arXiv:1802.04685v2 [math.AC] 20 Feb 2018

THE TWO-DIMENSIONAL CENTRALIZER CONJECTURE

VERED MOSKOWICZ

Abstract. A result by C. C.-A. Cheng, J. H. Mckay and S. S.-S. Wang says the following: Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ C^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ C [x, y]. Then w ∈ C [A].

We show that in CMW’s result it is possible to replace C by any field of characteristic zero, and we conjecture the following ’two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over D’: Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ D^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ D[x, y], D is an integral domain of characteristic zero. Then w ∈ D[A]. We show that if the famous two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture is true, then the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture is true.

1 Introduction

Throughout this note, k denotes a field of characteristic zero, D denotes an integral domain of characteristic zero (D is commutative) with field of fractions Q(D). The group of invertible elements of a ring R will be denoted by R^∗.

In [6, Theorem 1], C. C.-A. Cheng, J. H. Mckay and S. S.-S. Wang have shown that ‘the centralizer with respect to the Jacobian’ of an element A ∈ C [x, y] which has a Jacobian mate, equals the polynomial ring in A over C : Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ C^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ C [x, y]. Then w ∈ C [A].

We show that C can be replaced by k.

Then we conjecture that k can be replaced by any integral domain of characteristic zero, and call this ’the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over D’: Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ D^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ D[x, y]. Then w ∈ D[A].

The famous two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture says that every k-algebra endomorphism f : (x, y) → (p, q) of k[x, y] having an invertible Jacobian, Jac(p, q) := p_xq_y − p_yq_x ∈ k[x, y]^∗ = k^∗, is an automorphism of k[x, y]; it was raised by O. H. Keller [13], actually over Z not over k.

We show that if the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture is true then the twodimensional Centralizer Conjecture is true. Therefore, if the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture is false for some D, then the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture is false. We ’believe’ that the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture is true, so there should be no counterexample to the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture.

2 CMW’s theorem over k

We will show in two ways that in CMW’s theorem it is possible to replace C by k.

2.1 First way: Independent of the original CMW’s theorem

We will apply the following observation of E. Formanek.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 14R15, 16W20; Secondary 13F20, 16S32. Key words and phrases. Jacobian Conjecture, Jacobian mate, automorphism pair, Dixmier Conjecture, Weyl algebras, Centralizers. 1

Proposition 2.1 (Formanek’s observation). Let F be any field. Assume that C, D ∈ F [x, y] are algebraically dependent over F . Then there exist h ∈ F [x, y] and u(t), v(t) ∈ F [t], such that C = u(h) and D = v(h).

Proof. The proof of Formanek can be found in [16]. We wish to mention that it uses Lüroth’s theorem, a sharpening of E. Noether (characteristic zero) and A. Schinzel (arbitrary field); those three results can be found in [20, first chapter]. □

The following is a known result due to Jacobi (1841); we will only need the second statement of it.

Theorem 2.2 (Jacobi’s theorem). Let F be any field, C, D ∈ F [x, y].

(1) If C and D are algebraically dependent over F , then Jac(C, D) = 0. (2) Assume that F is of characteristic zero. If Jac(C, D) = 0, then C and D are algebraically dependent over F .

Proof. See [19, page 8] or [14, pages 19-20]. □

Actually, in (2) of Jacobi’s theorem, the base field F can be either a field of characteristic zero or a field of large enough characteristic, as is shortly explained in [19, page 8]. However, we are only interested in the zero characteristic case, since we are interested in the (two-dimensional) Jacobian Conjecture, which has a counterexample over a field of prime characteristic P , for example, (x, y) → (x + x^P , y).

Now we are ready to prove CMW’s result over k:

Theorem 2.3 (CMW’s theorem over k). Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ k^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ k[x, y]. Then w ∈ k[A]. Proof. Jac(A, w) = 0, so by Jacobi’s theorem, Theorem 2.2 (2), we obtain that A and w are algebraically dependent over k.

By Formanek’s observation, Proposition 2.1, applied to A and w we obtain that there exist h ∈ k[x, y] and u(t), v(t) ∈ k[t], such that A = u(h) and w = v(h).

Then, u^′(h) Jac(h, B) = Jac(u(h), B) = Jac(A, B) ∈ k^∗, where the first equality can be easily proved. Therefore, u^′(h) ∈ k^∗ (and Jac(h, B) ∈ k^∗).

Write u(t) = c_mt^m + c_{m−1}t^{m−1} + · · · + c_2t^2 + c_1t + c_0, c_j ∈ k, so u^′(t) = mc_mt^{m−1} + (m − 1)c_{m−1}t^{m−2} + · · · + 2c_2t + c_1, and then u^′(h) = mc_mh^{m−1} + (m − 1)c_{m−1}h^{m−2} + · · · + 2c_2h + c_1.

From u^′(h) ∈ k^∗, we obtain that mc_mh^{m−1} +(m−1)c_{m−1}h^{m−2} +· · ·+2c_2h+c_1 ∈ k^∗, which implies that mc_m = (m − 1)c_{m−1} = . . . = 2c_2 = 0, c_1 ∈ k^∗, and c_0 ∈ k. Since k is of characteristic zero, we necessarily have c_m = c_{m−1} = . . . = c_2 = 0.

Therefore, u(t) = c_1t + c_0, c_1 ∈ k^∗, and c_0 ∈ k, so A = u(h) = c_1h + c_0. Then, h =^{A−c0}_{c1} , which shows that w = v(h) = v(^{A−c0}_{c1} ) ∈ k[A]. □

The above proof of Theorem 2.3 (which is based on Formanek’s observation) is independent of [6, Theorem 1], so it can serve as another proof for [6, Theorem 1].

Our proof of Theorem 2.3 is not valid if we replace k by a field of large enough characteristic (= a characteristic for which Jacobi’s theorem, Theorem 2.2 (2), is valid); indeed, although Formanek’s observation is valid for any field, we needed zero characteristic for ’jc_j = 0 implies c_j = 0, 2 ≤ j ≤ m’, and we do not have control on m.

2.2 Second way: Dependent on the original CMW’s theorem

We can prove CMW’s theorem over k, Theorem 2.3, in a way which is not based on Formanek’s observation, but it relies on the original proof [6, Theorem 1]. For convenience, we will divide our proof to three steps:

• Step 1: Replace C by an algebraically closed field of characteristic zero. • Step 2: Prove the result for any sub-field of an algebraically closed field of characteristic zero.

• Step 3: Consider k as a sub-field of k̄, where k̄ is an algebraic closure of k.

Proposition 2.4 (Step 1). Let L be an algebraically closed field of characteristic zero. Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ L^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ L[x, y]. Then w ∈ L[A]. Proof. The proof of the original CMW’s theorem [6, Theorem 1] is still valid if we replace C by L. Indeed, that proof uses three results: Jacobi’s theorem, Theorem 2.2 (1), [22, Theorem 1] and [2, Corollary 1.5, p. 74]. In order to replace C by any algebraically closed field of characteristic zero, it is enough to check that each of these three results are valid over an algebraically closed field of characteristic zero; indeed:

• Theorem 2.2 (1) is over any field. • [22, Theorem 1] is over any ring.

• [2, Corollary 1.5, p. 74] is over an algebraically closed field of characteristic zero. □ Proposition 2.5 (Step 2). Let L be an algebraically closed field of characteristic zero, and let K ⊆ L be any sub-field of L.

Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ K^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ K[x, y]. Then w ∈ K[A]. Proof. w ∈ K[x, y], so we can write w = ∑_s j=0 w_j y^j , for some w_j ∈ K[x], 0 ≤ j ≤ s.

A ∈ K[x, y], so we can write A = ∑_t l=0 A_ly^l, for some A_l ∈ K[x], 0 ≤ l ≤ t.

A, B, w ∈ K[x, y] ⊆ L[x, y] satisfy Jac(A, B) ∈ K^∗ ⊆ L^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0, so Proposition 2.4 implies that w ∈ L[A], namely, w = ∑_r i=0 c_iA^i for some c_i ∈ L, 0 ≤ i ≤ r. We will show that for every 0 ≤ i ≤ r, c_i ∈ K, by induction on r: If r = 0, then w = c_0. Then ∑_s j=0 w_j y^j = c_0, so ∑_s j=0 w_j y^j − c_0 = 0, namely, ∑_s j=1 w_j y^j + (w_0 − c_0) = 0. As an equation in L[x, y] = L[x][y], we get w_0 − c_0 = 0 and w_j = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ s. Hence K[x] ∋ w_0 = c_0 ∈ L, so c_0 ∈ L ∩ K[x] = K.

If r = 1, then w = c_0 + c_1A. On the one hand, w = c_0 + c_1A = c_0 + c_1( ∑_t l=0 A_ly^l) = c_0 + c_1(A_0 + A_1y + · · · + A_{t−1}y^{t−1} + A_ty^t) = (c_0 + c_1A_0) + c_1A_1y + · · · + c_1A_{t−1}y^{t−1} + c_1A_ty^t; as an element of L[x][y] its (0, 1)-degree equals t and its (0, 1)-leading term is c_1A_ty^t. On the other hand, w = ∑_s j=0 w_j y^j = w_0 + w_1y + · · · + w_{s−1}y^{s−1} + w_sy^s; as an element of K[x][y] ⊆ L[x][y] its (0, 1)- degree equals s and its (0, 1)-leading term is w_sy^s. Combining the two yields that t = s and c_1A_t = w_s. Hence c_1 =^{ws}_{At} ∈ K(x), so c_1 ∈ L ∩ K(x) = K. From w = c_0 + c_1A, we get c_0 = w − c_1A ∈ K[x, y]. Hence c_0 ∈ L ∩ K[x, y] = K, so c_0 ∈ K. Therefore, we obtained that w = c_0 + c_1A ∈ K[A].

If r ≥ 2: On the one hand, w = ∑_r i=0 c_iA^i = ∑_r i=0 c_i( ∑_t l=0 A_ly^l)^i = c_0 + c_1( ∑_t l=0 A_ly^l)+· · ·+c_r( ∑_t l=0 A_ly^l)^r; as an element of L[x][y] its (0, 1)-degree equals tr and its (0, 1)-leading term is c_rA^r_t y^{tr}. On the other hand, w = ∑_s j=0 w_j y^j ; as an element of K[x][y] ⊆ L[x][y] its (0, 1)-degree equals s and its (0, 1)-leading term is w_sy^s. Combining the two yields that tr = s and c_rA^r_t = w_s. Hence c_r =^{ws}_Ar_t ∈ K(x), so c_r ∈ L ∩ K(x) = K.

Then ∑_{r−1} i=0 c_iA^i = w − c_rA^r ∈ K[x, y]. We can apply the induction hypothesis on ∑_{r−1} i=0 c_iA^i and obtain that for every 0 ≤ i ≤ r − 1, c_i ∈ K. Therefore, we obtained that w = ∑_r i=0 c_iA^i ∈ K[A]. □

Now we present a second proof for CMW’s theorem over k, Theorem 2.3:

Proposition 2.6 (Step 3, second proof for CMW’s theorem over k). Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ k^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ k[x, y]. Then w ∈ k[A].

Proof. Let k̄ be an algebraic closure of k. We have, k ⊆ k̄ with k̄ an algebraically closed field of characteristic zero. Apply Proposition 2.5 and get that w ∈ k[A]. □

3 The two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture

For u, v ∈ R[x, y], R a commutative ring, we will use the following usual terminology:

• If Jac(u, v) ∈ R[x, y]^∗ = R^∗, then we say that u has a Jacobian mate in R[x, y], v (and vice versa), and u, v is a Jacobian pair (in R[x, y]).

• If (x, y) → (u, v) is an automorphism of R[x, y], then we say that u, v is an automorphism pair (in R[x, y]). (An automorphism pair is a Jacobian pair, since the Jacobian of an automorphism pair is invertible in R[x, y]).

Also, we will use the following non-usual terminology: If Jac(u, v) = 0, then we say that v is in ’the centralizer of u with respect to the Jacobian’, u is in ’the centralizer of v with respect to the Jacobian’, and u, v ’commute with respect to the Jacobian’.

From CMW’s theorem over k, Theorem 2.3 or Proposition 2.6, it is immediate to obtain the following:

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ D[x, y]^∗ = D^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ D[x, y]. Then w ∈ Q(D)[A]. Proof. A, B ∈ D[x, y] ⊂ Q(D)[x, y] satisfy Jac(A, B) ∈ D^∗ ⊂ Q(D)^∗ and w ∈ D[x, y] ⊂ Q(D)[x, y] satisfies Jac(A, w) = 0. We can apply Theorem 2.3 or Proposition 2.6 (Q(D) is a field of characteristic zero) and obtain that w ∈ Q(D)[A]. □

Theorem 3.1 shows that there exists d(w) ∈ D such that d(w)w ∈ D[A]; indeed, since w ∈ Q(D)[A] we can write w = ∑_{λi} μ_i A i, for some 0 ≠ μ_i, λ_i ∈ D. Then, w =^1_d ∑ d_iA^i, where d = ∏ μ_i ∈ D^∗ and d_j =^{λj} ∏ μ_i μ_j ∈ D. Therefore, dw =

d(^1_d ∑ d_iA^i) = d^1_d ( ∑ d_iA^i) = ∑ d_iA^i ∈ D[A]. This does not tell much, since each w has its own d = d(w), so in order to obtain the centralizer of A with respect to the Jacobian, we will need to add (apriori) infinitely many^1_{d(w)} ’s to D. In other words, we can say that the centralizer of A is D[{^1_{d(w)} }_w][A] ⊆ Q(D)[A]. We conjecture that the centralizer of A is the smallest possible (= every^1_{d(w)} belongs to D), namely D[A].

Conjecture 3.2 (The two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over D). Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ D[x, y]^∗ = D^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ D[x, y]. Then w ∈ D[A]. Examples 3.3 (Non-counterexamples). First non-counterexample: The following is not a counterexample to the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over Z: A = 2 + 3y, w = 1 + y; clearly w is in the centralizer of A w.r.t. the Jacobian, and w = 1 + y =^1_3 +^1_3 (2 + 3y) =^1_3 +^1_3 A ∈ Q[A] − Z[A]. However, A does not have a Jacobian mate in Z[x, y], since if B ∈ Z[x, y] was a Jacobian mate of A, then, by definition, −3B_x = Jac(A, B) ∈ Z[x, y]^∗ = Z^∗ = {1, −1} (B_x denotes the derivative of B w.r.t. x), so B_x = ±^1_3 /∈ Z[x, y], which is impossible (since B ∈ Z[x, y] implies that B_x ∈ Z[x, y]).

Second non-counterexample: The following is not a counterexample to the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over D := k[a^2, ab, b^2, a^3, b^3], where a and b are transcendental over k; it is due to YCor [17]: A = (ax+by)^2 = a^2x^2 +2abxy + b^2y^2 ∈ D[x, y], w = (ax + by)^3 = a^3x^3 + 3a^2bx^2y + 3ab^2xy^2 + b^3y^3; clearly w is in the centralizer of A w.r.t. the Jacobian. From considerations of degrees, w /∈ D[A] and also from considerations of degrees, w /∈ Q(D)[A] (the degree of w is 3, while the degree of a polynomial in A is even). However, A does not have a Jacobian mate in D[x, y]; this can be seen in two ways:

• Otherwise, by Theorem 3.1, w ∈ Q(D)[A], but w /∈ Q(D)[A]. • Otherwise, if B ∈ D[x, y] was a Jacobian mate of A, then, by definition, Jac(A, B) ∈ D[x, y]^∗ = D^∗ = k^∗ A direct computation shows that 1 2 Jac(A, B) = (a^2x + aby)B_y − (b^2y + abx)B_x, hence Jac(A, B)|(x = 0, y = 0) = 0, which contradicts Jac(A, B) ∈ k^∗.

The two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture has a positive answer (at least) in the following two special cases:

• First special case: D is, in addition, a field; this is CMW’s theorem over k, Theorem 2.3 or Proposition 2.6.

• Second special case: (x, y) → (A, B) is, in addition, an automorphism (A, B is an automorphism pair); this is the content of the following Theorem 3.4.

Theorem 3.4 (Special case: Automorphism pair). Suppose Jac(A, B) ∈ D[x, y]^∗ = D^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ D[x, y]. Further assume that (x, y) → (A, B) is an automorphism of D[x, y]. Then w ∈ D[A].

Proof. Denote g : (x, y) → (A, B). By assumption, g is an automorphism of D[x, y], so g^{−1} : D[x, y] → D[x, y] exists and is also an automorphism of D[x, y].

First step A = x: If A = x, then it is easy to see that w ∈ D[A] = D[x]. Indeed, w_y = Jac(x, w) = Jac(A, w) = 0, where w_y is the derivative of w with respect to y. Write w in its (0, 1)-degree form: w = w_0 + w_1y + w_2y^2 + · · · + w_my^m, where w_0, w_1, w_2, . . . , w_m ∈ D[x]. We have just seen that w_y = 0, hence, 0 = w_y = w_1 + 2w_2y + · · · + mw_my^{m−1}, which implies that w_1 = 2w_2 = . . . = mw_m = 0, so w_1 = w_2 = . . . = w_m = 0 (since the characteristic of D is zero). Therefore, w = w_0 ∈ D[x] = D[A], and we are done.

Second step A arbitrary: The general case can be obtained from the special case A = x.

Claim: u := g^{−1}(w) is in the centralizer of x. Proof of Claim: Jac(x, u) = Jac(g^{−1}(A), g^{−1}(w)) = 0, since Jac(A, w) = 0 (it is clear that if A and w are algebraically dependent over D, then g^{−1}(A) and g^{−1}(w) are also algebraically dependent over D). Apply the first step and get that g^{−1}(w) = u ∈ D[x]. Hence we can write g^{−1}(w) = d_0 + d_1x + d_2x^2 + · · · + d_lx^l, for some d_0, d_1, d_2, . . . , d_l ∈ D. Then, w = g(d_0 +d_1x+d_2x^2 +· · ·+d_lx^l) = g(d_0)+g(d_1x)+g(d_2x^2)+· · ·+g(d_lx^l) = g(d_0) + g(d_1)g(x) + g(d_2)g(x^2) + · · · + g(d_l)g(x^l) = d_0 + d_1A + d_2A^2 + · · · + d_lA^l ∈ D[A]. □ It is not surprising that we have not succeeded to find a counterexample to the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture, since when we picked an A ∈ D[x, y] which has a Jacobian mate B ∈ D[x, y], those A and B always defined an automorphism of D[x, y], and for an automorphism of D[x, y] (= A is part of an automorphism pair) the conjecture holds by Theorem 3.4.

Given a commutative ring R, denote:

• JC(2, R): The two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture over R is true, namely, every R-algebra endomorphism of R[x, y] having an invertible Jacobian (the Jacobian is in R[x, y]^∗ = R^∗) is an automorphism of R[x, y].

• CC(2, R): The two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over R is true, namely, if Jac(A, B) ∈ R[x, y]^∗ = R^∗ and Jac(A, w) = 0 for A, B, w ∈ R[x, y], then w ∈ R[A]. We have,

Theorem 3.5 (JC(2, D) implies CC(2, D)). If the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture over D is true, then the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over D is true.

We do not know if the converse of Theorem 3.5 is true, namely, if a positive answer to the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over D implies a positive answer to the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture over D.

Proof. Assume that A ∈ D[x, y] has a Jacobian mate B in D[x, y], and w ∈ D[x, y] satisfies Jac(A, w) = 0. We must show that w ∈ D[A]. By assumption, the twodimensional Jacobian Conjecture over D is true, so (x, y) → (A, B) is an automorphism of D[x, y]. Apply Theorem 3.4 and get that w ∈ D[A]. □

Recall [9, Lemma 1.1.14] which says that JC(2, C ) implies JC(2, D), therefore:

Theorem 3.6. If the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture over C is true, then the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over D is true.

Proof. JC(2, C ) ⇒ JC(2, D) ⇒ CC(2, D), where the first implication is due to [9, Lemma 1.1.14], while the second implication is due to Theorem 3.5. □

Of course, Theorem 3.5 implies that if there exists an integral domain D of characteristic zero such that the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over D is false, then the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture over D is false, and then, by [9, Lemma 1.1.14], the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture over C is false.

We suspect that the two-dimensional Centralizer Conjecture over any integral domain of characteristic zero is true, because we ’believe’ that the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture is true.

Finally, we wish to quote A. van den Essen [10, page 2]: “... All these experiences fed my believe that the Jacobian Conjecture, if true at all, would be difficult to generalize, since it felt like a kind of optimal statement”.

4 Non-commutative analog: The first Weyl algebra

By definition, the n’th Weyl algebra A_n(k) is the unital associative k-algebra generated by 2n elements X_1, . . . , X_n, Y_1, . . . , Y_n subject to the following defining relations: [Y_i, X_j ] = δ_{ij} , [X_i, X_j ] = 0 and [Y_i, Y_j ] = 0, where δ_{ij} is the Kronecker delta. When n = 1, we will denote the generators by X, Y instead of by X_1, Y_1.

The first Weyl algebra, A_1(k), was first studied by Dirac [7]. In [8], Dixmier posed six questions concerning A_1(k), k is a field of characteristic zero. The first question asked if every k-algebra endomorphism of A_1(k) is an automorphism of A_1(k); this is known as Dixmier Conjecture.

Given a commutative ring R, denote:

• JC(n, R): The n-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture over R is true, namely, every R-algebra endomorphism of R[x_1, . . . , x_n] having an invertible Jacobian (the Jacobian is in R[x_1, . . . , x_n]^∗ = R^∗) is an automorphism of R[x_1, . . . , x_n]. • DC(n, R): The n’th Dixmier Conjecture over R is true, namely, every Ralgebra endomorphism of A_n(R) is an automorphism of A_n(R).

• JC(∞, R): For all n ∈ N, the n-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture over R is true.

• DC(∞, R): For all n ∈ N, the n’th Dixmier Conjecture over R is true. There is a well-known connection between the Jacobian Conjecture and the Dixmier Conjecture, which says the following: For all n ∈ N: (i) DC(n, k) ⇒ JC(n, k). (ii) JC(2n, k) ⇒ DC(n, k). The first result can be found in [9, Theorem 4.2.8] and in [3, page 297] (immediately after Proposition 2.3). The second result was proved independently by Y. Tsuchimoto [21] and by A. Belov-Kanel and M. Kontsevich [5]. There exist additional proofs due to V. V. Bavula [4], and due to K. Adjamagbo and A. van den Essen [1]. From (i) and (ii) it is clear that JC(∞, k) is equivalent to DC(∞, k).

In the non-commutative algebra A_1(k), denote the centralizer of an element P by Cent(P ) (= all the elements in A_1(k) which commute with P ).

An analog result in A_1(k) to CMW’s result in k[x, y] exists, and is due to J. A. Guccione, J. J. Guccione and C. Valqui, namely:

Theorem 4.1 (Analog of CMW’s theorem over k). If P, Q ∈ A_1(k) satisfy [Q, P ] ∈ A_1(k)^∗ = k^∗, then Cent(P ) = k[P ].

Proof. See [11, Theorem 2.11]. □

Notice that the non-commutative case [11, Theorem 2.11] is already over k, while the commutative case [6, Theorem 1] is over C and we showed in Theorem 2.3 and in Proposition 2.6 that C can be replaced by k.

Remark 4.2. It seems that none of the proofs of Theorem 2.3 and Proposition 2.6 has a non-commutative version:

• The proof of Theorem 2.3 is based on Formanek’s observation, Proposition 2.1, and on Jacobi’s theorem, Theorem 2.2 (2), which together say the following: Assume that C, D ∈ k[x, y] satisfy Jac(C, D) = 0. Then there exist h ∈ k[x, y] and u(t), v(t) ∈ k[t], such that C = u(h) and D = v(h). However, there exists a known counterexample due to Dixmier [8] to this result in the non-commutative case, namely, there exist C, D ∈ A_1(k) satisfying [C, D] = 0, but there exist no h ∈ A_1(k) and u(t), v(t) ∈ k[t], such that C = u(h) and D = v(h). For more details on the counterexample, see [15] and [18].

• The proof of Proposition 2.6 is based on the original CMW’s theorem; the proof of the original CMW’s theorem uses results concerning C [x, y] (such as extension of derivations), and we do not know if those results have noncommutative analogs.

CMW’s theorem over k implies Theorem 3.1, and similarly, the analog of CMW’s theorem over k, Theorem 4.1, implies the following analog of Theorem 3.1:

Theorem 4.3. Suppose [A, B] ∈ A_1(D)^∗ = D^∗ and [A, w] = 0 for A, B, w ∈ A_1(D). Then w ∈ Q(D)[A].

Proof. A, B ∈ A_1(D) ⊂ A_1(Q(D)) satisfy [A, B] ∈ D^∗ ⊂ Q(D)^∗ and w ∈ A_1(D) ⊂ A_1(Q(D)) satisfies [A, w] = 0. We can apply Theorem 4.1 (Q(D) is a field of characteristic zero) and obtain that w ∈ Q(D)[A]. □

We conjecture the non-commutative analog of Conjecture 3.2:

Conjecture 4.4 (The (first) Centralizer Conjecture over D). Suppose [A, B] ∈ A_1(D)^∗ = D^∗ and [A, w] = 0 for A, B, w ∈ A_1(D). Then w ∈ D[A].

The following useful equation will be applied in Examples 4.6 and in the proof of Theorem 4.7.

Lemma 4.5 (Useful equation). For all t(Y ) ∈ k[Y ] and i ∈ N: [t(Y ), X^i] = iX^{i−1}t^′(Y ) + (_i 2 ) X^{i−2}t^{′′}(Y ) + . . . . In particular, this equation is valid for t(Y ) ∈ D[Y ] (since t(Y ) ∈ D[Y ] ⊂ Q(D)[Y ]).

Proof. See [12, Proposition 1.6]. □

The analog of Examples 3.3 is:

Examples 4.6 (Non-counterexamples). First non-counterexample: The following is not a counterexample to the (first) Centralizer Conjecture over Z: A = 2 + 3Y , w = 1 + Y ; clearly w ∈ Cent(A), and w = 1 + Y =^1_3 +^1_3 (2 + 3Y ) = 1 3 +^1_3 A ∈ Q[A] − Z[A]. However, A does not have a Dixmier mate in A_1(Z), since if B ∈ A_1(Z) was a Dixmier mate of A, then by the definition of a Dixmier mate, [A, B] ∈ A_1(Z)^∗ = Z^∗ = {1, −1}. But this is impossible from the following direct computation: Write B = ∑ b_{ij} X^iY^j , b_{ij} ∈ Z. Then, [B, A] = [ ∑ b_{ij} X^iY^j , 2 + 3Y ] = ∑ b_{ij} [X^iY^j , 2 + 3Y ] = ∑ b_{ij} (X^i[Y^j , 2 + 3Y ] + [X^i, 2 + 3Y ]Y^j ) = ∑ b_{ij} [X^i, 2 + 3Y ]Y^j = ∑ 3b_{ij} [X^i, Y ]Y^j = − ∑ 3b_{ij} [Y, X^i]Y^j = − ∑ 3b_{ij} iX^{i−1}Y^j = − ∑ 3ib_{ij} X^{i−1}Y^j . If [A, B] ∈ {1, −1}, then ∑ 3ib_{ij} X^{i−1}Y^j ∈ {1, −1}. Therefore, 3b_{10} ∈ {1, −1}, so b_{10} ∈ {^1_3 , −^1_3 }, a contradiction to b_{10} ∈ Z.

Second non-counterexample: The following is not a counterexample to the (first) Centralizer Conjecture over D := k[a^2, ab, b^2, a^3, b^3], where a and b are transcendental over k: A = (aX + bY )^2, w = (aX + bY )^3. w ∈ Cent(A) (clear), w /∈ Q(D)[A] (considerations of degrees), A does not have a Dixmier mate in A_1(D ) (direct computation).

The (first) Centralizer Conjecture has a positive answer (at least) in the following two special cases:

• First special case: D is, in addition, a field; this is the analog of CMW’s theorem over k, Theorem 4.1.

• Second special case: (X, Y ) → (A, B) is, in addition, an automorphism (A, B is an automorphism pair); this is the content of the following Theorem 4.7.

Theorem 4.7 (Special case: Automorphism pair). Suppose [A, B] ∈ A_1(D)^∗ = D^∗ and [A, w] = 0 for A, B, w ∈ A_1(D). Further assume that (X, Y ) → (A, λB), λ = [A, B]^{−1}, is an automorphism of A_1(D). Then w ∈ D[A].

Proof. Denote g : (X, Y ) → (A, λB). By assumption, g is an automorphism of A_1(D), so g^{−1} : A_1(D) → A_1(D) exists and is also an automorphism of A_1(D).

Write w = ∑ w_{ij} X^iY^j , w_{ij} ∈ D, 0 ≤ i ≤ m, 0 ≤ j ≤ l. First step A = X: If A = X, then it is easy to see that w ∈ D[A] = D[X].

Indeed, ∑ jw_{ij} X^iY^{j−1} = ∑ w_{ij} X^ijY^{j−1} = ∑ w_{ij} X^i[Y^j , X] = ∑ w_{ij} (X^i[Y^j , X] + [X^i, X]Y^j ) = ∑ w_{ij} [X^iY^j , X] = [ ∑ w_{ij} X^iY^j , X] = [w, X] = [w, A] = 0.

Therefore, jw_{ij} = 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ m, 1 ≤ j ≤ l. Since D is of characteristic zero, w_{ij} = 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ m, 1 ≤ j ≤ l. Then, w = ∑_m i=0 w_{i0}X^iY^0 = ∑_m i=0 w_{i0}X^i ∈ D[X].

Second step A arbitrary: The general case can be obtained from the special case A = X.

Claim: u := g^{−1}(w) is in the centralizer of X.

Proof of Claim: [X, u] = [g^{−1}(A), g^{−1}(w)] = g^{−1}(A)g^{−1}(w) − g^{−1}(w)g^{−1}(A) = g^{−1}(Aw) − g^{−1}(wA) = g^{−1}(Aw − wA) = g^{−1}([A, w]) = g^{−1}(0) = 0. Apply the first step and get that g^{−1}(w) = u ∈ D[X]. Hence we can write g^{−1}(w) = d_0 + d_1X + d_2X^2 + · · · + d_lX^l, for some d_0, d_1, d_2, . . . , d_l ∈ D. Then, w = g(d_0 + d_1X + d_2X^2 + · · · + d_lX^l) = g(d_0) + g(d_1X) + g(d_2X^2) + · · · + g(d_lX^l) = g(d_0) + g(d_1)g(X)+g(d_2)g(X^2)+· · ·+g(d_l)g(X^l) = d_0 +d_1A+d_2A^2 +· · ·+d_lA^l ∈ D[A]. □

We have an analog to Theorem 3.5:

Theorem 4.8. If the first Dixmier Conjecture over D is true, then the (first) Centralizer Conjecture over D is true.

We do not know if the converse of Theorem 4.8 is true, namely, if a positive answer to the (first) Centralizer Conjecture over D implies a positive answer to the first Dixmier Conjecture over D.

Proof. Assume that A ∈ A_1(D) has a Dixmier mate B in A_1(D), and w ∈ A_1(D) satisfies [A, w] = 0. We must show that w ∈ D[A]. By assumption, the first Dixmier Conjecture over D is true, so (X, Y ) → (A, λB), λ = [A, B]^{−1}, is an automorphism of A_1(D). Apply Theorem 4.7 and get that w ∈ D[A]. □

We do not know if an analog of [9, Lemma 1.1.14] exists, hence we do not know how to obtain an analog of Theorem 3.6.

Of course, Theorem 4.8 implies that if there exists an integral domain D of characteristic zero such that the first Centralizer Conjecture over D is false, then the first Dixmier Conjecture over D is false, namely, there exists A, B ∈ A_1(D), [B, A] = 1 and (X, Y ) → (A, B) is not an automorphism of A_1(D). We have recalled above in (ii) that JC(2n, k) ⇒ DC(n, k). If this implication is also valid if we replace k by D, namely, JC(2n, D) ⇒ DC(n, D), then, in particular, JC(2, D) ⇒ DC(1, D). Therefore, if the first Dixmier Conjecture over D is false, then the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture over D is false, and then by [9, Lemma 1.1.14], the two-dimensional Jacobian Conjecture over C is false.

References

[1] K. Adjamagbo, A. van den Essen, On the equivalence of the Jacobian, Dixmier and Poisson Conjectures in any characteristic, arXiv:math/0608009v1 [math.AG] 1 Aug 2006.

[2] H. Bass, Differential structure of étale extensions of polynomial algebras, in Commutative Algebra, M. Hochster, C. Huncke and J. D. Sally (ed.), Springer-Verlag, New York, 1989, Proceedings of a Microprogram Held, June 15-July 2, 1987.

[3] H. Bass, E. Connell and D. Wright, The Jacobian Conjecture: reduction of degree and formal expansion of the inverse, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. (New Series) 7, 287-330, 1982.

[4] V. V. Bavula, The Jacobian conjecture-2n implies the Dixmier problem-n, arXiv:math/0512250v1 [math.RA] 12 Dec 2005.

[5] A. Belov-Kanel, M. Kontsevich, The Jacobian conjecture is stably equivalent to the Dixmier conjecture, Mosc. Math. J. 7, no. 2, 349, 209-218, 2007.

[6] C. C.-A. Cheng, J. H. Mckay and S. S.-S. Wang, Younger mates and the Jacobian conjecture, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 123, no. 10, 2939-2947, 1995.

[7] P. A. M. Dirac, On quantum algebra, Proc. Cambridge Phil. Soc. 23, 412-418, 1926. [8] J. Dixmier, Sur les algebres de Weyl, Bull. Soc. Math. France, vol. 96, 209-242, 1968. [9] A. van den Essen, Polynomial automorphisms and the Jacobian Conjecture, Progress in Mathematics, 190. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 2000.

[10] A. van den Essen, The amazing Image Conjecture, arXiv:1006.5801v1 [math.AG] 30 Jun 2010.

[11] J. A. Guccione, J. J. Guccione and C. Valqui, On the centralizers in the Weyl algebra, Proc.

Amer. Math. Soc. 140, no. 4, 1233-1241, 2012.

[12] J.A. Guccione, J.J. Guccione, and C. Valqui, The Dixmier conjecture and the shape of possible counterexamples, J. of Algebra 399, 581-633, 2014.

[13] O. H. Keller, Ganze Cremona-Transformationen, Monatsh. Math. Phys. 47, 299-306, 1939. [14] L. Makar-Limanov, Locally nilpotent derivatives, a new ring invariant and applications,

http://www.math.wayne.edu/ lml/lmlnotes.pdf, 1995.

[15] L. Makar-Limanov, Centralizers in the quantum plane algebra, Studies in Lie Theory, Progress in Mathematics 243, 411-416, 2006.

[16] MathOverflow, Any two bivariate algebraically dependent polynomials are always in the same ring generated by some bivariate polynomial?, https://mathoverflow.net/questions/190920/ [17] MathOverflow, If f, g ∈ D[x, y] are algebraically dependent over D, then f, g ∈ D[h] for some h ∈ D[x, y]?, https://mathoverflow.net/questions/287610/

[18] MathStackExchange, Commuting elements in Weyl algebras of characteristic zero, https://math.stackexchange.com/questions/210438/ [19] N. Saxena, Algebraic independence and applications, Hausdorff Center for Mathematics, Bonn. (Joint work with Malte Beecken and Johannes Mittmann, HCM, Bonn).

[20] A. Schinzel, Selected topics on polynomials, Ann Arbor, University of Michigan Press, 1982. [21] Y. Tsuchimoto, Endomorphisms of Weyl algebra and p-curvature, Osaka J. Math. 42, no. 2, 435-452, 2005.

[22] S. S.-S. Wang, Extension of derivations, J. of Algebra 69, 240-246, 1981.

Department of Mathematics, Bar-Ilan University, Ramat-Gan 52900, Israel. E-mail address: vered.moskowicz@gmail.com