/p^{e dim(TQ)}, again by Lemma 2.9. Thus, it suffices to show that λ_T (M^′/n^{[pe]}M^′)/p^{e dim(T )} ⩾ λ_{TQ} (M^′_Q/Q^{[pe]}M^′_Q)/p^{e dim(TQ)}. Since T is F-finite and ht(Q) + dim(T/Q) = dim(T ), we have that γ(T ) = γ(T_Q). Therefore λ_T (M^′/n^{[pe]}M^′)

p^{e dim(T )} = λ_T (F^e_∗ M^′/nF^e_∗ M^′) p^{eγ(T )} ⩾ λ_{TQ} (F^e_∗ M^′_Q/QF^e_∗ M^′_Q) p^{eγ(TQ)} = λ_{TQ} (M^′_Q/Q^{[pe]}M^′_Q) p^{e dim(TQ)} . The inequality in the middle follows from the fact that the minimal number of generators of the T -module F^e_∗ M^′ can only decrease after localization at the prime Q. □ 6

Theorem 2.11. Let (R, m, k) → (T, n, l) be a flat local ring homomorphism of local rings of prime characteristic p, and M a finitely generated R-module. Denote M_T = M ⊗_R T . Then for each e ∈ N we have λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} ⩽ λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )}, hence e_{HK}(M) ⩽ e_{HK}(M_T ). Moreover, if T/mT is regular, then for each e ∈ N we have that λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} = λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )}, hence e_{HK}(M) = e_{HK}(M_T ).

Proof. It is clearly sufficient to prove the statements about lengths, as those regarding Hilbert-Kunz multiplicities follow by taking limits as e → ∞. Because of flatness, there exists a prime P ∈ Spec(T ) such that P ∩ R = m. Furthermore, we can choose P such that ht(P ) = dim(R) and ht(P ) + dim(T/P ) = dim(T ), as in the proof of Lemma 2.10. Lemma 2.9 applied to the faithfully flat map R → T_P yields λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} ⩽ λ_{TP} (M_{TP} /P^{[pe]}M_{TP} )/p^{e dim(TP )}, with equality when T/mT is regular. Lemma 2.10 applied to the ring (T, n, l) and the prime P ∈ Spec(T ) gives

λ_{TP} (M_{TP} /P^{[pe]}M_{TP} )/p^{e dim(TP )} ⩽ λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )}.

Combining the two inequalities, we obtain the first part of the theorem. Now assume that T/mT is regular. We want to show that the reverse inequality holds. Consider a filtration 0 = J_0 ⊆ J_1 ⊆ · · · ⊆ J_s = M/m^{[pe]}M, with J_i/J_{i−1} ∼= R/m for all i. Applying the functor ⊗_R T/n^{[pe]} we see that λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )} ⩽ λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} · λ_T (T/mT + n^{[pe]})/p^{e dim(T /mT )} for all e ∈ N. Since T/mT is regular, Theorem 2.4 guarantees that λ_T (T/mT + n^{[pe]}) = p^{e dim(T /mT )}. Therefore we have λ_T (M_T /n^{[pe]}M_T )/p^{e dim(T )} ⩽ λ_R(M/m^{[pe]}M)/p^{e dim(R)} for all e ∈ N, as desired. □

Kunz asked if R is an excellent equidimensional ring of prime characteristic p, for each e ∈ N is the function λ_e : Spec(R) → R sending P → λ(R_P /P^{[pe]}R_P )/p^{e ht(P )} upper semicontinuous, see [Kun76, Problem page 1006]. Shepherd-Barron provides a counter-example to Kunz’s problem and showed the answer to the question is yes under the stronger assumption R is locally equidimensional, see [SB79]. The following theorem is the extension of Shepherd- Barron’s result to the module case.

Theorem 2.12. Let R be a locally equidimensional excellent ring of prime characteristic p and let M be a finitely generated R-module. Then for each e ∈ N the function λ_e : Spec(R) → R sending P → λ(M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P )/p^{e ht(P )} is upper semi-continuous.

Proof. For each e ∈ N and P ∈ Spec(R) let λ_e(P ) = λ(M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P )/p^{e ht(P )}. Let r ∈ R and U_r = {P ∈ Spec(R) | λ_e(P ) < r}. To show λ_e is upper semi-continuous we need to show U_r is open. Let P ∈ U_r. By Lemma 2.10 and Nagata’s criterion for openness, see [Mat80, Theorem 24.2], it is enough to show there exists s ∈ R − P such that D(s) ∩ V (P ) ⊆ U_r.

If M_P = 0 then there exists s ∈ R − P such that M_s = 0 and D(s) ∩ V (P ) ⊆ U_r. Assume that M_P ≠ 0. As R/P is an excellent domain, there exists s ∈ R − P such that R_s is regular. Let S = {Q_1, Q_2, . . . , Q_ℓ} be the various primes appearing in a prime filtration of P^{[pe]}M_P ⊆ M_P . The prime P is the unique minimal element of S. Without loss of generality let Q_1 = P . By prime avoidance there exists t ∈ Q_2 ∩ · · · ∩ Q_ℓ − P . Replacing s with st, we may assume for each Q ∈ D(s) ∩ V (P ) that R_Q/P R_Q is regular and P R_Q is the only prime appearing in a prime filtration of P^{[pe]}M_Q ⊆ M_Q. We claim that D(s) ∩ V (P ) ⊆ U_r. 7

Let Q ∈ D(s) ∩ V (P ) and let x = x_1, . . . , x_d be a regular system of parameters for R_Q/P R_Q. In particular, QR_Q = (P, x). As R_Q/P R_Q is the only prime factor appearing in a prime filtration of P^{[pe]}M_Q ⊆ M_Q, it is easy to see that the length of the filtration is precisely λ_{RP} (M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P ). It readily follows that λ_{RQ} (M_Q/Q^{[pe]}M_Q) ⩽ λ_{RP} (M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P )λ_{RQ} (R_Q/(P, (x)^{[pe]})R_Q). By Theorem 2.4, λ_{RQ} (R_Q/(P, (x)^{[pe]})R_Q) = p^{e dim(RQ/P RQ)}, which is equal to p^{e(ht(Q)−ht(P ))} as R is locally equidimensional. Dividing the above inequality by p^{e ht(Q)} shows λ_e(Q) ⩽ λ_e(P ), hence Q ∈ U_r. □

Remark 2.13. The proof of Theorem 2.12 shows that the function λ_e is dense upper semicontinuous. That is for each P ∈ Spec(R) there exists a dense open set U containing P such that λ_e(Q) ⩽ λ_e(P ) for each Q ∈ U.

2.3. F-signature. Suppose that (R, m, k) is an F-finite local ring of dimension d, and prime characteristic p. For each e ∈ N, let a_e(R) be the maximal number of free R-summands appearing in various direct sum decompositions of F^e_∗ R, and call a_e(R) the eth Frobenius splitting number of R. Suppose that F^e_∗ R ∼= R^{⊕n} ⊕ M_e where M_e does not contain a free summand. Consider the sets I_e = {r ∈ R | φ(F^e_∗ r) ∈ m, ∀φ ∈ Hom_R(F^e_∗ R, R)}, introduced by Aberbach and Enescu [AE05]. Then, one can easily verify that I_e is an ideal of R, and that F^e_∗ I_e ∼= mR^{⊕n} ⊕ M_e. Therefore a_e(R) is the maximal number of free R-summands appearing in any direct sum decomposition of F^e_∗ R. Tucker proved the following in [Tuc12].

Theorem 2.14 ([Tuc12, Main Result]). Let (R, m, k) be a local F-finite ring of prime characteristic p. Then the following limit exists, lim_{e→∞} a_e(R) p^{eγ(R)} . Its limit is denoted s(R), and is called the F-signature of R. Moreover, a_e(R) = s(R)p^{γ(R)} + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}). Remark 2.15. The fact that a_e(R) = s(R)p^{γ(R)} + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}) can be pieced together from results in [Tuc12] and [BST12]. See [PT16, Theorem 3.6] for a direct proof.

If R is regular then Theorem 2.4 implies a_e(R) = p^{eγ(R)} for each e ∈ N, hence s(R) = 1. Huneke and Leuschke proved the reverse implication holds as well.

Theorem 2.16 ([HL02, Corollary 16]). Let (R, m, k) be an F-finite local of prime characteristic. Then s(R) = 1 if and only if R is regular.

Huneke and Leuschke prove that, if (R, m, k) is Gorenstein, then the positivity of the F-signature is equivalent to R being F-rational, which is equivalent to R being strongly Fregular under the Gorenstein hypothesis by [HH94, Corollary 4.7 (a) and Theorem 5.5 (f)]. Aberbach and Leuschke extend the equivalence of positivity of the F-signature and strong F-regularity to all local F-finite rings in [AL03].

Theorem 2.17 ([AL03, Main Result]^2). Let (R, m, k) be a local ring of prime characteristic and F-finite. Then s(R) > 0 if and only if R is strongly F-regular.

2See [PT16, Theorem 5.1] for a simpler proof. 8

Any strongly F-regular local ring is a domain. So the study of the F-signature is typically of interest when R is a domain.

Remark 2.18. Define the F-signature of a finitely generated R-module M as follows. Let a_e(M) be the largest rank of a free module appearing in various or, equivalently, in a single direct sum decomposition of F^e_∗ M. The F-signature of M is defined to be s(M) = lim_{e→∞} a_e(M)/p^{eγ(R)}, which exists by some simple reductions to the scenario that M = R. Moreover, positivity of s(M) implies positivity of s(R). To see this one only needs to observe a_e(M) ⩽ a_e(R^{⊕μ(M)}) = μ(M)a_e(R). It is also the case s(M) = rank_R(M) s(R), see [Tuc12, Theorem 4.11].

The third author naturally extends the notion of F-signature to all local rings which are not assumed to be F-finite in [Yao06]. Let E_R(k) denote the injective hull of k and let u ∈ E_R(k) generate the socle. Let I_e = {r ∈ R | u ⊗ F^e_∗ r = 0 ∈ E_R(k) ⊗ F^e_∗ R}. If (R, m, k) is F-finite and of dimension d, then λ(R/I_e)/p^{ed} = a_e(R)/p^{eγ(R)}. If (R, m, k) is not necessarily F-finite, the F-signature of R is defined to be lim_{e→∞} λ(R/I_e)/p^{ed}. The third author’s observations in [Yao06] and Tucker’s work in [Tuc12] provide the existence of the F-signature of a non-F-finite local ring. Moreover, Theorem 2.16 and Theorem 2.17 remain valid without the F-finite assumption.

The third author has shown that if (R, m) is a non-regular local of of prime characteristic p and dimension d, then s(R) < 1−^1_{d!pd} , see [Yao06, Theorem 3.1]. We discuss how Theorem 2.7 provides the existence of a constant δ > 0, depending only on the dimension of a local ring, such that if (R, m, k) is local of dimension d, of any prime characteristic, and non-regular, then s(R) < 1 − δ. First we recall the following.

Proposition 2.19 ([HL02, Proposition 14]). Let (R, m) be an F-finite strongly F-regular local ring. Let e(R) be the Hilbert-Samuel multiplicity of R. Then (e(R) − 1)(1 − s(R)) ⩾ e_{HK}(R) − 1. In particular, if R is non-regular then s(R) ⩽ 1 −^{eHK(R)−1}_{e(R)−1} .

Remark 2.20. Let (R, m, k) be a local ring of characteristic p and dimension d. As m^{[pe]} ⊆ m^{pe} , λ(R/m^{[pe]}) ⩾ λ(R/m^{pe} ). Dividing by p^{ed} and letting e → ∞ shows e_{HK}(R) ⩾^{e(R)}_{d!} . Hence if R is F-finite, strongly F-regular, but non-regular, s(R) ⩽ 1 −^{eHK(R)−1}_{e(R)−1} ⩽ 1 −^{eHK(R)−1}_{d! eHK(R)−1} .

Theorem 2.21. Fix d ∈ N. There is a number δ > 0 such that if (R, m, k) is an F-finite of dimension d, of any prime characteristic, and such that s(R) ⩾ 1 − δ, then R is regular.

Proof. Assume that R is non-regular and let δ be as in Theorem 2.7. If R is not strongly F-regular, then s(R) = 0 by Theorem 2.17. Thus we may assume R is strongly F-regular, in particular R is a domain and e_{HK}(R) > 1 + δ by Theorem 2.7. By Proposition 2.19 and Remark 2.20,

s(R) ⩽ 1 − e_{HK}(R) − 1 d! e_{HK}(R) − 1 = d! e_{HK}(R) − e_{HK}(R) d! e_{HK}(R) − 1 = d! − 1 d! −^1_{eHK(R)} < d! − 1 d! −^1_{δ+1}

= 1 − δ d!(δ + 1) − 1 . □ Given a local ring (R, m, k) of prime characteristic p and of dimension d, let s_e(R) = λ(R/I_e)/p^{ed} and call this number the eth normalized Frobenius splitting number of R. In 9

[Yao06], the third author proves if (R, m) → (S, n) is flat, then for each e ∈ N, s_e(R) ⩾ s_e(T ). In other words, the normalized Frobenius splitting numbers can only decrease after flat extensions. We formally state this theorem for future reference.

Theorem 2.22 ([Yao06, Theorem 5.4 (3), Theorem 5.5]). Let (R, m, k) → (T, n, l) be a flat local ring homomorphism of local rings of prime characteristic p and let M be a finitely generated R-module. Then s_e(M) ⩾ s_e(M ⊗_R T ) for each e ∈ N, hence s(M) ⩾ s(M ⊗_R T ). Moreover, if T/mT is regular, then s_e(M) = s_e(M ⊗_R T ) for each e ∈ N, hence s(M) = s(M ⊗_R T ).

2.4. Cartier subalgebras and the F-signature. In [BST12, BST13] Blickle, Schwede, and Tucker use the language of Cartier subalgebras to greatly generalize the notion of the F-signature. Their generalization of the F-signature provide the correct framework to answer a question of Aberbach and Enescu, see [AE05, Question 4.9] and [BST12, Remark 4.6].

We make the assumption that R is an F-finite ring, not necessarily local. One can make C^R = ⊕_{e∈N} Hom_R(F^e_∗ R, R) a graded F_p -algebra in a natural way. The 0th graded piece of C^R is Hom_R(R, R) ∼= R. If φ ∈ Hom_R(F^e_∗ R, R) and ψ ∈ Hom_R(F^{e′}_∗ R, R), then we let φ • ψ = φ ∘ F^e_∗ ψ ∈ Hom_R(F^{e+e′}_∗ R, R). One should observe that C^R is non-commutative and that R ∼= Hom_R(R, R) is not central in C^R. If r ∈ R, φ ∈ Hom_R(F^e_∗ R, R), and F^e_∗ s ∈ F^e_∗ R, then r • φ(F^e_∗ s) = rφ(F^e_∗ s) = φ(rF^e_∗ s) = φ(F^e_∗ r^{pe} s) ≠ φ(F^e_∗ rs) = φ(F^e_∗ s) • r.

A Cartier subalgebra D is a graded F_p -subalgebra of C^R such that the 0th graded piece of D is Hom_R(R, R), which is all of the 0th graded piece of C^R. Let D_e denote the eth graded piece of D. We refer the reader to [BS13] for a more thorough introduction to Cartier subalgebras.

Given a Cartier subalgebra D we call a summand M of F^e_∗ R a D-summand if M ∼= R^{⊕n} is free and the map F^e_∗ R → M ∼= R^{⊕n} is a direct sum of elements of D_e. The assumption that D_0 = Hom_R(R, R) implies that the chosen isomorphism of M ∼= R^{⊕n} does not affect whether M is a D-summand or not. If R = (R, m, k) is local, then the eth Frobenius splitting number of (R, D) is defined to be the maximal rank of a free D-summand appearing in various direct sum decompositions of F^e_∗ R and is denoted a_e(R, D). As with the usual Frobenius splitting numbers, one only needs to look at a single direct sum decomposition of F^e_∗ R to determine a_e(R, D), see [BST12, Proposition 3.5]. Observe that if D = C^R then a_e(R, D) = a_e(R) is the usual eth Frobenius splitting number of R. To ease notation, we will typically write s_e(R, D) to represent a_e(R, D)/p^{eγ(R)}.

Suppose R is an F-finite domain. We define two classes of Cartier subalgebras which arise from geometric considerations, see [HY03, HW02, Tak04]. Let 0 ≠ a ⊆ R be an ideal. For t ∈ R_{⩾0} , define C^{at} = ⨁ e⩾0 C^{at}_e , where

C^{at}_e = F^e_∗ a^{⌈t(pe−1)⌉} Hom_R(F^e_∗ R, R) = {ϕ(F^e_∗ x · ) | F^e_∗ x ∈ F^e_∗ a^{⌈t(pe−1)⌉} and ϕ ∈ Hom_R(F^e_∗ R, R)}.

Suppose R is an F-finite normal domain and Δ is an effective Q -divisor on Spec(R), define C^{(R,Δ)} = ⨁ e⩾0 C^{(R,Δ)}e , where C^{(R,Δ)} e = {ϕ ∈ Hom_R(F^e_∗ R, R) | Δ_ϕ ⩾ Δ} = im (Hom_R(F^e_∗ R(⌈(p^e − 1)Δ⌉), R) → Hom_R(F^e_∗ R, R)) .

Given a Cartier subalgebra D, let Γ_D = {e ∈ N | D_e ≠ 0}. One can easily check that Γ_D is a subsemigroup of N. Blickle, Schwede, and Tucker prove the following. 10

Theorem 2.23 ([BST12, Theorem 3.11]). Let (R, m, k) be an F-finite local domain and let D be a Cartier subalgebra. Then the following limit exists, lim e∈Γ_D →∞ s_e(R, D). Its limit is denoted s(R, D) and is called the F-signature of (R, D).

A Cartier subalgebra D, or the pair (R, D), is called strongly F-regular if for every r ∈ R there is an e ∈ Γ_D and φ ∈ D_e such that φ(F^e_∗ r) = 1. Blickle, Schwede, and Tucker improve Theorem 2.17 by showing the equivalence between positivity of s(R, D) and strong F-regularity of (R, D).

Theorem 2.24 ([BST12, Theorem 3.18]). Let (R, m, k) be an F-finite domain and D a Cartier subalgebra. Then s(R, D) > 0 if and only if (R, D) is strongly F-regular.

2.5. Basic element results. Unless otherwise stated, the results which we recall in this subsection are characteristic independent. We only require that R is Noetherian of finite Krull dimension d. The first result we recall is a weakening of the Forster-Swan Theorem. We refer the reader to [For64] and [Swa67] for the original statements. We also recommend reading [EE73] and the material surrounding [Mat89, Theorem 5.8] for a historical discussion of the Theorem.

Theorem 2.25 (Forster-Swan Theorem). If A is a Noetherian ring of finite Krull dimension, e.g., A is of prime characteristic and F-finite, and N is a finitely generated R-module, then μ_A(N) ⩽ max{μ_{AP} (N_P ) | P ∈ Supp(N)} + dim(A).

Another result which can be obtained by basic element techniques is Serre’s Splitting Theorem.

Theorem 2.26 ([Ser58, Theorem 1]). Let R be a Noetherian ring of dimension d. If Ω is a projective module, locally free of rank at least d + 1 at each prime ideal, then Ω contains a free summand.

Stafford greatly generalized Serre’s Splitting Theorem to all finitely generated modules.

Theorem 2.27 ([Sta82]^3). Let R be a Noetherian ring of finite Krull dimension d, e.g., R is an F-finite ring of prime characteristic p. Suppose that M is a finitely generated R-module and that for each P ∈ Spec(R), M_P contains a free R_P -summand of rank at least d + 1, then M contains a free summand.

We remark that Stafford’s results in [Sta82] is a great generalization of results of Eisenbud and Evans in [EE73]. For example, Stafford establishes Theorem 2.27 in the scenario that R is non-commutative. Theorem 2.27 is crucial to establish the existence of the global F-signature in Theorem 4.7.

We now introduce some terminology in order to recall another Theorem from [DSPY16a]. Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring, M a finitely generated R-module. Let E be a submodule of Hom_R(M, R). We say that a summand N of M is a free E -summand if N ∼= R^{⊕n} is free, and the projection φ : M → N ∼= R^{⊕n} is a direct sum of elements of E .

3The authors of this paper have recently written a paper providing alternative proofs of Theorem 2.27 in the commutative case, see [DSPY16a]. Moreover, the results of [DSPY16a] allows us to establish the existence of a global F-signature of Cartier subalgebra in Theorem 4.22. 11

Observe that that choice of an isomorphism N ∼= R^{⊕n} does not affect whether or not N is an E -summand.

Theorem 2.28 ([DSPY16a, Theorem C]). Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring of dimension d, let M a finitely generated R-module, and let E be an R-submodule of Hom_R(M, R). Assume that, for each P ∈ Spec(R), M_P contains a free E_P -summand of rank at least d + 1. Then M contains a free E -summand.

Theorem 2.28 applies to Cartier algebras. The assumption that D is a Cartier algebra implies that D_e ⊆ Hom_R(F^e_∗ R, R) is an R-submodule, and Theorem 2.28 yields the following.

Theorem 2.29. Let R be an F-finite domain, D be a Cartier algebra, and e ∈ Γ_D . Suppose that, for all P ∈ Spec(R), we have a_e(R_P , D_P ) ⩾ dim(R) + m, where m is a fixed positive integer. Then a_e(R, D) ⩾ m.

2.6. Existence of limits. In this subsection, we reinstate that all rings being considered are of prime characteristic p. In [PT16], the second author and Tucker develop a unified approach to the local theory of Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity and F-signature. They use the following well-known lemma as a guide to establish the existence of limits in positive characteristic commutative algebra.

Lemma 2.30 ([PT16, Lemma 3.5]). Let {λ_e}_{e∈N} be a sequence of real numbers, p a prime number, and γ ∈ N. Suppose that {^1_{peγ} λ_e} is a bounded sequence of real numbers.

(1) If there exists a positive constant C ∈ R such that^1_{p(e+1)γ} λ_{e+1} ⩽^1_{peγ} λ_e +^C_{pe} for all e ∈ N, then the limit λ = lim_{e→∞}^1_{peγ} λ_e exists and λ −^1_{peγ} λ_e ⩽^{2C}_{pe} for all e ∈ N.

(2) If there exists a positive constant C ∈ R such that^1_{peγ} λ_e ⩽^1_{p(e+1)γ} λ_{e+1} +^C_{pe} for all e ∈ N, then the limit λ = lim_{e→∞}^1_{peγ} λ_e exists and^1_{peγ} λ_e − λ ⩽^{2C}_{pe} for all e ∈ N.

(3) If there exists a positive constant C ∈ R such that |^1_{p(e+1)γ} λ_{e+1} −^1_{ped} λ_e| ⩽^C_{pe} for all e ∈ N, then the limit λ = lim_{e→∞}^1_{peγ} λ_e exists and |^1_{peγ} λ_e − λ| ⩽^{2C}_{pe} for all e ∈ N. In particular, λ_e = λp^{eγ} + O(p^{e(γ−1)}).

Suppose (R, m, k) is a local F-finite domain. Suppose that λ_e is either μ(F^e_∗ R) or a_e(R). If λ_e = μ(F^e_∗ R), then e_{HK}(R) = lim_{e→∞} λ_e/p^{eγ(R)} and if λ_e = a_e(R) then s(R) = lim_{e→∞} λ_e/p^{eγ(R)}. We outline how to verify the sequences {μ(F^e_∗ R)} and {a_e(R)} satisfy the hypotheses of (3) of Lemma 2.30 under the local hypothesis. We do this for the purpose of pointing out difficulties in the non-local case. We refer the reader to the proof of [PT16, Theorem 3.2] for details.

Lemma 2.31. Let (R, m, k) be an F-finite local domain and M a finitely generated R-module. There is a constant C ∈ R such that for each e ∈ N, μ(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ Cp^{eγ(M)}. In particular, if M is a torsion R-module, μ(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ Cp^{e(γ(R)−1)}.

The observation that there exists C ∈ R such that μ(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ Cp^{eγ(M)} for each e ∈ N is easily reduced to the observation that λ(M/m^{[pe]}M) = O(p^{e dim(M)}). It is not clear in the non-local case that there must be a constant C ∈ R such that μ(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ Cp^{eγ(M)} for each e ∈ N. We prove such a constant exists in Corollary 3.2.

The following elementary lemma allows one to verify {μ(F^e_∗ R)} and {a_e(R)} satisfy the remaining conditions in (3) of Lemma 2.30. 12

Lemma 2.32 ([PT16, Lemma 2.1]). Let (R, m, k) be a local ring, not necessarily of prime characteristic, and let M^′ → M → M^{′′} → 0 be a right exact sequence of finitely generated R-modules. Then

(1) μ(M^{′′}) ⩽ μ(M) ⩽ μ(M^′) + μ(M^{′′}), (2) frk(M^{′′}) ⩽ frk(M) ⩽ frk(M^′) + μ(M^{′′}).

Recall that we are trying to verify the sequences {μ(F^e_∗ R)} and {a_e(R)} satisfy the hypotheses of 3 of Lemma 2.30 under the assumption (R, m, k) is an F-finite local domain of prime characteristic p. As R is an F-finite domain, there are short exact sequences 0 → R^{⊕pγ(R)} → F_∗R → T → 0 and 0 → F_∗R → R^{⊕pγ(R)} → T^′ → 0 so that T^′ and T^{′′} are torsion R-modules. As restricting scalars is exact, for each e ∈ N there are short exact sequences

0 → F^e_∗ R^{⊕pγ(R)} → F^{e+1}_∗ R → F^e_∗ T → 0 and 0 → F^{e+1}_∗ R → F^e_∗ R^{⊕pγ(R)} → F^e_∗ T^′ → 0.

As R is local, μ(F^e_∗ R^{⊕pγ(R)} ) = p^{γ(R)}μ(F^e_∗ R) and frk(F^e_∗ R^{⊕pγ(R)} ) = p^{γ(R)} frk(F^e_∗ R) = p^{γ(R)}a_e(R). It readily follows by (1) and (2) of Lemma 2.32 that | | |μ(F^{e+1∗} R) p^{(e+1)γ(R)} − μ(F^e_∗ R) p^{eγ(R)} | | | ⩽ max { μ(F^e_∗ T ) p^{eγ(R)} , μ(F^e_∗ T^′) p^{eγ(R)} }

and | | | | a_{e+1}(R) p^{(e+1)γ(R)} − a_e(R) p^{eγ(R)} | | | | ⩽ max { μ(F^e_∗ T ) p^{eγ(R)} , μ(F^e_∗ T^′) p^{eγ(R)} } . Lemma 2.31 provides the existence of a constant C ∈ R such that max {_{μ(F e∗ T )} p^{eγ(R)} , μ(F^e_∗ T^′) p^{eγ(R)} } ⩽^C_{pe} for each e ∈ N. Thus the sequences {μ(F^e_∗ R)} and {a_e(R)} satisfy (3) of Lemma 2.30.

Let R be a Noetherian ring, not necessarily local, and M^′ → M → M^{′′} → 0 a right exact sequence of finitely generated R-modules. Then (1) of Lemma 2.32 remains true without the local hypothesis. It is also clear that frk(M^{′′}) ⩽ frk(M). It is not clear whether or not the inequality frk(M) ⩽ frk(M^′) + μ(M^{′′}) holds without the local hypothesis. However, if R is of finite dimension, we show in Lemma 4.3 that frk(M) ⩽ frk(M^′) + μ(M^{′′}) + dim(R).

2.7. Uniform convergence and semi-continuity results. In this subsection we recall some results proved by Smirnov in [Smi16], the second author in [Pol], and the second author and Tucker in [PT16] that will be of use in later sections.

Proposition 2.33 ([Pol, Proposition 3.3]). Let R be either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring and M a finitely generated R-module. There is a constant C ∈ R such that for each P ∈ Spec(R) and for each e ∈ N, λ(M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P ) ⩽ Cp^{e dim(MP )}.

Theorem 2.34 ([Pol, Theorem 5.1]). Let R be either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring and M a finitely generated R-module. The functions λ_e : Spec(R) → R sending P → λ_{RP} (M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P )/p^{e ht(P )} converge uniformly to their limit, namely the function e_{HK} : Spec(R) → R sending P → e_{HK}(M_P ), the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of M_P . 13

Let R and M be as in Theorem 2.34 but assume that R is locally equidimensional. Then the functions λ_e are upper semi-continuous by Theorem 2.12. Thus Smirnov’s theorem on the upper semi-continuity of Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity holds for finitely generated modules. See [Smi16, Main Theorem].

Corollary 2.35. Let R be a locally equidimensional ring which is either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring and let M be a finitely generated R-module. Then the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity function e_{HK} : Spec(R) → R sending P → e_{HK}(M_P ) is upper semi-continuous.

The following theorem is the analogue of Theorem 2.34 for the sequence of normalized Frobenius splitting number functions.

Theorem 2.36 ([Pol, Theorem 5.6]). Let R be either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring. The functions s_e : Spec(R) → R sending P → s_e(R_P ) converge uniformly to their limit, namely the function s : Spec(R) → R sending P → s(R_P ), the F-signature of R_P .

Remark 2.37. We remark that Theorem 2.36 is easily generalized to all finitely generated R-modules. In fact, the proof provided in [Pol] shows this. One only needs to observe that the statements made about the R-module R apply to all finitely generated R-modules M.

Let R satisfy the hypotheses of Theorem 2.36, M a finitely generated R-module, and suppose that R is strongly F-regular. Enescu and the third author show in [EY11] under such hypotheses that the functions s_e in Theorem 2.36 are lower semi-continuous. See [EY11, Corollary 2.5, Theorem 5.1, and Remark 5.5]^4. Hence the following Corollary.

Corollary 2.38 ([Pol, Theorem 5.7]). Let R be either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring and M a finitely generated R-module. The F-signature function s : Spec(R) → R sending P → s(M_P ) is lower semi-continuous.

Let R be an F-finite domain and D a Cartier subalgebra. It is unknown if the functions s^D_e : Spec(R) → R sending P → s_e(R_P , D_P ) converge uniformly to their limit, namely the F-signature function s^D : Spec(R) → R sending P → s(R_P , D_P ), as e ∈ Γ_D → ∞. However, there is a condition one could impose on a Cartier subalgebra which guarantees uniform convergence.

Condition 2.39. A Cartier subalgebra satisfies condition (∗) if we require that for each φ ∈ D_{e+1} that the natural map i ∘ φ ∈ D_e, where i : F^e_∗ R → F^{e+1}_∗ R is the pth power map.

Theorem 2.40 ([Pol, Theorem 6.4]). Let R be an F-finite domain and D a Cartier subalgebra. Let s^D_e : Spec(R) → R be the function sending P → s_e(R_P , D_P ). Then there is a constant C ∈ R such that for all P ∈ Spec(R) for all e, e^′ ∈ N,

s_e(R_P , D_P ) − s_{e+e}′ (R_P , D_P ) < C p^e .

4See Remark 5.5 for details on why the hypotheses of [EY11, Theorem 5.1] are satisfied when R is strongly F-regular. 14

Moreover, if D satisfies condition (∗) then the constant C can be chosen such that for each P ∈ Spec(R) and each e, e^′ ∈ Γ_D ,

| s_e(R_P , D_P ) − s_{e+e}′ (R_P , D_P )| < C p^e . Therefore if the Cartier algebra satisfies condition (∗), the functions s^D_e sending P → s_e(R_P , D_P ) converge uniformly to their limit, namely the function s^D sending P → s(R_P , D_P ).

An arbitrary Cartier subalgebra, including those arising from geometric considerations, will not satisfy condition (∗). Recently, the second author and Tucker establish the uniform convergence of the functions s^D_e when D = C^{at} for some ideal a and t > 0 or if R is a normal domain and D = C^{(R,Δ)} for some effective Q-divisor Δ.

Theorem 2.41 ([PT16, Theorem 4.12, Theorem 4.13]). Let R be an F-finite domain. Suppose that either a ⊆ R a non-zero ideal, and t ∈ R_{⩾0} or R is normal and Δ is an effective Q-divisor. Let D be either C^{at} or C^{(R,Δ)}. Then there is a constant C ∈ R such that for all P ∈ Spec(R) and for all e, e^′ ∈ N,

|s_e(R_P , D_P ) − s_{e+e}′ (R_P , D_P )| ⩽ C p^e . In particular, the functions s^D_e sending P → s_e(R_P , D_P ) converge uniformly to their limit, namely the function s^D sending P → s(R_P , D_P ).

Following the methods of Enescu and the third author in [EY11], the functions s^D_e are easily verified to be lower semi-continuous. Thus a Corollary of Theorem 2.40 is the lower semi-continuity of the F-signature of a pair (R, D).

Theorem 2.42 ([Pol, Theorem 6.4]). Let R be an F-finite ring and D a Cartier subalgebra. The F-signature function s^D : Spec(R) → R sending P → s(R_P , D_P ) is lower semicontinuous.

3. Global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity

Recall that if R is an F-finite ring then we let γ(R) = max{α(Q) | Q ∈ Min(R)}. If R is F-finite and M is a finitely generated R-module, define

e_{HK}(M) = lim_{e→∞} μ(F^e_∗ M) p^{eγ(R)} . Theorem 3.9 shows that the limit exists, and we call it the global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of M. We observe that e_{HK}(M) agrees with the usual Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of M if R is local, see Remark 3.14.

The following Lemma is a global version of an observation made by Dutta in [Dut83]. Lemma 3.1 has shown itself to be useful in positive characteristic commutative algebra. Huneke’s survey paper [Hun13] uses a local version of Lemma 3.1 to prove the existence of Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity and the F-signature. Lemma 3.1 is used by the second author in [Pol] to establish the presence of strong uniform bounds found in all F-finite rings.

Lemma 3.1 ([Pol, Lemma 2.2]). Let R be an F-finite domain. Then there exists a finite set of nonzero primes S(R), and a constant C, such that for every e ∈ N,

(1) there is a containment of R-modules R^{⊕peγ(R)} ⊆ F^e_∗ R, 15

(2) which has a prime filtration with prime factors isomorphic to R/Q, where Q ∈ S(R), (3) and for each Q ∈ S(R), the prime factor R/Q appears no more than Cp^{eγ(R)} times in the chosen prime filtration of R^{⊕peγ(R)} ⊆ F^e_∗ R.

Corollary 3.2. Let R be an F-finite ring and M a finitely generated R-module. Then μ(F^e_∗ M) = O(p^{eγ(M)}).

Proof. Counting minimal number of generators is sub-additive on short exact sequences and restricting scalars is exact. Thus by considering a prime filtration of M, we are reduced to showing that if M = R is an F-finite domain, then there is a constant C such that for every e > 0, μ(F^e_∗ R) ⩽ Cp^{eγ(R)}. Suppose that R is an F-finite domain and let S(R) and C be as in Lemma 3.1. If S(R) is empty, i.e., for each e we can take the inclusions R^{⊕peγ(R)} ⊆ F^e_∗ R to be the surjective as well, then there is nothing to show. For each e > 0 let T_e = F^e_∗ R/R^{⊕peγ(R)} . Then we can find a prime filtration of T_e, whose prime factors are isomorphic to R/Q, where Q ∈ S(R), and such a prime factor appears no more than Cp^{eγ(R)} times. In particular, T_e has a prime filtration with no more than C|S(R)|p^{eγ(R)} prime factors. By considering the short exact sequence 0 → R^{⊕peγ(R)} → F^e_∗ R → T_e → 0 and the prime filtration of T_e, we have that μ(F^e_∗ R) ⩽ μ(R^{⊕peγ(R)} ) + μ(T_e) = p^{eγ(R)} + μ(T_e) ⩽ (1 + C|S(R)|)p^{eγ(R)}. □ Remark 3.3. The reader should observe that Proposition 2.33 and Theorem 2.25 provide an alternative proof to Corollary 3.2 without directly using Lemma 3.1. However, the proof of Proposition 2.33 given in [Pol] relies on Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 3.4. Let R be an F-finite ring and let M, N be finitely generated R-modules which are isomorphic at minimal primes of R. Then μ(F^e_∗ M) = μ(F^e_∗ N) + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}).

Proof. As M and N are assumed to be isomorphic at minimal primes, we can find right exact sequences M → N → T_1 → 0 and N → M → T_2 → 0 such that T_1 and T_2 are not supported at any minimal prime of R. Hence for each e ∈ N we have right exact sequences F^e_∗ M → F^e_∗ N → F^e_∗ T_1 → 0 and F^e_∗ N → F^e_∗ M → F^e_∗ T_2 → 0. It follows that

|μ(F^e_∗ M) − μ(F^e_∗ N)| ⩽ max{μ(F^e_∗ T_1), μ(F^e_∗ T_2)}.

Therefore by Corollary 3.2, |μ(F^e_∗ M) − μ(F^e_∗ N)| = O ( p^{e(max{γ(T1),γ(T2 )})} ) . For i = 1, 2, let I_i = Ann_R(T_i). Then there is a P_i ∈ Spec(R) such that γ(T_i) = α(P_i/I_i) + ht(P_i/I_i). Observe that α(P_i/I_i) + ht(P_i/I_i) = α(P_i) + ht(P_i/I_i) < α(P_i) + ht(P_i) ⩽ γ(R), which completes the proof of the Lemma. □

Remark 3.5. The method of Lemma 3.4 shows something a bit stronger. If we set Assh(R) = {P ∈ Min(R) | α(P ) = γ(R)} and assume that M, N are finitely generated R-modules which are isomorphic at the minimal primes in Assh(R), then μ(F^e_∗ M) = μ(F^e_∗ N) + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}). Recall that in Section 2 we used Assh(R) to denote the set of minimal primes Q of a local ring (R, m, k) such that dim(R/Q) = dim(R). The following Lemma justifies our use of Assh(R).

Lemma 3.6. Let (R, m, k) be an F-finite local ring and let P be a minimal prime of R. Then α(P ) = γ(R) if and only if dim(R/P ) = dim(R). 16

Proof. Observe that if P ∈ Min(R), then α(P ) = α(P/P ) in the local domain R/P . By Lemma 2.1, α(P ) = dim(R/P ) + α(m/P ) = dim(R/P ) + α(m). This shows a minimal prime P ∈ Min(R) in a local ring satisfies dim(R) = dim(R/P ) if and only if α(P ) = γ(R). □

The following is a Corollary to Lemma 3.4.

Corollary 3.7. Let R be an F-finite ring and 0 → M^′ → M → M^{′′} → 0 a short exact sequence of finitely generated R-modules. Then μ(F^e_∗ M) = μ(F^e_∗ M^′ ⊕ F^e_∗ M^{′′}) + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}). Proof. First suppose that R is a reduced ring. Then M is isomorphic to M^′ ⊕M^{′′} at minimal primes of R. Hence by Lemma 3.4, μ(F^e_∗ M) = μ(F^e_∗ M^′ ⊕ F^e_∗ M^{′′}) + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}).

Now suppose that R is not necessarily reduced and choose e_0 large enough such that √ 0^{[pe0 ]} = 0. Denote by S the image of R under the e_0th iterate of Frobenius, F^{e0} : R → R.

Then S is a reduced ring which R is module finite over. Suppose that N is a finitely generated R-module. Observe that the elements n_1, . . . , n_ℓ are a generating set for N as an S-module if and only if F^{e0}_∗ n_1, . . . , F^{e0}_∗ n_ℓ are a generating set for F^{e0}_∗ N as an R-module. It follows that for each e ∈ N that μ_R(F^{e+e0}_∗ N) = μ_S(F^e_∗ N), which reduces the proof of the Corollary to the reduced case. □

One should observe that μ(F^e_∗ M^′ ⊕ F^e_∗ M^{′′}) ⩽ μ(F^e_∗ M^′) + μ(F^e_∗ M^{′′}), but equality does not necessarily hold since R is not assumed to be local. If fact, one can not even hope to prove μ(F^e_∗ M) = μ(F^e_∗ M^′) + μ(F^e_∗ M^{′′}) + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}). If such an inequality held, then one could establish that global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity was additive on short exact sequences. Example 3.8. Global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity is not additive on direct summands, hence not additive on short exact sequences. Let R = F_p × F_p . For each e ∈ N, F^e_∗ R ∼= R, hence μ(F^e_∗ R) = 1 for each e ∈ N and e_{HK}(R) = 1. Let M_1 = F_p × 0 and M_2 = 0 × F_p , the two direct summands of F_p of R. Then for each e ∈ N, F^e_∗ M_1 ∼= M_1 and F^e_∗ M_2 ∼= M_2. Hence e_{HK}(M_1) = 1 and e_{HK}(M_2) = 1, but e_{HK}(M_1 ⊕ M_2) ≠ 2. Nevertheless, Corollary 3.18 below shows that global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity is additive if R is assumed to be a domain.

We now prove the existence of global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity.

Theorem 3.9. Let R be an F-finite ring and M a finitely generated R-module. Then the limit e_{HK}(M) = lim_{e→∞} μ(F^e_∗ M)/p^{eγ(R)} exists. Moreover, there is a constant C ∈ R such that

for each e ∈ N, e_{HK}(M) ⩽ μ(F^e_∗ M) p^{eγ(R)} + C p^e . Proof. Suppose that 0 = M_0 ⊆ M_1 ⊆ · · · ⊆ M_ℓ = M is a prime filtration of M with M_i/M_{i−1} ∼= R/Q_i. Repeated use of Corollary 3.7 allows us to reduce proving the existence of global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity to the scenario that M ∼= R/Q_1 ⊕ R/Q_2 ⊕ · · · ⊕ R/Q_ℓ, a direct sum of modules of the form R/Q_i where Q_i ∈ Spec(R).

Suppose that Assh(R) is as in Remark 3.5. By rearranging and relabeling as necessary, we may assume that Q_1, . . . , Q_i ∈ Assh(R) and Q_{i+1}, . . . , Q_ℓ ∉ Assh(R). Hence M and R/Q_1 ⊕ R/Q_2 ⊕ · · · ⊕ R/Q_i are isomorphic when localized at each Q ∈ Assh(R). Thus by Remark 3.5, we are further reduced to the scenario M ∼= R/Q_1 ⊕ R/Q_2 ⊕ · · · ⊕ R/Q_ℓ where each Q_i ∈ Assh(R).

A prime Q is an element of Assh(R) if and only if F_∗(R/Q) has rank p^{γ(R)} as an R/Qmodule. It follows that there is a right exact sequence M^{⊕pγ(R)} → F_∗M → T → 0 17

such that T_Q = 0 for each Q ∈ Assh(R). As restricting scalars is exact, for each e ∈ N there is a right exact sequence F^e_∗ M^{⊕pγ(R)} → F^{e+1}_∗ M → F^e_∗ T → 0. For each e ∈ N, μ(F^{e+1}_∗ M) ⩽ μ(F^e_∗ M^{⊕pγ(R)} ) + μ(F^e_∗ T ) ⩽ p^{γ(R)}μ(F^e_∗ M) + μ(F^e_∗ T ).

As T is not supported at any prime of Assh(R), by Corollary 3.2 there is a constant C ∈ R such that for each e ∈ N, after dividing by p^{(e+1)γ(R)}, μ(F^{e+1}_∗ M) p^{(e+1)γ(R)} ⩽ μ(F^e_∗ M) p^{eγ(R)} + C p^e . The theorem follows from (1) of Lemma 2.30. □ Corollary 3.10 (Associativity Formula). Let R be an F-finite ring and M a finitely generated R-module. Then

μ(F^e_∗ M) = μ ⨁ Q∈Assh(R) λ_{RQ} (M_Q) ⨁ i=1 F^e_∗ (R/Q) + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}). In particular,

e_{HK}(M) = e_{HK} ⨁ Q∈Assh(R) λ(M_Q)⨁

i=1 F^e_∗ (R/Q) . Proof. In the proof of Theorem 3.9 it was observed that μ(F^e_∗ M) = μ(F^e_∗ (R/Q_1 ⊕ R/Q_2 · · · ⊕ R/Q_ℓ)) + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}), where R/Q_i are the various prime factors appearing in a prime filtration of M with Q_i ∈ Assh(R). Given a prime Q ∈ Assh(R), the number of times R/Q appears as a prime factor in a prime filtration of M is precisely λ_{RQ} (M_Q). □ If (R, m, k) is a local F-finite ring and M a finitely generated R-module, then Monsky’s original proof of the existence of Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity in [Mon83] showed μ(F^e_∗ M) = e_{HK}(M)p^{eγ(R)} + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}). Equivalently, there is a constant C ∈ R such that |μ(F^e_∗ M) − e_{HK}(M)p^{eγ(R)}| ⩽ Cp^{e(γ(R)−1)}. To extend Monsky’s original result to the global case, we first record the following application of Theorem 2.25.

Lemma 3.11. Let R be a Noetherian ring of finite Krull dimension. Suppose that M is a finitely generated R-module. Then for each n ∈ N, |μ(M^{⊕n}) − nμ(M)| ⩽ n dim(R). Proof. It is easy to see that μ(M^{⊕n}) ⩽ nμ(M). By Theorem 2.25 there is a P ∈ Spec(R) such that μ(M) ⩽ μ(M_P ) + dim(R). Hence nμ_R(M) ⩽ nμ_{RP} (M_P ) + n dim(R) = μ_{RP} (M^{⊕n}_P ) + n dim(R) ⩽ μ_R(M^{⊕n}) + n dim(R). □ Theorem 3.12. Let R be an F-finite ring and M a finitely generated R-module. Then μ(F^e_∗ M) = e_{HK}(M)p^{eγ(R)} + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}). 18

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 3.9, one can reduce all considerations to the scenario M ∼= R/Q_1 ⊕ · · · R/Q_ℓ where each Q_i ∈ Assh(R). Hence there is a right exact sequence of the form F_∗M → M^{⊕pγ(R)} → T → 0 such that T_Q = 0 for each Q ∈ Assh(R). For each e ∈ N,

μ(F^e_∗ M^{⊕pγ(R)} ) ⩽ μ(F^{e+1}_∗ M) + μ(F^e_∗ T ). By Lemma 3.11, p^{γ(R)}μ(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ μ(F^{e+1}_∗ M) + μ(F^e_∗ T ) + p^{γ(R)} dim(R).

By Corollary 3.2 there is a constant C ∈ R such that for each e ∈ N, μ(F^e_∗ T ) ⩽ Cp^{e(γ(R)−1)}. Dividing by p^{(e+1)γ(R)} and applying a crude estimate shows μ(F^e_∗ M) p^{eγ(R)} ⩽ μ(F^{e+1}_∗ M) p^{(e+1)γ(R)} + C + dim(R) p^e . The theorem follows from Theorem 3.9 and (3) of Lemma 2.30. □ Corollary 3.13. Let R be an F-finite ring and M a finitely generated R-module. Then the limit ~e_{HK}(M) = lim_{e→∞} μ(F^e_∗ M)/p^{γ(M)} exists and ~e_{HK}(M) ⩾ 1. Moreover, μ(F^e_∗ M) = ~e_{HK}(M)p^{eγ(M)} + O(p^{e(γ(M)−1)}).

Proof. For existence, apply Theorems 3.9 and 3.12 to the module M, but viewed as an R/ Ann_R(M)-module. To see that ~e_{HK}(M) ⩾ 1, one may assume that γ(M) = γ(R) and show e_{HK}(M) ⩾ 1. The assumption γ(M) = γ(R) is equivalent to M_Q ≠ 0 for some Q ∈ Assh(R). Then μ_R(F^e_∗ M) ⩾ μ_{RQ} (F^e_∗ M_Q) = λ_{RQ} (M_Q/Q^{[pe]}M_Q)p^{eα(Q)} ⩾ λ_{RQ} (M_Q)p^{eγ(R)}. Divide by p^{eγ(R)} and let e → ∞ to see e_{HK}(M) ⩾ λ(M_Q) ⩾ 1. □ Remark 3.14. Let (R, m, k) be a local F-finite ring and let M be a finitely generated Rmodule. Then for each e ∈ N, μ(F^e_∗ M)/p^{eγ(R)} = λ(M)/m^{[pe]M} /p^{e dim(R)}, see Lemma 3.6. In particular, the global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of M is the same as the usual Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of M, i.e., lim_{e→∞} μ(F^e_∗ M) p^{eγ(R)} = lim_{e→∞} λ(M/m^{[pe]}M) p^{e dim(R)} . Suppose that R is an F-finite domain. Then for each P ∈ Spec(R), rank_R(F^e_∗ R) = rank_{RP} (F^e_∗ R_P ). It follows that μ_R(F^e_∗ R)/ rank_R(F^e_∗ R) ⩾ μ_{RP} (F^e_∗ R_P )/ rank_{RP} (F^e_∗ R_P ) and therefore e_{HK}(R) ⩾ e_{HK}(R_P ). Theorem 3.17 below shows that under such hypotheses, e_{HK}(R) = max{e_{HK}(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. It will not always be the case that global Hilbert- Kunz multiplicity is an upper bound of {e_{HK}(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}, see Example 3.19 below. To better describe the scenario in all F-finite rings, let Z_R = {P ∈ Spec(R) | ht(P ) + α(P ) = γ(R)}.

Observe that if R is an F-finite domain, then Z_R = Spec(R). More generally, P ∈ Z_R if and only if there is some Q ∈ Min(R) such that γ(R_Q) = γ(R) and Q ⊆ P if and only if there is some Q ∈ Assh(R) such that Q ⊆ P . Therefore Z_R = ∪_{Q∈Assh(R)}V (Q) is a closed set.

The following theorem is a generalization of Smirnov’s theorem that Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity is upper semi-continuous on the spectrum of rings which are locally equidimensional, see Theorem 2.35. 19

Theorem 3.15. Let R be an F-finite ring and M a finitely generated R-modules. For each e ∈ N the function μ_e : Z_R → R sending P → μ_{RP} (F^e_∗ M_P )/p^{eγ(RP )} is upper semi-continuous. Moreover, the functions μ_e converge uniformly to their limit, namely e_{HK} : Z_R → R sending P → e_{HK}(M_P ). In particular, the function e_{HK} : Z_R → R is upper semi-continuous and sup{e_{HK}(M_P ) | P ∈ Z_R} = max{e_{HK}(M_P ) | P ∈ Z_R}.

Proof. For each e ∈ N, the function μ̃_e : Spec(R) → N sending P → μ_{RP} (F^e_∗ M_P ) is easily seen to be upper semi-continuous on all of Spec(R). For each P ∈ Z_R, γ(R_P ) = γ(R). Hence μ_e is upper semi-continuous on Z_R. As μ_{RP} (F^e_∗ M_P )/p^{eγ(RP )} = λ_{RP} (M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P )/p^{e ht(P )}, the uniform convergence of μ_e follows from Theorem 2.34. □ Our next theorem relates the global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of an F-finite ring with the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicities of various localizations of R. We first need a lemma. Lemma 3.16. Let R be an F-finite ring. Suppose M is a finitely generated R-module such that γ(M) = γ(R). There exists e_0 ∈ N such that for all e ⩾ e_0, ∅ ≠ {P ∈ Spec(R) | μ(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ μ(F^e_∗ M_P ) + dim(R)} ⊆ Z_R. In particular, {P | μ(F^e_∗ M_P ) = max{μ(F^e_∗ M_Q)}} ⊆ Z_R for all e ⩾ e_0.

Proof. Suppose that M is a finitely generated R-module such that γ(M) = γ(R). Then e_{HK}(M) ⩾ 1 by Corollary 3.13. By Theorem 2.25, for each e ∈ N there exists P_e ∈ Spec(R) such that μ_R(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ μ_{RPe} (F^e_∗ M_{Pe} ) + dim(R). By Proposition 2.33 there is a constant C ∈ R such that for each P ∈ Spec(R), λ_{RP} (M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P ) ⩽ Cp^{e ht(P )}. Equivalently, there is a constant C ∈ R such that for each P ∈ Spec(R), μ_{RP} (F^e_∗ M_P ) ⩽ Cp^{e(ht(P )+α(P ))}. Suppose there existed an infinite subset Γ ⊆ N such that for each e ∈ Γ the prime P_e could be chosen such that P_e ∉ Z_R. Then for each e ∈ Γ,

μ_R(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ μ_{RPe} (F^e_∗ M_{Pe} ) + dim(R) ⩽ Cp^{e(ht(P )+α(P ))} + dim(R) ⩽ Cp^{e(γ(R)−1)} + dim(R). Dividing by p^{eγ(R)} and letting e ∈ Γ → ∞ shows e_{HK}(M) = 0. □ Theorem 3.17. Let R be an F-finite ring and let M be a finitely generated R-module. Then the following limits exist.

(1) e_{HK}(M) = lim_{e→∞} μ_R(F^e_∗ M)/p^{eγ(R)}, (2) lim_{e→∞} λ_{RQe} (M_{Qe} /Q^{[pe]}_e M_{Qe} )/p^{e ht(Qe)}, where Q_e ∈ Spec(R) is chosen such that

μ_{RQe} (F^e_∗ M_{Qe} ) = max{μ_{RP} (F^e_∗ M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}, (3) lim_{e→∞} e_{HK}(M_{Qe} ), where Q_e ∈ Spec(R) is chosen such that

μ(F^e_∗ M_{Qe} ) = max{μ_{RP} (F^e_∗ M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}.

The above limits agree, with the common value being max{e_{HK}(M_P ) | P ∈ Z_R}. Proof. It is clear that μ_R(F^e_∗ M) ⩾ μ_{RP} (F^e_∗ M_P ) for all P ∈ Spec(R). So for every P ∈ Z_R, μ(F^e_∗ M) p^{eγ(R)} ⩾ μ_{RP} (F^e_∗ M_P ) p^{eγ(R)} = λ(M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P ) p^{e(γ(R)−α(P ))} = λ(M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P ) p^{e ht(P )} . Letting e → ∞ we see that e_{HK}(M) ⩾ e_{HK}(M_P ) for every P ∈ Z_R. This shows that e_{HK}(M) ⩾ max{e_{HK}(M_P ) | P ∈ Z_R}.

By Theorem 2.34 and Theorem 3.9, if ϵ > 0 then for e ≫ 0, 20

(1) | | | λ_{RP} (M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P ) p^{e ht(P )}

− e_{HK}(M_P ) | | | < ϵ/3 for all P ∈ Spec(R), (2) | | | | μ_R(F^e_∗ M) p^{eγ(R)} − e_{HK}(M) | | | | < ϵ/3, and (3) dim(R) p^{eγ(R)} < ϵ/3. For each e > 0 let Q_e ∈ Spec(R) be such that max{μ_{RP} (F^e_∗ M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)} = μ_{RQe} (F^e_∗ M_{Qe} ). By Theorem 2.25 μ_R(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ μ_{RQe} (F^e_∗ M_{Qe} ) + dim(R) and by Lemma 3.16, the prime Q_e ∈ Z_R for all e ≫ 0.

Therefore if e is suitably large,

e_{HK}(M_{Qe} ) ⩽ e_{HK}(M) < μ_R(F^e_∗ M) p^{eγ(R)} + ϵ/3 ⩽ μ_{RQe} (F^e_∗ M_{Qe} ) p^{eγ(R)} + dim(R) p^{eγ(R)} + ϵ/3 < μ_{RQe} (F^e_∗ M_{Qe} ) p^{eγ(R)} + ϵ/3 + ϵ/3 = λ_{RQe} (M_{Qe} /Q^{[pe]}e M_{Qe} ) p^{e ht(P )} + ϵ/3 + ϵ/3 < e_{HK}(M_{Qe} ) + ϵ/3 + ϵ/3 + ϵ/3 = e_{HK}(M_{Qe} ) + ϵ.

Thus e_{HK}(M) ⩽ max{e_{HK}(M_P ) | P ∈ Z_R} and we must have equality. Furthermore, the above chain of inequalities shows that the limits in (2) and (3) exist and both converge to e_{HK}(M). □

Corollary 3.18. Let R be an F-finite ring such that Z_R = V (Q) for some prime ideal Q, e.g., R is a domain. Then global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity is additive on short exact sequences. Furthermore, if M is any finitely generated R-module, then e_{HK}(M) = λ_{RQ} (M_Q) e_{HK}(R/Q).

Proof. Let ℓ = λ_{RQ} (M_Q). It is enough to show that e_{HK}(M) = ℓ e_{HK}(R/Q). Corollary 3.10 shows that e_{HK}(M) = e_{HK}( ⨁_ℓ R/Q). We can now use Theorem 3.17 to conclude that

e_{HK}(M) = max{e_{HK}(M_P ) | P ∈ Z_R} = ℓ max{e_{HK}(R_P /QR_P ) | P ∈ Z_R} = ℓ e_{HK}(R/Q).

The proof is complete. □

Example 3.19. If Z_R ≠ Spec(R), then global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity is not an upper bound of {e_{HK}(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. Let K be an F-finite field and (T, m) a local F-finite domain such that γ(K) > γ(T ) and e_{HK}(T ) > 1 and let R = K × T . Then Z_R consists of the single prime 0 × T , hence by Theorem 3.17 e_{HK}(R) = 1 < e_{HK}(R_{K×m}) = e_{HK}(T ).

We now provide global analogues of Theorem 2.5, Theorem 2.6, and Theorem 2.7. We remark that F-finite domains satisfy the hypotheses Lemma 3.20, Theorem 3.21, Theorem 3.22, and Theorem 3.23.

Lemma 3.20. Let R be an F-finite ring such that Z_R = Spec(R) and such that every associated prime of R is minimal. Then for each P ∈ Spec(R), R_P is formally unmixed.

Proof. The assumption that Z_R = Spec(R) implies Z_{RP} = Spec(R_P ) for each P ∈ Spec(R). Hence R is locally equidimensional by Lemma 3.6. By Ratliff, the completion of an excellent equidimensional local ring is equidimensional, see [HS06, Corollary B.4.3 and Theorem B.5.1]. As R is excellent, R_P → ^R_P has regular fibers by [Mat80, Section 33, Lemma 4]. In particular, all associated primes of ^R_P are minimal, completing the proof of the Lemma. □ 21

Theorem 3.21. Let R be an F-finite ring such that Z_R = Spec(R) and such that every associated prime of R is minimal. Then R is regular if and only if e_{HK}(R) = 1.

Proof. By Theorem 3.17, e_{HK}(R) = max{e_{HK}(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. Hence e_{HK}(R) = 1 if and only e_{HK}(R_P ) = 1 for each P ∈ Spec(R) if and only if R_P is a regular local ring for each P ∈ Spec(R) by Lemma 3.20 and Theorem 2.5 if and only if R is regular. □

Theorem 3.22. Suppose that R is an F-finite ring such that Z_R = Spec(R) and such that every associated prime of R is minimal. Let e = max{e(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}, where e(R_P ) is the Hilbert-Samuel multiplicity of the local ring R_P . If e_{HK}(R) ⩽ 1 + max {1/ dim(R)!, 1/e}, then R is strongly F-regular and Gorenstein.

Proof. By Theorem 3.17, e_{HK}(R) = max{e_{HK}(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. One can now apply Lemma 3.20 and Theorem 2.6 to know that for each P ∈ Spec(R) that R_P is strongly F-regular and Gorenstein, hence R is strongly F-regular and Gorenstein. □

Theorem 3.23. Fix d ∈ N. There is a number δ > 0 such that if R is of dimension d, of any prime characteristic, F-finite, such that Z_R = Spec(R), such that all associated primes of R are minimal, and e_{HK}(R) ⩽ 1 + δ, then R is regular.

Proof. The proof is parallel to that of Theorem 3.22. One only needs to reference Theorem 2.7 instead of Theorem 2.6. Let δ(i) be a number as in Theorem 2.7, that works for rings of dimension i, and let δ = min{δ(i) | i ⩽ d}. □

4. Global F-signature

Let R be an F-finite ring and M a finitely generated R-module. Consider the following sequences of numbers.

(1) Let a_e(M) = frk(F^e_∗ M) be the largest rank of a free summand appearing in the various direct sum decompositions of F^e_∗ M. Then a_e(M) ⩽ rank(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ rank(M)p^{eγ(R)} = O(p^{eγ(R)}). (2) Let ã_e(M) be the largest min-rank of a projective summand appearing in various direct sum decompositions of F^e_∗ M. Then a_e(M) ⩽ ã_e(M) ⩽ rank(F^e_∗ M) ⩽ rank(M)p^{eγ(R)} = O(p^{eγ(R)}).

Remark 4.1. If R is local, then a_e(M) = ã_e(M) and s(M) = lim_{e→∞} a_e(M)/p^{eγ(R)}. If R is non-local, then Serre’s Splitting Theorem, Theorem 2.26, shows that for each e > 0 we have a_e(M) ⩽ ã_e(M) ⩽ a_e(M) + d. Hence the limit lim_{e→∞} a_e(M)/p^{eγ(R)} exists if and only if the limit lim_{e→∞} ã_e(M)/p^{eγ(R)} exists. Moreover, if the limits do exist then their limits are equal.

If R is F-finite, not necessarily local, and M is a finitely generated R-module, we define

s(M) = lim_{e→∞} a_e(M) p^{eγ(R)} . We show in Theorem 4.7 that the limit s(M) exists, and we call it the global F-signature of M. Note that, when R is local, this is the usual definition of F-signature of a module M.

Remark 4.2. Suppose that R is an F-finite ring. The existence of a finitely generated Rmodule M and e > 0 such that a_e(M) > 0 implies a_e(R) > 0. In particular, R is reduced. Recall the notation Z_R = {P ∈ Spec(R) | α(P ) + ht(P ) = γ(R)} from Section 3. Observe that, if Z_R ≠ Spec(R), then for any finitely generated R-module M and any P /∈ Z_R we 22

have a_e(M) ⩽ a_e(M_P ) ⩽ O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}). It follows that, in this case, s(M) = 0 for any finitely generated R-module M. These observations allow us to reduce our considerations to the scenario that R is reduced and Z_R = Spec(R). In particular, Assh(R) = Min(R).

Suppose that R is an F-finite reduced ring, and let M be a finitely generated R-module. For each P ∈ Spec(R), we see a_e(M) ⩽ a_e(M_P ). Now further assume that Z_R = Spec(R). Then if there exists P ∈ Spec(R) such that s(M_P ) = 0 then s(M) exists and is equal to 0. Otherwise, R will be strongly F-regular and hence a direct product of integral domains by Theorem 2.17. We therefore reduce many considerations in this section to the case that R is a domain.

Lemma 4.3. Let R be a Noetherian ring of finite Krull dimension. Let M^′ → M → M^{′′} → 0 be a right exact sequence of finitely generated R-modules. Then frk_R(M) ⩽ frk_R(M^′) + μ_R(M^{′′}) + dim(R).

Proof. For each P ∈ Spec(R), frk_{RP} (M_P ) ⩽ frk_{RP} (M^′_P ) + μ_{RP} (M^{′′}_P ), see (2) of Lemma 2.32. In particular, frk_R(M) ⩽ frk_{RP} (M^′_P )+μ_R(M^{′′}) for each P ∈ Spec(R). By Theorem 2.27 there is a prime P ∈ Spec(R) such that frk_{RP} (M_P ) ⩽ frk_R(M) + dim(R). Therefore frk_R(M) ⩽ frk_R(M^′) + μ_R(M^{′′}) + dim(R). □

Lemma 4.4. Let R be an F-finite ring and let M, N be two finitely generated R-modules isomorphic at each prime P ∈ Assh(R). Then a_e(M) = a_e(N) + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}).

Proof. There are two right exact sequences M → N → T_1 → 0 and N → M → T_2 → 0 such that (T_1)_P = (T_2)_P = 0 for each P ∈ Assh(R). By Lemma 4.3 |a_e(M) − a_e(N)| ⩽ max{μ(F^e_∗ T_1) + dim(R), μ(F^e_∗ T_2) + dim(R)}.

The result follows from Lemma 3.2. □

Corollary 4.5. Let R be an F-finite ring and 0 → M^′ → M → M^{′′} → 0 a short exact sequence of finitely generated R-modules. Then a_e(M) = a_e(M^′ ⊕ M^{′′}) + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}).

Proof. Without loss of generality, one may assume that R is reduced. In particular, M is isomorphic to M^′ ⊕ M^{′′} at all P ∈ Assh(R), and the result follows by Lemma 4.4. □

Example 4.6. As with global Hilbert-Kunz, one cannot expect s(M_1 ⊕M_2) = s(M_1)+s(M_2). Let R = F_p × F_p , M_1 = F_p × 0, and M_2 = 0 × F_p . Observe that γ(R) = 0. Hence s(M_1) = s(M_2) = 0 whereas s(R) = 1.

Theorem 4.7. Let R be an F-finite ring and M a finitely generated R-module. Then the limit s(M) = lim_{e→∞} a_e(M)/p^{eγ(R)} exists. Moreover, there exists a constant C ∈ R such that for each e ∈ N, a_e(M) ⩽ s(M)p^{eγ(R)} + Cp^{e(γ(R)−1)}.

Proof. Without loss of generality, one may assume that R is reduced and α(P )+ht(P ) = γ(R) for each P ∈ Spec(R). By considering a prime filtration of M, repeated use of Corollary 4.5 allows one to reduce all considerations to the scenario that M ∼= R/Q_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ R/Q_ℓ where Q_i ∈ Min(R). As R is a reduced and α(P ) + ht(P ) = γ(R) for each P ∈ Spec(R), there is a short exact sequence 0 → F_∗M → M^{⊕pγ (R)} → T → 0 so that T_Q = 0 for each Q ∈ Min(R). For each e ∈ N

a_e(M^{⊕pγ(R)} ) ⩽ a_{e+1}(M) + μ(F^e_∗ T ) + dim(R) 23

by Lemma 4.3. By Corollary 3.2 there is a constant C ∈ R such that μ(F^e_∗ T ) ⩽ Cp^{e(γ(R)−1)}. Note p^{γ(R)}a_e(M) ⩽ a_e(M^{⊕pγ(R)} ), dividing the above inequality by p^{(e+1)γ(R)} and applying crude estimates, a_e(M) p^{eγ(R)} ⩽ a_{e+1}(M) p^{(e+1)γ(R)} + C + dim(R) p^e . The theorem follows from (2) of Lemma 2.30. □ Lemma 4.8. Let R be a Noetherian ring of finite Krull dimension, of any characteristic. Suppose that M is a finitely generated R-module. Then for each n ∈ N, | frk(M^{⊕n}) − n frk(M)| ⩽ n dim(R).

Proof. It is clear that n frk(M) ⩽ frk(M^{⊕n}). By Theorem 2.27 there exists a P ∈ Spec(R) such that frk(M_P ) ⩽ frk(M) + dim(R). Hence frk(M^{⊕n}) ⩽ frk_{RP} (M^{⊕n}_P ) = n frk(M_P ) ⩽ n frk(M) + n dim(R). □ Theorem 4.9. Let R be an F-finite ring and M a finitely generated R-module. Then a_e(M) = s(M)p^{eγ(R)} + O(p^{e(γ(R)−1)}).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that R is reduced and α(P )+ht(P ) = γ(R) for each P ∈ Spec(R). As in the proof of Theorem 4.7, we may assume M ∼= R/Q_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ R/Q_ℓ where Q_i ∈ Min(R). In this case, there is a short exact sequence 0 → M^{⊕pγ (R)} → F_∗M → T → 0 so that T_P = 0 for each P ∈ Min(R). For each e ∈ N a_{e+1}(M) ⩽ a_e(M^{⊕pγ(R)} ) + μ(F^e_∗ T ) + dim(R) by Lemma 4.3. By Corollary 3.2 there is a constant C ∈ R such that for each e ∈ N μ(F^e_∗ T ) ⩽ Cp^{e(γ(R)−1)}. Hence by Lemma 4.8, a_{e+1}(M) ⩽ p^{γ(R)}a_e(M) + Cp^{e(γ(R)−1)} + p^{γ(R)} dim(R) + dim(R).

Dividing by p^{(e+1)γ(R)} and applying a crude estimate shows a_{e+1}(M) p^{(e+1)γ(R)} ⩽ a_e(M) p^{eγ(R)} + C + 2 dim(R) p^e . The theorem follows from Theorem 4.7 and (3) of Lemma 2.30. □ Lemma 4.10. Let R be an F-finite ring of dimension d and M a finitely generated R-module. For each e ∈ N choose a decomposition F^e_∗ M ∼= R^{⊕ne} ⊕ M_e such that M_e does not have a free summand. There exists Q ∈ Spec(R) such that frk(F^e_∗ M_Q) ⩽ n_e + dim(R). Proof. By Theorem 2.27 there is a Q ∈ Spec(R) such that frk((M_e)_Q) ⩽ d. The desired result now follows since frk(F^e_∗ M_Q) = n_e + frk((M_e)_Q). □ Lemma 4.11. Let R be an F-finite ring of dimension d and let M be a finitely generated R-module. For each e ∈ N choose a decomposition F^e_∗ M ∼= Ω_e ⊕M_e such that Ω_e is projective of min-rank m_e and M_e does not have a projective summand. Then there exists Q ∈ Spec(R) such that frk(F^e_∗ M_Q) ⩽ m_e + dim(R).

Proof. By Theorem 2.27 there is a Q ∈ Spec(R) such that frk((M_e)_Q) ⩽ d, else M_e has a free, and hence projective, summand. The desired result now follows as in Lemma 4.10. □ 24

Lemma 4.12. Let R be an F-finite ring such that Z_R = Spec(R) and M a finitely generated R-module. For each e > 0, let Q_e ∈ Spec(R) be such that a_e(M_{Qe} ) = min{a_e(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. Then both^{ae(MQe )}_{peγ(R)} and s(M_{Qe} ) converge to min{s(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)} as e → ∞.

Proof. Since Z_R = Spec(R), the F-signature function Spec(R) → R sending P → s(R_P ) is lower semi-continuous by Theorem 2.38. Therefore there exists Q ∈ Spec(R) such that s(M_Q) = inf{s(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. By Theorem 2.36 and Remark 2.37 the functions s_e : Spec(R) → R sending a prime P → s_e(M_P ) = a_e(M_P )/p^{eγ(R)} converge uniformly to their limit, namely s : Spec(R) → R sending a prime P → s(M_P ), the F-signature of M_P . Let ϵ > 0 and e_0 ≫ 0 such that for e ⩾ e_0, |s_e(M_P ) − s(M_P )| < ϵ/2 for every P ∈ Spec(R). Then for e ⩾ e_0

s(M_Q) ⩽ s(M_{Qe} ) < s_e(M_{Qe} ) + ϵ/2 ⩽ s_e(M_Q) + ϵ/2 < s(M_Q) + ϵ/2 + ϵ/2 = s(M_Q) + ϵ.

The lemma now follows. □

Theorem 4.13. Let R be an F-finite ring such that Z_R = Spec(R), and M a finitely generated R-module. Then the following limits exist:

(1) s(M) = lim_{e→∞} a_e(M) p^{eγ(R)} , (2) s(M) = lim_{e→∞} ã_e(M) p^{eγ(R)} , (3) lim_{e→∞} n_e p^{eγ(R)} , where n_e is the rank of a free direct summand of F^e_∗ M appearing in a choice of decomposition F^e_∗ M ∼= R^{⊕ne} ⊕ M_e, where M_e has no free summand, (4) lim_{e→∞} m_e rank(F^e_∗ R)

, where m_e is the min-rank of a project summand Ω_e of F^e_∗ M appearing in a choice of decomposition F^e_∗ M ∼= Ω_e ⊕ M_e, where M_e has no projective summand, (5) lim_{e→∞} a_e(M_{Qe} ) p^{eγ(R)} , where Q_e ∈ Spec(R) is chosen such that

a_e(M_{Qe} ) = min{a_e(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)},

(6) lim_{e→∞} s(M_{Qe} ), where Q_e ∈ Spec(R) is chosen such that

a_e(M_{Qe} ) = min{a_e(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}.

Moreover, all of the above limits agree, with common value being min{s(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}.

Proof. The existence and agreements of the limits in (1) and (2) is the content of Theorem 4.7 and Remark 4.1. The existence and agreements of the limits in (5) and (6) is the content of Lemma 4.12. The proof of the theorem is easily reduced to showing the convergence of the sequences in (3) and (4) to min{s(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. Let Q_e ∈ Spec(R) be as in Lemma 4.12. Then by Lemmas 4.10 and 4.11, a_e(M_{Qe} ) ⩽ n_e + d and a_e(M_{Qe} ) ⩽ m_e + d. Observe that m_e, n_e ⩽ a_e(M_{Qe} ). Therefore^{ae(MQe )−d}_{peγ(R)} ⩽^{ne}_{peγ(R)} ⩽^{ae(MQe )}_{peγ(R)} and^{ae(MQe )−d}_{peγ(R)} ⩽ m_e p^{eγ(R)} ⩽ a_e(M_{Qe} ) p^{eγ(R)} . By Lemma 4.12, n_e p^{eγ(R)} and m_e p^{eγ(R)} must converge to min{s(MP ) | P ∈

Spec(R)}. □ 25

Corollary 4.14. Let R be an F-finite ring such that Z_R = Spec(R), and let M be a finitely generated R-module. Then s(M) = min{rank_{RP} (M_P ) s(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. In addition, if R is a domain, then s(M) = rank_R(M) s(R).

Proof. By Theorem 4.13, s(M) = min{s(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. For each P ∈ Spec(R), s(M_P ) = rank_{RP} (M_P ) s(R_P ), and the first claim follows. If R is a domain, we have that rank_{RP} (M_P ) = rank_R(M) for any P ∈ Spec(R). Thus, in this case, we have s(M) = rank_R(M) min{s(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}, which is rank(M) s(R) by a repeated application of Theorem 4.13. □

Theorem 4.15. Let R be an F-finite ring such that Z_R = Spec(R). Then s(R) = 1 if and only if R is regular.

Proof. The ring R is regular if and only if for each Q ∈ Spec(R) the local ring R_Q is a regular local ring. The local ring R_Q is regular if and only if s(R_Q) = 1 by Theorem 2.16. By Theorem 4.13 this will happen if and only if s(R) = 1. □

Theorem 4.16. Let R be an F-finite ring such that Z_R = Spec(R). Then s(R) > 0 if and only if R is strongly F-regular.

Proof. An F-finite ring is strongly F-regular if and only if each localization of R at a prime ideal is strongly F-regular. This is equivalent to s(R_Q) > 0 for each Q ∈ Spec(R) by Theorem 2.17. This is equivalent to s(R) = min{s(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)} > 0. □

Example 4.17. If Z_R ≠ Spec(R), i.e., if there exists P ∈ Spec(R) such that α(P )+ht(P ) ≠ γ(R), then s(R) = 1 is not equivalent to R being regular and s(R) > 0 is not equivalent to R being strongly F-regular. Let R = F_p × F_p (t). Then R is regular, hence strongly F-regular. But α(P ) + ht(P ) varies at the two different prime ideals of R, hence s(R) = 0 by Remark 4.2.

Theorem 4.18. Fix d ∈ N. There is a number δ > 0 such that, if R is an F-finite ring of dimension dim(R) ⩽ d, of any prime characteristic, and such that s(R) ⩾ 1 − δ, then R is regular.

Proof. Let δ(i) be a number as in Theorem 2.21, that works for rings of dimension i, and let δ = min{δ(i) | i ⩽ d}. Without loss of generality, we may assume s(R) > 0, thus we may assume that Z_R = Spec(R). If s(R) ⩾ 1 − δ, then s(R_P ) ⩾ 1 − δ for each P ∈ Spec(R). It follows that R_P is regular for each P ∈ Spec(R), that is, R is regular. □

4.1. Global F-signature of a Cartier subalgebra. In what follows, R is an F-finite ring and D is a Cartier subalgebra. Given a choice of direct summand M of F^e_∗ R, with splitting M ⊆ F^e_∗ R → M, we say that a summand N of M is a D-summand if N ∼= R^{⊕n} is free and the natural projection map F^e_∗ R → M → N is a direct sum of elements of D_e. The choice of isomorphism N ∼= R^{⊕n} does not change whether or not N is a D-summand. We denote by a(M, D) the largest rank of a D-summand appearing in various direct sum decompositions of M. Recall that a(F^e_∗ R, D) = a^D_e (R) is the usual eth Frobenius splitting number of the pair (R, D), see Section 2.

Lemma 4.19. Let R be an F-finite ring and M be a direct summand of F^e_∗ R. Suppose that x ∈ M and that (Rx)_Q ⊆ M_Q is a D_Q-summand for each Q ∈ Spec(R). Then Rx ⊆ M is a D-summand. 26

Proof. Our assumptions allow us to find s_1, . . . , s_n ∈ R such that (s_1, . . . , s_n) = R and such that (Rx)_{si} ⊆ M_{si} is a D_{si} -summand. After replacing s_i by powers of themselves, we can find φ_1, . . . , φ_n ∈ D_e such that φ_i(x) = s_i. There are elements r_1, . . . , r_n ∈ R such that r_1s_1 + · · · + r_ns_n = 1. Let φ = r_1φ_1 + · · · + r_nφ_n ∈ D_e, then φ(x) = 1. □

Condition 4.20. We will say that (R, D) satisfies condition (†) if at least one of the following conditions is satisfied:

• Condition (∗) from Condition 2.39, • D = C^{at} for some ideal a ⊆ R and some t > 0, • R is normal and D = C^{(R,Δ)} for some effective Q-divisor Δ.

Lemma 4.21. Let R be an F-finite domain and D a Cartier subalgebra. For each e ∈ Γ_D , let Q_e ∈ Spec(R) be such that a_e(R_{Qe} , D_{Qe} ) = min{a_e(R_P , D_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. Then the sequence s_e(R_{Qe} , D_{Qe} ) converges to a limit as e ∈ Γ_D → ∞. Moreover, if (R, D) satisfies condition (†), then the limit converges to min{s(R_P , D_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}.

Proof. By Theorem 2.40, there is a constant C ∈ R such that for each e, e^′ ∈ Γ_D and each P ∈ Spec(R),

s_e(R_P , D_P ) − s_{e+e}′ (R_P , D_P ) < C p^e . It follows that, for each e, e^′ ∈ Γ_D , we have s_e(R_{Qe} , D_{Qe} ) ⩽ s_e(R_{Qe+e′} , D_{Qe+e′} ) ⩽ s_{e+e}′ (R_{Qe+e′} , D_{Qe+e′} ) + C p^e , and we conclude that the limit lim_{e→∞} s_e(R_{Qe} , D_{Qe} ) exists by (2) of Lemma 2.30.

Now assume that (R, D) satisfies (†). Then, Theorem 2.40 and Theorem 2.41 imply that the functions s_e : Spec(R) → R, defined as Q → s_e(R_Q, D_Q), converge uniformly to their limit, namely s : Spec(R) → R sending a prime Q to the the F-signature s(R_Q, D_Q) of the pair (R_Q, D_Q). This allows one to proceed as in the proof of Lemma 4.12. □

We say that a projective summand Ω of F^e_∗ R is a D-summand if a(Ω_Q, D_Q) = rank(Ω_Q) for each Q ∈ Spec(R). We call a projective summand Ω of F^e_∗ R a free D-summand if Ω is free and a D-summand. Let a_e(R, D) be the largest rank of a free D-summand appearing in various direct sum decompositions of F^e_∗ R, and denote by ã_e(R, D) the largest min-rank of a projective D-summand appearing in various direct sum decompositions of F^e_∗ R. We define the global F-signature of the pair (R, D) as s(R, D) = lim_{e∈ΓD →∞} a_e(R, D) p^{eγ(R)} . We show the existence of this limit in the following theorem, and we relate it with other limits as in Theorem 4.13.

Theorem 4.22. Let R be an F-finite domain of dimension d and let D be a Cartier subalgebra. Then the following limits exist:

(1) s(R, D) = lim_{e∈ΓD →∞} a_e(R, D) p^{eγ(R)} , (2) lim e∈Γ_D →∞ ã_e(R, D) p^{eγ(R)} , 27

(3) lim e∈Γ_D →∞ n_e p^{eγ(R)} , where n_e is the rank of a free D-summand of F^e_∗ R appearing in a

choice of decomposition F^e_∗ R ∼= R^{ne} ⊕ M_e where M_e has no free D-summand, (4) lim e∈Γ_D →∞ m_e p^{eγ(R)} , where m_e is the min-rank of a project D-summand Ω_e of F^e_∗ R ap-

pearing in a choice of decomposition F^e_∗ R ∼= Ω_e ⊕ M_e where M_e has no projective D-summand,

(5) lim e∈Γ_D →∞ a_e(R_{Qe} , D_{Qe} ) p^{eγ(R)} , where Q_e ∈ Spec(R) is chosen such that

a_e(R_{Qe} , D_{Qe} ) = min{a_e(R_P , D_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}.

Moreover, all of the above limits agree. If (R, D) satisfies condition (†), then all the above limits equal min{s(R_P , D_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}.

Proof. The convergence of the limit in (5) is the content of Lemma 4.21. Suppose that n_e and m_e are as in (3) and (4). Then Theorem 2.29 easily implies that m_e ⩽ a_e(R_{Qe} , D_{Qe} ) ⩽ m_e +d and n_e ⩽ a_e(R_{Qe} , D_{Qe} ) ⩽ n_e + d. It follows that the limits in (1) − (4) all exist and are equal to the limit in (5). If we assume that (R, D) satisfies (†), then Lemma 4.21 implies that the common limit value is indeed min{s(R_P , D_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. □

Corollary 4.23. Let R be an F-finite domain and let D be a Cartier algebra satisfying condition (†). Then s(R, D) > 0 if and only if (R, D) is strongly F-regular.

Proof. A pair (R, D) is strongly F-regular if and only if for each P ∈ Spec(R) the pair (R_P , D_P ) is strongly F-regular. Positivity of s(R_P , D_P ) is equivalent to strong F-regularity of (R_P , D_P ) by Theorem 2.24. By Theorem 2.42 and Theorem 4.22 there is a Q ∈ Spec(R) such that s(R, D) = s(R_Q, D_Q). □

Corollary 4.23 brings up the following natural question.

Question 4.24. Let R be an F-finite domain and D a Cartier subalgebra. Is positivity of s(R, D) equivalent to strong F-regularity of D?

Suppose that R is an F-finite domain and D a Cartier subalgebra. Suppose that one could show that the functions s_e : Spec(R) → R sending P → s_e(R_P , D_P ) converge uniformly to their limit function, namely s : Spec(R) → R which sends P → s(R_P , D_P ). Then one can follow the methods of Theorem 4.13 to establish s(R, D) = min{s(R_P , D_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}. Such a result would establish a positive answer to Question 4.24. We therefore ask the following more specific question.

Question 4.25. Suppose that R is an F-finite domain and D a Cartier subalgebra. Do the functions s_e : Spec(R) → R sending P → s_e(R_P , D_P ) converge uniformly to their limit as e ∈ Γ_D → ∞? 5. Global F-invariants under faithfully flat extensions

5.1. Global F-signature. We now study the behavior of global F-signature under faithfully flat extensions. Recall that if R is an F-finite ring, then we let Z_R = {P ∈ Spec(R) | α(P ) + ht(P ) = γ(R)}. Let M be a finitely generated R-module. Remark 4.2 and Theorem 4.13 combined state that s(M) = 0 if Z_R ≠ Spec(R), and that s(M) = min{s(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)} if Z_R = Spec(R). 28

Theorem 5.1. Let R → T be a faithfully flat map of F-finite rings such that Z_R = Spec(R) and Z_T = Spec(T ), and M a finitely generated R-module. Then s(M) ⩾ s(M ⊗_R T ). If moreover the closed fibers of R → T are regular, then s(M) = s(M ⊗_R T ).

Proof. By Theorem 4.13, s(M) = min{s(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)} and s(M ⊗_R T ) = min{s(M ⊗_R T_Q) | Q ∈ Spec(T )}. Let P ∈ Spec(R) be such that s(M) = s(M_P ) and let Q ∈ Spec(T ) be such that Q ∩ R = P . By Theorem 2.22, s(M_P ) ⩾ s(M ⊗_R T_Q), hence s(M) ⩾ s(M ⊗_R T ).

Suppose that R → T has regular closed fibers and let Q ∈ Spec(T ) be such that s(M ⊗_R T ) = s(M ⊗_R T_Q). If m is a maximal ideal of T containing Q, then s(M ⊗_R T_m) ⩽ s(M ⊗_R T_Q). Thus without loss of generality we may assume that Q is maximal, thus P = R∩Q is maximal in R. By Theorem 2.22, s(M_P ) = s(M ⊗_R T_Q), it follows that s(M) = s(M ⊗_R T ). □

Suppose that R → T is a faithfully flat extension of F-finite rings satisfying the hypotheses of Theorem 5.1. Example 5.3 below shows that it need not be the case that a_e(R)/p^{eγ(R)} ⩾ a_e(T )/p^{eγ(T )}, even though the inequality holds after taking limits. One should compare this to the local situation in Theorem 2.22. Before providing such an example, we first discuss the existence of an F-finite regular ring R such that F^e_∗ R is not free. The class of examples we discuss were already known to exist by experts.^5

Example 5.2. If R is a regular F-finite domain, then F^e_∗ R need not be free as an R-module. Let k be an algebraic closed field of characteristic p, X an elliptic curve over k, as in [Har77, Chapter 4.4], x_0 ∈ X be a chosen point for the group law on X, and let K(X) be the function field of X. Assume X is ordinary, that is the Frobenius morphism F : X → X induces an injective map of 1-dimensional vector spaces H^1(X, O_X ) → H^1(X, O_X ). The assumption that X is ordinary guarantees that the map of structure sheaves O_X → F^e_∗ O_X is split. Denote by E the cokernel of O_X → F^e_∗ O_X . Then E ∼= O_X (x_1 − x_0) ⊕ · · · ⊕ O_X (x_pe_{−1} − x_0) where x_0, x_1, . . . , x_pe_{−1} are the p^e distinct p^e torsion points of X, see [PST14, Example 2.18, Exercise 2.19] for further details.

If char k ≠ 2 or if e > 0 let U = X − {x_1, . . . , x_pe_{−2}}. If char k = 2 and e = 1 let U = X − {x_2} for some point x_2 which is not a 2-torsion point of X. As X is a non-singular projective curve, U is an open affine set. Let R = Γ(U, O_X ) and M = Γ(U, O_X (x_pe_{−1} − x_0)), then F^e_∗ R ∼= R^{⊕pe−1} ⊕ M is projective of rank p^e. By examining the p^eth exterior product of R^{⊕pe−1} ⊕M, one sees that F^e_∗ R is a free R-module of rank p^e if and only if M is a free module of rank 1. We claim that M is not free. Else, M is identified with R · f for some f ∈ K(X). Equivalently, the divisor x_pe_{−1} − x_0 is linearly equivalent to 0 on U. As x_0, x_pe_{−1} ∉ U, this will imply x_pe_{−1} −x_0 is linearly equivalent to 0 on X, contradicting that x_0, x_pe_{−1} are distinct points.

Example 5.3. Suppose that R → T is a faithfully flat map of F-finite domains. Then it does not necessarily follow that a_e(R)/p^{eγ(R)} ⩾ a_e(T )/p^{eγ(T )} for each e ∈ N, even though the inequality holds after taking limits. Let R be a Dedekind domain affine over the algebraically closed field k of characteristic p. Then F^e_∗ R is projective of rank p^e. By Theorem 2.26, p^e − 1 ⩽ a_e(R) ⩽ p^e with a_e(R) = p^e if and only if F^e_∗ R is free. Let R be as in Example 5.2, so that F^e_∗ R is not free. Consider the faithfully flat extension R → R[t] → T = R[t]_W where W is the multiplicative set R[t] − ∪_{m∈Max(R)}mR[t]. Observe that T is a Dedekind domain

5The class of examples we discuss in Example 5.2 were communicated to us by Florian Enescu. Florian Enescu learned of such examples from Mohan Kumar. 29

and F^e_∗ T is projective of rank p^{2e}. By Theorem 2.26, a_e(T ) is either p^{2e} − 1 or p^{2e}. Then a_e(R)/p^{eγ(R)} =^{pe−1}_{pe} <^{p2e−1}_{p2e} ⩽ a_e(T )/p^{eγ(T )}. We now discuss the behavior of global F-signature of F-finite faithfully flat extensions of rings which are either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring. Recall that, by [Yao06], given any d-dimensional local ring (R, m, k) of prime characteristic and a finitely generated R-module M, we can define a sequence #(F^e_∗ M)/p^{ed} that agrees with a_e(M)/p^{eγ(R)} when R is F-finite. We still denote an element of this sequence by s_e(M), even when R is not F-finite. Let R be either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring and let M a finitely generated R-module. We define the local-minimal F-signature of M as

min{s(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)} = min{rank_{RP} (M_P ) s(R_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)},

and we denote it by s_{loc}(M). We note that such a minimum exists, since in our assumptions the F-signature function s : Spec(R) → R, sending P → s(R_P ), is lower semi-continuous by Corollary 2.38. In particular, R is strongly F-regular if and only if s_{loc}(R) > 0 by Theorem 2.17. Observe that, when R is F-finite and Z_R = Spec(R), s_{loc}(M) coincides with the global F-signature s(M) defined in Section 4. See Theorem 4.13.

In Theorem 5.6, we show equality between s_{loc}(M),

sup{s_{loc}(T ⊗_R M) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite}, and sup{s(T ⊗_R M) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite}.

We begin with a lemma.

Lemma 5.4. Let R be an F-finite locally equidimensional ring. Then there is a faithfully flat extension R → T with regular fibers such that T is F-finite, γ(T ) = γ(R), and Z_T = Spec(T ).

Proof. By Lemma 2.1, R ∼= T_1 × · · · × T_n is a direct product of F-finite rings such that Z_{Ti} = Spec(T_i). For each 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n let E_i = T_i[x_1, · · · , x_{γ(R)−γ(Ti )}]. Observe that T_i → E_i is a faithfully flat map of F-finite rings such that Z_{Ei} = Spec(E_i), with regular fibers, and γ(E_i) = γ(R). Let T = E_1 × · · · × E_n and R → T be the natural map. It is easily verified that Z_T = Spec(T ). □

We will use Hochster’s and Huneke’s gamma constructions to prove Theorem 5.6 below. We briefly recall some basic properties of gamma constructions, all of which can be found in [HH94, Section 6]. Suppose that R is essentially of finite type over a complete local ring (A, m, k). Let Λ be a p-base for k. For each cofinite subset of Γ ⊆ Λ, there is an associated Ffinite ring R^Γ and faithfully flat purely inseparable ring homomorphism R → R^Γ. It follows that Spec(R^Γ) → Spec(R) is a homeomorphism with inverse map P → P_Γ = √ P R^Γ. For every given P ∈ Spec(T ) there exists a cofinite subset Γ_0 ⊆ Λ such that P R^Γ = P_Γ for all cofinite subsets Γ ⊆ Γ_0. Therefore, for every given P and cofinite Γ_1 ⊆ Λ, there exists a cofinite Γ_2 ⊆ Γ_1 such that P R^Γ = P_Γ for all cofinite subsets Γ ⊆ Γ_2.

Suppose that R is essentially of finite type over a complete local ring (A, m, k). Let Λ be a p-base for k and let Γ ⊆ Λ be a cofinite subset. Then for each P ∈ Spec(R) we have flat map of local rings R_P → (R^Γ)_{PΓ} =: R^Γ_{PΓ} . Then s(M_P ) ⩾ s(M ⊗_R R^Γ_{PΓ} ), with equality if P R^Γ_{PΓ} is prime, see Theorem 2.22. We remark that it is not necessarily the case that there exists Γ ⊆ Λ cofinite such that P R_Γ is prime for every P ∈ Spec(R). Hence one cannot necessarily 30

expect to find Γ ⊆ Λ such that s(M_P ) = s(M ⊗_R R^Γ_{PΓ} ) for all P ∈ Spec(R). However, we show in Theorem 5.6 below that one can find Γ ⊆ Λ such that s(M_P ) and s(M ⊗_S R^Γ_{PΓ} ) are arbitrarily close for all P ∈ Spec R.

Remark 5.5. Let R be either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring and let M be a finitely generated R-module. Assume that R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite. If s_{loc}(M) = 0 then it easily follows by Theorem 2.22 that s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) = 0 and therefore s(M ⊗_R T ) = 0. If s_{loc}(M) > 0 then s_{loc}(R) > 0 and R is strongly F-regular by Theorem 2.17. In particular, R is locally equidimensional and if R is F-finite, the functions s_e : Spec(R) → R sending P → s_e(M_P ) are lower semi-continuous by [EY11, Corollary 2.5 and Remark 5.5]. If R is essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring (A, m, k), then R → Â ⊗_A R is faithfully flat with regular fibers, [Mat80, Section 33, Lemma 4]. It follows by Theorem 2.22 that s_{loc}(R) = s_{loc}(Â ⊗_A R). In particular, Â ⊗_A R remains strongly F-regular and therefore locally equidimensional. Hence s_e : Spec(R) → R sending P → s_e(M_P ) is lower semi-continuous by [EY11, Theorem 5.1 and Remark 5.5]. It follows that if R is strongly F-regular, then for each e ∈ N there exists Q_e ∈ Spec(R) such that s_e(M_{Qe} ) = min{s_e(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}.

Theorem 5.6. Let R be either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring and M a finitely generated R-module. If R is not strongly F-regular then s_{loc}(M) = s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) = s(M ⊗_R T ) = 0 for every faithfully flat F-finite extension R → T . If R is strongly F-regular then the following limits exist:

(1) lim_{e→∞} s_e(M_{Qe} ), where Q_e ∈ Spec(R) is chosen such that

s_e(M_{Qe} ) = min{s_e(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)},

(2) lim_{e→∞} s(M_{Qe} ), where Q_e ∈ Spec(R) is chosen such that

s_e(M_{Qe} ) = min{s_e(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)},

and they agree with the local-minimal F-signature s_{loc}(M). Moreover,

s_{loc}(M) = sup{s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite} = sup{s(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite}.

Under the assumption that R is F-finite,

s_{loc}(M) = max{s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite} = max{s(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite}.

Proof. By Remark 5.5 we may assume that R is strongly F-regular. For each e ∈ N let s_e : Spec(R) → R be the function sending P → s_e(M_P ) and let s : Spec(R) → R be the function mapping P → s(M_P ). The functions s_e converge uniformly to s by Theorem 2.36 and Remark 2.37. It follows that the limits in (1) and (2) exist and are equal to s_{loc}(M). See Lemma 4.12 for a similar argument.

Let R → T be faithfully flat, with T an F-finite ring. Let P ∈ Spec(R) be chosen such that s_{loc}(M) = s(M_P ). As R → T is faithfully flat there exists Q ∈ T such that Q ∩ R = P . By Theorem 2.22 s(M_P ) ⩾ s(M ⊗_R T_Q), hence s_{loc}(M) ⩾ s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ). If Z_T ≠ Spec(T ), 31

then s(M ⊗_R T ) = 0, see Remark 4.2. Else Z_T = Spec(T ) and s(M ⊗_R T ) = s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) by Theorem 4.13. This shows

s_{loc}(M) ⩾ sup{s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite} ⩾ sup{s(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite}.

Suppose that R is F-finite. We show the existence of a faithfully flat F-finite extension R → T such that s_{loc}(M) = s(M ⊗_R T ). Since R is strongly F-regular, we have R ∼= D_1 × · · · × D_n is a product of F-finite domains D_i by Theorem 2.17. By Lemma 5.4 there exists a faithfully flat extension R → T with regular fibers, T is F-finite, and Z_T = Spec(T ). In particular, s_{loc}(M) = s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) by Theorem 2.22. As Z_T = Spec(T ) we see that s(M ⊗_R T ) = s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) by Theorem 4.13.

Now suppose that R is essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring (A, m, k). Let ϵ > 0. We are going to show the existence of a faithfully flat extension R → T such that T is F-finite and s(M ⊗_R T ) > s_{loc}(M) − ϵ, which will complete the proof of the theorem. Denote by Â the completion of A with respect to its maximal ideal. Then R → Â ⊗_A R is faithfully flat with regular fibers, [Mat80, Section 33, Lemma 4] and, by Theorem 2.22, we have that s_{loc}(M) = s_{loc}(Â ⊗_A M). Thus we may replace R with Â ⊗_A R and assume that R is essentially of finite type over a complete local ring.

Abusing notation, we let (A, m, k) be a complete local ring which R is essentially of finite type over. Without loss of generality, assume that ϵ < s_{loc}(M). Let Λ be a p-base for a coefficient field k ⊆ A. For each cofinite subset Γ ⊆ Λ let

U_Γ = {P ∈ Spec(R) | s(M ⊗_R R^Γ_{PΓ} ) > s_{loc}(M) − ϵ}.

For each Γ, the induced map of spectra Spec(R^Γ) → Spec(R) is a homeomorphism, hence by Theorem 2.38 the sets U_Γ are open. Moreover, if Γ^′ ⊆ Γ, then Theorem 2.22 shows that U_Γ′ ⊇ U_Γ. As Spec(R) is Noetherian, there exists some cofinite subset Γ ⊆ Λ such that U_Γ is maximal. We claim that U_Γ = Spec(R). Else, there exists P ∈ Spec(R) − U_Γ. There exists some cofinite subset Γ^′ ⊆ Γ such that P R^{Γ′} = P_Γ′ , i.e., P R^{Γ′} is prime. In which case, R_P → R^{Γ′}_{PΓ′} is a faithfully flat local homomorphism whose closed fiber is a field. By Theorem 2.22, s(M_P ) = s(M ⊗_R R^{Γ′}_{PΓ′} ). Therefore P ∈ U_Γ′ , and then P ∈ U_Γ by maximality. This contradicts the choice of P . Thus we have s(M ⊗_R R^Γ_{PΓ} ) > s_{loc}(M) − ϵ > 0 for all P_Γ ∈ Spec(R^Γ), which implies s_{loc}(M ⊗_R R^Γ) > s_{loc}(M) − ϵ. In particular, R^Γ is strongly F-regular and is a direct product of F-finite domains. By Lemma 5.4 there exists faithfully flat F-finite extension R^Γ → T with regular fibers and such that Z_T = Spec(T ). Hence s_{loc}(M ⊗_R R^Γ) = s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) by Theorem 2.22 and s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) = s(M ⊗_R T ) by Theorem 4.13. Therefore s(M ⊗_R T ) > s_{loc}(M) − ϵ, which completes the proof. □

5.2. Global Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity. We now discuss the behavior of global Hilbert- Kunz multiplicity under faithfully flat extensions. Recall that if R is F-finite and M a finitely generated R-module then e_{HK}(R) = max{e_{HK}(R_P ) | P ∈ Z_R} by Theorem 3.17.

Theorem 5.7. Let R → T be a faithfully flat extension of F-finite rings and let M be a finitely generated R-module. If each P ∈ Z_R is a contraction of a prime Q ∈ Z_T , then e_{HK}(M) ⩽ e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ). In particular, if R and T are domains, or more generally if R and T are such that Z_R = Spec(R) and Z_T = Spec(T ), then e_{HK}(M) ⩽ e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) with equality if the closed fibers of R → T are regular. 32

Proof. By Theorem 3.17, e_{HK}(M) = max{e_{HK}(M_P ) | P ∈ Z_R} and e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) = max{e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T_Q) | Q ∈ Z_T }. Let P ∈ Z_R be such that e_{HK}(M) = e_{HK}(M_P ). By assumption, there exists Q ∈ Z_T such that Q ∩ R = P . By Theorem 2.11 we obtain that e_{HK}(M) = e_{HK}(M_P ) ⩽ e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T_Q) ⩽ e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ). Now suppose Z_R = Spec(R), Z_T = Spec(T ), and the closed fibers of R → T are regular. Then there exists n ∈ Max(T ) such that e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) = e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T_n). Let m be the contraction of n in R, then R_m → T_n is flat with regular fiber. By Theorem 2.11, e_{HK}(M_m) = e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T_n) = e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ). The theorem follows since e_{HK}(M) ⩾ e_{HK}(M_m). □

Example 5.8. For an arbitrary faithfully flat extension R → T of F-finite rings, it need not be the case that e_{HK}(R) ⩽ e_{HK}(T ). Suppose that R is an F-finite domain such that e_{HK}(R) > 1. Let S = K[x] where K is the fraction field of R. Take T to be the direct product of rings R × S. Then the natural map R → T is faithfully flat and e_{HK}(T ) = 1 < e_{HK}(R).

Example 5.9. If R → T is a faithfully flat map of F-finite domains, then it need not be the case that μ(F^e_∗ R)/p^{eγ(R)} ⩽ μ(F^e_∗ T )/p^{eγ(T )}, even though the inequality holds after taking limits. One should compare this to the local situation in Theorem 2.8. In fact, the same example used in Example 5.3 demonstrates such phenomena. Suppose that R is a Dedekind domain affine over an algebraically closed field k of characteristic p. Then F^e_∗ R is projective of rank p^e. Hence by Theorem 2.25, μ(F_∗R) is either p^e or p^e + 1. The case that μ(F_∗R) = p^e corresponds to the case that F^e_∗ R is free and μ(F^e_∗ R) = p^e + 1 corresponds to the case that F^e_∗ R is not free. Suppose that R is as in Example 5.2, that is F^e_∗ R is not free. Consider the faithfully flat extension R → R[t] → T = R[t]_W where W is the multiplicative set R[t] − ∪_{m∈Max(R)}mR[t]. Then T is a Dedekind domain and F^e_∗ T is a projective T -module of rank p^{2e}. By Theorem 2.25, μ(F^e_∗ T ) is either p^{2e} or p^{2e} + 1. But μ(F^e_∗ R)/p^{eγ(R)} =^{pe+1}_{pe} >^{p2e+1}_{p2e} ⩾ μ(F^e_∗ T )/p^{eγ(T )}. Suppose that R is either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring, and M is a finitely generated R-module. We defined s_{loc}(M) and showed in Theorem 5.6 that if R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite, then s_{loc}(M) ⩾ s_{loc}(M ⊗_R T ) ⩾ s(M ⊗_R T ). Moreover, for ϵ > 0, there exists R → T faithfully flat and F-finite such that s_{loc}(M) < s(M ⊗_R T ) + ϵ. We now develop an analogous theory for Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity.

Define the local-maximal Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity of M to be

e^{loc}_{HK}(M) = sup{e_{HK}(M_P ) | P ∈ Spec(R)}.

As the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity function is not upper semi-continuous without the locally equidimensional hypothesis, there may not be a prime P ∈ Spec(R) such that e^{loc}_{HK}(M) = e_{HK}(M_P ). Suppose that R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite. It easily follows by Theorem 2.11 that e^{loc}_{HK}(M) ⩽ e^{loc}_{HK}(M⊗_RT ). However, it may be the case that e^{loc}_{HK}(M⊗_RT ) > e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) or it may be the case that there is faithfully flat T → T^′ such that T^′ is F-finite and e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) > e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T^′), see Example 5.8. Nevertheless, we can still develop an analogue of Theorem 5.6 for Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity, but under appropriate hypotheses.

Theorem 5.10. Let R be a locally equidimensional ring which is either F-finite or essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring (A, m, k). Let M be a finitely generated R-module. Then the following limits exist: 33

(1) lim_{e→∞} λ(M_{Qe} /Q^{[pe]}_e M_{Qe} )/p^{e ht(Qe)}, where Q_e ∈ Spec(R) is chosen such that

λ(M_{Qe} /Q^{[pe]}_e M_{Qe} )/p^{e ht(Qe)} = max{λ(M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P )/p^{e ht(P )} | P ∈ Spec(R)}, (2) lim_{e→∞} e_{HK}(M_{Qe} ), where Q_e ∈ Spec(R) is chosen such that

λ(M_{Qe} /Q^{[pe]}_e M_{Qe} )/p^{e ht(Qe)} = max{λ(M_P /P^{[pe]}M_P )/p^{e ht(P )} | P ∈ Spec(R)}. All of the above limits agree, with common value being the local-maximal Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity e^{loc}_{HK}(M). Under the assumption that R is F-finite, e^{loc}_{HK}(M) = min{e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite} = min{e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat, T is F-finite, and Z_T = Spec(T )}.

In the case that R is essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring (A, m, k) such that Â ⊗_A R is locally equidimensional,

e^{loc}_{HK}(M) = inf{e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite}

= inf{e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat, T is F-finite, and Z_T = Spec(T )}.

Proof. Similar to the proof of Theorem 5.6, the existence of the limits in (1) and (2) and their convergence to e^{loc}_{HK}(M) is a statement about the uniform limit of semi-continuous functions defined on a quasi-compact topological space. See Theorem 2.34 and Theorem 2.35 for the necessary details.

Suppose that R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite. It easily follows by Theorem 2.11 that e^{loc}_{HK}(M) ⩽ e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ). Moreover, if Z_T = Spec(T ) then e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) = e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) by Theorem 3.17. Therefore e^{loc}_{HK}(M) ⩽ inf{e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat and T is F-finite}

⩽ inf{e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) | R → T is faithfully flat, T is F-finite, and Z_T = Spec(T )}. Suppose that R is F-finite, we show the existence of a faithfully flat extension R → T such that e^{loc}_{HK}(M) = e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ). We are assuming that R is locally equidimensional. Let T be as in Lemma 5.4, that is R → T is faithfully flat, with regular fibers, T is F-finite, and Z_T = Spec(T ). By Theorem 2.11 and Theorem 3.17, e^{loc}_{HK}(M) = e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) = e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ).

Now suppose that R is essentially of finite type over an excellent local ring (A, m, k) and Â ⊗_A R is locally equidimensional. Let ϵ > 0. We are going to show the existence of a faithfully flat extension R → T such that T is F-finite, Z_T = Spec(T ), and such that e^{loc}_{HK}(M) + ϵ > e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ). The extension R → Â⊗_A R is faithfully flat with regular fibers, [Mat80, Section 33, Lemma 4]. By Theorem 2.11, e^{loc}_{HK}(M) = e^{loc}_{HK}(Â ⊗_A M), hence we may replace R by Â ⊗_A R and M by Â ⊗_A M and assume R is equidimensional and essentially of finite type over a complete local ring (A, m, k).

Let Λ be a p-base for k. For each cofinite subset Γ ⊆ Λ, Spec(R) is homeomorphic to Spec(R^Γ), and therefore the F-finite ring R^Γ is locally equidimensional. For each cofinite subset Γ ⊆ Λ, let U_Γ = {P ∈ Spec(R) | e_{HK}(M ⊗_R R^Γ_{PΓ} ) < e^{loc}_{HK}(M) + ϵ}.

Then U_Γ is open by Theorem 2.35. Moreover, if Γ^′ ⊆ Γ then U^′_Γ ⊇ U_Γ by Theorem 2.11. By Noetherian property, there exists a cofinite set Γ ⊆ Λ such that U_Γ is maximal. If there exists P ∈ Spec(R) − U_Γ, then choose Γ^′ ⊆ Γ such that P R^{Γ′} = P_Γ′ . Theorem 2.11 implies 34

P ∈ U_Γ′ contradicting maximality of U_Γ. It readily follows that e^{loc}_{HK}(M)+ϵ > e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R R^Γ). As R^Γ is locally equidimensional, there exists faithfully flat extension R^Γ → T with regular fibers such that T is F-finite and Z_T = Spec(T ), by Lemma 5.4. We have e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R R^Γ) = e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) by Theorem 2.11 and e^{loc}_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) = e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ) by Theorem 3.17. Therefore e^{loc}_{HK}(M) + ϵ > e_{HK}(M ⊗_R T ), which completes the proof of the theorem. □

Acknowledgments

The authors of this paper are grateful for numerous fruitful conversations we have had with several mathematicians concerning this project. In particular, we would like to thank Ian Aberbach, Craig Huneke, Luis Núñez-Betancourt, Karl Schwede, and Kevin Tucker.

References

[Abe08] Ian M. Aberbach. The existence of the F-signature for rings with large Q-Gorenstein locus. J. Algebra, 319(7):2994–3005, 2008. 2 [AE05] Ian M. Aberbach and Florian Enescu. The structure of F-pure rings. Math. Z., 250(4):791–806, 2005. 8, 10 [AE06] Ian M. Aberbach and Florian Enescu. When does the F-signature exists? Ann. Fac. Sci. Toulouse Math. (6), 15(2):195–201, 2006. 2 [AE08] Ian M. Aberbach and Florian Enescu. Lower bounds for Hilbert-Kunz multiplicities in local rings of fixed dimension. Michigan Math. J., 57:1–16, 2008. Special volume in honor of Melvin Hochster. 1, 5 [AL03] Ian M. Aberbach and Graham J. Leuschke. The F -signature and strong F -regularity. Math. Res. Lett., 10(1):51–56, 2003. 2, 8 [BE04] Manuel Blickle and Florian Enescu. On rings with small Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 132(9):2505–2509 (electronic), 2004. 1, 5 [Bre13] Holger Brenner. Irrational Hilbert-Kunz multiplicities. arXiv:1305.5873, 2013. 5 [BS13] Manuel Blickle and Karl Schwede. p^{−1}-linear maps in algebra and geometry. In Commutative algebra, pages 123–205. Springer, New York, 2013. 10 [BST12] Manuel Blickle, Karl Schwede, and Kevin Tucker. F -signature of pairs and the asymptotic behavior of Frobenius splittings. Adv. Math., 231(6):3232–3258, 2012. 8, 10, 11 [BST13] Manuel Blickle, Karl Schwede, and Kevin Tucker. F -signature of pairs: continuity, p-fractals and minimal log discrepancies. J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2), 87(3):802–818, 2013. 10 [CDHZ12] Olgur Celikbas, Hailong Dao, Craig Huneke, and Yi Zhang. Bounds on the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity. Nagoya Math. J., 205:149–165, 2012. 5 [DSPY16a] Alessandro De Stefani, Thomas Polstra, and Yongwei Yao. Generalizing Serre’s Splitting Theorem and Bass’s Cancellation Theorem via free-basic elements. preprint, 2016. 11, 12 [DSPY16b] Alessandro De Stefani, Thomas Polstra, and Yongwei Yao. Global Frobenius Betti numbers and Frobenius Euler characteristic. preprint, 2016. 3 [Dut83] Sankar P. Dutta. Frobenius and multiplicities. J. Algebra, 85(2):424–448, 1983. 15 [EE73] David Eisenbud and E. Graham Evans, Jr. Generating modules efficiently: theorems from algebraic K-theory. J. Algebra, 27:278–305, 1973. 11 [EY11] Florian Enescu and Yongwei Yao. The lower semicontinuity of the Frobenius splitting numbers. Math. Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc., 150(1):35–46, 2011. 14, 15, 31 [For64] Otto Forster. Über die Anzahl der Erzeugenden eines Ideals in einem Noetherschen Ring. Math. Z., 84:80–87, 1964. 11 [Har77] Robin Hartshorne. Algebraic geometry. Springer-Verlag, New York-Heidelberg, 1977. Graduate Texts in Mathematics, No. 52. 29 [HH94] Melvin Hochster and Craig Huneke. F -regularity, test elements, and smooth base change. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 346(1):1–62, 1994. 8, 30 [HL02] Craig Huneke and Graham J. Leuschke. Two theorems about maximal Cohen-Macaulay modules. Math. Ann., 324(2):391–404, 2002. 2, 8, 9 35

[HS06] Craig Huneke and Irena Swanson. Integral closure of ideals, rings, and modules, volume 336 of London Mathematical Society Lecture Note Series. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2006. 21 [Hun13] Craig Huneke. Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity and the F-signature. In Commutative algebra, pages 485–525. Springer, New York, 2013. 15 [HW02] Nobuo Hara and Kei-Ichi Watanabe. F-regular and F-pure rings vs. log terminal and log canonical singularities. J. Algebraic Geom., 11(2):363–392, 2002. 10 [HY02] Craig Huneke and Yongwei Yao. Unmixed local rings with minimal Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity are regular. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 130(3):661–665, 2002. 5, 6 [HY03] Nobuo Hara and Ken-Ichi Yoshida. A generalization of tight closure and multiplier ideals. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 355(8):3143–3174 (electronic), 2003. 10 [Kun69] Ernst Kunz. Characterizations of regular local rings for characteristic p. Amer. J. Math., 91:772– 784, 1969. 1, 5 [Kun76] Ernst Kunz. On Noetherian rings of characteristic p. Amer. J. Math., 98(4):999–1013, 1976. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 [Mat80] Hideyuki Matsumura. Commutative algebra, volume 56 of Mathematics Lecture Note Series. Benjamin/Cummings Publishing Co., Inc., Reading, Mass., second edition, 1980. 7, 21, 31, 32, 34 [Mat89] Hideyuki Matsumura. Commutative ring theory, volume 8 of Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, second edition, 1989. Translated from the Japanese by M. Reid. 11 [Mon83] P. Monsky. The Hilbert-Kunz function. Math. Ann., 263(1):43–49, 1983. 1, 4, 18 [Pol] Thomas Polstra. Uniform bounds in F-finite rings and lower semi-continuity of the F-signature. To appear in Transactions of the American Mathematical Society. 13, 14, 15, 16 [PST14] Zsolt Patakfalvi, Karl Schwede, and Kevin Tucker. Notes for the workshop on positive characteristic algebraic geometry. https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.2203, 2014. 29 [PT16] Thomas Polstra and Kevin Tukcer. F-signature and Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity: a combined approach and comparison. To appear, 2016. 8, 12, 13, 15 [SB79] N. I. Shepherd-Barron. On a problem of Ernst Kunz concerning certain characteristic functions of local rings. Arch. Math. (Basel), 31(6):562–564, 1978/79. 7 [Ser58] J.-P. Serre. Modules projectifs et espaces fibrés à fibre vectorielle. In Séminaire P. Dubreil, M.-L. Dubreil-Jacotin et C. Pisot, 1957/58, Fasc. 2, Exposé 23, page 18. Secrétariat mathématique, Paris, 1958. 11 [Sin05] Anurag K. Singh. The F -signature of an affine semigroup ring. J. Pure Appl. Algebra, 196(2- 3):313–321, 2005. 2 [Smi16] Ilya Smirnov. Upper semi-continuity of the Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity. Compos. Math., 152(3):477–488, 2016. 13, 14 [Sta82] J. T. Stafford. Generating modules efficiently over noncommutative rings. In Paul Dubreil and Marie-Paule Malliavin Algebra Seminar, 34th Year (Paris, 1981), volume 924 of Lecture Notes in Math., pages 72–88. Springer, Berlin-New York, 1982. 11 [SVdB97] Karen E. Smith and Michel Van den Bergh. Simplicity of rings of differential operators in prime characteristic. Proc. London Math. Soc. (3), 75(1):32–62, 1997. 2 [Swa67] Richard G. Swan. The number of generators of a module. Math. Z., 102:318–322, 1967. 11 [Tak04] Shunsuke Takagi. An interpretation of multiplier ideals via tight closure. J. Algebraic Geom., 13(2):393–415, 2004. 10 [Tuc12] Kevin Tucker. F -signature exists. Invent. Math., 190(3):743–765, 2012. 2, 8, 9 [WY00] Kei-ichi Watanabe and Ken-ichi Yoshida. Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity and an inequality between multiplicity and colength. J. Algebra, 230(1):295–317, 2000. 1, 5 [WY04] Kei-ichi Watanabe and Ken-ichi Yoshida. Minimal relative Hilbert-Kunz multiplicity. Illinois J. Math., 48(1):273–294, 2004. 2 [Yao06] Yongwei Yao. Observations on the F -signature of local rings of characteristic p. J. Algebra, 299(1):198–218, 2006. 2, 9, 10, 30

Department of Mathematics, Royal Institute of Technology (KTH), Stockholm, 100 44, Sweden

E-mail address: ads@kth.se

Department of Mathematics, University of Missouri-Columbia, Columbia, MO 65211 E-mail address: tmpxv3@mail.missouri.edu

Department of Mathematics and Statistics, Georgia State University, Atlanta, Georgia 30303, USA E-mail address: yyao@gsu.edu