arXiv:2503.22299v1 [math.AG] 28 Mar 2025

ON SURFACES OF HIGH DEGREE WITH RESPECT TO THE SECTIONAL GENUS

CIRO CILIBERTO, THOMAS DEDIEU, MARGARIDA MENDES LOPES

Abstract. We study and classify linearly normal surfaces in P^n, of degree d and sectional genus g, such that d ⩾ 2g − 1.

Contents

1. Introduction 1 2. Setup and notation 3 2.1. Setup and notation 3 2.2. Further notation 3 2.3. Simple internal projections 3 3. Some preliminary results 4 4. Vanishing of the first adjoint 7 5. General properties of the first adjoint system 8 5.1. Nefness of the adjoint system 8 5.2. Base points of the adjoint system 9 5.3. Examples 11 5.4. Further properties of the adjoint system 13 6. The irrational case 14 6.1. The case (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0 15 6.2. The case (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0 15 6.3. Empty biadjoint system 18 7. An extension of a theorem of C. Segre 19 8. The rational case: first results 24 9. The rational case: empty biadjoint system 25 10. The rational case: empty triadjoint system 26 References 32

1. Introduction

Let S be a complex, projective, linearly normal, irreducible and non-degenerate surface in P^n, arbitrarily singular, of degree d and sectional (geometric) genus g. This paper is devoted to the study and classification of such surfaces under the hypothesis that d ⩾ 2g − 1, which implies that the Kodaira dimension of S is −∞.

One of the main ideas in this article is very classical, namely it is to use the adjoint and pluriadjoint systems |mK_S′ + H| of the pull back |H| of the hyperplane system on a minimal 1

desingularization S^′ of S. First of all, we recall (and elaborate on) the classical fact that |K_S′ + H| is empty if and only if S is either a scroll or the Veronese surface of degree 4 in P^5 (see Section 4). Next we consider the case in which |K_S′ + H| is non–empty. In this case we prove that K_S′ + H is nef, hence (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩾ 0; then we have separate discussions depending on whether the latter inequality is strict or not. On the one hand, we classify the cases in which (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0: then S is either a weak Del Pezzo surface and g = 1, or g ⩾ 2 and S is ruled by conics (see Section 5.1).

On the other hand, one of the main results of the article is a sufficient condition (always verified if the surface is regular) for |K_S′ +H| to be base point free, under the assumption that it is non–empty and (K_S′ +H)^2 > 0 (see Proposition 5.4). In Section 5.3 we give examples showing the sharpness of this result. We further prove that if |K_S′ + H| is non–empty, (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0, and d ⩾ 10, then |K_S′ + H| determines a birational map (see Proposition 5.11).

In Section 6 we focus on the case when the surface is irregular. The main result here is that if q > 0, h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0, and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0, then g − q ⩾ 3, which we show implies that |K_S′ + H| is not composed with a pencil (see Theorem 6.5). In Section 7 we go on studying the irrational case and we prove an extension of a classical result by C. Segre; the latter says that if a scroll has linearly normal hyperplane sections of positive genus, then it is a cone (see [7, Thm. 2.3]), while our result says that if d > 2g + 5, and S is ruled by conics and has linearly normal hyperplane sections, then it is essentially the 2–Veronese re-embedding of a cone (see Theorem 7.1). Moreover we show that if d > 3g − 3 and q > 0, then S is ruled by lines or conics, and therefore it is either a cone or a 2–Veronese thereof if it has linearly normal hyperplane sections (see Lemma 6.2 and Corollary 7.6).

Finally we focus on rational surfaces. In this case, we give a complete classification of surfaces for which the biadjoint system |2K_S′ + H| (see Theorem 9.1) or the triadjoint system |3K_S′ + H| is empty (see Theorems 10.4 and 10.6). This, plus the aforementioned extension of Segre’s theorem, gives a complete classification of surfaces of degree d > 3g − 3 with linearly normal hyperplane sections. The classification for d ⩾ 4g − 4 had been given previously by the two first-named authors in [7]. As a brief account, the classification gives the following list: Veronese surfaces, represented by plane curves of degree at most 8, Del Pezzo surfaces or 2–Veronese images thereof, and surfaces represented by linear systems of k–gonal curves, with k ⩽ 5. One of our important tools, besides projective and birational techniques, is an analogue, or rather a slight strengthening, of Reider’s method, which is based on a detailed study of properties of m–connected effective divisors on a smooth surface (see in particular Lemma 3.5, due to the third-named author).

Finally we point out that, on the way, we provide many auxiliary results, too many to be described here, that are not strictly necessary for us, but will be useful in future work, we believe.

Acknowledgements: The first author is a member of GNSAGA of the Istituto Nazionale di Alta Matematica “F. Severi”. The second author acknowledges support from the ANR project FanoHK, grant ANR-20-CE40-0023. The third author is a member of Centro de Análise Matemática, Geometria e Sistemas Dinâmicos and this work was partially funded by FCT/Portugal through project UIDB/04459/2020 with DOI identifier 10-54499/UIDP/04459/2020.

2. Setup and notation

2.1. Setup and notation. In this paper we consider irreducible complex projective surfaces S ⊆ P^n that are linearly normal and non-degenerate; we let d be the degree of S, and assume n ⩾ 3. We set d = n + a, with a ⩾ −1. Let π : S^′ −→ S be the minimal desingularization of S and set H := π^∗(O_S (1)); it is a nef and big line bundle on S^′, generated by its global sections. The general curve C ∈ |H| is smooth and irreducible, and we denote its genus by g, that will be called the sectional genus of S. Note that H^2 = d. By the minimality assumption, there is no (−1)-curve θ on S^′ such that H · θ = 0.

We assume d ⩾ 2g − 1. Since 2g − 2 = K_S′ · H + H^2, this assumption is equivalent to the assumption K_S′ · H < 0. Since H is nef, K_S′ · H < 0 implies that h^0(S^′, mK_S′ ) = 0 for all m ∈ N, and so the Kodaira dimension of S^′ is −∞.

We set q := q(S^′) the irregularity of S^′. If q > 0, since κ(S^′) = −∞, the Albanese morphism of S^′ is a morphism alb : S^′ −→ Γ, where Γ is a smooth, projective curve of genus q, and the general fibre G of alb is a smooth rational curve. The fibres of alb form a pencil of genus q, called the Albanese pencil of S^′.

For all positive integers m, we call the linear system |mK_S′ + H| the m–adjoint system to H.

2.2. Further notation. For all e ∈ N, we let F_e be the rational ruled surface P(O_P1 ⊕ O_P1 (−e)), and we denote by E a section with self-intersection −e (in case e > 0 this section is unique), and by F the class of the fibres of the structure map F_e −→ P^1.

For all d ∈ N, we will denote by v_d the d–Veronese map and by V_d ⊆ P^{d(d+3)}2 the d–Veronese image of P^2.

A complete linear system of plane curves of degree d with n base points of multiplicities m_1, . . . , m_n will be denoted by (d; m_1, . . . , m_n). We will use the exponential notation (d; m^{i1}_1 , . . . , m^{in}_n ) for repeated multiplicities.

We will denote by ∼ the linear equivalence and by ≡ the numerical equivalence of divisors. For all m ∈ N, an effective divisor D on a smooth, irreducible, projective surface T is mconnected if, for every decomposition D = D_1 + D_2 with D_1 and D_2 effective and non-zero, one has D_1 · D_2 ⩾ m.

We call (−1)-divisor a 1-connected divisor D on a smooth, irreducible, projective surface T such that D^2 = K_T · D = −1 and the intersection form of D is negative definite. For all such divisor, there exists a morphism f : T → T^′ onto a smooth, projective surface T^′, which contracts D to a point and is an isomorphism on the complement of D.

2.3. Simple internal projections. Let S ⊆ P^N be a degree d surface, of sectional genus g. We call simple internal projection of S a surface T ⊆ P^{N ′} obtained by projecting S from a curvilinear subscheme Z of length b supported on the smooth locus of S, with N^′ = N − dim(⟨Z⟩) − 1, such that the intersection scheme of ⟨Z⟩ with S is Z and such that the projection map is birational. We recall that a scheme Z is curvilinear if for every point p in the support of Z, the Zariski tangent space of Z at p has dimension at most one.

For T a simple internal projection of S as above, one has deg(T ) = d − b and T has the same sectional genus g as S. Note that, if d − b ⩾ 2g + 1 and S is regular and linearly normal, then any projection from a curvilinear subscheme Z of length b supported on the smooth locus of S is a simple internal projection, and N^′ = N − b, because in this case the linear system of hyperplane sections of S passing through Z restricts on its general member to a complete, non-special, very ample linear system.

3. Some preliminary results

We keep the setup and notation as in Section 2.1.

Lemma 3.1. Let S be a degree d, irreducible and non-degenerate surface in P^n with sectional genus g. If d > 3g − 3 and S has linearly normal hyperplane sections, then d <^3_2 n.

Proof. One has 3g − 2 ⩾ 2g − 1 if g ⩾ 1, hence the divisor H|_C is non-special for all g. Since, by the hypotheses, the hyperplane sections of S are linearly normal, one has n = d − g + 1 by Riemann–Roch. Then d > 3g − 3 ⇐⇒ d > 3(d − n), which proves the assertion. □

The rays generated by H and K_S′ in the cone of divisors of S^′ lie respectively inside and outside of the cone of effective divisors, since H is effective and no multiple of K_S′ is effective, because in our hypotheses, S^′ has Kodaira dimension −∞. When we let the integer m move to infinity, the ray generated by mK_S′ + H travels in straight line between the two rays generated by H and K_S′ respectively; therefore, if m is large enough, then no multiple of mK_S′ + H has sections. More precisley we have:

Lemma 3.2. Suppose that d >^{2m0}_{m0−1} (g − 1) for some integer m_0. Then for all m ⩾ m_0, no multiple of mK_S′ + H has sections. In particular, if d > 3g − 3, then for all m ⩾ 3, no multiple of mK_S′ + H has sections.

Proof. Let C be a general curve in |H|. It is an irreducible curve, and C^2 = d ⩾ 0. Therefore, if (mK_S′ + H) · C < 0, then no multiple of mK_S′ + H has sections, see [2, Useful Remark III.5] for instance. Now,

(mK_S′ + H) · C = m(K_S′ + H) · H − (m − 1)H^2 = m(2g − 2) − d(m − 1),

which is negative if m ⩾ m_0. □

In Section 10 below, we classify rational surfaces under the assumption that the tri-adjoint linear system |3K_S′ + H| is empty. By Lemma 3.2, this is certainly the case if d > 3g − 3. The general idea is to use that this implies that, since S is rational, any irreducible curve in |2K_S′ + H| is rational.

If d = 3g − 3, it is possible that 3K_S′ + H has sections. An example is provided by the Veronese surface V_9 ⊆ P^{54}: then S^′ = P^2 is the projective plane, and H = 9L where L is the class of lines, so that d = 81 and g = 28.

Proposition 3.3. Let S, S^′, H be as in Section 2.1. The following facts hold: (i) h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) = g − q; in particular, q ⩽ g, and h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) = 0 if and only if g = q; (ii) h^1(S^′, H) ⩽ q;

(iii) g = a + 1 − q + h^1(S^′, H) ⩽ a + 1;

(iv) if g = q then a + 1 = 2q − h^1(S^′, H), and in particular q ⩽ a + 1 ⩽ 2q; (v) if q = a + 1 then g = q = h^1(S^′, H);

(vi) the hyperplane sections of S are linearly normal if and only if q = h^1(S^′, H), and this happens if and only if g = a + 1;

(vii) if q = 0, then g = a + 1 and the hyperplane sections of S are linearly normal; if moreover d ⩾ 2g + 1, then S has only isolated singularities; (viii) (K_S′ + H)^2 = K^2_S′ + 4g − 4 − d;

(ix) (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩽ K^2_S′ − n + 3a, and if g = a + 1 (i.e., if the hyperplane sections of S are linearly normal), in particular if q = 0, then equality holds.

Remark 3.4. In the above proposition, the assumption that d ⩾ 2g − 1 may be substituted with the assumptions that S has Kodaira dimension −∞ and h^1(C, H|_C ) = 0.

Proof. Let C ∈ |H| be a smooth curve. Since H is big and nef, one has h^1(S^′, K_S′ + H) = 0 by Kawamata-Viehweg vanishing. Then the long exact sequence obtained from

0 → O_S′ (K_S′ ) → O_S′ (K_S′ + H) → O_C (K_C ) → 0.

gives g = h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) + q, which proves (i).

One has h^1(C, H|_C ) = 0 hence, from the long exact sequence obtained from

(3.1) 0 → O_S′ → O_S′ (H) → O_C (H|_C ) → 0,

we have h^1(S^′, H) ⩽ q, proving (ii).

Since S is linearly normal, one has h^0(S^′, H) = n + 1, and so, again by (3.1), one has h^0(C, H|_C ) = n + q − h^1(S^′, H) ⩽ n + q. On the other hand, since h^1(C, H|_C ) = 0, we have h^0(C, H|_C ) = n + a − g + 1. Comparing both expressions of h^0(C, H|_C ), we obtain g = a + 1 − q + h^1(S^′, H) ⩽ a + 1, proving (iii) (cf. [12, Prop. 1.1]). Then (iv) follows right away. As for (v), if q = a+1, then from (i), (ii), and (iii), one has h^1(S^′, H) ⩽ q ⩽ g = h^1(S^′, H).

The hyperplane sections of S are linearly normal if and only if the restriction map H^0(S^′, H) → H^0(C, H|_C ) is surjective. By (3.1), and since h^1(C, H|_C ) = 0, this happens if and only if h^1(S^′, H) = q, which is equivalent to g = a + 1 by (iii), proving (vi).

In particular, if q = 0, then h^1(S^′, H) = 0 by (ii), and by (vi) the hyperplane sections of S are linearly normal, and g = a + 1. If d ⩾ 2g + 1, then H|_C is very ample, hence the general hyperplane section of S is smooth, and so S has only isolated singularities, which proves (vii).

Then (K_S′ + H)^2 = K^2_S′ + 4g − 4 − 2n − 2a + n + a = K^2_S′ + 4g − 4 − n − a, proving (viii). Finally, since g − 1 ⩽ a, also (ix) follows. □

Lemma 3.5 ([13, Lemma 2.6]). Let T be a smooth, irreducible, projective surface, and let L be a big and nef divisor on T . Then all divisors in |L| are 1-connected, and thus have non-negative arithmetic genus.

If L = A + B is a decomposition of L with A and B effective divisors such that A · B = 1 and A^2 ⩽ B^2, then A and B are 1-connected, and only the following possibilities can occur: (a) A^2 = −1 (and so L · A = 0); (b) A^2 = 0 (and so L · A = 1); (c) A^2 = B^2 = 1, A ≡ B, and L^2 = 4.

Lemma 3.6 ([8, Lemma (A.4)]). Let T be a smooth, irreducible, projective surface. Let D be an m-connected effective divisor on T . Let D_1, D_2 be effective divisors such that D = D_1 + D_2. (i) If D_1 · D_2 = m, then D_1 and D_2 are ⌊(m + 1)/2⌋-connected.

(ii) If D_1 is minimal with respect to the condition D_1 · (D − D_1) = m, then D_1 is ⌊(m + 3)/2⌋- connected.

Lemma 3.7. Let T be a smooth, irreducible, projective surface, equipped with a big and nef divisor L satisfying L^2 ⩾ 3. Let D be a non-zero, effective, divisor, such that D^2 = 0 and L · D = 1. Then D is 1-connected.

Moreover, if D decomposes as D = A+B with A and B effective divisors such that A·B = 1, then A^2 = B^2 = −1 and, possibly up to exchanging A and B, L · A = 0 and L · B = 1.

Assume in addition that L = K_T +L_0 with L_0 a big and nef divisor, and D is not 2-connected. Then for every decomposition D = A + B as above with L · A = 0, one has, K_T · A = −1, hence A is a (−1)-divisor, and L_0 · A = 1.

Proof. First note that for any decomposition of D = A+B with A, B effective divisors, we may assume without loss of generality that L · A = 0 and L · B = 1, because L is nef and L · D = 1. Then the index theorem implies that A^2 < 0 and B^2 ⩽ 0.

Thus, the equality D^2 = A^2 + 2A · B + B^2 = 0 implies that A · B ⩾ 1, hence D is 1-connected. Suppose now in addition that A · B = 1. Then again from D^2 = A^2 + 2A · B + B^2 = 0, we have either A^2 = −1 and B^2 = −1, and then the decomposition is as asserted in the lemma, or A^2 = −2 and B^2 = 0. This second possibility, however, cannot occur, for otherwise we would have (D + B)^2 = 2, L · (D + B) = 2, and L^2 ⩾ 3, in contradiction with the index theorem. This proves the second assertion of the lemma.

Assume, finally, that L = K_T + L_0 with L_0 a big and nef divisor. Since A is 1-connected, by Lemma 3.6, and A^2 = −1, one has K_T · A = 2p_a(A) − 1 ⩾ −1. Then (K_T + L_0) · A = 0 gives L_0 · A = −2p_a(A) + 1. Since L_0 is nef, this implies that p_a(A) = 0, and K_T · A = −1 and L_0 · A = 1. □

Proposition 3.8. Let T be a smooth, irreducible, projective surface, and D be a non-zero, effective divisor on T , such that D is nef and D^2 = 0. Then: (i) for all effective A such that A ⩽ D, one has D · A = 0 and A^2 ⩽ 0; (ii) D is 0-connected.

If moreover D = K_T + L with L nef and big, and T has negative Kodaira dimension, then there exists a (possibly non-linear) base-point-free pencil {G} of rational curves, such that D consists of members of {G}.

Proof. Let A be an effective divisor such that A ⩽ D. Then there exists an effective B such that D = A + B. One has D^2 = D · A + D · B = 0, and D · A and D · B are non-negative; therefore D · A = D · B = 0. Then A^2 > 0 would contradict the index theorem. This proves (i).

Consider a decomposition D = A + B with A and B non-zero and effective. Since D^2 = A^2 + B^2 + 2A · B = 0, if A · B < 0, then either A^2 > 0 or B^2 > 0, which is impossible by (i). Thus D is 0-connected.

Assume now that D = K_T + L with L nef and big, and T has negative Kodaira dimension. Assume first that D is 1-connected. One has D^2 = D · K_T + D · L = 0, and D · L ⩾ 0, hence D · K_T ⩽ 0. Since D^2 = 0 and p_a(D) ⩾ 0, one must have D · K_T = −2 and p_a(D) = 0. Then either q = 0, and then D moves in a linear base-point-free pencil of rational curves, as required, or q > 0, and then D is a fiber of the Albanese pencil.

If D is not 1-connected, since it is 0-connected, there exists a decomposition D = A+B with A and B non-zero and effective, and A·B = 0. Assume A is minimal with respect to this condition. Then by Lemma 3.6, A is 1-connected and p_a(A) ⩾ 0. One has A · D = A^2 + A · B = A^2. Since A · D = 0 by (i), one has A^2 = 0. By the index theorem, this implies that A · L > 0. Now,

A · K_T + A · L = 0, and therefore A · K_T < 0, which implies that p_a(A) = 0. Then, as above, either q = 0 and A moves in a base-point-free pencil, or q > 0 and A is a fiber of the Albanese pencil. Finally, since A · B = 0 and B^2 = 0, B is a union of members of the pencil {A}. □

4. Vanishing of the first adjoint

Proposition 4.1. Let S, S^′, H, C be as in Section 2.1, and assume that h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) = 0 (equivalenty, g = q, by Proposition 3.3, (i)). Then: (i) h^0(S^′, K_S′ + 2H) = d + q − 1 > 0; (ii) K_S′ + 2H is nef;

(iii) K^2_S′ = 8 − 8q and (K_S′ + 2H)^2 = 0, unless S is the Veronese surface V_2 of degree 4 in P^5, in which case K^2_S′ = 9 and (K_S′ + 2H)^2 = 1; (iv) either S = V_2, or S is a scroll.

Proof. Since h^0(S^′, K_S′ +H) = 0 by the hypotheses, and h^1(S^′, K_S′ +H) = 0 by the Kawamata– Viehweg theorem, one has h^0(S^′, K_S′ +2H) = h^0(C, (K_S′ + 2H)|_C ). Note that (K_S′ +2H)·C = 2g − 2 + d, so that h^1(C, (K_S′ + 2H)|_C ) = 0. Applying Riemann–Roch we get

h^0(S^′, K_S′ + 2H) = (K_S′ + 2H) · C − g + 1 = 2g − 2 + d − g + 1 = d + g − 1 = d + q − 1.

Moreover d ⩾ n − 1 ⩾ 2, so d + q − 1 > 0, and (i) follows.

(ii) Assume that K_S′ + 2H is not nef. If θ is an irreducible curve such that (K_S′ + 2H) · θ < 0, then θ^2 < 0 and, since 2H is nef, we must have K_S′ · θ < 0. So the only possibility is that θ is a (−1)-curve contracted by H, contradicting the assumption that S^′ is a minimal desingularization of S.

(iii) We have (K_S′ + 2H)^2 ⩾ 0. Since H^2 = d and K_S′ · H = 2g − 2 − d = 2q − 2 − d, we have (K_S′ + 2H)^2 = K^2_S′ + 8q − 8, and so K^2_S′ ⩾ 8 − 8q. Since the Kodaira dimension of S^′ is −∞, we get K^2_S′ = 8 − 8q, unless S^′ is isomorphic to P^2. In this case we have (K_S′ + 2H)^2 = 1, which implies that K_S′ + 2H ∼ L where L is a line, i.e., H ∼ 2L and so S = V_2.

(iv) Assume S ≠ V_2. Then K^2_S′ = 8 − 8q and (K_S′ + 2H)^2 = 0. Then, by Proposition 3.8 applied to L = 2H, |K_S′ + 2H| is composed with a (possibly non-linear) pencil {G} of rational curves with G^2 = 0. Thus, K_S′ · G = −2. Since (K_S′ + 2H) · G = 0, we must have H · G = 1, so that S is a scroll. □

Remark 4.2. In the situation of Proposition 4.1, suppose that S ≠ V_2, so that K^2_S′ = 8 − 8q and (K_S′ + 2H)^2 = 0. If q = 0, one has K^2_S′ = 8, and S^′ ∼= F_d is a Hirzebruch surface. If q > 0, then S^′ is a minimal ruled surface of genus q.

If q = 0, one has a = −1 (as q ⩽ a + 1 ⩽ 2q, see Proposition 3.3, (iv)) hence d = n − 1, so S ≠ V_2 is a surface of minimal degree that is a scroll. Precisely the pencil {G} is the ruling |F | of S^′ = F_e and K_{Fe} + 2H ∼ (d − 2)F . Since K_{Fe} ∼ −2E − (e + 2)F we obtain

2H ∼ 2E + (d + e)F, i.e., H ∼ E + d + e 2 F, in particular d + e must be even.

Note that we must have H · E ⩾ 0, which is equivalent to d ⩾ e. If d = e then S is the cone over a rational normal curve, while if d > e, H is very ample and S = S^′.

If q > 0 then the pencil {G} is the Albanese pencil, and from h^0(S, K_S′ + 2H) = d + q − 1 > q we obtain K_S′ + 2H ≡ (n + a + 2q − 2)G. Indeed, let alb : S^′ → Γ be the Albanese fibration;

K_S′ + 2H is the pull-back by alb of a divisor D on Γ such that H^0(S, K_S′ + 2H) = H^0(Γ, D). Having h^0(Γ, D) > q, D is non-special, hence by Riemann–Roch it has degree d + 2q − 2.

The following lemma essentially gives the converse to Proposition 4.1, (iv):

Lemma 4.3. If S is a scroll, then h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) = 0 and g = q.

Proof. Suppose that S is a scroll and that h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0. Denote by L the pull back to S^′ of a general line of the ruling of S. Then H · L = 1 and L^2 = 0. Since L is a rational curve, the adjunction formula implies K_S′ · L = −2. Then (K_S′ + H) · L < 0, a contradiction because L is nef. This proves the first assertion. The second assertion follows from Proposition 3.3, (i). □

Remark 4.4. Let S ⊆ P^n be a linearly normal, non–degenerate rational surface of degree d. If S is a scroll, then by Remark 4.2, S is a surface of minimal degree d = n − 1. In particular, if d ⩾ n, then S is not a scroll. Conversely, if d = n − 1, then S is a surface of minimal degree and therefore it is either the Veronese surface V_2 or a scroll.

Corollary 4.5. Let S, S^′, H, C be as in Section 2.1, and assume that q > 0 and h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) = 0. Then S is a scroll, and:

(i) one has d ⩾ n + q − 1; if equality holds, then S is a cone over a curve of geometric genus q; (ii) one has d < n + 2q.

Proof. That S is a scroll is contained in Proposition 4.1.

(i) By Proposition 3.3, (iii), one has q = g ⩽ a + 1, hence d = n + a ⩾ n + q − 1. If equality holds, then h^1(S^′, H) = q = g (see Proposition 3.3, (v)), and this occurs if and only if the hyperplane sections of S are linearly normal (see Proposition 3.3, (vi)). Then the assertion follows by C. Segre’s theorem [7, Thm 2.3].

(ii) By Proposition 3.3, (iv), we have a = 2q − 1 − h^1(S^′, H), thus d = n + a = n + 2q − 1 − h^1(S^′, H) ⩽ n + 2q − 1, proving the assertion. □

5. General properties of the first adjoint system

In this section we want to discuss the first adjoint system when h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0. By Proposition 3.3, (i), this assumption is equivalent to g > q.

5.1. Nefness of the adjoint system.

Proposition 5.1. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0. Then the following assertions hold: (i) K_S′ + H is nef, hence (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩾ 0; (ii) K^2_S′ − n + 3a ⩾ 0;

(iii) d ⩽ 4g − 8q + 4, unless S is the Veronese surface V_3 of degree 9 in P^9 (d = 9, g = 1); (iv) 3a ⩾ n + 8q − 8, unless S is the Veronese surface V_3 of degree 9.

Proof. (i) Assume that K_S′ + H is not nef, and let θ be an irreducible curve such that (K_S′ + H) · θ < 0. Since H is nef, one has K_S′ · θ < 0. On the other hand, since K_S′ + H is effective, (K_S′ + H) · θ < 0 yields θ^2 < 0. This implies that θ is a (−1)-curve and H · θ = 0, which is impossible because S^′ is a minimal desingularization of S.

(ii) By Proposition 3.3, (ix), we have 0 ⩽ (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩽ K^2_S′ − n + 3a, as required.

(iii)–(iv) By Proposition 3.3, (viii) and (ix), we have

(5.1) d = 4g − 4 + K^2_S′ − (K_S′ + H)^2 and 3a − n ⩾ (K_S′ + H)^2 − K^2_S′ .

Since S^′ has negative Kodaira dimension, either K^2_S′ ⩽ 8−8q, or K^2_S′ = 9 and S^′ is isomorphic to P^2. In the former case, we obtain the required inequalities at once, using that (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩾ 0. In the latter case, q = 0, and the inequality in (5.1) is an equality by Proposition 3.3, (ix); thus the two inequalities in (iii) and (iv) hold unless (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0. If (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0, then K_S′ + H ∼ 0, because P^2 does not contain effective non-zero divisors with self-intersection 0, so H ∼ −K_S′ , and S must be the Veronese surface of degree 9 in P^9. □

Proposition 5.2. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1 and suppose that h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0 and (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0. Then either (a) K_S′ + H ∼ 0 and S^′ is a Del Pezzo or weak Del Pezzo surface (and g = 1), or (b) g ⩾ 2, and |K_S′ + H| = |(g − 1)G| where {G} is a pencil of rational curves (and so, the Albanese pencil if q > 0), satisfying G · H = 2; thus S is ruled by conics.

Proof. If K_S′ + H ∼ 0, then S^′ is a Del Pezzo or weak Del Pezzo surface.

Assume K_S′ + H ≁ 0. Then, since K_S′ + H is nef and (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0, it follows from Proposition 3.8 that |K_S′ +H| is composed with a base point free pencil {G} of rational curves. Then G · H = 2 because G · (K_S′ + H) = 0. □

In the remainder of this section we will consider the situation when h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0 and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. The following lemma implies in particular that in this situation S is not ruled by conics.

Lemma 5.3. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1. If h^0(S^′, mK_S′ + H) > 0 for some integer m, then any pencil of rational curves {G} with self-intersection 0 (that always exists if S^′ ≠ P^2) satisfies H · G ⩾ 2m. Furthermore, if equality holds, then either mK_S′ + H ∼ 0, or all the components of any effective divisor in |mK_S′ + H| are contained in fibers of {G}.

Proof. Since G is nef, G · (mK_S′ + H) ⩾ 0. From K_S′ · G = −2, we obtain H · G ⩾ 2m.

If H · G = 2m, then G · (mK_S′ + H) = 0, hence either mK_S′ + H ∼ 0 or, since G is nef, any component of an effective divisor in |mK_S′ + H| is contained in a fiber of {G}. □

5.2. Base points of the adjoint system.

Proposition 5.4. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1, and suppose that h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0 and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. If |K_S′ + H| has base points, then q > 0, and there exists a smooth irreducible curve θ of genus q such that θ^2 = −1 and H · θ = 0.

Proof. Note first that the hypotheses imply g ⩾ 2, and thus H^2 ⩾ 4. In fact (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0 implies, by the index theorem, that (K_S′ + H) · H > 0, and so g ⩾ 2.

Let x be a base point of |K_S′ + H|. Since h^0(S^′, H) ⩾ 4, x is a multiple point of some curve C in |H| and so, by Theorem 3.1 of [13], C is not 2-connected. Then C has a decomposition C = A + B with A, B > 0, A · B = 1, and A^2 ⩽ B^2; by Lemma 3.5, A and B are 1-connected and only the following possibilities can occur: (a) A^2 = B^2 = 1, A ≡ B, H^2 = 4 and H ≡ 2A or (b) A^2 = −1, H · A = 0, or (c) A^2 = 0, H · A = 1.

In case (a), from K_S′ · H < 0 and p_a(H) ⩾ 2, one has K_S′ · H = −2. Then the hypothesis (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0 implies K^2_S′ ⩾ 1, and so S^′ is a rational surface, hence H ∼ 2A. On the other hand A · (A + K_S′ ) = 0 and (A + K_S′ )^2 ⩾ 0 yield by the index theorem that A ∼ −K_S′ . By the Riemann-Roch theorem, h^0(S^′, A) ⩾ 2. Since p_a(A) = 1 and H · A = 2, the map defined by |H| restricted to a general member of |A| is not birational, contradicting our assumptions on H. So case (a) does not occur.

In case (b), we claim that p_a(A) ⩾ 1. It suffices to prove that K_S′ · A ⩾ 1. By the adjunction formula, K_S′ · A is odd, and so, since A is 1-connected, one has K_S′ · A ⩾ −1. But K_S′ · A = −1 and H · A = 0 cannot occur, because in that case A · (K_S′ + H) = −1, in contradiction with the fact that K_S′ + H is nef. This proves the claim.

If q = 0, then h^0(K_S′ +A) > 0, which leads to a contradiction, since (K_S′ +A)·H = K_S′ ·H < 0 and H is nef and effective.

The upshot is that q > 0 and p_a(A) ⩾ 1. Then A is not contained in the fibres of the Albanese map of S^′, and so p_a(A) ⩾ q. If p_a(A) > q, then h^0(K_S′ + A) > 0, as follows from the exact sequence 0 → O_S′ (K_S′ ) → O_S′ (K_S′ + A) → ω_A → 0. This leads to a contradiction as above, since H · (K_S′ + A) < 0.

Thus p_a(A) = q > 0. Since A^2 = −1, one has K_S′ · A = 2q − 1. Now A, having arithmetic genus q > 0, cannot be contained in a fibre of the Albanese map of S^′, and so it has at least one component θ with geometric genus γ ⩾ q. Since q ⩽ γ ⩽ p_a(θ) ⩽ q, the curve θ is smooth of genus q.

Since H is nef and H · A = 0, one has H · θ = 0, hence also θ^2 < 0. On the other hand K_S′ + H being nef and (K_S′ + H) · A = 2q − 1 imply that (K_S′ + H) · θ ⩽ 2q − 1. Hence, from the adjunction formula, we obtain θ^2 = −1, and the property asserted in the statement holds.

Lastly, assume we are in case (c). Then H · A = 1 so, since K_S′ + H is nef, K_S′ · A ⩾ −1 and p_a(A) ⩾ 1. Since H · A = 1 and H is base point free, h^0(A, H) ⩾ 2. Then, by [8, Prop. A.5, (ii)], A is not 2-connected. So A has a decomposition A = A_1 + A_2 with A_1 · A_2 = 1 and, by Lemma 3.7, we have A^2_1 = A^2 = −1 and H · A_1 = 0 and H · A_2 = 1, possibly up to relabelling A_1 and A_2. Moreover, A_1 is 1-connected by Lemma 3.6, so we are back in case (b) with A_1 instead of A, and the existence of the curve θ follows by the argument given in that case. □

Remark 5.5. Conversely, the existence of a curve θ as in Proposition 5.4 tends to impose that the adjoint system has base points. Indeed, in the situation of the proposition, consider Ĥ = H − θ; it is an effective divisor, and

(K_S′ + H)|_θ = (K_S′ + θ)|_θ + Ĥ|_θ = K_θ + Ĥ|_θ .

Since Ĥ · θ = H · θ − θ^2 = 1, the linear series |K_θ + Ĥ|_θ | on θ has a base point if Ĥ|_θ is effective, and in that case the adjoint system |K_S′ + H| has a base point as well. Note that Ĥ|_θ is certainly effective if q = 1, or if |Ĥ| doesn’t have θ as a fixed component.

Proposition 5.6. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1, and suppose that h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0, and q = 0. Then |K_S′ + H| is base-point-free.

Proof. If (K_S′ +H)^2 > 0, the conclusion follows from Proposition 5.4. Otherwise, since K_S′ +H is nef, one has (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0. Then, by Proposition 3.8, there exists a base-point-free pencil {G} of rational curves, such that D consists of members of {G}. Since S^′ is rational, h^0(S^′, G) > 1, and the conclusion follows. □

5.3. Examples. In this section we present some examples illustrating Proposition 5.4 above. They show that it is indeed possible that the adjoint system has base points, and then these base points are located on the curve θ as in the proposition. Example 5.7 satisfies all the assumptions of the proposition, in particular d ⩾ 2g − 1. In Examples 5.8 and 5.9 however, one has d = 2g − 2; still, the two latter examples have many interesting features. All our examples live in elliptic ruled surfaces. It is possible to cook up similar examples on ruled surfaces of irregularity q > 1, but then d becomes smaller than 2g − 1.

Let Γ be a smooth, irreducible, elliptic curve. We shall consider elliptic ruled surfaces R = P(E) for various rank two vector bundles E on Γ, which we assume to be normalized as in [11, V, Notation 2.8.1]. In each case, we fix a section C_0 such that O_R(C_0) ∼= O_{P(E)}(1). For each divisor d on Γ, we denote by F (d) the pull-back of d to R; we denote by F the numerical equivalence class of F (d) for all degree 1 divisors d on Γ. One has K_R ∼ −2C_0 + F (det E).

Example 5.7. Fix a point p ∈ Γ and consider R = P(O_Γ ⊕ O_Γ(−p)), with the notation introduced above for all of Section 5.3. For all k ∈ N, let H_k ∼ k ( C_0 + F (p) ) . The curve C_0 has genus 1 and self-intersection −1, and intersects H_k with degree 0. We shall prove the following.

Claim 5.7.1. For all k ⩾ 3, the linear system |H_k| defines a birational morphism which does not contract any (−1)-curve, onto a surface S ⊆ P^12^{k(k+1)} of degree d = k^2 and sectional genus g =^1_2 k(k − 1) + 1, and with linearly normal hyperplane sections. The adjoint system |K_R + H_k| has a base point on C_0.

Before we prove the claim, let us observe that

d = H^2_k = 2g − 2 + k.

Thus, we get examples fitting in the assumptions of Proposition 5.4, with degree d arbitrarily large with respect to the genus g. Since S has linearly normal hyperplane sections results by C. Segre (mentioned in the introduction) and Hartshorne (see [10]) imply that the d ⩽ 4g + 4, see [7, Corollary 2.6]. As a sanity check we note that d 2g − 2 = 1 + 1 k − 1 , so that indeed the degree does not exceed 4g + 4.

These examples are Veronese re-embeddings of cones as studied in Section 7 below. After we prove the claim, we briefly discuss the variant when we consider

H^{(p′)}_k = k ( C_0 + F (p^′) ) with p^′ ≠ p.

Proof of the claim. One has d = H^2_k = k^2 and H_k · C_0 = 0. Moreover, −K_R ∼ 2C_0 + F (p), hence (K_R + H_k)|_{C0} = (H_{k−2} + F (p))|_{C0} = p, and thus the adjoint system |K_R + H_k| has a base point at p ∈ C_0. A direct computation gives (K_R + H_k) · H_k = k(k − 1), and therefore the members of |H_k| have genus g =^1_2 k(k − 1) + 1. Then it is straightforward that d = 2g − 2 + k.

One has h^0(R, H_k) = h^0(Γ, Sym^k(O_Γ ⊕ O_Γ(−p)) ⊗ O_Γ(kp)) = h^0(Γ, O_Γ(kp) ⊕ O_Γ((k − 1)p) ⊕ · · · ⊕ O_Γ(p) ⊕ O_Γ) = k + · · · + 2 + 1 + 1 = 1 + 1 2 k(k + 1), and similarly h^1(R, H_k) = h^1(Γ, O_Γ(kp) ⊕ O_Γ((k − 1)p) ⊕ · · · ⊕ O_Γ(p) ⊕ O_Γ) = h^1(O_Γ) = 1.

This, by Proposition 3.3, (vi), implies that S has linearly normal hyperplane sections. □ If, on the other hand, one considers H^{(p′)}_k = k ( C_0 + F (p^′) ) for p^′ ∈ C_0 such that kp^′ ≁ kp, then (K_R + H^{(p′)}_k )|_{C0} = ((k − 2)C_0 + F (kp^′ − p))|_{C0} ∼ p^′ + (k − 1)(p^′ − p), and thus the adjoint system |K_R + H_k| has a base point at the unique point p^{(k)} ∈ C_0 linearly equivalent to p^′ + (k − 1)(p^′ − p). The numerical characters computed above remain unchanged, but h^0(R, H^{(p′)}_k ) = h^0(Γ, Sym^k(O_Γ ⊕ O_Γ(−p)) ⊗ O_Γ(kp^′)) = h^0(Γ, O(kp^′) ⊕ O((kp^′ − p) ⊕ · · · ⊕ O(kp^′ − (k − 1)p) ⊕ O(kp^′ − kp)) = k + · · · + 2 + 1 + 0 = 1 2 k(k + 1), and h^1(R, H^{(p′)}_k ) = h^1(Γ, O(kp^′) ⊕ O((kp^′ − p) ⊕ · · · ⊕ O(kp^′ − (k − 1)p) ⊕ O(kp^′ − kp)) = h^1(O(p^′ − p)) = 0.

This implies that for all C ∈ |H^{(p′)}_k |, the linear system |H^{(p′)}_k | cuts out a codimension one linear subsystem of | H^{(p′)}_k |_C | on C. For k ⩾ 3, there are then two possibilities: either this subsystem is base-point-free, and then the surface gotten from |H^{(p′)}_k | has degree k^2 and hyperplane sections that are not linearly normal, or this subsystem has a unique base point, and then the surface gotten from |H^{(p′)}_k | has degree k^2 − 1 and linearly normal hyperplane sections. Example 5.8. Let e be a non-torsion degree 0 divisor on Γ, and E = O_Γ ⊕ O_Γ(e). We consider R = P(E), with the notation introduced above, at the beginning of Section 5.3. The curve C_0 is the unique effective divisor in its linear equivalence class, and there is a unique, irreducible, curve C_e ∼ C_0 − F (e). One has −K_R ∼ C_0 + C_e. Let p be a general point on Γ. For all g ∈ N, let H_g ∼ gC_0 + F (p).

The following properties hold. For all g ⩾ 3, the linear system |H_g| has dimension g; it has two base points on C_0 and C_e respectively, and its proper transform |H^′_g| on the blowup R^′ → R at these two base points defines a birational morphism R^′ → S ⊆ P^g onto a surface with canonical hyperplane sections. The proper transforms C^′_0 and C^′_e of C_0 and C_e have self-intersection −1 and intersect H^′_g trivially; in particular, the surface S ⊆ P^g has two elliptic double points. The adjoint system |K_R′ + H^′_g| has two base points, lying on C^′_0 and C^′_e respectively.

We omit the proof of these properties, because it is similar to the proof of the analogous properties in the next example, which is thoroughly treated in [14].

The next example is kind of a degenerate version of the previous one: the anticanonical divisor becomes a section with multiplicity two, and the two base points of the linear system |H_g| become infinitely near. The adjoint system |K_R′ + H^′_g| has a fixed part, and the surface image of |H^′_g| has an interesting singularity.

Example 5.9. Let E be the unique indecomposable vector bundle with trivial determinant on Γ, see [11, Thm. 2.15, p. 377], and consider R = P(E) with the notation introduced at the beginning of Section 5.3. The curve C_0 is the unique effective divisor in its linear equivalence class, and one has −K_R ∼ 2C_0. Let p be a general point on Γ. For all g ∈ N, let H_g ∼ gC_0 + F (p).

The following properties hold, see [14]. For all g ⩾ 3, the linear system |H_g| has dimension g; it has two infinitely near base points, with the proper base point lying on C_0. The proper transform |H^′_g| on the blow-up R^′ → R at these two base points defines a birational morphism R^′ → S ⊆ P^g onto a surface with canonical hyperplane sections. The proper transform C^′_0 of C_0 has self-intersection −1 and intersects H^′_g trivially. The surface S ⊆ P^g has a genus two singularity,^1 consisting of a double point with an infinitely near double line. The adjoint system |K_R′ + H^′_g| has the exceptional locus of R^′ → R as a fixed part.

5.4. Further properties of the adjoint system.

Proposition 5.10. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1. Assume that h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0 and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. Let D be a divisor in |K_S′ + H|. Then:

(i) h^1(S^′, K_S′ + H) = h^1(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0; (ii) h^0(D, K_S′ + H) = g − 1 and h^1(D, K_S′ + H) = 0; (iii) h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = h^0(D, ω_D) − q;

(iv) p_a(K_S′ + H) ⩾ q, and equality holds if and only if h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0; (v) p_a(K_S′ + H) − 1 = K^2_S′ + 3g − 3 − d; (vi) (K_S′ + H)^2 = g − 2 + p_a(K_S′ + H) ⩾ g − 2 + q.

Proof. (i) comes from the Kawamata-Viehweg theorem, because both H and K_S′ + H are nef and big, see Proposition 5.1, (i).

For (ii), consider the long exact sequence coming from 0 → O_S′ → O_S′ (K_S′ + H) → O_D(K_S′ + H) → 0, 1This means that, denoting by f : S^′ → S of the singularity, the stalk of R^1f_∗O_S′ at the singular point has dimension 2, see [9, Chap. I, Definition 5.1].

namely

0 → H^0(S^′, O_S′ ) → H^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) → H^0(D, K_S′ + H)

→ H^1(S^′, O_S′ ) → H^1(S^′, K_S′ + H) → H^1(D, K_S′ + H) → H^2(S^′, O_S′ ) = 0.

Then, (ii) follows from h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) = g − q (Proposition 3.3, (i)), h^1(S^′, K_S′ + H) = 0, and h^2(S^′, O_S′ ) = h^0(S^′, K_S′ ) = 0.

(iii) follows from the long exact sequence coming from

0 → O_S′ (K_S′ ) → O_S′ (2K_S′ + H) → ω_D → 0

and the fact that h^1(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0.

For (iv), note that K_S′ + H is 1-connected because it is nef and big (Lemma 3.5), therefore p_a(K_S′ + H) = h^0(D, ω_D). Then, (iv) follows from (iii).

For (v), just use the adjunction formula.

For (vi), note that by the Riemann–Roch theorem and assertion (ii), g−1 = h^0(D, K_S′ +H) = (K_S′ + H)^2 + 1 − p_a(K_S′ + H), and so (K_S′ + H)^2 = g − 2 + p_a(K_S′ + H). The inequality follows from (iv). □

Proposition 5.11. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0 and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. If H^2 ⩾ 10, then the map defined by |K_S′ + H| is birational.

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that the map defined by |K_S′ +H| is not birational. Let x ∈ S^′ be a general point, and y ∈ S^′ be such that x ≠ y and x and y have the same image. Then, by the main theorem 2.1 of [3], there is an effective divisor D, containing x and y, such that D · H − 2 ⩽ D^2 ⩽ 1. Since h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0, S is not a scroll, hence D · H > 1, and D · H equals 2 or 3. If D · H = 3, then D^2 = 1, and this contradicts the index theorem because H^2 ⩾ 10. So we must have D · H = 2, and S is swept out by irreducible conics. Let A be the preimage in S^′ of a general member of this family of conics. Being A rational, if A^2 > 0, then A moves in S^′ in a family of dimension at least two, and therefore S contains a family of dimension at least two of conics; this implies that S is the Veronese surface V_2, which contradicts the assumption that h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0. Therefore A^2 = 0, and A moves in a (possibly non-linear) pencil. Now, H · A = 2 and K_S′ · A = −2, hence A · (K_S′ + H) = 0, and therefore every member of |K_S′ + H| consists of curves contained in members of the pencil {A}; this implies that (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩽ 0, in contradiction with our assumptions. This ends the proof. □

6. The irrational case

Here we consider surfaces with q > 0 and h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0; the latter assumption is equivalent to g > q by Proposition 3.3, (i). We set μ = H · G, where G denotes the general fibre of the Albanese pencil. Since g > q, we have μ ⩾ 2; on the other hand, g − 1 ⩾ μ(q − 1) by Riemann–Hurwitz.

6.1. The case (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0.

Lemma 6.1. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1, and assume q > 0 and h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0.

If μ = 2 (hence S is ruled by conics), then (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0 (and so K^2_S′ + 4g − 4 − d = 0), and |K_S′ + H| is composed with the Albanese pencil.

Conversely, if (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0, then |K_S′ + H| is composed with the Albanese pencil and μ = 2.

Proof. The first assertion follows from Lemma 5.3. The converse is Proposition 5.2. □ Lemma 6.2. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1, and assume q > 0 and h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0. If d > 3g − 3, then μ = 2 and g > 8q − 7. Proof. By [10, Thm. (2.3)], one has d ⩽ 2μ μ − 1 (g − 1). If μ ⩾ 3, this yields d ⩽ 3(g − 1), a contradiction. Hence we have μ = 2.

So, by Lemma 6.1, (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0, i.e., K^2_S′ + 4g − 4 − d = 0. Then the hypothesis d > 3g − 3 gives K^2_S′ + g − 1 > 0, and so g > −K^2_S′ + 1 ⩾ 8q − 7. □

6.2. The case (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0.

Lemma 6.3. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that q > 0, h^0(S^′, K_S′ +H) > 0, and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. Then g ⩾ 9q − 7. Furthermore, if equality holds, then S^′ is minimal, d = 2g − 1, p_a(K_S′ + H) = q, and h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0.

Proof. From q > 0, we have K^2_S′ ⩽ 8 − 8q. Moreover, we assume d ⩾ 2g − 1. Then: (K_S′ + H)^2 = K^2_S′ + 4g − 4 − d ⩽ 8 − 8q + 4g − 4 + 1 − 2g = 5 − 8q + 2g.

On the other hand, by Proposition 5.10, (vi), (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩾ g − 2 + q. Thus, 5 − 8q + 2g ⩾ g − 2 + q, i.e., g ⩾ 9q − 7. If equality holds, then all the above inequalities are equalities, in particular K^2_S′ = 8−8q, d = 2g−1, and equality holds in Proposition 5.10, (vi), which means p_a(K_S′ +H) = q, and then h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0 by Proposition, 5.10, (iv). □ Proposition 6.4. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that q > 0, h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0, and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. If g − q ⩾ 3, then |K_S′ + H| is not composed with a pencil. Proof. Suppose by contradiction that |K_S′ + H| is composed with a pencil {P }. Since h^0(K_S′ + H) = g − q, we can then write K_S′ + H ≡ αP + Z where Z is the fixed part (possibly zero), and α ⩾ g − q − 1, with equality holding if and only if the pencil is rational. Being K_S′ + H nef and big, it is 1-connected (see Lemma 3.5), so if Z ≠ 0 then P · Z > 0.

Since h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0 and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0, if {P } is the Albanese pencil, then H · P ⩾ 3, by Lemma 6.1. If {P } is not the Albanese pencil, then the general curve in {P } has genus at least q and so, since the map defined by |H| is birational, we must have H · P ⩾ 3 in this case as well. The upshot is that H · P ⩾ 3 in any event.

Since H is nef and H · (K_S′ + H) = 2g − 2, we obtain αH · P ⩽ 2g − 2, and thus (6.1) 3α ⩽ αH · P ⩽ 2g − 2. If α ⩾ g − q, we obtain 3g − 3q ⩽ 2g − 2, i.e., g ⩽ 3q − 2. Since, by Lemma 6.3, g ⩾ 9q − 7, we see that α ⩾ g − q is impossible.

Therefore, one has α = g − q − 1 ⩾ 2, and the pencil {P } is rational; in particular, {P } is not the Albanese pencil, and therefore p_a(P ) > 0. From (6.1), we obtain 3 ⩽ 2g − 2 g − q − 1 = 2 + 2q g − q − 1 , hence 2q ⩾ g − q − 1, i.e., g ⩽ 3q + 1. Since, by Lemma 6.3, g ⩾ 9q − 7, we obtain 6q ⩽ 8, hence q = 1. Then, since g − q ⩾ 3 and g ⩽ 3q + 1, we have g = 4, and α = 2.

Suppose this case occurs. By the index theorem, we have H^2(K_S′ + H)^2 ⩽ 4(g − 1)^2 = 36. Since H^2 = d ⩾ 7, this implies that (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩽ 5. Moreover, being composed with a pencil, |K_S′ + H| has base points. So, by Proposition 5.4, there is a curve θ such that θ^2 = −1, θ · K_S′ = 1, and θ · H = 0. So, 1 = θ · (K_S′ + H) = θ · (2P + Z) = 2θ · P + θ · Z, which implies that Z ≠ 0. Now notice that, since 4P^2 + 2P · Z = 2P · (K_S′ + H) ⩽ (2P + Z) · (K_S′ + H) ⩽ 5, one must have P^2 = 0. But then p_a(P ) ⩾ 1 implies that P · K_S′ ⩾ 0, and so 2P · (K_S′ + H) ⩾ 2P · H ⩾ 6: this contradicts (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩽ 5.

We conclude that |K_S′ + H| is not composed with a pencil. □

In fact, as we will now prove, the condition g − q ⩾ 3 always holds.

Theorem 6.5. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1 and assume that q > 0, h^0(S^′, K_S′ +H) > 0 and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. Then g − q ⩾ 3, and therefore |K_S′ + H| is not composed with a pencil.

The proof starts by the following lemma, which shows that there is only one numerical possibility.

Lemma 6.6. Let S, S^′ and H be as in Section 2.1 and assume that q > 0, h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0 and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. Then g − q ⩾ 3 unless, possibly, if q = 1, g = 3, d = 5, h^0(S^′, H) = 4, (K_S′ + H)^2 = 2, and K^2_S′ = −1.

Proof. From h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0, we know that g > q by Proposition 3.3, (i).

Assume that g − q ⩽ 2. Then, by Lemma 6.3, one has g − q ⩾ 8q − 7, and so we get q = 1, implying that either g = 2 or g = 3.

Let g = 2. We have 0 < (K_S′ + H)^2 = K^2_S′ + 4g − 4 − d = K^2_S′ + 4 − d, see Proposition 3.3, (viii). Since q = 1 implies K^2_S′ ⩽ 0, we have 4 − d > 0, and since d ⩾ 2g − 1 = 3, we conclude that d = 3. But if d = 3, the map defined by |H| cannot be birational because curves of degree 3 have genus at most 1. So g = 2 does not occur.

If g = 3, by Proposition 5.10, (vi), we have (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩾ 2, yielding, as above, that d can only be 5 or 6, hence also (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩽ 3. Since h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) = g − q = 2, |K_S′ + H| has base points and so there is a curve θ as in Proposition 5.4.

Now, (K_S′ + H + θ)^2 = (K_S′ + H)^2 + 1. Moreover, 4 = (K_S′ + H) · H = (K_S′ + H + θ) · H. Then, by the index theorem, H^2(K_S′ +H +θ)^2 −16 ⩽ 0, and we are left with the only possibility d = 5, (K_S′ + H)^2 = 2. In this case, from 2 = (K_S′ + H)^2 = K^2_S′ + 4g − 4 − d = K^2_S′ + 3, we get K^2_S′ = −1. Finally we have h^0(S^′, H) = 4, because curves of degree 5 in P^n with n > 2 have genus smaller than 3 by Castelnuovo’s bound. □

Therefore, it only remains to prove that the sole possibility left open by Lemma 6.6 in fact does not occur.

Proof of Theorem 6.5. By Proposition 6.4 and Lemma 6.6, it is enough to show that there is no surface S with q = 1, g = 3, d = 5, h^0(S^′, H) = 4, (K_S′ + H)^2 = 2, and K^2_S′ = −1. So let us assume from now on, by contradiction, that q = 1, g = 3, d = 5, h^0(S^′, H) = 4, (K_S′ + H)^2 = 2, K^2_S′ = −1. As we have seen in the proof of Proposition 6.6, |K_S′ + H| has base points and so there is an irreducible curve θ of genus 1 with θ^2 = −1 and H · θ = 0, as in Proposition 5.4.

Consider the linear system |K_S′ + H + θ|. Look at the exact sequence 0 → O_S′ (K_S′ + H) −→ O_S′ (K_S′ + H + θ) −→ O_θ(K_S′ + H + θ) −→ 0. We have h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) = g − q = 2 and h^1(S^′, K_S′ + H) = 0. Moreover, (K_S′ + H + θ)|_θ is trivial on θ (it is K_θ + H|_θ), hence h^0(θ, O_θ(K_S′ +H+θ)) = 1. So we have h^0(S^′, K_S′ +H+θ) = 3, and θ is not a component of the fixed part of |K_S′ +H +θ| (if any). Note that (K_S′ +H +θ)^2 = 3 and K_S′ · (K_S′ + H + θ) = −1.

We are going to see that the general curve in |K_S′ + H + θ| is irreducible.

Claim 1) |K_S′ + H + θ| is not composed with a pencil.

Suppose otherwise. Then we can write |K_S′ + H + θ| = αP + Z where {P } is a pencil, α ⩾ 2 (because h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H + θ) = 3) and Z (possibly zero) is the fixed part.

From (K_S′ + H + θ) · H = 4, we have H · P ⩽ 2. Since (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0, μ ⩾ 3 by Lemma 6.1, and so {P } is not the Albanese pencil.

But then the general curve P ∈ {P } has arithmetic genus ⩾ 1, and so H · P ⩽ 2 gives a contradiction to the fact that the map defined by |H| is birational.

So |K_S′ + H + θ| is not composed with a pencil and the claim is proven.

Claim 2) The general curve in |K_S′ + H + θ| is irreducible.

Suppose otherwise. Then there is a fixed divisorial part Z and we can write |K_S′ + H + θ| = |M| + Z where M is the moving part. Since, by Claim 1), |K_S′ + H + θ| is not composed with a pencil, the general curve in |M| is irreducible. Note that, since S^′ is not birational to P^2, one has M^2 ⩾ 2, since dim(|M|) = dim(|K_S′ + H + θ|) = 2.

Remark now that, since K_S′ + H is nef and (K_S′ + H + θ) · θ = 0, also K_S′ + H + θ is nef. Moreover, (K_S′ +H +θ)^2 = 3, hence K_S′ +H +θ = M +Z is also big, and therefore 1-connected by Lemma 3.5. Thus, M · Z ⩾ 1, and (M + Z) · Z ⩾ 0. Since (M + Z)^2 = (K_S′ + H + θ)^2 = 3, the only possibility is M^2 = 2, M · Z = 1, Z^2 = −1, and (K_S′ + H + θ) · Z = 0.

Since, as we saw above, θ is not a component of Z (the restriction map H^0(S^′, K_S′ +H +θ) → H^0(θ, O_θ) is surjective), one has θ · Z ⩾ 0. Then from H · Z ⩾ 0 and (K_S′ + H + θ) · Z = 0, we conclude that K_S′ · Z ⩽ 0. From M · Z = 1 we know that Z is 1-connected hence, from the adjunction formula, we obtain K_S′ · Z = −1. So Z is a (−1)–divisor, and in fact it is a single (−1)-curve because K^2_S′ = −1. Hence, because |H| does not contract (−1)-curves, one has H · Z > 0. Therefore, from H · (M + Z) = H · (K_S′ + H + θ) = 4, we have H · M ⩽ 3.

On the other hand, from K_S′ · (M + Z) = K_S′ · (K_S′ + H + θ) = −1 and K_S′ · Z = −1, we obtain K_S′ · M = 0, implying that p_a(M) = 2. This is in contradiction with H · M ⩽ 3 because |H| defines a birational map. Hence Z = 0, and Claim 2) is proven.

From Claims 1) and 2), the general curve M in |K_S′ + H + θ| is irreducible; moreover, as we have seen, M^2 = 3 and K_S′ · M = −1, hence p_a(M) = 2.

Since H · M = H · (K_S′ + H + θ) = 4, the images in S of the curves in |K_S′ + H + θ| must be plane quartics of genus 2, and the residual with respect to |H| are lines. So S would contain infinitely many lines, which is not possible. □

Examples 5.8 and 5.9 with g = 3 show that there exist surfaces S, S^′ with H and H as in Section 2.1 except that d = 2g − 2, with q = 1, g = 3, d = 4, h^0(S^′, H) = 4, (K_S′ + H)^2 = 2, K^2_S′ = −1.

6.3. Empty biadjoint system. In this section, we consider the case when q > 0, and h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0. Observe that if (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0 then, by Lemma 6.1, |K_S′ + H| is composed with the Albanese pencil and thus h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0. We will concentrate on the case when (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0.

Proposition 6.7. Let S, S^′, H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that q > 0, h^0(S^′, K_S′ +H) > 0, h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0, and (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩾ 5. Then μ = 3. Moreover, any curve in |K_S′ + H| consists of a smooth, irreducible, curve of genus q, plus possibly curves contained in the fibres of the Albanese map.

Proof. First note that K_S′ + H is nef by Proposition 5.1, (i), hence also big since we assume (K_S′ +H)^2 ⩾ 5. By the main theorem 2.1 of [3], since h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ +H) = 0 and (K_S′ +H)^2 ⩾ 5, if x is a general point of S^′, there is an effective divisor D containing x such that

−1 ⩽ (K_S′ + H) · D − 1 ⩽ D^2 ⩽ 0.

— If D^2 = −1, then (K_S′ + H) · D = 0. We claim that D is 1-connected: let A and B be non-zero, effective divisors, such that D = A+B. Since K_S′ +H is nef, we have (K_S′ +H)·A = (K_S′ + H) · B = 0 hence, by the index theorem, A^2 < 0 and B^2 < 0. Then (A + B)^2 = −1 implies A · B > 0, which proves the claim. Now, since H · D ⩾ 0, one has K_S′ · D ⩽ 0, and thus D is a (−1)-divisor. Since D contains a general point of S^′, this is impossible. — If D^2 = 0, then (K_S′ + H) · D ⩽ 1; In fact, (K_S′ + H) · D = 1, since (K_S′ + H) · D > 0 by the index theorem. Besides, since D passes through a general point, one has H · D ⩾ 1, hence K_S′ · D ⩽ 0. If K_S′ · D = 0, then H · D = 1. Let D_0 be an irreducible component of D that is movable. Then H · D_0 ⩾ 1 and, since H is nef, in fact H · D_0 = 1, and thus S is a scroll, in contradiction with h^0(K_S′ + H) > 0. Otherwise, K_S′ · D < 0. Since D is 1-connected by Lemma 3.7, K_S′ · D = −2, and D is rational, hence it moves in the Albanese pencil {G}. Then, H · D = 1 − K_S′ · D = 3 implies that μ = H · G = 3, as we wanted to show.

Let A be a member of |K_S′ + H|. One has A · G = H · G + K · G = 1. Since G is nef, there is one irreducible component A_0 of A such that A_0 · G = 1, and thus A_0 is smooth, irreducible, of genus q, whereas A_i · G = 0 for any other component of A. This proves the assertion. □

Remark 6.8. In the situation of Proposition 6.7, one can have (K_S′ + H)^2 < 5 only if q = 1, and either g = 5 and (K_S′ + H)^2 = 4, or g = 4 and (K_S′ + H)^2 = 3.

Indeed, assume (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0, q > 0, h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0 and h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0 and (K_S′ + H)^2 < 5. By Proposition 5.10, (iv) and (vi), we have (K_S′ + H)^2 = g − 2 + q and by Lemma 6.3, g ⩾ 9q − 7, i.e., g + q ⩾ 10q − 7. Now (K_S′ + H)^2 < 5 yields g + q < 7, so (K_S′ + H)^2 < 5 can only occur if q = 1. Since g − q ⩾ 3 and g < 7 − q = 6 we have only the possibilities g = 5, (K_S′ + H)^2 = 4 or g = 4, (K_S′ + H)^2 = 3.

We shall use the following lemma to give an application to Proposition 6.7 above.

Lemma 6.9. Let S, S^′, H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that q > 0, and μ = 3. If H^2 ⩾ 10 and h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0, then |K_S′ + H| has no base points.

Proof. We prove the contrapositive. By Proposition 5.4, if K + H has base points, then there is a genus q curve θ such that θ^2 = −1, θ · H = 0. Let {G} be the Albanese pencil, and let α = θ · G. Since θ has genus q, one has α ⩾ 1. Then the divisor B := G + θ satisfies B^2 = 2α − 1 ⩾ 1 and H · B = μ. By the index theorem, one has H^2B^2 ⩽ (H · B)^2 = μ^2, hence H^2 ⩽ 9. □

Corollary 6.10. Let S, S^′, H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that q > 0, h^0(S^′, K_S′ +H) > 0, and h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0. If (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0 and H^2 ⩾ 10, then the image of S^′ by the adjoint series |K_S′ + H| has degree g − 2 + q in P^{g−q−1}.

Let us point out that g − 2 + q is the maximal possible degree for a surface in P^{g−q−1} with sectional genus q equal to the irregularity, see Proposition 3.3, (iv).

Proof. By Proposition 5.11, the linear system |K_S′ + H| defines a birational map; moreover, by Proposition 6.7 and Lemma 6.9, it is base-point-free. Therefore, the image of S^′ by this map is a degree (K_S′ + H)^2 surface in P^{g−q−1} (see Proposition 3.3, (i)). By Proposition 5.10, (iii), it has sectional genus q, and by Proposition 5.10, (vi), it has degree g − 2 + q. □

7. An extension of a theorem of C. Segre

In this section we continue our study of irrational surfaces as in Section 2.1 (in fact we consider slightly more restrictive hypotheses). The main result of this section is the following generalization of C. Segre’s classical theorem [7, Thm. 2.3] mentioned in the introduction. We shall apply it in particular to get Corollary 7.6.

Theorem 7.1. Let C ⊆ P^r be a (smooth) linearly normal, non–degenerate, projective curve of genus g and degree d ⩾ 2g + 5 (so r = d − g). If C is a hyperplane section of an irregular surface S ⊆ P^n, with n = r + 1, ruled in conics, then S is either the 2-Veronese re-embedding of a cone or a simple internal projection thereof.

Let S ⊆ P^n be a surface having C as a hyperplane section as in the theorem. It satisfies the assumptions of Section 2.1, and we will use the notation introduced there. In particular, we let π : S^′ → S be the minimal desingularization of S. By abuse of notation we will denote by C the proper transform of C on S^′, that is isomorphic to C. By assumption, the fibres of the Albanese map S^′ → Γ are mapped by π to conics sweeping out S.

We let γ : S^{′′} → Γ be a relative minimal model of S^′ so that there is a birational morphism h : S^′ −→ S^{′′} such that alb = γ ∘ h. Let C̄ be the image of C via h.

Lemma 7.2. The curve C̄ is smooth.

Proof. To prove this it suffices to show that C, which intersects positively any (−1)–curve, intersects any (−1)–curve in exactly one point. Let E be a (−1)–curve. It is contained in a fibre of alb. On the other hand any reducible fibre of alb either contains only one (−1)–curve with multiplicity 2 met by C in one point, or it contains exactly two distinct (−1)–curves that are met by C in one point (remember that the intersection number of C with the fibres of alb is 2). Indeed, since C intersects any (−1)–curve positively, and since the intersection number of C with the fibres of alb is 2, any such fibre cannot contain more than two distinct (−1)– curves, and if it contains a (−1)–curve with multiplicity, it contains only that (−1)–curve with multiplicity 2. To finish the proof it suffices to show that a fibre of alb cannot contain only one (−1)–curve with multiplicity 1. In fact if E is such a (−1)–curve, then its residual with respect to the fibre of alb in which it sits is a (−1)–divisor by Zariski’s lemma, and therefore it must contain another (−1)–curve. □

Next, S is the image of S^{′′} via a linear subsystem of |C̄| which may have some simple base points. In that case, we can replace S with the image of S^{′′} via φ_|¯_{C|}, of which S will be an internal projection. Note that the sectional genus g is not affected by this operation, whereas the degree may increase, but the hyperplane sections stay linearly normal. So from now on we may and will assume that S is the image of S^{′′} via the complete linear system |C̄|.

Write S^{′′} = P(E), where E is a normalized rank 2 vector bundle of degree −e. There exists an invertible sheaf L on Γ and an exact sequence 0 → O → E → L → 0 with deg(L) = deg(E) = −e (see [11, p. 372, proof of Prop. 2.8]). Since C is a hyperplane section of S, and the latter is swept out by conics, there exists an invertible sheaf A on Γ such that C̄ ∼ 2E + γ^∗(A), where E ∈ |O_{P(E)}(1)| and A ∈ |A|. Let α be the degree of A.

Lemma 7.3. The following two relations hold, g = 2q − 1 + α − e d = 4g + 4 − 8q.

Proof. We have K_S′′ ∼ −2E + γ^∗(K_Γ + L) (see [11, p. 373, Lemma 2.10]), hence K_S′′ ≡ −2E + (2q − 2 − e)G and C̄ ≡ 2E + αG, where G denotes the numerical equivalence class of the fibres of γ. Then one computes

2g − 2 = (K_S′′ + C̄) · C̄ = 2(2q − 2 − e + α) and d = C̄^2 = 4(α − e), as wanted. □

The following observation is the keystone of our proof of Theorem 7.1.

Lemma 7.4. The following relation holds: d − 2(g − 1) = 2 [ α − e − 2(q − 1) ] . Thus, d ⩾ 2g + 5 ⇐⇒ α − e ⩾ 2q + 2. Proof. This can be proved by using the two relations stated in the previous lemma. Yet we find it more satisfactory to observe that the quantity on the left-hand-side is −K_S′′ · C̄, and then d − 2(g − 1) = −K_S′′ · C̄ = ( 2E − (2q − 2 − e)F ) · ( 2E + αF ) = 2(α − e) − 2(2q − 2). □ Proof of Theorem 7.1. Since C ⊆ P^r is linearly normal, one has h^0(S^{′′}, O_S′′ (C̄)) − 1 = d − g + 1 = 3(α − e) − 2(q − 1).

For i = 0, 1, one has H^i(S^{′′}, O_S′′ (C̄)) ∼= H^i(Γ, γ_∗(O_S′′ (C̄)) = H^i(Γ, (Sym^2(E)) ⊗ A).

Moreover, there exists a locally free sheaf Q such that we have two exact sequences 0 → O → Sym^2(E) → Q → 0 and 0 → L → Q → L^{⊗2} → 0, hence also 0 → A → Sym^2(E) ⊗ A → Q ⊗ A → 0 and 0 → L ⊗ A → Q ⊗ A → L^{⊗2} ⊗ A → 0. One has deg(A) = α deg(A ⊗ L) = α − e deg(A ⊗ L^{⊗2}) = α − 2e.

Since we are assuming d ⩾ 2g + 5, we have α − e ⩾ 2q + 2 by Lemma 7.4, hence A ⊗ L is non-special. Taking this into account, we have the two exact sequences 0 → H^0(Γ, A) → H^0(Γ, Sym^2(E) ⊗ A) → H^0(Γ, Q ⊗ A) → H^1(Γ, A) and 0 → H^0(Γ, L ⊗ A) → H^0(Γ, Q ⊗ A) → H^0(Γ, L^{⊗2} ⊗ A) → 0, so that

h^0(S^{′′}, O_S′′ (C̄)) = h^0(Γ, Sym^2(E) ⊗ A) ⩽ h^0(Γ, A) + h^0(Γ, A ⊗ L) + h^0(Γ, A ⊗ L^{⊗2}), with equality holding if H^1(Γ, A) = 0.

Let us first assume that e ⩾ 0. Then α = deg(A) is larger than deg(A ⊗ L), hence A is non-special as well, and thus h^0(Γ, A) + h^0(Γ, A ⊗ L) + h^0(Γ, A ⊗ L^{⊗2}) = 3(α − e) − 3(q − 1) + i, with i = h^1(Γ, A ⊗ L^{⊗2}).

Therefore the condition that C is linearly normal implies i ⩾ q, hence i = q and A ⊗ L^{⊗2} = O_Γ, equivalently A = L^{⊗−2}, and in particular α = 2e. Then the curve C̄ is a member of the linear system |O_{P(E} ′_)(2)|, where O_{P(E} ′_)(1) is defined relatively to the vector bundle E^′ = E ⊗ L^{−1} and, of course, S^{′′} = P(E^′). One has

deg(E^′) = − deg(L) = e = α − e ⩾ 2q + 2

by Lemma 7.4. Then, by [6, Lemma 3.5], E^′ splits as L^{−1} ⊕ O_Γ if h^1(S^{′′}, O_{P(E} ′_)(1)) ⩾ q.

To prove this inequality, we will relate H^1(S^{′′}, O_{P(E} ′_)(1)) to H^1(S^{′′}, O_{P(E} ′_)(2)). Since C̄ ∈ |O_{P(E} ′_)(2)| is linearly normal and O_S′′ (C̄) | |_{C̄} is non-special, the restriction exact sequence of C̄ ⊆ S′′ gives an isomorphism

H^1(S^{′′}, O_{P(E} ′_)(2)) = H^1(S^{′′}, O_S′′ (C̄)) ∼= H^1(O_S′′ ) = q.

Now, consider a general member D of the linear system |O_{P(E} ′_)(1)|; since the vector bundle E^′ is positive enough, D is a smooth curve isomorphic to Γ, and O_{P(E} ′_)(2) | |_D is non-special.

Therefore, it follows from the restriction exact sequence

0 → O_{P(E} ′_)(1) → O_{P(E} ′_)(2) → O_{P(E} ′_)(2) | D → 0 that h^1(S^{′′}, O_{P(E} ′_)(1)) ⩾ h^1(S^{′′}, O_{P(E} ′_)(2)).

We thus conclude by [6, Lemma 3.5] that E^′ = L^{−1} ⊕O_Γ, and S^{′′} is mapped by the linear system |O_{P(E} ′_)(1)| to the cone over Γ in its embedding defined by |L^{−1}|. The conclusion follows, since C̄ is a member of |O_{P(E ′)}(2)|.

It remains to explain how to adapt these arguments when e < 0. In this case A ⊗ L and A ⊗ L^{⊗2} are non-special, and then the linear normality of C implies in the same way as above that h^1(Γ, A) = q, hence A = O_Γ and α = 0. Thus, C̄ is a member of |O_{P(E)}(2)|. One has

deg(E) = −e = α − e ⩾ 2q + 2,

and h^1(O_{P(E)}(1)) ⩾ q by the exact same argument as above. It therefore follows yet again from [6, Lemma 3.5] that E is split, which contradicts the assumptions that E is normalized and e < 0. □ Conversely, virtually every curve which is a double cover has a linearly normal projective model which is a hyperplane section of a surface ruled in conics, as the following example shows.

Example 7.5. Let Γ be a smooth curve of genus q, and π : C → Γ a smooth double cover of genus g, with branch divisor B ⊆ Γ. Correspondingly, there exists a line bundle G on Γ such that G^{⊗2} = O_Γ(B). Then C is a divisor in the surface S = P(O_Γ ⊕ G), member of the linear system |O_{P(OΓ⊕G)}(2)|, with normal bundle O_S (C)|_C = π^∗(G)^{⊗2} = π^∗(O_Γ(B)). If deg(G) > 2q − 2, the linear system |O_{P(OΓ⊕G)}(1)| maps S to a cone over Γ, and C in its embedding defined by |π^∗(O_Γ(B))| is linearly normal, and a hyperplane section of the 2-Veronese re-embedding of this cone; this is a particular case of Example 7.7 below.

Using Theorem 7.1 and Lemma 6.2 together, one obtains the following.

Corollary 7.6. Let S be an irreducible and non-degenerate, linearly normal, irregular surface of degree d in P^n. Assume that the hyperplane sections of S are smooth, linearly normal, of genus g ⩾ 7. If d > 3g − 3, then S is either the 2-Veronese re-embedding of a cone or a simple internal projection thereof.

(Note that 3g − 2 ⩾ 2g + 5 if and only if g ⩾ 7).

If we drop the assumption that d > 3g − 3, then there are examples with μ > 2 of irregular surfaces with linearly normal hyperplane sections (compare with Lemma 6.2), where μ is as defined at the beginning of Section 6. Moreover, some of these examples have empty bi-adjoint system (compare with Section 6.3). We check below that certain 3-Veronese re-embeddings of cones provide such examples.

Example 7.7. Let us consider μ-Veronese re-embeddings of cones, for arbitrary μ > 1. Let Γ be a smooth curve of genus q > 0, and let G be a line bundle on Γ of degree e > 2q − 2. Let S = P(O_Γ ⊕ G), and consider a smooth curve C ⊆ S defined by a section of O_{P(OΓ⊕G)}(μ). Beware that in general a μ-tuple cover of Γ may not be realized in this way.

We shall see the following:

(i) the projective curve image of C by the linear system |O_{P(OΓ⊕G)}(μ)| is linearly normal; in other words, the hyperplane sections of the μ-Veronese re-embedding of the cone over (Γ, G) (i.e., the projective curve image of Γ by |G|) are linearly normal; (ii) for all m such that 2m > μ, the m-adjoint linear system |mK_S′ + C| is empty; (iii) one has d > 2g − 2, where d = C^2 and g is the genus of C.

Let us first compute the genus g of C. For numerical equivalence, one has C ≡ μD and K_S ≡ −2D + (2q − 2 + e)F, where D is the divisor class of O_{P(OΓ⊕G)}(1) (hence D^2 = e), and F is the numerical class of the fibres of S → Γ. Thus,

(7.1)

2g − 2 = (K_S + C) · C = μD · [ (μ − 2)D + (2q − 2 + e)F ] = μ [ 2(q − 1) + (μ − 1)e ] . On the other hand the degree d of C in the embedding defined by |O_S(C)| is C^2 = eμ^2, and thus d > 2g − 2 ⇐⇒ μe > 2(q − 1) + (μ − 1)e ⇐⇒ e > 2q − 2, which proves (iii). As a remark, note that d > 3g − 3 ⇐⇒ 2eμ > 3 [ 2(q − 1) + (μ − 1)e ] ⇐⇒ (μ − 3)e < −6(q − 1), so, since q > 0, one has μ ⩽ 2 if d > 3g − 3, as predicted by Lemma 6.2.

One has (C + mK_S ) · F = μ − 2m, which proves (ii).

Finally, let us prove (i). Since e > 2q − 2, all positive multiples of G are non-special, hence

h^0(S, O_{P(OΓ⊕G)}(μ)) = ∑ 0⩽k⩽μ h^0(Γ, G^{⊗k})

= 1 + 1 2 μ(μ + 1)e + μ(1 − q). On the other hand, if π : C → Γ is the natural morphism, π^∗(G)^{⊗μ} is non-special as well, because deg(π^∗(G)^{⊗μ}) = eμ^2 = d > 2g − 2.

Therefore h^0(C, π^∗(G)^{⊗μ}) = μ^2e − g + 1, and h^0(C, π^∗(G)^{⊗μ}) = h^0(S, O_{P(OΓ⊗G)}(μ)) − 1 ⇐⇒ μ(μ + 1)e + 2μ(1 − q) = 2μ^2e − (2g − 2) ⇐⇒ 2g − 2 = μ(μ − 1)e + 2μ(q − 1). Since the last equality indeed holds, see (7.1), C is linearly normal as we wanted.

8. The rational case: first results

In this section we consider the case when S is rational and d ⩾ n.

Proposition 8.1. Let S, S^′, H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that S is rational, and d ⩾ n (i.e., a ⩾ 0). One has:

(i) the hyperplane sections of S are linearly normal, g = a + 1 = h^0(K_S′ + H), and S is not a scroll;

(ii) if a = 0 (equivalently g = 1), then K_S′ + H ∼ 0;

(iii) if a = 1 (equivalently g = 2), then |K_S′ + H| is a base-point-free pencil of rational curves, hence (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0 and h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0;

(iv) if |K_S′ + H| is composed with a pencil |G|, then G^2 = 0 and K_S′ + H ∼ (g − 1)G, hence (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0, K_S′ · G = −2, and H · G = 2; thus S is ruled by conics, and the curves in |H| are hyperelliptic; moreover, h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0;

(v) if (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0, then |K_S′ + H| is not composed with a pencil, a ⩾ 2 (equivalently g ⩾ 3), and the morphism φ_{|KS′ +H|} maps S^′ onto a non-degenerate surface in P^{g−1}, and K^2_S′ ⩾ n−2g+1 (or equivalently (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩾ g − 2 = a − 1); moreover, if equality holds, then the morphism φ_{|KS′ +H|} is birational onto its image, which is a surface S^{′′} of minimal degree g − 2 = a − 1 in P^{g−1}, and h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0. In addition, in this case, if S^{′′} is neither P^2 nor the Veronese surface V_2 ⊆ P^5, then S has a 1-dimensional family of rational cubic curves.

Proof. (i) follows from Proposition 3.3, (i), Proposition 3.3, (ii) and (vi), and Remark 4.4.

(ii) follows from the fact that h^0(K_S′ + H) = g = 1, together with Proposition 5.6. If a = 1, then h^0(K_S′ + H) = g = 2 hence |K_S′ + H| is a pencil. It is base-point-free by Proposition 5.6, so (K_S′ + H)^2 = 0. Similarly, if |K_S′ + H| is composed with a pencil |G|, since it is base-point-free, we have G^2 = 0; moreover, K_S′ + H ∼ (g − 1)G, because h^0(K_S′ + H) = g. In all cases (setting G = K_S′ + H if g = 2), 0 = G · (K_S′ + H) = G · K_S′ + G · H > G · K_S′ . Then G · K_S′ = −2, which implies that the curves in |G| are rational, and H · G = 2. Finally, (2K_S′ + H) · G = −2, so 2K_S′ + H is not effective. This proves both (iii) and (iv).

(v) The image of φ_{|KS′ +H|} is a non–degenerate surface in P^{g−1}. By Proposition 5.10, (vi), (K_S′ + H)^2 ⩾ g − 2. If equality holds, then φ_{|KS′ +H|} is birational onto its image, which is a surface S^{′′} of minimal degree g − 2, p_a(K_S′ + H) = 0 and, by (iv) of Proposition 5.10, h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0. If S^{′′} is neither P^2 nor the Veronese surface V_2 ⊆ P^5, then it is a scroll, and the family of rational cubics on S corresponds to the ruling of S^{′′}. □

Proposition 8.2. Let S, S^′, H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that S is rational, g ⩾ 1, and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. Then: (i) S is not ruled by conics;

(ii) 0 ⩽ p_a(K_S′ + H) = K^2_S′ − n + 2a + 1, and h^0(2K_S′ + H) = p_a(K_S′ + H) = K^2_S′ − n + 2a + 1; (iii) If (K_S′ + H)^2 > a − 1 (i.e., K^2_S′ ⩾ n − 2a), then S has no 1-dimensional family of rational curves of degree δ < 4.

Proof. The assumption g ⩾ 1 is equivalent to h^0(S^′, K_S′ + H) > 0 (see Proposition 3.3, (i)).

Assertion (i) follows Lemma 5.3.

Assertion (ii) follows from Proposition 5.10, (iii) and (v).

For assertion (iii): If (K_S′ +H)^2 > a−1 = g−2 then, by Proposition 5.10, (vi), p_a(K_S′ +H) = h^0(2K_S′ +H) > 0. Suppose that S has a 1-dimensional family of rational curves of degree δ < 4. Let L be the pull back to S^′ of a general member of the family. Then H · L ⩽ 3, and L^2 ⩾ 0. Since L is a rational curve, K_S′ · L ⩽ −2 by adjunction. Hence (2K_S′ + H) · L < 0, which is impossible because h^0(2K_S′ + H) > 0 and L is nef. □

9. The rational case: empty biadjoint system

In this section we go on considering the same situation as in Section 8, with some additional assumptions.

Theorem 9.1. Let S, S^′, H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that S is rational and d ⩾ n, i.e., a ⩾ 0. If h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0, then one of the following cases occurs: (a) g = 1 and S is a (weak) Del Pezzo surface;

(b) g = 3 and S is the Veronese surface V_4, or a simple internal projection thereof; (c) g = 6 and S is the Veronese surface V_5, or a simple internal projection thereof; (d) S is a surface with hyperelliptic sections, which is either the degree 4g + 4 surface image of F_e by the linear system |2E + (g + 1 + e)F |, where 0 ⩽ e ⩽ g + 1, or a simple internal projection thereof;

(e) S is a surface with trigonal sections, which is either the degree 3g + 6 surface image of F_e by a linear system of the form |3E + (h + e + 2)F |, where e ⩾ 0 and h ⩾ max{2e − 2, e} are integers such that g = 2h − e + 2, or a simple internal projection thereof.

Conversely, in all these cases, h^0(S^′, 2K_S′ + H) = 0.

Proof. By Proposition 5.6, |K_S′ + H| is base-point-free of dimension g − 1 ⩾ 0. By Proposition 8.1, (ii) and (iv), if g = 1 then we are in case (a), and if |K_S′ + H| is composed with a pencil then we are in case (d). Else, (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0, and the general curve in |K_S′ + H| is smooth and irreducible. Since |2K_S′ + H| is empty, the curves in |K_S′ + H| have genus 0, hence (K_S′ + H)^2 = dim(|K_S′ + H|) − 1 = g − 2 = a − 1. Consider the morphism φ_{|KS′ +H|} : S^′ −→ S^{′′} ⊆ P^{g−1} which, by Proposition 8.1, (v), is birational onto its image, which is a surface of minimal degree g − 2 in P^{g−1}. Hence S^{′′} is either the plane (then g = 3), or the Veronese surface V_2 in P^5 (then g = 6), or a rational normal scroll. In any event, we denote by ϕ : X −→ S^{′′} the minimal desingularization of S^{′′} and we set L = ϕ^∗(|O_S′′ (1)|). Then we have a birational map φ : S^′ X, which is a morphism if S^{′′} is not a cone, and |K_S′ + H| is the pull–back via φ of the linear system L. We have the following cases: (i) X = P^2 and L = |O_P2 (1)| (then g = 3); (ii) X = P^2 and L = |O_P2 (2)| (then g = 6);

(iii) X = F_e and L = |O_{Fe} (E + hF )|, with h ⩾ e, but not e = h = 1. Note that ϕ : X −→ S^{′′} is an isomorphism and φ = φ_{|KS′ +H|} unless we are in case (iii) and h = e (i.e., if S^′ is a cone).

In case (i) the general curve C ∈ |H|, that has genus 3, is mapped via φ to a smooth plane curve of degree 2g − 2 = 4. Hence the surface S ⊆ P^n is the image of P^2 via a linear system of generically smooth plane quartics, possibly with simple base points, and the system has to be complete under the condition of containing these base points. Thus we are in case (b). In case (ii), by the same argument we end up in case (c).

Suppose we are in case (iii). Then the surface S^{′′} is a rational normal scroll of degree 2h − e in P^{2h−e+1}, hence g = 2h − e + 2 and the general curve C ∈ |H| is mapped via φ_{|KS′ +H|} to a canonical curve of degree 2g − 2 = 4h − 2e + 2. We abuse notation and denote by C the image of C on X. One has C · F = 3, thus C ∼ 3E + kF , with k a suitable integer. Since

4h − 2e + 2 = 2g − 2 = C · (E + hF ) = (3E + kF ) · (E + hF ) = k + 3h − 3e,

one has k = h + e + 2, hence C ∼ 3E + (h + e + 2)F . Since C is nef, one has C · E ⩾ 0, which gives h ⩾ 2e − 2. Moreover

C^2 = (3E + (h + e + 2)F )^2 = 6h − 3e + 12.

Note that we can be in the cone case only if e = h = 2 (hence g = 4). In any event, we are in case (e).

Lastly, the fact that |2K_S′ +H| is empty in all these cases follows by a direct examination. □

Remark 9.2. In case (b) of Theorem 9.1, let b be the length of the 0–dimensional curvilinear scheme Z from which we make the internal projection of V_4 ⊆ P^{14}. Since 14 − b = n ⩾ 3, one must have b ⩽ 11. On the other hand, any curvilinear scheme Z of length b ⩽ 11 lying on a smooth irreducible plane quartic gives independent conditions to plane curves of degree 4, so every such scheme is allowed.

In case (c), let again b be the length of the 0–dimensional curvilinear scheme Z from which we make the internal projection of V_5 ⊆ P^{20}. Since 20 − b = n ⩾ 3, one must have b ⩽ 17. Any curvilinear scheme Z of length b ⩽ 14 lying on a smooth irreducible plane quintic D gives independent conditions to plane curves of degree 5, so every such scheme is allowed. If 15 ⩽ b ⩽ 17, Z is allowed if and only if there exists a non-special divisor Z^′ on D such that Z + Z^′ ∈ |O_D(5)|, i.e., Z^′ is not contained in a conic. In this case Z still gives independent conditions to plane curves of degree 5.

10. The rational case: empty triadjoint system

In this section we again consider the situation of Section 8 with some additional assumptions, but the latter are different from the additional assumptions we considered in Section 9.

Setup 10.1. Let S, S^′, H be as in Section 2.1, and assume that S is rational, and d ⩾ n, i.e., a ⩾ 0. This time we suppose that the bi-adjoint system |2K_S′ + H| is non-empty, whereas the tri-adjoint system |3K_S′ + H| is empty. This latter condition is verified if d > 3g − 3 (see Lemma 3.2).

As usual, |K_S′ + H| is base-point-free by Proposition 5.6; moreover, by Proposition 8.1, since |2K_S′ + H| is non-empty, |K_S′ + H| is not composed with a pencil and (K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. In particular, K_S′ + H is big and nef, and the general curve M ∈ |K_S′ + H| is smooth and irreducible. We set |2K_S′ + H| = Φ_2 + |M_2| where |M_2| is the (possibly empty) movable part, and Φ_2 is the fixed part. One has M · Φ_2 = 0.

Lemma 10.2. There exist a (−1)-curve E on S^′ such that H · E = 1 if and only if S is an internal projection.

Proof. The “if” part is clear, so let us prove the other implication. Let E be a (−1)-curve as in the statement, and set H̃ = H + E. The goal is to prove that h^0(S^′, H̃) = h^0(S^′, H) + 1. By considering the exact sequence 0 → O_S′ (H) → O_S′ (H̃) → O_E(H̃) ≃ O_E → 0, one sees that it suffices to prove that h^1(S^′, H) = 0. Now, this follows from the cohomology sequence associated to the exact sequence 0 → O_S′ → O_S′ (H) → O_H (H) → 0, taking into account that h^1(O_S′ ) = h^1(O_H (H)) = 0. □

We will use the following:

Lemma 10.3. Let T, X be smooth, irreducible, projective surfaces, and let φ : T X be a birational map. Let us consider the minimal resolution of the indeterminacies of φ by the following diagram Z f ¨¨¨¨ ¨¨ ¨¨ ¨¨_f^′ A AAA AAA A T_φ //˙˙˙˙˙˙˙ X.

Let D be a smooth curve on T . Then one has (10.1) φ_∗(D + K_T ) = φ_∗(D) + K_X + A, where A is the image via f^′_∗ of some f-exceptional divisor. If |D| is base-point-free, one has φ_∗(D) · A = 0.

Proof. This follows from [5, Formula (13)]. □

Theorem 10.4. Consider Setup 10.1, and assume that |M_2| is empty. Then: (a) if g ⩾ 4 , then S is the image by the Veronese map v_2 of a (weak) Del Pezzo surface of degree g − 1 in P^{g−1}, or a simple internal projection thereof, as in [7, Ex. 3.3(a)]. In this case one has g ⩽ 10;

(b) if g = 3, then S can be obtained as the image of the plane via the map determined by a linear system of the form (6; 2^7), possibly with some further simple base points.

Proof. We assume without loss of generality that S is not an internal projection. By Lemma 10.2, this tells us that for every (−1)-curve E on S^′, H · E > 1, hence M · E > 0. Since dim(|2K_S′ + H|) = 0, the curves in |M| have arithmetic genus 1, and dim(|M|) = g − 1 = M^2.

(a) Assume that g ⩾ 4. Then the map defined by |M| is birational. Since moreover there are no (−1)-curves E such that M · E = 0, we can apply Proposition 5.6 to |M|, and conclude that |K_S′ + M| = |2K_S′ + H| has no base points, so that Φ_2 = 0, and therefore 2K_S′ + H ∼ 0, i.e., H ∼ −2K_S′ . Then 2g − 2 = 2K^2_S′ , so that g = K^2_S′ + 1 ⩽ 10 and, since g ⩾ 4, one has K^2_S′ ⩾ 3. Moreover, h^1(S^′, −K_S′ ) = h^1(S^′, K_S′ + H) = 0, and therefore, by the Riemann–Roch theorem, dim(| − K_S′ |) = K^2_S′ ⩾ 3. Then | − K_S′ | is a linear system of curves of genus 1, and φ_{|−KS′ |} maps S^′ to a (weak) Del Pezzo surface of degree K^2_S′ . The assertion follows.

(b) Assume that g = 3. In this case, |M| is a net of elliptic curves. We cannot apply Proposition 5.6, but we will verify by hand that an analogous conclusion holds. By the classification theorem of linear systems of elliptic curves on a rational surface, see [4, p. 97], there is a birational map φ : S^′ X, where X is the blow–up of P^2 at 7 suitable (proper or infinitely near) points p_1, . . . , p_7 forming a curvilinear scheme, and |M| is the pull back via φ of the anticanonical system of X.

Let ψ : X −→ P^2 be the blow-up map, and consider the composite birational map γ = ψ ∘φ : S^′ P^2. Then γ maps |M| to the linear system M = (3; 1^7) of curves of degree 3 passing through the points p_1, . . . , p_7. Set Ψ = ψ_∗(A), in the notation of Lemma 10.3. The map γ may contract some (−1)–curves to (proper or infinitely near) further points p_8, . . . , p_k, different from p_1, . . . , p_7, which are not base points for M. The divisor Ψ belongs to some 0–dimensional linear system (ℓ; m_1, . . . , m_k). The linear system |H| is mapped by γ to a linear system H of the form (ℓ^′; m^′_1, . . . , m^′_k).

The system Ψ + M, that is (ℓ + 3; m_1 + 1, . . . , m_7 + 1, m_8, . . . , m_k), is the adjoint system to H by (10.1). This implies that

ℓ^′ = ℓ + 6, m^′_i = m_i + 2, for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ 7, m^′_i = m_i + 1, for 8 ⩽ i ⩽ k.

We have the following two important pieces of information: (1) the curves in M cut out on the general curve in H, off the base points, the complete canonical series; (2) the curves in H intersect Ψ only at the base points (by Lemma 10.3). Property (1) implies

(10.2) 3(ℓ + 6) − 7∑ i=1 (m_i + 2) = 4, hence 3ℓ − 7∑ i=1 m_i = 0,

which means that the curves in M intersect Ψ only at the base points. Property (2) reads

ℓ(ℓ + 6) − 7∑ i=1 m_i(m_i + 2) − k∑ i=8 m_i(m_i + 1) = 0

which, taking into account (10.2), implies

(10.3) ℓ^2 − k∑ i=1 m^2_i = k∑ i=8 m_i ⩾ 0.

But, since the curves in H intersect Ψ only at the base points, Ψ ≠ 0 implies that

ℓ^2 − k∑ i=1 m^2_i < 0;

thus, (10.3) yields that Ψ = 0, which implies that φ is regular. In the upshot, ℓ = 0 and m_i = 0 for all i = 1, . . . , k, therefore H is the system (6; 2^7, 1^{k−7}), which proves the assertion. □

Remark 10.5. Theorem 10.4, (i), tells us that the surface S can be obtained as the image of the plane via the map determined by a linear system of the form (6; 2^h), with h ⩽ 6, possibly with some further simple base points, or as the 2–Veronese image of a quadric in P^3 or a simple internal projection thereof. This shows the similarity of part (i) of Theorem 10.4 with part (ii).

Next we consider the case in which |M_2| is non-empty.

Theorem 10.6. Consider Setup 10.1. If |M_2| is non-empty, then one of the following cases occurs:

(a) S is the surface image of P^2 by a linear subsystem of |O_P2 (7)| determined by s double base points, or an internal projection thereof from a scheme Z of length t, where s and t are non-negative integers such that d = 49 − 4s − t and g = 15 − s;

(b) S is the surface image of P^2 by a linear subsystem of |O_P2 (8)| determined by s double base points, or an internal projection thereof from a scheme Z of length t, where s and t are non-negative integers such that d = 64 − 4s − t and g = 21 − s;

(c) S is the surface image of F_e by a linear subsystem of |4E + (h + 2e + 4)F | determined by s double base points, or an internal projection thereof from a scheme Z of length t, with integers e ⩾ 0, h ⩾ max{2e − 4, e − 2}, s ⩾ 0, and t ⩾ 0 such that d = 8h + 32 − 4s − t and g = 3h + 9 − s;

(d) S is the surface image of F_e by a linear subsystem of |5E + (h + 2e + 4)F | determined by s double base points, or an internal projection thereof from a scheme Z of length t, with integers e ⩾ 0, h ⩾ max{3e − 4, 2e − 2, e}, s ⩾ 0, and t ⩾ 0 such that d = 10h − 5e + 40 − 4s − t and g = 4h − 2e + 12 − s.

Proof. As before, we assume without loss of generality that S is not an internal projection. By Lemma 10.2, this tells us that for every (−1)-curve E on S^′, H · E > 1, hence M · E > 0. As stated in Setup 10.1, |M| = |K_S′ + H| is base-point-free, M^2 > 0, and the general curve in |M| is smooth. Since |3K_S′ + H| is empty, any irreducible curve contained in a curve of |2K_S′ + H| = Φ_2 + |M_2| is smooth and rational. We start by proving various claims.

Claim 10.6.1. The divisor 2K_S′ + H = K_S′ + M is nef.

Proof of the claim. Suppose there exists an irreducible curve θ such that θ · (K_S′ + M) < 0. Then θ^2 < 0. Moreover, K_S′ · θ ⩽ θ · (K_S′ + M) < 0. This implies that θ is a (−1)-curve and M · θ ⩽ 0, which is excluded by our assumption that S is not an internal projection. □

Claim 10.6.2. One has M^2 ⩾ 3.

Proof of the claim. One has M^2 > 0, so it suffices to prove that M^2 ≠ 1, 2.

Let us first prove that K_S′ · M < 0. One has K_S′ · M = K_S′ · (K_S′ + H) < K^2_S′ . Thus, if K^2_S′ ⩽ 0, the wanted inequality holds. Else, K^2_S′ > 0. Then, by Riemann–Roch, −K_S′ is effective and, by the index theorem, −K_S′ · (K_S′ + H) > 0, which is the required inequality.

Assume by contradiction that M^2 = 1 or 2. Since K_S′ · M < 0 and the curves in |M| are not rational, we must have (K_S′ + M) · M = 0. Besides, (K_S′ + M)^2 ⩾ 0 because K_S′ + M is nef. Therefore, by the index theorem, K_S′ + M ∼ 0, i.e., 2K_S′ + H ∼ 0. Then |M_2| is empty, contrary to the assumption. □

Claim 10.6.3. The divisor 2K_S′ + H = K_S′ + M is base-point-free. In particular, Φ_2 = 0.

Proof of the claim. Let us first consider the case in which (2K_S′ + H)^2 = 0. Then, by Proposition 3.8, there exists a base-point-free pencil |G| of rational curves such that |2K_S′ + H| = |hG| for some integer h > 0, and the assertion follows.

Else, (2K_S′ + H)^2 > 0. Then we argue in a way similar to the proof of Proposition 5.4. Assume by contradiction that there exists a base point x of |K_S′ + M|. There is a curve M ∈ |M| passing through x. Then the canonical series of M has a base point, and therefore M is not 2-connected, by [8, Proposition (A.7)]. However, by Lemma 3.5, M is 1-connected because it is big and nef. Therefore, by Lemma 3.5, there exists a decomposition M = A + B, with A and B effective and 1-connected, A · B = 1, and A^2 ⩽ B^2, and one of the following holds:

(α) A^2 = −1, M · A = 0, or (β) A^2 = 0, M · A = 1, or (γ) A^2 = B^2 = 1, A ≡ B, M^2 = 4 and M ≡ 2A.

In case (α), A · K_S′ ⩽ A · M = 0. Since A^2 = −1 and A is 1-connected, A · K_S′ = −1, and A is a (−1)-divisor. Since A · H = 1, this contradicts our assumption that S is not an internal projection.

In case (β), A · K_S′ ⩽ A · M = 1. Thus, A · K_S′ equals either −2, and then p_a(A) = 0, or 0, and then p_a(A) = 1. The first case cannot happen: indeed, in that case, A would move in a pencil of rational curves intersecting M in one point, and the curves in |M| would be rational, in contradiction with our assumptions.

Therefore, we must have A · K_S′ = 0. Since A · M = 1, and |M| is base-point-free, h^0(A, M|_A) ⩾ 2. Then, by [8, Prop. A.5, (ii)], A is not 2-connected. So, by Lemma 3.7, A has a decomposition A = A_1 + A_2 in which A_1 is a (−1)-divisor such that A_1 · H = 1, in contradiction with our assumption that S is not an internal projection.

In case (γ), K_S′ · A =^1_2 K_S′ · M < 0. Since K_S′ · A is odd, it equals either −1, and then p_a(A) = 1, or −3, and then p_a(A) = 0. The latter case cannot happen: if A is rational, since A^2 = 1 and M ∼ 2A, M must be rational as well, which is excluded. Thus, we must have K_S′ · A = −1. Then, by the index theorem, (K_S′ + M)^2 ⩽ 1, and in fact equality holds because we are assuming (K_S′ +M)^2 > 0, so K_S′ +M ∼ A, hence 2(K_S′ +M) ∼ M. Finally H ∼ −3K_S′ and therefore |H + 3K_S′ | is non-empty, in contradiction with our assumptions. □

We may now proceed with the proof of the theorem. Suppose first that the curves in |M_2| are reducible, hence there is a base-point-free pencil |G| of rational curves, such that |M_2| = |hG| for some positive integer h. We have a birational morphism φ : S^′ −→ F_e, for some non– negative integer e, such that |G| is the pull back via φ of the ruling |F |. Since M ∼ M_2 − K_S′ , we have M · G = 2. Then the image M of |M| via φ is a fixed-component-free linear subsystem of a system of the form |2E + kF |, and M may have some base points that are simple or double. However, up to performing elementary transformations, we can get rid of the double base points, and thus we assume without loss of generality that M has only s ⩾ 0 simple base points.

Note that, since M is fixed-component-free, one has 0 ⩽ E · (2E + kF ) = k − 2e, i.e., k ⩾ 2e. Since K_{Fe} ∼ −2E − (e + 2)F , we have M + K_{Fe} = (k − e − 2)F , and therefore we must have k − e − 2 = h, hence k = h + e + 2, and so h + e + 2 ⩾ 2e, i.e., h ⩾ e − 2.

Therefore, M is a linear subsystem of |2E + (h + e + 2)F |, with s ⩾ 0 simple base points. Thus, the image H of |H| via φ, is a linear subsystem of

|M − K_{Fe} | = |4E + (h + 2e + 4)F |

with s double base points and maybe t simple base points. Again we must have 0 ⩽ E · (4E + (h + 2e + 4)F ) = h − 2e + 4, so h ⩾ 2e − 4. We are then in case (c). This ends the analysis in the case when |M_2| is composed with a pencil.

Assume now that |M_2| is not composed with a pencil, thus the general curve in |M_2| is smooth and irreducible. Consider the morphism φ_{|M2|} : S^′ −→ S^{′′} ⊆ P^r determined by the complete linear system |M_2| of rational curves. Then, as in the proof of Theorem 9.1, the surface S^{′′} is a surface of minimal degree r−1 in P^r. We denote by ϕ : X −→ S^{′′} the minimal desingularization of S^{′′}, and set L = ϕ^∗(|O_S′′ (1)|). Then we have a birational map φ : S^′ X, and |M^′| is the pull-back via φ of the linear system L. We have the following cases: (i) X = P^2 and L = |O_P2 (1)|; (ii) X = P^2 and L = |O_P2 (2)|;

(iii) X = F_e and L = |O_{Fe} (E + hF )|, with h ⩾ e, but not e = h = 1.

The map ϕ : X −→ S^{′′} is an isomorphism and φ = φ_{|M} ′_|, unless we are in case (iii) and h = e (i.e., if S^′ is a cone).

Assume we are in case (i). Then the linear system |M| is mapped by φ to a linear subsystem of |O_P2 (4)| with s ⩾ 0 simple base points and therefore |H| is mapped to a linear subsystem H of |O_P2 (7)| with s ⩾ 0 double base points and t simple base points, and we are in case (a). Case (ii) is analogous and leads to case (b).

Finally, assume we are in case (iii). One has φ_∗(|M_2|) = |E + hF |, so dim(|M_2|) = dim(|E + hF |) = 2h − e + 1, and the genus of the curves in |M| is p = 2h − e + 2.

Let M = φ_∗(|M|). The image of the general curve of M via ϕ is a canonical curve on S^{′′}, that is therefore trigonal. Hence M is a linear subsystem of a system of the form |3E+kF |, that may have a certain number s of simple base points. We must have 0 ⩽ E · (3E + kF ) = k − 3e, i.e., k ⩾ 3e. Note that, if S^{′′} is a cone, the images of the general curves in M via ϕ do not contain the vertex of the cone (because they are trigonal), and therefore E · (3E + kF ) = 0, i.e., k = 3e. We have

4h − 2e + 2 = 2p − 2 = (3E + kF ) · (E + hF ) = 3h + k − 3e,

hence

(10.4) k = e + h + 2.

Since k ⩾ 3e, one has h ⩾ 2e − 2. Then M is a linear subsystem of |3E + (e + h + 2)F | with s simple base points. So |H| is mapped by φ to a linear subsystem of |5E + (2e + h + 4)F | with s double base points, and possibly t simple base points, and we are in case (d). Notice that E · (5E + (2e + h + 4)F ) ⩾ 0, which reads h ⩾ 3e − 4. Notice also that S^{′′} can be a cone only if e = 2, because in that case h = e, k = 3e, and therefore e = 2 follows from (10.4). □

References

[1] A. Beauville, L’application canonique pour les surfaces de type général, Inv. Math., 55 (1979), 121–140. [2] A. Beauville, Complex algebraic surfaces 2nd ed., Lond. Math. Soc. Stud. Texts, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1996.

[3] M. Beltrametti, A. Sommese, Zero cycles and kth order embeddings of smooth projective surfaces, in Problems in the theory of surfaces and their classification (Cortona, 1988), Sympos. Math., 32, (1991), 33–48. [4] A. Calabri, Rivestimenti del piano, Centro Studi Enriques, Pisa Univ. Press, Pisa, 2006. [5] A. Calabri, C. Ciliberto, Birational classification of curves on rational surfaces, Nagoya Math. J., 199, (2010), 43–93.

[6] A. Calabri, C. Ciliberto, F. Flamini, R. Miranda, Non–special scrolls with general moduli, Rend. Circ. Mat. Palermo, 57 (2008), 1–31.

[7] C. Ciliberto, Th. Dedieu, Extensions of curves with high degree with respect to the genus, Épijournal de Géom. Algébr., Spec. Vol. in honour of Claire Voisin, No. 16, 42 p. (2024).

[8] C. Ciliberto, P. Francia, M. Mendes Lopes, Remarks on the bicanonical map for surfaces of general type, Math. Z., 224 (1997), 137–166.

[9] D. H. J. Epema, Surfaces with canonical hyperplane sections, CWI Tract, vol. 1, Stichting Mathematisch Centrum, Centrum voor Wiskunde en Informatica, Amsterdam, 1984.

[10] R. Hartshorne, Curves with high self-intersection on algebraic surfaces, Inst. Hautes Études Sci. Publ. Math., 36, (1969), 111–125.

[11] R. Hartshorne, Algebraic Geometry, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1977. [12] T. Horowitz, Varieties of low Δ-genus, Duke Math. J., 50 (1983), 667-683. [13] M. Mendes Lopes, Adjoint systems on surfaces, Boll. Un. Mat. Ital., A (7) 10 (1996), no. 1, 169–179. [14] E. Sernesi, On Treibich–Verdier curves, Pure Appl. Math. Q. 20, No 5, 2453–2468 (2024). [15] A. van de Ven, On the 2-connectedness of very ample divisors on a surface, Duke Math. J., 46 (1979), 403–407.

Ciro Ciliberto, Departimento di Matematica, Università di Roma “Tor Vergata”, Via della Ricerca Scientifica, 00177 Roma, Italia cilibert@axp.mat.uniroma2.it

Thomas Dedieu, Institut de Mathématiques de Toulouse; UMR5219, Université de Toulouse; CNRS, UPS IMT, F-31062 Toulouse Cedex 9, France thomas.dedieu@math.univ-toulouse.fr

Margarida Mendes Lopes, Centro de Análise Matemática, Geometria e Sistemas Dinâmicos, Departamento de Matemática, Instituto Superior Técnico, Universidade de Lisboa, Av. Rovisco Pais 1, 1049–001 Lisboa, Portugal mmendeslopes@tecnico.ulisboa.pt