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Preface

The cover picture shows a smooth quartic surface in space, the simplest ex-
ample of a projective model of a K3 surface. In the following pages we will
encounter many more examples of models of such surfaces.

The purpose of this volume is to study and classify projective models
of complex K3 surfaces polarized by a line bundle L such that all smooth
curves in |L| have non-general Clifford index. Such models are in a natural
way contained in rational normal scrolls.

These models are special in moduli in the sense that they do not repre-
sent the general member in the countable union of 19-dimensional families
of polarized K3 surfaces. However, they are of interest because they fill up
the set of models in PY for g < 10 not described as complete intersections in
projective space or in a homogeneous space as described by Mukai, with a few
classificable exceptions.

Thus our study enables us to classify and describe all projective models of
K3 surfaces of genus g < 10, which is the main aim of the volume.
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certain projective models of K3 surfaces in scrolls that had shown up in
connection with his work on varieties of sums of powers (see [I-R1], [I-R2]
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R. Piene, J. Stevens, S. A. Strgmme, B. Toen and J. E. Vatne for useful
conversations, and to G. M. Hana for pointing out several mistakes in an
earlier version of the manuscript.
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1

Introduction

1.1 Background

A K3 surface is a smooth compact complex connected surface with trivial
canonical bundle and vanishing first Betti number. The mysterious name
K3 is explained by A. Weil in the comment on his Final report on contract
AF18(603)-57 (see [We| p 546):

Dans la seconde partie de mon rapport, il s’agit des variétés kdhler-
iénnes dites K3, ainsi nommées en ’honneur de Kummer, Kodaira,
Kahler et de la belle montagne K2 au Cachemire.

It is well known that all K 3 surfaces are diffeomorphic, and that there is a
20-dimensional family of analytical isomorphism classes of K3 surfaces. How-
ever, the general element in this family is not algebraic, in fact the algebraic
ones form a countable union of 19-dimensional families. More precisely, for any
n > 0 there is a 19-dimensional irreducible family of K3 surfaces equipped
with a base point free line bundle of self-intersection n. Moreover, the family
of K3 surfaces having > k linearly independent divisors (i.e. the surfaces with
Picard number > k, where the Picard number is by definition the rank of
the Picard group) forms a dense countable union of subvarieties of dimension
20 — k in the family of all K3 surfaces. In particular, on the general algebraic
K3 surface all divisors are linearly equivalent to some rational multiple of the
hyperplane class (see [G-H, pp. 590-594]).

A pair (S, L) of a K3 surface S and a base point free line bundle L with
L? = 2g — 2 will be called a polarized K3 surface of genus g. Note that
g = h°(L) — 1 and that g is the arithmetic genus of any member of |L|. The
sections of L give a map ¢ of S to P9, and the image is called a projective
model of S. When ¢y, is birational, the image is a surface of degree 2g — 2 in
PI. It is also easy to see that a projective model of genus 2 is a 2 : 1 map
S — P2 branched along a sextic curve.

A very central point in the theory of projective models of K3 surfaces is
that by the adjunction formula every smooth hyperplane section of a projec-

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 1-14, 2004.
© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004



2 1 Introduction

tive model of S (these are the images by ¢r, of the smooth members of |L|)
are canonical curves, i.e. curves for which we ~ O (1).

The first examples of projective models of K3 surfaces are the ones which
are complete intersections in projective space. Using the fact that for a com-
plete intersection surface S of n—2 hypersurfaces in P" of degrees dy, ..., d,_o
we have wg ~ Ogs(>.d; —n — 1) and h'(Og) = 0 (see e.g. [Hrts, Exercises
11,8.4 and IIL5,5]), we find that there are exactly three types of K3 com-
plete intersections, namely a hyperquartic in P3, a complete intersection of
a hyperquadric and a hypercubic in P* and a complete intersection of three
hyperquadrics in P°.

In fact one can show that any birational projective model of genus 3 is
a quartic surface and of genus 4 a complete intersection of a quadric and a
cubic hypersurface. But already for genus 5 the situation is not as simple: The
general model is a complete intersection of three hyperquadrics, but there are
models which are not. In fact, take a 3-dimensional smooth rational normal
scroll X of degree 3 in P°, which can be seen as the union of P?s parametrized
by P!, i.e. a P2-bundle over P!. Intersect this scroll by a (sufficiently general)
cubic hypersurface C containing one of the P?-fibers, call it F', then the inter-
section is CN X = F U S, where S is a smooth surface of degree 8 in P?, i.e.
a K3 surface. The ideal of this surface cannot be generated only by quadrics,
whence S is not a complete intersection of three hyperquadrics. Note that the
intersection of C with a general P2-fiber is a smooth curve of degree 3 in P2,
which is elliptic by the genus formula, so S contains a pencil of elliptic curves
of degree 3. In particular, since such a curve cannot be linearly equivalent
to a multiple of the hyperplane section, S contains two linearly independent
divisors, whence these surfaces can at most fill up an 18-dimensional family
(in fact we will show that they do fill up an 18-dimensional family). Another
interesting point is that the elliptic pencil on the surface cuts out a g3 (i.e. a
linear system of dimension 1 and degree 3) on each hyperplane section of S.
Conversely, by a classical theorem of Enriques-Petri, the homogeneous ideal
of a canonical curve with a g3 is generated by both quadrics and cubics, so
any projective model in P® of a K3 surface whose hyperplane sections have a
g3 cannot be the complete intersection of three hyperquadrics.

For 6 < ¢g <10 and g = 12 it is shown by Mukai in [Mul] and [Mu2] that
the general projective models are complete intersections in certain homoge-
neous varieties contained in projective spaces of larger dimension than g. The
ambient varieties are constructed using special divisors on the hyperplane sec-
tions, and the general models have the property that their hyperplane sections
do not carry certain particular gjs induced from divisors on the surface.

That the projective model of a K3 surface somehow has to do with special
divisors carried by the curves in |L| dates back to the classical paper [SD]
of Saint-Donat, which has become the main reference for all later work on
projective models of or curves on K3 surfaces.

As remarked in [SD] it is clear from Zariski’s Main Theorem (see e.g. [Hrts,
V, Thm. 5.2]) that
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wr =ur o,

where uy is a finite morphism and 67 maps S birationally onto a normal
surface by contracting finitely many curves to rational double points and is
an isomorphism outside these curves (the contracted curves are the curves
sent to a point, and these are precisely the curves A such that L.A = 0).

One of the main results in [SD] describes exactly when the map wy, is an
identity, in other words when ¢y, is birational.

Theorem 1.1 (Saint-Donat [SD]). Let L be a base point free line bundle
with L? > 0 on a K3 surface S. The following conditions are equivalent:

(a) o1, is not birational.

(b) There is a smooth hyperelliptic curve in |L|.

(c¢) All the smooth curves in |L| are hyperelliptic.

(d) L? = 2; or there is a smooth elliptic curve E on S satisfying E.L = 2; or
L ~ 2B for a smooth curve B with B> =2 and L ~ 2B.

A linear system |L| satisfying these properties is said to be hyperelliptic.
Furthermore, if L is not hyperelliptic, then the natural maps S, H°(L) —
H%(nL) are surjective for all n

(Recall that a smooth curve is said to be hyperelliptic if it carries a g3.)
This “lifts” the classical fact that the canonical morphism of a smooth curve is
an embedding if and only if the curve is not hyperelliptic and also Noether’s
theorem, to the surface:

Theorem 1.2 (Noether [No]). If C is not hyperelliptic, then the ring
®H(C,nwc) is the homogeneous coordinate ring of C in its canonical em-

bedding in PY.

Moreover, Saint-Donat’s result tells that a g3 on a smooth curve on a K3
surface “propagates” to the other smooth members of the linear system. In
fact, except for the trivial case where all the curves have genus 2 (the case
L? = 2) and are therefore trivially hyperelliptic, such a propagating g3 is given
by the pencils O¢(E) or O¢(B) for any smooth curve C' € |L|, corresponding
to the curves E and B in (d).

Another main result in [SD] describes the homogeneous ideal of the image
oL (S):

Theorem 1.3 (Saint-Donat [SD]). Let L be a base point free non-hyperelliptic
line bundle with L? > 8 on a K3 surface S. Denote by I the graded ideal de-
fined as the kernel of the map S, H®(L) — ©H (nL). Then I is generated by
quadrics and cubics. Moreover the following conditions are equivalent:

(a) I is generated not only by quadrics.
(b) |L| contains a smooth curve carrying a gi or a g2.
(¢) All the smooth curves in |L| carry a g3 or all carry a g2.
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(d) There is a smooth elliptic curve E on S satisfying E.L = 3; or L ~ 2B+T
for a smooth curve B with B2 = 2 and I’ a smooth rational curve with
B.I' =1 (and I'* = =2, in particular L* = 10).

Again, this lifts the classical result of Petri from the curve to the surface:

Theorem 1.4 (Petri [Pe]). The homogeneous ideal of a non-hyperelliptic
canonical curve C is generated by quadrics, unless C has a g3 or a g2.

In the cases L? = 4 or 6 all the smooth curves in |L| have genus 3 or 4, so
they necessarily carry a gi (i.e. they are trigonal). For higher genus the last
result again tells that gis and g2s “propagate” among the smooth curves in
|L|. Indeed the linear systems |E| and |B| on S given in (d) cut out a g3 and
a g2 respectively on all the members of |L|.

Moreover, Saint-Donat gives a thorough description of the projective mod-
els in the special cases where |L| is hyperelliptic or I is generated not only by
quadrics. The models happen to lie in rational normal scrolls.

To broaden our perspective, let us recall the definition of the Clifford index
of a smooth curve C of genus g, introduced by H. H. Martens in [HMa|. This is
denoted by Cliff C' and is the minimal integer deg A —2(h%(A) — 1) for all line
bundles A on C satisfying h°(A) > 2 and h'(A) > 2. (The latter requirements
presuppose that g > 4; however one can give ad hoc definitions in the cases of
genus 2 or 3, by setting Cliff C' = 0 for C of genus 2 or hyperelliptic of genus 3,
and Cliff C =1 for C non-hyperelliptic of genus 3.) Clifford’s theorem states
that Cliff C' > 0 with equality if and only if C' is hyperelliptic and Cliff C' =1
if and only if C' is trigonal or a smooth plane quintic. Moreover, we also have
Cliff C < |45, with equality for the general curve (cf. [A-C-G-H, V).

We can rephrase the two results above of Saint-Donat by saying that ¢r,
is birational if and only if Cliff C' > 0 for every smooth curve C' € |L| and
that in addition I is generated only by quadrics if and only if Cliff C' > 1 for
every smooth curve C € |L|.

Moreover, Saint-Donat’s results yield that either all or none of the smooth
curves in a complete linear system on a K3 surface have Clifford index 0
(resp. 1). It is then a natural question to ask whether this also holds for
higher indices.

Around ten years after the appearance of Saint-Donat’s paper, interesting
new techniques were introduced in the study of projective varieties.

One tool was the introduction of Koszul cohomology in [Gr] in connection
with the study of syzygies and the resulting famous conjecture of Green.

Consider a smooth variety X with a base point free line bundle L with
r = h%°(L) — 1 on it and the graded ring R := ®p,>oH(X, mL). This is
in a natural way a finitely generated module over T' := Sym H°(X, L), the
coordinate ring of the projective space P(H?(L)), and so has a minimal graded
free resolution

0O—M,y—...— My — My— R—0,
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where each M; is a direct sum of twists of T':
M; = &;T(—j) ® My =~ &;T (=)

The finite dimensional vector space M; ; is called the syzygy of order i and
weigth j and the 3; ; := dim M; ; are called the graded Betti-numbers. Now L
is said to satisfy property N, if

My=T and M;=T(—i—1)P% i1 forall 1<i<p.

To be more concrete, Ny means that ¢, (X) is projectively normal, Ny that in
addition its homogeneous ideal is generated by quadrics, and more generally
N, for p > 2 means that in addition the matrices in the minimal graded free
resolution have linear entries from the second to the pth step.

Now if X = C is a smooth curve Green conjectured the following:

Conjecture 1.5 (Green [Gr]). The Clifford index of C is the least integer
p for which property N, fails for the canonical bundle.

For Cliff C' = 0 this is Noether’s theorem and for Cliff C' = 1 this is Petri’s
theorem.

A “Lefschetz theorem” as in [Gr, (3.b.7)] implies that the syzygies of a
hyperplane section of a K3 surface are the same as the ones of the K3 surface,
so that all linearly equivalent smooth curves on a K3 surface have the same
syzygies. Therefore an immediate consequence of Green’s conjecture would
be that all the smooth curves in a linear system on a K3 surface have the
same Clifford index (since all such are canonically embedded by ¢y, by the
adjunction formula).

A second important tool was the vector bundle techniques introduced by
Lazarsfeld [La2] and Tyurin [Ty] (and also by Reider [Rdr] in a slightly dif-
ferent context). Using these techniques Green and Lazarsfeld [G-L4] proved
that all the smooth curves in a linear system on a K3 surface have the same
Clifford index. Moreover, they proved that if non-general, i.e. if < Lg%lj, the
Clifford index is induced by a line bundle on the surface, similarly to the cases
studied by Saint-Donat.

Theorem 1.6 (Green-Lazarsfeld [G-L4]). Let L be a base point free line
bundle on a K3 surface S with L? > 0. Then Cliff C is constant for all smooth
irreducible C € |L|, and if Cliff C < |451], then there exists a line bundle
M on S such that Mo == M ® O¢c computes the Clifford index of C for all

smooth irreducible C' € |L|.

As an immediate consequence we see that in the general case, i.e. when
Pic S ~ ZL, then there can exist no line bundle M as above, so on the general
K3 surface all curves have the general Clifford index.

By the result of Green and Lazarsfeld it makes sense to define the Clifford
index Cliff L of a base point free line bundle, or the Clifford index Cliff 1 (S)



6 1 Introduction

of a polarized K3 surface (5, L), as the Clifford index of the smooth curves in
|L]|.

The fact that the Clifford index somehow influences the projective model
of S was also remarked in [Kn4], where the second author studies higher order
embeddings of K3 surfaces. Roughly speaking the Clifford index determines
the amount of (k + 1)-secant (k — 1)-planes of the projective model.

In this book we study the projective models of those polarized K3 sur-
faces of genus g of non-general Clifford indez, i.e. with Cliff 1(S) < Lq;—lj
These surfaces are special in moduli, since they can only fill up at most 18-
dimensional families (except in the particular cases where S has Picard num-
ber one and L is non-primitive, i.e. L is an integral multiple > 2 of the
generator of Pic S).

As in the cases of Clifford index 0 and 1 studied by Saint-Donat, these
models lie in rational normal scrolls in a natural way.

The central point is that by the result of Green and Lazarsfeld there exists
in these cases a linear system |D| on S computing the Clifford index of L. We
can moreover choose such a linear system which is base point free and such
that the general member is a smooth curve. We call such a divisor (class) D
a free Clifford divisor for L.

The images of the members of |D| by ¢ span sublinear spaces inside
PY. Each subpencil {D)} within the complete linear system |D| then gives
rise to a pencil of sublinear spaces. For each fixed pencil the union of these
spaces will be a rational normal scroll 7. These scrolls are the natural ambient
spaces for non-Clifford general K3 surfaces. Our description is inspired by
and uses methods developed by Schreyer in [Sc], where the authour studies
scrolls containing canonical curves and uses this to prove Green’s conjecture
for ¢ < 8. In the same spirit as Saint-Donat, we so to speak lift Schreyer’s
results from the curve to the surface.

In the cases of Clifford index 1 and 2 with D? = 0, the description of the
projective models is particularly nice, since they are then complete intersec-
tions in their corresponding scrolls.

Another important tool, which was still not available at the time [SD] was
written, are the results on lattices by Nikulin [Ni], which allows to construct
families of K3 surfaces with prescribed lattices, and thus show the existence of
several interesting families. Using this, the second author proved the following
Ezistence Theorem in [Kn2|: For any pair of integers (g, ¢) such that g > 2
and 0 < ¢ < ng—lj, there exists an 18-dimensional family of polarized K3
surfaces of genus g and of Clifford index c. Similar techniques allow us to
prove the existence of all the families we study in this book and also compute
their number of moduli.

We also give a description of those projective models for ¢ < 10 that
are Clifford general, but still not general in the sense of Mukai (i.e. they are
not complete intersections in homogeneous spaces). These models are also
contained in scrolls, and can be analysed in a similar manner. Together with
Mukai’s results this then gives a complete picture of the birational projective
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models for g < 10. For ¢ = 11 and g > 13 our description of non-Clifford
general projective models is not supplemented by any description of general
projective models at all. We hope, however, that our description of the non-
general models may have some interest in themselves.

1.2 Related literature

K3 surfaces in scrolls have also been studied in [Br| and [Ste].

Saint-Donat’s results on the propagation of gis and gis among the smooth
curves in a linear system on a K3 surface were extended to other gclis by Reid
[Re3|. The general question of propagation of g;s came out of work of Harris
and Mumford [H-M]. In fact they conjectured (unpublished) that the gonality
(i-e. the minimal degree of a pencil on a curve) should be constant among the
smooth curves in a linear system. Subsequently, Donagi and Morrison [D-M]
pointed out the following counterexample:

Example 1.7. |[D-M, (2.2)] Let 7 : S — P2 be a K3 surface of genus
2, i.e. a double cover of P2 branched along a smooth sextic, and let L :=
7*Op2(3). The arithmetic genus of the curves in |L| is 10. We have H°(L) =
7*H°Op2(3) ©@ W, where W is the one-dimensional subspace of sections van-
ishing on the ramification locus. The smooth curves C in the first summand
are double covers of cubics, whence tetragonal (they all carry a 1-parameter
family of g}s which is the pullback of the 1-parameter family of gis on 7(C')).
On the other hand, the general curve in |L| is isomorphic to a smooth plane
sextic and is therefore of gonality 5. (Note that, in full accordance with the
theorem of Green and Lazarsfeld, all the curves have Clifford index 1.)

The question is still open whether there exist other counterexamples. Cilib-
erto and Pareschi [C-P| proved that this is indeed the only counterexample
when L is ample.

Exceptional curves, i.e. curves for which the Clifford index is not computed
by a pencil, so that Cliff C' < gon C' — 2, were studied in [E-L-M-S], where a
whole class of examples were constructed as curves on K3 surfaces.

As for other surfaces, the constancy of the Clifford index and gonality
of the smooth curves in a linear system on a Del Pezzo surface was studied
by Pareschi [Pa] and the second author [Knl, Kn3|, who also classifies the
exceptional curves on Del Pezzo surfaces.

As for recent work on Green’s conjecture we refer to the recent brilliant
work of Voisin [Vol, Vo2], who - most interestingly - uses curves on K3 sur-
faces.

1.3 How the book is organised

Chapter 2. We recall the definition and some basic facts about rational normal
scrolls, and how to obtain such scrolls from surfaces with pencils on them.
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Most of this stems from [Sc]. At the end we give some special results when
the surface is K3.

Chapter 3. The Clifford index of a curve is defined and the result of Green
and Lazarsfeld for curves on K3 surfaces is given. We define the Clifford index
of a base point free line bundle L with L? = 2g — 2 (or the polarized surface
(S, L)) to be the Clifford index of all the smooth curves in |L|. The divisor
class D on S computing the Clifford index ¢ of L, when this is less than
L%J, is studied, and we show that we can always find one such satisfying
0 < D? < ¢+ 2 and such that | D] is base point free and the general member
of |D| is a smooth curve. Such a divisor (class) will be called a free Clifford
divisor for L (Definition 3.6). (The definition only depends on the class of D.)

The images of the members of |D| by ¢, span sublinear spaces inside PY.
Each subpencil {D,} within the complete linear system |D| then gives rise to
a pencil of sublinear spaces. For each fixed pencil the union of these spaces
will be a rational normal scroll 7.

Chapter 4. The main result from [Kn2|, the above mentioned Eristence
Theorem, and its proof are recalled.

Chapter 5. We study in detail the singular locus of the projective model
wr(S) and the scroll 7 in which we choose to view this model as contained.
We show (Theorem 5.7) that we can always find a free Clifford divisor D such
that the singular locus of 7 is “spanned” by the images of the base points
of the pencil {D)} and the contractions of smooth rational curves across the
members of the pencil. A free Clifford divisor with this extra property will be
called a perfect Clifford divisor (Definition 5.9). The proofs use results about
higher order embeddings of K3 surfaces as developed by the second author in
[Kn4], which we briefly recall in Section 1.4 below. We also include a study of
the projective model if ¢ = 0 (the hyperelliptic case), which is Saint-Donat’s
classical result [SD]. Some proofs are postponed until the next chapter.

Chapter 6. Here some of the longer proofs of the results in the previous
chapter are given.

Chapter 7. We study and find (up to certain invariants) a resolution of
1 (S) inside its scroll 7 when 7 is smooth. In this case a general hyperplane
section of 7 is a scroll formed in a similar way from a pencil computing the
gonality on a canonical curve C of genus g (the gonality is ¢+ 2). Such scrolls
were studied in [Sc|, and our results (Lemma 7.1 and Proposition 7.2) for K3
surfaces in smooth scrolls are quite parallel to those of [Sc].

Chapter 8. We treat the case when the scroll 7 is singular. The approach
is to study the blow up f : S — S at the D? base points of the pencil
{Dy} and the projective model S” := o (S) of S by the base point free line
bundle H := f*L + f*D — E, where E is the exceptional divisor. The pencil
|f*D — E| defines a smooth rational normal scroll 7y that contains S and is
a desingularization of 7.

We use Koszul cohomology and techniques inspired by Green and Lazars-
feld to compute some Betti-numbers of the ¢ (D)) and we obtain that they
all have the same Betti-numbers for low values of D? and this is a necessary
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and sufficient condition for “lifting” the resolutions of the fibers to one of the
surface S” in 7y. We prove that S” is normal, and use this to give more details
about the resolution. We give conditions under which we can push down the
resolution to one of ¢ (S) in 7. Here we use results from [Sc]. We end the
section by investigating some examples for low genera.

Chapter 9. We consider in more detail the projective models in smooth
scrolls for ¢ = 1, 2 and 3 (< [431]). The description is particularly nice for
¢ = 1 and 2, since the projective models are complete intersections in their
corresponding scrolls.

We study the sets of projective models in (¢ + 2)-dimensional scrolls of
given types. Since the scroll type is dependent on which rational curves that
exist on S, and therefore on the Picard lattice, it is natural that the dimension
of the set of models in question in a scroll as described is dependent on the
scroll type. We study this interplay, and obtain a fairly clear picture for ¢ =1
and 2. Most of the information presented can also be obtained from combining
material in [Re2], [Ste], and [Br]. For ¢ = 3 we study a Pfaffian map of the
resolution of ¢ (S) in the scroll. In Remark 9.19 we predict the dimension of
the set of projective K3 models inside a fixed smooth scroll of a given type,
for arbitrary ¢ < LQ;Qlj We state the special case ¢ = 3 as Conjecture 9.15.

Chapter 10. We give the definition of BN general polarized K3 surfaces
introduced by Mukai in [Mu2]: A polarized K3 surface (.9, L) is said to be Brill-
Noether (BN) general if for all non-trivial decompositions L ~ M + N one
has hO(M)hO(N) < hO(L). (One easily sees that this is for instance satisfied if
any smooth curve C' € |L] is Brill-Noether general, i.e. carries no line bundle
A for which p(4) = g — h°(A)h*(A) < 0.) In [Mul] it is shown that all
such projective models of BN general surfaces of genus ¢ < 10 and g = 12
are complete intersections in certain homogeneous spaces, and that being BN
general is also a necessary condition to have such a model (see Theorem 10.3
below).

We study the projective models for g < 10 that are Clifford general but not
BN general. By the concrete description in [Mu2] of such surfaces it follows
that their projective models are also contained in scrolls. We analyse them in
a similar manner.

Chapter 11. We conclude by giving a complete list and descripton of all
birational projective models of K3 surfaces for ¢ < 10 (including both the
general ones in the sense of Mukai and the remaining ones, that we give a
detailed classification of here).

Chapter 12. Some related issues and applications of the ideas developed in
this book are discussed, like rational curves in families of Calabi-Yau threefolds
and scrolls containing Enriques surfaces.

1.4 Notation and conventions

We use standard notation from algebraic geometry, as in [Hrts|.



10 1 Introduction

The ground field is the field of complex numbers. All surfaces are reduced
and irreducible algebraic surfaces.

By a K3 surface is meant a smooth surface S with trivial canonical bundle
and such that H'(Og) = 0. In particular h?(Og) = 1 and x(Og) = 2.

By a curve is always meant a reduced and irreducible curve (possi-
bly singular). The adjunction formula for a curve C' on a surface S reads
Oc(C + Kg) ~ we, where we is the dualising sheaf of C, which is just the
canonical bundle when C' is smooth. In particular, the arithmetic genus p, of
C is given by C.(C + Kg) = 2p, — 2.

On a smooth surface we use line bundles and divisors, as well as the mul-
tiplicative and additive notation, with little or no distinction. We denote by
Pic S the Picard group of S, i.e. the group of linear equivalence classes of
line bundles on S. The Hodge index theorem yields that if H € Pic S with
H? > 0, then D?H? < (D.H)? for any D € Pic S, with equality if and only
if (D.H)H = H?D.

Linear equivalence of divisors is denoted by ~, and numerical equivalence
by =. Note that on a K3 surface S linear and numerical equivalence is the
same, so that Pic S is torsion free. The usual intersection product of line
bundles (or divisors) on surfaces therefore makes the Picard group of a K3
surface into a lattice, the Picard lattice of S, which we also denote by Pic S.

For two divisors or line bundles M and IV on a surface, we use the notation
M > N tomean h®(M—N) > 0and M > N, if in addition M —N is nontrivial.

If L is any line bundle on a smooth surface, L is said to be numerically
effective, or simply nef, if L.C' > 0 for all curves C on S. In this case L is said
to be big if L? > 0.

If F is any coherent sheaf on a variety V, we shall denote by h'(F)
the complex dimension of H*(V,F), and by x(F) the Euler characteristic
S (=1)thi(F). In particular, if D is any divisor on a normal surface S, the
Riemann-Roch formula for D is x(Og(D)) = 3D.(D—Kg)+x(Os). Moreover,
if D is effective and nonzero and £ is any line bundle on D, the Riemann-Roch
formula for £ on D is x(£) = deg L+ 1 — po(D) = deg £L — 3D.(D + Kg).

We will make use of the following results of Saint-Donat on line bundles on
K3 surfaces. The first result will be used repeatedly, without further mention.

Proposition 1.8. [SD, Cor. 3.2] A complete linear system on a K3 surface
has no base points outside of its fized components.

Proposition 1.9. [SD, Prop. 2.6] Let L be a line bundle on a K3 surface S
such that |L| # 0 and such that |L| has no fized components. Then either

(i) L* > 0 and the general member of |L| is a smooth curve of genus L*/2+1.
In this case h*(L) =0, or

(ii)L? = 0, then L ~ Og(kE), where k is an integer > 1 and E is a smooth
curve of arithmetic genus 1. In this case h'(L) = k — 1 and every member
of |L| can be written as a sum Ey1+- - -+ Ey, where E; € |E| fori=1,... k.
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Lemma 1.10. [SD, 2.7] Let L be a nef line bundle on a K3 surface S. Then
|L| is not base point free if and only if there exist smooth irreducible curves
E, I' and an integer k > 2 such that

L~kE+TI, E)=0, I%?=-2 EI'-=1.

In this case, every member of |L| is of the form Ey + --- + Ey + I', where
E; € |E| for all i.

To show the existence of K3 surfaces with certain divisors on it, a very
useful result is the following by Nikulin [Ni] (the formulation we use is due to
Morrison):

Proposition 1.11. [Mo, Cor. 2.9(i)] Let p < 10 be an integer. Then every
even lattice of signature (1, p—1) occurs as the Picard group of some algebraic
K3 surface.

Consider now the group generated by the Picard-Lefschetz reflections

¢r : Pic S — Pic S
D — D+ (D.I'

where I' € Pic S satisfies I'? = —2. Note that a reflection leaves the intersec-
tions between divisors invariant.
The following result will also be useful for our purposes:

Proposition 1.12. [B-P-V, VIII, Prop. 3.9] A fundamental domain for this
action, restricted to the positive cone, is the big-and-nef cone of S.

This means that given a certain Picard lattice, we can perform Picard-
Lefschetz reflections on it, and thus assume that some particular line bundle
chosen (with positive self-intersection) is nef.

We will need some results about higher order embeddings of K3 surfaces
from [Kn4], which we here recall:

Proposition 1.13. Let k > 0 be an integer and L a big and nef line bundle
on a K3 surface with L? > 4k. Assume Z is a 0-dimensional subscheme of S
of length h°(Oz) = k + 1 such that

H°(L) — H(L® Oz)
s not onto, and for any proper subscheme Z' of Z, the map
H(L) — H(L® O0z)

15 onto.
Then there exists an effective divisor D passing through Z satisfying D? >
—2, k(D) = 0 and the numerical conditions
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(1) (44)
2D* < LD<D?*+k+1 < 2k+2
with equality in (i) if and only if L ~ 2D and L?> <4k +4,  (1.1)
and equality in (i) if and only if L ~ 2D and L* = 4k + 4.

Furthermore, either L —2D >0, or L? = 4k and h°(Og(L — D) ® Oz) > 0.

Finally, if L? = 4k + 4 and L ~ 2D, then h°(Os(D) ® Jz) = 2, and if
L? =4k + 2 and D?> =k, then L ~ 2D + I, for a smooth rational curve I’
satisfying I.D =1 and I' N Z # ().

Proof. All the statements are implicitly contained in [Kn4], but we will go
through the main steps in the proof for the sake of the reader.

Under the above hypotheses, it follows from the first part of the proof of
[B-S, Thm. 2.1] or from [Ty, (1.12)] that there exists a rank 2 vector bundle
E on S fitting into the exact sequence

0—0s —E—L®Jz —0, (1.2)
and such that the coboundary map
§:HY (L ® Jz) — H?*(Og) ~ C,

is an isomorphism. In particular H'(E) = H?(E) = 0 and we also have
det E =L and c2(E) =degZ =k + 1.
Secondly, since L? > 4k, one computes by Riemann-Roch

X(E ® E*) = ¢1(E)? — 4c3(E) + 4x(05s) > 4,

whence h°(E ® E*) > 2 by Serre duality. This means that E has nontrivial
endomorphisms, and by standard arguments, as for instance in [D-M, Lemma
4.4], there are line bundles M and N on S and a zero-dimensional subscheme
A C S such that FE fits in an exact sequence

0—N-—F—M®Js—0 (1.3)

and either N > M, or A = () and the sequence splits. In the latter case, we
can and will assume by symmetry that N.L > M.L (which is automatically
fulfilled in the first case, by the nefness of L).

Combining (1.2) and (1.3) we find

det E=L~M+N and ca(E)=degZ=k+1=DM.N+degA. (1.4)

It follows that N.L > L(N.L + M.L) > LL? > 0 and N2 = N.L — M.N >
1L?—M.N >2k—(k+1) > —2,s0 N > 0 by Riemann-Roch. It folloms that
hP(NY) = 0, so tensoring (1.2) and (1.3) by NV and taking cohomology, we
get (M ® Jz) > h°(E @ NV) > 0, whence M > 0 as well and there is an
effective divisor D € |M| such that D D Z, as stated.
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Moreover, since h'(E) = h%(E) = h*(N) = 0, we get from (1.3) that
h'(D) = h'(M) = 0, whence D? > —2 by Riemann-Roch.

From (1.4) we have M.N < k + 1, in other words L.D < D? + k + 1, and
by the Hodge index theorem

2(D.L)D? < D*L* < (D.L).

Hence 2D? < D.L, with equality if and only if 2D.L = L? and L ~ 2D, in
which case we have L? = 4D? < 4(k+1). It also follows that D? < D.L—D? =
D.M < k + 1, with equalities if and only if L ~ 2D and D? = k + 1, so that
L? = 4k + 4. This establishes the numerical criteria.

Now we want to show that, possibly after interchanging M and N, either
L—2D >0, or L? = 4k and h°(N ® Jz) > 0. So assume that h°(L — 2D) =
0. Then the sequence (1.3) splits, and by arguing as above with N and M
interchanged, we find h°(N ® Jz) > 0. Since (L — 2D)? = L? — 4M.N >
4k — 4(k+ 1) = —4 and (L — 2D).L > 0, we see by Riemann-Roch and
the Hodge index theorem that we must have (L — 2D)? = —2 or —4. If
(L —2D)? = —2, Riemann-Roch yields that 2D — L > 0. By the nefness of L
we must have (L — 2D).L = 0, whence M.L = N.L and M? = N2, and we
get the desired result after interchanging M and N. If (L —2D)? = —4, then
L? = 4k, as stated.

We now prove the two last assertions.

If L =4k +4 and L ~ 2D, then from (1.4) we get A = (), so by tensoring
(1.2) and (1.3) by MV and taking cohomology, we get h°(M @ Jz) > h°(E®
MY) = 2, as stated.

If L? = 4k 4+ 2 and D? = k, then clearly L # 2D, so by the numerical
conditions above, we get 2k < L.D < 2k + 1 < 2k + 2, whence L.D = 2k + 1.
Moreover, we find that L ~ 2D + A, for a A > 0 satisfying A2 = —2 and
A.D = 1. Since A.L = 0, we have that h°(A) = 1 and A is supported only
on smooth rational curves, and there has to exist a smooth rational curve I"
with I.D > 0. Since L is big and nef, we get by Riemann-Roch

1 1 1
hO(L):§L2+2:5(2D+A)2+2:§(4k+4—2)+2

< %(21) +I)?+2=0"2D+ 1),
and since L is not of the particular form in Lemma 1.10 above, L is base
point free, so we must have L ~ 2D + 1. So N ~ D+ I', and I is fixed
in N. Since N2 = D? and h°(N) = h%(D), it follows by Riemann-Roch that
h'(N) = h'(D) = 0. Moreover, we see from (1.4) that A = (), and by tensoring
(1.2) and (1.3) with NV and MV respectively, using H*(I') = H'(N) = 0,
we get h%(M ® Jz) =1 and h°(N @ Jz) = 2, respectively. This means that
we can choose two distinct elements N; and N3 in |N| both containing Z
(scheme-theoretically). But since I is a base component of | N|, we must have
Ny = D1+ I and Ny = Dy + I, for two distinct elements Dy and D5 of | D).
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If Z does not meet I', we would have both Dy and Dy containing Z (scheme-
theoretically). But this contradicts the fact that h°(Ox (D) ® Jz) = 1. So Z
meets I' and we are done.

Remark 1.14. If we replace the assumptions that L be big and nef with
L? > 0 and h*(L) = 0, one can check from the proof of |[B-S, Thm. 2.1] or
from [Ty, (1.12)] that we still have a rank 2 vector bundle E on S fitting
into an exact sequence as in (1.2). Moreover, if the stronger condition L? >
4k +4 is fulfilled, then ¢; (E)? > 4co(FE), and we can use Bogomolov’s theorem
(see [Bo] or [Rel]) to find an exact sequnce as (1.3) with the properties that
(N—M)?>0and (N—M).H > 0 for any ample line bundle on S. These two
numerical conditions yield with Riemann-Roch that N > M and it follows
almost automatically that h°(NY) = 0, so as in the proof of Proposition 1.13
we find that h°(M ® Jz) > 0, h1(M) = 0 and M? > —2. Furthermore, (1.4)
still holds.

Since L is not necessarily nef, we cannot assume that N.L > M.L, so we
do not get the numerical conditions as in Proposition 1.13.

To sum up, under the assumptions of Proposition 1.13, with L being big
and nef replaced by h'(L) = 0, and L? > 4k replaced by L? > 4k + 4, we get
the weaker result there is a nontrivial effective decomposition L ~ D+ N such
that N > D, N.D <k +1, h!(D) =0, D* > —2 and D passes through Z.
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Surfaces in Scrolls

In this chapter we briefly review the definition of rational normal scrolls and
some basic facts that can be found in [Sc|]. The case when a scroll contains a
surface will be of particular interest to us.

In Section 2.2 we gather some special results valid in the K3 case, which
will be useful to us later.

2.1 Rational normal scrolls

Definition 2.1. Let &€ = Opi(e1) @ -+ ® Opi(eq), wither > ... > eq > 0
and f = ex + -+ +eq > 2. Consider the linear system L = Opg)(1) on
the corresponding P4~ -bundle P(E) over PL. We map P(&) into P" with
the complete linear system H°(L), where 1 = f +d — 1. The image T is
by definition a rational normal scroll of type e= (e1,...,eq). The image is
smooth, and isomorphic to P(E), if and only if eq > 1.

Remark 2.2. Some authors, like in [P-S], use the term rational normal scroll
only if eq > 1 (so that T is smooth), but for our purposes it will be more
convenient to use the more liberal definition above. The definition of rational
normal scrolls goes back at least to C. Segre, see [Sel] and [Se2].

Definition 2.3. Let 7 be a rational normal scroll of type (ey,...,eq). We
say that T is a scroll of mazximally balanced type if e; —eq < 1.

Let L be a base point free and big line bundle on a smooth surface S. We
denote by ¢, the natural morphism

op S — PP py

defined by the complete linear system |L|.
Assume that L can be decomposed as

L~D+F, with h°D)>2and h°(F) > 2. (2.1)

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 15-18, 2004.
(© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004
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Choose a 2-dimensional subspace W C HY(S, D), which then defines a pencil

{Dx}repr C |D|.

Each ¢, (D) will span a (h°(L) — h°(L — D) — 1)-dimensional subspace of
P9, which is called the linear span of ¢, (D)) and denoted by D). The variety
swept out by these linear spaces,

T = U/\EPID_)\ c Pg7

is a rational normal scroll:

Proposition 2.4. [Sc|] The multiplication map
W& H(S,F) — H°(S, L)

yields a 2 x h°(F) matriz with linear entries whose 2 x 2 minors vanish on
oL (S). The variety T defined by these minors contains ¢r,(S) and is a rational
normal scroll of degree f := h°(F) and dimension d := h°(L) — h°(L — D).
In particular d+ f =g+ 1.
Decomposing the pencil {D,} into its moving part {D)} and fixed part
A,
Dy ~ Di\ + A,

the type (e1,...,eq) of the scroll T is given by
ee=#{j | dj =i} -1, (2.2)
where
d=dy:=h°L) - h’(L - D),
dy :=h°(L — D) — h°(L —2D' — A),

di = h°(L —iD" — A) — h%(L — (i + 1)D' — A),

Remark 2.5. The d; form a non-increasing sequence. This follows essentially
as in the proof of Exercise B-4 in [A-C-G-H], using the socalled “base-point-
free pencil trick”.

Conversely, if ¢, (S) is contained in a scroll T of degree f, the ruling of T'
will cut out on S a pencil of divisors (possibly with base points) {Dx} C |D|
with h°(L — D) = f > 2, whence inducing a decomposition as in (2.1).

For any decomposition L ~ D + F, with h°(D) > 2 and h°(F) > 2,
denote by c the integer D.F' — 2. We may assume D.L < F.L, or equivalently
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D? < F2. Then we have by the Hodge index theorem that D satisfies the
numerical conditions below:

@) (49)
2D2 < LD=D%?4¢c+2 < 2c+4
with equality in (i) or (i) if and only if L = 2D and L? = 4c + 8.

Indeed, the condition D.L < F.L can be rephrased as 2D.L < L?, and by
the Hodge index theorem 2D?(D.L) < D?L? < (D.L)?, with equalities if and
only if L =2D.

If the set

A(L) :={D € Pic S | h’(D)>2and h°(L — D) > 2}
is nonempty, define the integer p(L) as

w(L):=min {D.F -2 | L~D+ Fand D,F € A(L)}
= min {D.L —D? -2 | Dc A(L)}

and set

AYL):={D € A(L) | D(L-D)=pu(L)+2}

2.2 Specializing to K3 surfaces

For K3 surfaces we have the following result:

Proposition 2.6. Let L be a base point free and big line bundle on a K3
surface S such that A(L) # 0. Then pu(L) > 0 and any divisor D in A°(L)

will have the following properties:

(i) the (possibly empty) base divisor A of D satisfies L.A =0,
(ii)h* (D) = 0.

Proof. The first statement follows from the fact that any member of the com-
plete linear system of a base point free and big line bundle on a K3 surface
is numerically 2-connected (see [SD, (3.9.6)], or [Kn4, Thm. 1.1] for a more
general statement).

We first show (i).

If D is nef but not base point free, then by Lemma 1.10, D ~ kE + I,
for an integer k > 2 and divisors E and I satisfying E? = 0, I'> = —2 and
E.I' = 1. Since L is base point free, we must have E.L > 2 (see [SD] or [Kn4,
Thm. 1.1]), so D.L — D? = (kE+I').L — (2k —2) > kE.L —2(k — 1) >
E.L+2(k—1)—2(k—1)= E.L, which implies E.L = 2, (L) = 0, and as
asserted I.L = 0.
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If D is not nef, there exists a smooth rational curve I" such that I.D < 0.
Letting D’ := D — I" and we have D’ € A(L) and D'.(L — D') = D.(L —
D)—L.I'+2'D+2< D.(L—- D), whence L.I' =0, ID = —1, D'? = D2,
L.D' = L.D and D'(L — D') = D.(L — D) = ¢+ 2. Continuing inductively,
we get that A.L = 0, as desired.

Since A.L = 0 and (D — A).L — (D — A)? > D.L — D? we must have
D? > (D - A)? >0.

We now prove (ii).

If h*(D) # 0, there exists by Ramanujam’s lemma an effective decom-
position D ~ Dj + D5 such that D;.D; < 0. By the Hodge index theo-
rem (and the fact that D? > 0) we can assume D? > 0 and D3 < 0, with
equalities occurring simultaneously. The divisor D; is in A(L), and writing
F:=L—D weget D1.(F+ D3) = D.F + Dy1.Dy — D3.F > F.D, whence
Dy .F < Dy.Ds <0.But L is nef, so Dy.L = Dy.D + Dy . F > 0, which implies
Ds.F = D1.Dy = D? = D% = 0. Now the same argument works for Dy, so
D;.F =0 and we get the contradiction D.F = (D + D2).F =0. O

Writing L ~ D + F, the above result is of course symmetric in D and F.
It turns out that we can choose one of them to have an additional property.
More precisely, we have :

Proposition 2.7. Let L be a base point free line bundle on a K3 surface S
such that A(L) # 0. We can find a divisor D in A°(L) such that either |D| or
|L — D| (but not necessarily both at the same time) is base point free and its
general member is smooth and irreducible. If L is ample, then for any divisor
D in A°(L) the above conditions will be satisfied for both |D| and |L — D).

Proof. Let D € AY(L). Denote its base locus by A and assume it is not zero.
Then L.A = 0 by the previous proposition.

If D is nef but not base point free, then D ~ kE + I' as above and the
smooth curve F will satisfy the desired conditions.

If D is not nef, there exists a smooth rational curve I" such that I.D < 0.
Letting D’ := D — I', we can argue inductively as above until we reach a
divisor which is base point free or of the form kFE + I.

This procedure can of course not be performed on both D and L — D
simultaneously, but if L is ample, they are both automatically base point free.

The fact that the general member of |D| (or |L — D|) is a smooth curve
now follows from Proposition 1.9, since h'(D) =0. O

Remark 2.8. Note that by the proofs of the two previous propositions, if D
is not nef, then D' = D2. This means that given a divisor D € A(L), we can
find a divisor Dy € A(L) satisfying the additional conditions in Proposition
2.7 and such that Dg < D2
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The Clifford index of smooth curves in |L| and
the definition of the scrolls 7 (¢, D, {Dy\})

We will see that in the K3 case natural decompositions of L into two moving
classes, as in (2.1), occur when the smooth curves in |L| do not have the
general Clifford index, by the theorem of Green and Lazarsfeld mentioned in
the introduction.

We recall the definition and basic properties of the Clifford index of a
smooth curve in Section 3.1 and the result of Green and Lazarsfeld, saying
that all the smooth curves in a complete linear system on a K3 surface have
the same Clifford index, in Section 3.2, together with some of its corollaries.

The central point for us is that if the curves in |L| have non-general Clifford
index, i.e. < ng—lj, where g is the sectional genus of L, then there is a divisor
D such that L ~ D 4+ (L — D) is a decomposition into two moving classes.
We study these divisors D in Section 3.3 and the scrolls arising from the
decomposition of L in Section 3.4.

3.1 Gonality and Clifford index of curves

We briefly recall the definition and some properties of gonality and Clifford
index of curves.

Let C be a smooth irreducible curve of genus g > 2. We denote by g], a
linear system of dimension r and degree d and say that C is k-gonal (and
that k is its gonality) if C posesses a g,i but no 9/1—1' In particular, we call a
2-gonal curve hyperelliptic and a 3-gonal curve trigonal. We denote by gon C
the gonality of C. Note that if C' is k-gonal, all g;’s must necessarily be base
point free and complete.

If A is a line bundle on C, then the Clifford index of A (introduced by
H. H. Martens in [HMa]) is the integer

Cliff A = deg A — 2(h°(A) — 1).
If g > 4, then the Clifford index of C' itself is defined as

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 19-29, 2004.
© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004
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Cliff C = min {Cliff A | R°(A) > 2, h'(A) > 2}.

Clifford’s theorem then states that Cliff C' > 0 with equality if and only if C
is hyperelliptic and Cliff C = 1 if and only if C is trigonal or a smooth plane
quintic.

At the other extreme, we get from Brill-Noether theory (cf. [A-C-G-H, V])
that the gonality of C satisfies gon C' < [%j, whence Cliff C' < Lq%lj For
the general curve of genus g, we have Cliff C' = Lg%lj

We say that a line bundle A on C' contributes to the Clifford index of C if
both h%(A) > 2 and h'(A) > 2 and that it computes the Clifford index of C
if in addition Cliff C' = Cliff A.

Note that Cliff A = Cliff (we ® A™1).

The Clifford dimension of C' is defined as

min {h°(A) —1 | A computes the Clifford index of C}.

A line bundle A which achieves the minimum and computes the Clifford
index, is said to compute the Clifford dimension. A curve of Clifford index ¢
is (¢ + 2)-gonal if and only if it has Clifford dimension 1. For a general curve
C, we have gon C = c+ 2.

Following [G-L4| we give ad hoc definitions of Cliff C for C' of genus 2 or 3:
We set Cliff C' = 0 for C' of genus 2 or hyperelliptic of genus 3, and Cliff C' =1
for C' non-hyperelliptic of genus 3. This convention will be used throughout
the book, with no further mention.

Lemma 3.1 (Coppens-Martens [C-M]). The gonality k of a smooth ir-
reducible projective curve C of genus g > 2 satisfies

Cliff C +2 < k < Cliff C + 3.

The curves satisfying gon C = Cliff C + 3 are conjectured to be very rare
and called exceptional (cf. [GMa, (4.1)]).

3.2 The result of Green and Lazarsfeld

Recall the following result of Green and Lazarsfeld already mentioned in the
introduction:

Theorem 3.2 (Green-Lazarsfeld [G-L4]). Let L be a base point free line
bundle on a K3 surface S with L? > 0. Then Cliff C is constant for all smooth
irreducible C € |L|, and if Cliff C < |451], then there exists a line bundle
M on S such that Mo == M ® O¢c computes the Clifford index of C for all

smooth irreducible C' € |L|.

Note that since (L — M) ® O¢ ~ we ® Mc ™", the result is symmetric in
Mand L — M.
With Theorem 3.2 in mind we make the following definition:
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Definition 3.3. Let L be a base point free and big line bundle on a K3
surface. We define the Clifford index of L to be the Clifford index of all the
smooth curves in |L| and denote it by ClLff L.

Similarly, if (S, L) is a polarized K3 surface we will often call Cliff L the
Clifford index of S and denote it by Cliff (S).

Definition 3.4. A polarized K3 surface (S,L) of genus g is called Clifford
general if Cliff L < |45].

It turns out that we can choose the line bundle M appearing in Theorem
3.2 above so that it satisfies certain properties. We will need the following
result in the sequel.

Lemma 3.5. [Kn4, Lemma 8.3] Let L be a base point free line bundle on a
K3 surface S with L? =29 —2 > 2 and Cliff L = c.

Ifc < Lq;—lj , then there exists a smooth curve D on S satisfying 0 < D? <
c+2,2D? < D.L (either of the latter two inequalities being an equality if and
only if L ~2D) and

Cliff C = Cliff (Os(D) ® O¢) = D.L — D* —2

for any smooth curve C € |L|.

It is also known (see e.g. [GMal) that D satisfies h°(D® O¢) = h°(D) and
hO((L — D) ® O¢) = h°(L — D) = h'(D ® O¢) for any smooth curve C € |L]|.
From the results in the previous chapter, it is also clear that

Cliff C = min {u(L), Lg;—lj}

for any smooth C € |L|.

3.3 Clifford divisors

Summarizing the results of the previous section, and using Propositions 2.6
and 2.7, we have that if L is a base point free line bundle on a K3 surface .S,
of sectional genus

1

and the smooth curves in |L| have Clifford index

(which in particular implies L? > 4c + 4), then there exists a divisor (class)
D on S with the following properties (with F':= L — D):

(Clye=D.L—D?>—-2=D.F -2,
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(C2) D.L < F.L (eqv. D? < F?) and if equality occurs, then either L ~ 2D
or h%(2D — L) = 0,
(C3) hY(D) = h'(F) = 0.
A divisor (class) D with the properties (C1) and (C2) above will be called a
Clifford divisor for L. This means in other words that D and L — D compute
the Clifford index of all smooth curves in |L|. The property (C2) can be
considered an ordering of D and L—D. Any Clifford divisor will automatically
fulfill property (C3) and the (possibly empty) base loci A’ of |D| and A of
|L — D] will satisfy L.A = L.A” = 0 by Proposition 2.6.
By Proposition 2.7 we can find a Clifford divisor D satisfying the properties

(C4) the (possibly empty) base divisor A of F' satisfies L.A = 0,
(C5) | D| is base point free and its general member is a smooth curve,

Definition 3.6. A divisor D satisfying all properties (C1)-(C5) will be called
a free Clifford divisor for L.

Since this definition only depends on the class of D, we will by abuse of
notation never distinguish between D and its divisor class. Hopefully, this
will not cause any confusion. From now on, for a free Clifford divisor D, the
term A will always denote the base divisor of FF = L — D.

Note that any Clifford divisor D will satisty the numerical conditions:

(4) (@)
2D < LD=D%*4¢c+2 < 2c+4
(*) with equality in (i) or (ii) if and only if L ~ 2D and L? = 4c + 8.

In particular,
D? < ¢ + 2, with equality if and only if L ~ 2D and L? = 4c+8, (3.1)
and by the Hodge index theorem
D?*L? < (L.D)? = (D* + c+2)~ (3.2)

The special limit case D? = ¢ + 2 (where by (3.1) we necessarily have
L ~ 2D and L? = 4c + 8) will henceforth be denoted by (Q).

We will now take a closer look at two particular kinds of free Clifford
divisors, namely:

a)D?=c+1, or
(a)
(b)D? =¢, L ~ 2D + A, with A > 0.

It turns out that these free Clifford divisors are of a particular form.

Proposition 3.7. Let L be a base point free and big line bundle of Clifford
inder ¢ < ng—lj on a K3 surface, and let D be a free Clifford divisor.
If D is as in (a) above, then L? = 4c + 6 and

(E0) L ~ 2D + I', where I' is a smooth rational curve satisfying I.D = 1.
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If D is as in (b) above, then L? = 4c+4 and (with all I'; denoting smooth
rational curves) either
(E])LN2D+F1—|—F2, D2 =C, DFl :DFQ = 1, Fl.Fg :O, or
(E2)L ~ 2D+2I0+20+ - -+2I N+ 'ny1+'nia, D? = ¢, and the following
configuration:

D——1y- - - Iy I'nt

I'nyo

Furthermore, there can only exist Clifford divisors of one of the three types
(E0)-(E2) (on the same surface), and all such are linearly equivalent.

Proof. If D is as in case (a), it follows that D is of the desired form in the
same way as in the proof of the last statement of Proposition 1.13.

Now assume D is as in case (b). Then we have L? = 2D.L+ A.L = 2(D?+
c+2) = 4c+4. This gives A> = (L—2D)? = —4and D.A = L(L.A-A?) = 2.
By Proposition 5.3 below, any smooth rational curve I component of A such
that I"D > 0, satisfies I'.D = 1, and any two such curves are disjoint. So we
have to distinguish between two cases.

If there exist two distinct rational curves Iy and I's in A such that I'7.D =
InD=1and I'1.I5 =0, write L ~ 2D+ Iy + 15+ A’, for some A’ > 0. Then
0=I;,L=2-2+1T1;.4" gives A'.T;; =0, for : = 1,2. Clearly D.A’ =0, so

(2D + I + I»).A" =0,

whence A’ = 0, since L is numerically 2-connected, and we are in case (E1).

If there exists a rational curve I' occurring with multiplicity 2 in A such
that I'D = 1, write L ~ 2D + 2I" + A’, for some A’ > 0. Since 0 = I''L =
2—4+ AT, we get A'.T" = 2. Tterating the process, we get case (E2).

Assume now D is given and B is any free Clifford divisor as in (E0)-(E2).
We want to show that B ~ D.

If D is of type (E0), we must have L? = 4c+ 6, so B must also be of type
(E0), which means that L ~ 2B + I, where I' is a smooth rational curve
such that B.Iy = 1.

Since

0=1y.L=2D.Iy+ Iy,

and D is nef, we get the two possibilities
(I)DF():FFO:O or (ii)D.F():l,F:F().
If (i) were to happen, we would get

4D.B= (L —T)(L—Ty)=L?=4c+6,
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which is clearly impossible.

Hence I' =1y and D ~ B.

If D is of type (E1) or (E2), we have L? = 4c + 4, so B must also be of
type (E1) or (E2) and will therefore satisfy either

(1) L~2B+ 17+ 13, or
(2)L~2B+2IG+ - +2I + Iy + Iypo,
where the I’/ are smooth rational curves with configurations as in the cases
(E1) and (E2).
Assume now that D is of type (E1). The proof if D is of type (E2) is

similar.
If (2) holds, we get from

O0=TI/.L=2D.I'l + IN.I["l + I.T7},
and the fact that D is nef, that
;r;=0 or I;=I/, i=0,....N+2, j=1,2.
This gives
AD.B=(L—T1— o) (L -2~ =24 + IT\1 — Ihio) < L? =4(c+1),

whence D.B < c+ 1 and (D — B)? > —2, and by Riemann-Roch, if D # B,
either D — B or B — D is effective. The argument below is symmetric in those
two cases, so assume D ~ B+ X, for ¥ effective and X2 > —2. Then X.L =0
and X2 = —2 by the Hodge index theorem. Furthermore,

L~2D+T1+15 ~ 2B+ 11+ 15+2X ~ 2B+2I 0+ -+ 20y + Iy + Ty o

whence
2ZN2F0/++2F]/V+FJ/\]+1+FJ/\[+2_F1_F27

and 2X.B =2 — (I + I3).B < 2 (since B is nef). By
0=X.L=2B.Y+ (In+I3).X +2X?
we get (I + I[3).X > 2, and
2Y.D=(L—-11—1).X <=2,
contradicting the nefness of D. So we are in case (1) above and again from
0=1I}.L=2D.I}+I.I] + I,.T},

and the fact that D is nef, we get the three possibilities:

() DIl=1,I=1Iy, D.I}=1T}=0,
(i) D.IV=I.I" =T/ =0, i=1.2,
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(i) D.IV=1,T' =T i=1,2.

In case (i) we get the absurdity 4D.B = (L — It — I3).(L — I} — I}) =
4(c+1)—2.

In case (ii) we get 4D.B = 4(c+ 1), whence D.B = ¢ + 1. We calculate
(D — B)? > —2, and by Riemann-Roch, if D # B, either D — B or B — D is
effective. Writing D ~ B + X, for X effective and X2 = —2, we get the same
contradiction as above.

So we are in case (iii) and B ~ D. O

The following proposition describes the case (E0) further.

Proposition 3.8. Let L be a base point free and big line bundle on a K3
surface and let ¢ be the Clifford index of all smooth curves in |L|. Then the
following conditions are equivalent:

(i) all smooth curves in |L| are exceptional (i.e. have gonality ¢ + 3),
(i) there is a free Clifford divisor of type (E0),
(#ii) all free Clifford divisors are linearly equivalent and of type (EO).

Furthermore, if any of these conditions are satisfied, then all the smooth
curves in |L| have Clifford dimension r = h%(D) —1 = $(c + 3) and D¢
computes the Clifford dimension of all smooth C € |L|.

Proof. The equivalence between (i) and (iii) follows from the proof of [Kn4,
Prop. 8.6]. We will however go through the whole proof for the sake of the
reader.

We first prove that (i) implies (iii).

Assume, to get a contradiction, that all smooth curves in |L| have gonality
¢+ 3, and that there is a free Clifford divisor D which is not of type (E0). We
claim that in this case, the line bundle Fp/ is base point free, for any smooth
D’ € |D|. This clearly holds in the case (Q), so we can assume that D? < c,
whence for any smooth D’ € |D| we have deg Fpr = c+2 > D2+ 2 = 2g(Dy),
so Fp/ is base point free. By [C-P, Lemma 2.2|, we have that there exists a
smooth curve in |L| of gonality F.D = ¢+ 2, a contradiction.

Next we prove that (iii) implies ().

By Lemma 3.1, we have ¢ + 2 < gon C' < ¢ + 3, for any smooth curve
C € |L|. Assume, to get a contradiction, that there is a smooth curve C € |L|
with gon C' = ¢+2. Let |B| be a g}, on C and pick any Z € |A| lying outside
the finitely many rational curves IV on S satisfying I'".L < 2¢+4 (we can find
such a Z since B is base point free). By Riemann-Roch, one easily computes
R (Oc(Z)) = ho(we(=Z)) = g —1—c = h°(L) — ¢ — 2. From the short exact
sequence

0— 05— L®Jz —wc(—Z)—0

we then find h°(L ® Jz) = h°(L) — ¢ — 1. In particular, the restriction map
H°(L) — H°(L ® Oz) is not surjective. One easily sees that for any proper
subscheme Z’ of Z, the map H°(L) — H°(L ® Oy) is surjective, since
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otherwise h°(Oc(Z’)) = 2, and gon C < degZ’ < deg Z, a contradiction.
So Z satisfies the conditions in Proposition 1.13 and there exists an effective
divisor Dy passing through Z satisfying the conditions in Proposition 1.13.
Since Dy.L < 2c¢+4 and Z by assumption does not meet any smooth rational
curve I on S satisfying I".L < 2c¢+4, we must have D3 > 0. let Fyy := L— Dy.
Since L? = 4c + 6, we have that h°(Fy) > h%(Dg) > 2, so Dy € A(L), and
since Dg.Fy < ¢+ 2, we must have Dy.Fy = ¢+ 2 and Dy € Ag(L), i.e. Dy is a
Clifford divisor for L. By our assumptions, the moving part of |Dy| is of type
(E0), whence either Dy ~ D or Dy ~ D + I', but the latter is ruled out since
L —2Dy > 0. So Dy ~ D, and by the last statement in Proposition 1.13, we
have that Z meets I', but this is a contradiction on our choice of Z.

It is clear that (iii) implies (ii) and we now show that (ii) implies (iii) by
showing that if D is a free Clifford divisor of type (E0) and D’ is any other
free Clifford divisor, then D’ ~ D.

Let B := D — D'. Define R’ := L — 2D’ and note that R’ ~ 2B + I". We
have

c+2=D.(L-D)=(D'+B).(D'+B+1)
=D”+(@2B+I).D'+B.(B+T)=c+2+B.(B+1),

whence B? + B.I' = 0. Combined with ID = I'(D’ + B) = 1, and since
I'D’ =0 or 1 by Lemma 6.3(c), we get

ID'=1,B>=0,B.I =0,

whence
B.R =B.2B+1)=0 and R'.D'=2B.D'+1.

This gives
L.B=2D'B+R.B=2D'.B=R.D' —1.

But this implies
BL-B*>-2=R'.D-3<D’+R.D —-2=c,

whence we must have B ~ 0, as desired.

It remains to prove the last statement. If D? = 2, then h°(D) = 3, and
clearly all the smooth curves in |L| have Clifford dimension 2, so there is
nothing more to prove. We therefore can assume D? > 4.

We first show that D cannot be decomposed into two moving classes, i.e.
that we cannot have D ~ Dy + Do, with h®(D;) > 2 for i = 1, 2.

Indeed, if this were the case, then since D.I" = 1, we can assume that
D>.I" > 1, whence the contradiction

Dy.L — D? = (D — Dy).L — (D — D3)*> = D.L — D?> — Dy.L + 2D.Dy — D3
<D.L—D?>—-Dy(L—-2D)=c+2—Dy.I' < c+2.
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It follows that D¢ is very ample for any smooth C' € |L|. Indeed, if Z is
a length two scheme that |D]| fails to separate, then by the results in [Kn4]
(see Proposition 1.13) and the fact that D? > 4, we have that Z is contained
in a divisor B satisfying B2 = —2, B.D = 0, or B2 = 0, B.D = 2, or
B? = 2, D ~ 2D. One easily sees that the two last cases would induce a
decomposition D ~ B + (D — B) into two moving classes, which we have just
seen is impossible. So B2 = —2 and B.D = 0. Now (D — B)? > 2 and since

(D-B).L-(D-B)?=D.L—-D?>-T1L+2,

we must have B.L < 1, by the condition (iii). This means that none of the
smooth curves in |L| contain Z, whence D¢ is very ample for any smooth
C € |L], as claimed.

Since h°(D — C) = h*(D — C) = 0, we have r := h%(D) — 1 = h%(D¢) — 1,
which means that |D| embeds C' as a smooth curve of genus g = 4r — 2 and
degree d := g—1 in P". To show that the Clifford dimension of C'is r, it suffices
by [E-L-M-S, Thm. 3.6 (Recognition Theorem)| to show that C' (embedded
by |D|) is not contained in any quadric of rank < 4.

But if this were the case, the two rulings would induce a decomposition of
D into two moving classes, which is impossible by the above.

So C' has Clifford dimension r. [

Remark 3.9. This result can be seen as a generalization of [SD, Rem. 7.13]
and [E-L-M-S, Thm. 4.3]. In [E-L-M-S, Thm. 4.3] the authors prove essentially
the same as above, but with the hypotheses that Pic S ~ZD @& ZI".

Moreover, note that for r > 3, given any of the equivalent conditions in
Proposition 3.8, all the smooth curves in | L| satisfy the conjecture in [E-L-M-S,
p. 175]. Indeed, one immediately sees that it satisfies condition (1) in that con-
jecture, and in [E-L-M-S] it is also shown that any curve satisfying condition
(1) also satisfies the remaining conditions (2)-(4) in that conjecture.

The following result shows that, except for one particular case, any free
Clifford divisor is itself Clifford general. We will need this result later.

Proposition 3.10. Let L be a base point free and big line bundle of Clifford
index ¢ < Lg%lj on a K3 surface, and let D be a free Clifford divisor with
D? > 2.

Then D is Clifford general (i.e. all the smooth curves in |D| have Clifford
index L%J}, except for the case (Q), with ¢ = 2 (in particular D* = 4
and L ~ 2D ), when there exists a smooth elliptic curve E such that E.D = 2

In this case D 1is hyperelliptic.

Proof. Assume D is not Clifford general. Then we can assume D? > 4, and
there is an effective decomposition D ~ A + B, with h%(A) > 2, h%(B) > 2
and A.B =Cliff D42 < |22 12 < |1D2| 4+ 1.

By symmetry, we can assume B.F > %D.F = %(0—1—2). Moreover, we must
have A.L — A2 > ¢+ 2. Hence
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c+2<AL-A*=A(B+F)=D.F-BF+AB
1 1
=c+2-BF+AB<c+2- §(c+2)+1D2+1,

so D? > 2c. Combining with (3.1) we get ¢ = 2, D? = 4 and L ~ 2D, as
asserted.

Since D is hyperelliptic, there either exists a smooth curve E satisfying
E? =0 and E.D = 2, or a smooth curve B such that B2 = 2 and D ~ 2B.
However, in the second we get the contradiction

DL-D?*-2=6>4=B.L—B>-2,

so we must be in the first case. O

3.4 Getting a scroll

Now we return to the theory of scrolls. Let D be a free Clifford divisor.

If D? = 0, then |D| = {Dx}xep: is a pencil, which defines in a natural
way a scroll containing ¢y, (5).

If D* > 0, then dim|D| = $D? + 1 > 1, and we choose a subpencil
{Dx}rep1 C |D| as follows: Pick any two smooth members Dy and Ds € |D|
intersecting in D? distinct points and such that none of these points belong
to the union of the finite set of curves

{I' | TI'is asmooth rational curve, I.L < ¢+ 2}. (3.3)
Then
{Dx}rep1 := the pencil generated by D; and Ds.

The pencil {D,} will be without fixed components (but with D? base
points) and define in a natural way a scroll containing ¢ (S) and of type
determined as in equation (2.2) by the integers

di = h°(L —iD) — h°(L — (i + 1)D), i > 0. (3.4)

Since all choices of subpencils of | D| will give scrolls of the same type, and
scrolls of the same type are isomorphic, the scrolls arising are up to isomor-
phism only dependent on D. We denote these scrolls by T = 7T (¢, D, {Dy}).
If h9(D) = 2, we sometimes write only 7 (c, D).

Since h'(L) = 0, we get by the conditions (C1) and (C5) that 7 has
dimension

1
dim7 = dy = h°(L) — h°(F) :c+2+§D2, (3.5)
and degree
1
degT:hO(F):g—c—1—§D2. (3.6)

Furthermore, each Dy € {Dy} has linear span

Dy = peti+sD?, (3.7)
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Remark 3.11. If h°(D) = r + 1 > 3, then |D| is parametrized by a P".
For each Dy in |D| we may take the linear span Dy = Pet1+2D”  Taking
the union of all these linear spaces, and not only of those corresponding to a
subpencil of |D|, we obtain some sort of “ruled” variety, which perhaps is a
more natural ambient variety for S’ := ¢, (.9) than the scrolls described above
(since it is independent of a choice of pencil). Such a variety is an image of
a P+1+30° hundle over PT. The main reason why we choose to study the
scrolls described above rather than these big “ruled” varieties, is that we know
too little about the latter ones to be able to use them constructively. By using
the scrolls above we are able to utilize the results in [Sc|] and in many cases
find the resolutions of Qg as an Or-module. A detailed explanation will be
given in Chapter 8.
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Two existence theorems

Given integers g > 2 and 0 < ¢ < L%j, one may ask whether there actually
exists a pair (S, L), where S is a K3 surface, L? = 2g — 2 and all smooth
curves in |L| have Clifford index c.

Theorem 4.1 below gives a positive answer to this question. Theorem 4.4
below answers the same kind of question concerning the possible gonalities of
a curve on a K3 surface.

The results in this chapter were first given in [Kn2|. We also include the
material here, to obtain a complete exposition.

Theorem 4.1. Let g and ¢ be integers such that g > 3 and 0 < ¢ < Lg%lj
Then there exists a polarized K3 surface of genus g and Clifford indez c.

The theorem is an immediate consequence of the following

Proposition 4.2. Let d and g be integers such that g > 3 and 2 < d <
ng—lj + 2. Then there exists a K3 surface S with Pic S = ZL & ZE, where
L?=2(9—1), E.L =d and E* = 0. Moreover L is base point free, and

ci=Clif L=d—2< L%j

Furthermore, E is the only Clifford divisor for L (modulo equivalence class)
if d < |55% +2].
To prove this proposition, we first need the following basic existence result:

Lemma 4.3. Let g > 3 and d > 2 be integers. Then there exists a K3 surface
S with Pic S = ZL ® ZE, such that L is base point free and E is a smooth
curve, L? =2(9g — 1), E.L =d and E* = 0.

Proof. By Propositions 1.11 and 1.12, we can find a K 3 surface S with Pic S =
ZL @® ZF, with intersection matrix

e =)

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 31-33, 2004.
(© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004
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and such that L is nef. If L is not base point free, there exists by Proposition
1.10 a curve B such that B? = 0 and B.L = 1. An easy calculation shows
that this is impossible. By [Kn5, Proposition 4.4], we have that |E| contains
a smooth curve. O

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Let S, L and F be as in Lemma 4.3, with d <
|45+ + 2. Note that since E is irreducible, we have h'(E) = 0. By the
cohomology of the short exact sequence

0— Os(E—L) — Og(E) — Oc(E) — 0,

where C' is any smooth curve in |L|, we find that h°(Oc(E)) > h°(E) = 2
and h'(Oc(E)) = h°(L — E) > 2, so Oc(E) contributes to the Clifford index
of C and

-1
chlinOc(E)gE.L—E2—2:d_2<LQTJ_

If ¢ = [%*], then we are finished. If ¢ < [251], then there has to exist an
effective divisor D on S satisfying

¢ = Cliff Oc(D) = D.L — D* — 2.
Since both D and L — D must be effective and E is nef, we must have
D.E>0and (L —D).E>0.
Writing D ~ zL 4 yFE this is equivalent to
dx >0 and d(1 —z) > 0,

which gives x = 0 or 1. These two cases give, respectively, D = yFE or L—D =
—yE. Since h'(D) = h'(L— D) = 0 by (C3), we must havey = 1 and D ~ E.
This shows that ¢ = E.L — E2 —2 = d — 2 and that there are no other Clifford
divisors but E (modulo equivalence class). O

This concludes the proof of Theorem 4.1.
The proof of this theorem also gives the following result, which is of its
own interest:

Theorem 4.4. Let g and k be integers such that g > 2 and 2 < k < L%j
Then there exists a K3 surface containing a smooth curve of genus g and
gonality k.

The surfaces constructed in Proposition 4.2 all have the property that the
only free Clifford divisor (modulo equivalence class) is a smooth elliptic curve
E. One could also perform the same construction with lattices of the form

L? L.D
D.L D?
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with D? > 0 (and satisfying the constraints given by equations (3.1) and
(3.2)), but for each pair (g, c) there might be values of D? that cannot occur.
We will in Chapters 10 and 11 perform more such constructions, also with
lattices of higher ranks. See Proposition 11.5 for a result concerning low values
of c.
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The singular locus of the surface S’ and the
scroll T

The singular locus of ¢, (S) = S’ is well-known, and the results date back to
Saint-Donat [SD], which we briefly present in the first section of this chapter.

In the second section we describe the singular locus of the rational normal
scroll 7 = T (¢, D,{Dy}) constructed as in the previous chapter. Most of the
results are due to the second author, in particular Propositions 5.3, 5.5 and
5.6 and Theorem 5.7. The latter is the main result of this chapter and states
that we can always find a free Clifford divisor D such that Sing 7 is “spanned”
by the images of the base points of the pencil {D)} and the images of the
contracted smooth rational curves across the members of the pencil, i.e. the
curves I with I'L = 0 and I.D > 0 (in fact we will see that I"D = 1). We
call such a Clifford divisor a perfect Clifford divisor. In the proofs we will need
Proposition 1.13.

The proofs of Propositions 5.3, 5.5 and 5.6 and part of Theorem 5.7 are
postponed until the next chapter.

5.1 The singular locus of ¢ (S)

We start this chapter by describing the image S’ := ¢r,(S) by the complete
linear system |L| on the K3 surface S.

Proposition 5.1. Let L be a base point free and big line bundle on a K3
surface S, and denote by 1, the corresponding morphism and by c the Clifford
index of the smooth curves in |L|.

(i) If c=0, @1, is 2 : 1 onto a surface of degree %Lz,

(ii)If ¢ > 0, then ¢y, is birational onto a surface of degree L? (in fact it is an
isomorphism outside of finitely many contracted smooth rational curves),
and S’ 1= ¢ (S) is normal and has only rational double points as singu-
larities. In particular Kgr ~ Og/, and p,(S’) = 1.

Proof. These are well-known results due to Saint-Donat [SD] (see also [Kn4]
for further discussions). O

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 35-45, 2004.
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Let D be a free Clifford divisor and {D)} a subpencil of |D| chosen as
described in the previous chapter.
Define the subset D of the pencil {Dy} by

D :={Dy € {Dx} | ¢r does not contract any component of D) }.

We then have
Lemma 5.2. If ¢ > 0, then Lp, is very ample for all Dy € D.

Proof. By [C-F, Thm. 3.1] it is sufficient to show that for any effective subdi-
visor A of Dy we have L.A > A% + 3.

If A2 >0, then we have L.A> A2 +c¢+2> A%2+3 (which actually holds
for any divisor A on S). If A2 < —2, then L.A > 1> A% + 3, unless L.A = 0,
which proves the lemma. [

5.2 The singular locus of 7 and perfect Clifford divisors

In the rest of this chapter we focus on the singular locus of the rational normal
scroll T =T (¢, D, {Dx}).

It is well-known that the singular locus of a rational normal scroll of type
(e1,...,eq) is a projective space of dimension r — 1, where

r:=H#{e; | e; =0} (5.1)
From equation (2.2) we have
r=dy—dy =h°(L)+h°(L —2D) - 2h°(L — D).

By property (C2), when L ¢ 2D, we have for R := L — 2D by Riemann-
Roch

1
h°(R) = 532 +24+h'(R).

Note that we have h°(R) > 0 if L? > 4c + 6, and h°(R) = 0 if and only if
L? =4c+4 and hY(R) = 0.

If L ~ 2D, we have D? = c¢+2 and h%(L —2D) = h°(Og) = 1. In general,
using Riemann-Roch and the fact that H'(L) = H'(L — D) = 0, we get the
following expression for r:

. {D2+h1(L—2D) if L ot 2D (equiv. D? # ¢+ 2),

D? -1 if L ~ 2D (equiv. D? = ¢+ 2) (5.2)

The next results will show that the term D? (or D? —1) can be interpreted
geometrically as follows: The pencil {D)} has n = D? distinct base points,
denote their images by ¢, by z1, ..., x,. The linear spaces D) that sweep out
the scroll 7 will intersect in the linear space spanned by these points, which
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we denote by < x1,...,%, >. This is a P! when L # 2D and a P"~2 when
L ~2D.
Define the set

Rr.p:={I | I'isasmooth rational curve, I.L =0 and ID > 0}. (5.3)

The members of ¢ ({Dx}) will intersect in the points {¢r(I")}rer, , in
addition to the images of the D? base points of {D,}. If these extra points
pose new independent conditions, they will contribute to the singular locus
of 7. We will show below that among all free Clifford divisors, we can choose
one such that the term h'(L —2D) will correspond exactly to the singularities
of the scroll arising from the contractions of the curves in Rz p.

The contraction of smooth rational curves I" which are not in Ry p, will
occur in some fiber. Indeed, since D.I" = 0 one calculates h®(D—1T") = h%(D)—
1, whence I will be a component of a unique reducible member of {Dy}.
Clearly, such contractions which occur in some fiber, and not transversally to
the fibers, will not influence the singularities of 7.

The proofs of the next three propositions are rather long and tedious, and
will therefore be postponed until the next chapter.

Proposition 5.3. Let D be a free Clifford divisor for L and I' a curve in
Rr.p-

Then D.I' = 1, F.I' = —1 and I' is contained in the base locus A of F.
As a consequence, A.D = #Ry p, where the elements are counted with the
multiplicity they have in A.

Furthermore, if v is any reduced and connected effective divisor such that
v.L =0 and v.D > 0, then D.y = 1.

In particular, the curves in R, p are disjoint.

We defined the cases (E0)-(E2) in Chapter 3. We also need to define the
following two cases for ¢ = 0:

(E3) L ~ 3D + 2I + Iy, Iy and Iy are smooth rational curves, ¢ = D? = 0,
[2=6,D.Iy=1,D.I =0, [L.I[h = 1.

(E4) L ~ 4D + 2I', T is a smooth rational curve, ¢ = D? = 0, L? = 8,
D.I'=1.

Note that in all cases (E0)-(E4) we have h'(L — 2D) = A.D — 1. More
precisely we have:

(E0)A=T,AD=1, hl( —2D) =0,

(EI)A F1+F2,AD—2 hl(L—QD):

( ) =2+ 211 + -- +2FN+FN+1+FN+27A.D:2,h1(L—2D):1,
(E3) A= 2Ty + I, A.D =2, h'(L — 2D) = 1

(E4) A —QF,A.DZQ,hl(L—QD):l.

Remark 5.4. If D is any free Clifford divisor not of type (E0)-(E4), then it
will follow from equation (6.14) in Chapter 6 that h*(L — 2D) > A.D.
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Proposition 5.5. Among all free Clifford divisors for L there is one, call it
D, with the following property (denoting by A the base locus of F := L —D):
If D is not of type (E0)-(E4), then

h'(L —2D) = A.D.

We will also need the following;:

Proposition 5.6. We have for D a free Clifford divisor
1
h'(L —2D) < se+1 - D?

except possibly for the case L? < 4c+6 and A = 0, the cases (E0)-(E2) above,
and the case

L?=4c+4,D.A=1,A% = —2. (5.4)
In this latter case, D? < c.

We now study the singular locus V' of the scroll 7. By equation (5.2)
we know its dimension r — 1, and in the following results we will see which
points in ¢, (S) that span V and how ¢, (S) intersects V. We will divide the
treatment into the two cases ¢ = 0 and ¢ > 0. We recall from Proposition 5.1
that these two cases are naturally different.

We will now treat the case ¢ > 0. Since we choose the base points of
the pencil {D,} to be distinct and to lie outside of the finitely many curves
in Ry p, the images by ¢, of these points will be n = D? distinct points
in ¢r(S), denote them by x1,...,z,, and their preimages by p1,...,p,. Let
m = D.A and let

Rep={I1,..., I}, (5.5)

and define
m,; := multiplicity of I; in A. (5.6)

Thenm = Z:f:l m;. Denote by y1, . . ., y; the images (distinct from a1, ..., ;)
of the contractions of the curves in Ry p, and by ¢i,x,...,q,x their corre-
sponding preimages in each fiber. So ¢; x = I; N Dj.

In the cases (E0)-(E2) of Proposition 5.5, we use the following notation:

(E0) y = ¢r(I),
(El)y or(I), y2 = or(I3),
(E2) yo = ¢r(I0)-

We will denote by ¢x, g1,x, g2,» and go » their respective preimages in the
fiber D,.

Also, recall from p. 22 that we denote the special case L ~ 2D by (Q).

For each Dy € D, we can identify Dy with its image D) := ¢ (Dy) on 5’
by Lemma 5.2. Moreover, we clearly have that the multiplicities of the points
Diy--sDPnyqin, - -5 Gi,x o0 each Dy is one, hence these points are all smooth
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points of D), and consequently all z1,...,Z,,y1,...,y: are smooth points of
D;.

For any D) € D, we define Z, to be the zero-dimensional subscheme of
length n 4+ m of D, defined by

Zx:=p1+ -+ DPnFmigia+ o+ M. (5.7)
In particular

t
OD/\(Z)\) :OD)\(D—i_Zm’LFZ) (58)
i=1
This zero-dimensional scheme can, by the isomorphism between Dy and D},
be identified with the following zero-dimensional subscheme of DY, which we
by abuse of notation denote by the same name:

Iy =21+ +Tp +miyra + Y-

Note that in the case (Q) all the Z) are equal to p1 + --- + p, and will be
denoted by Z.

In the special cases (Q), (E0)-(E2) we will also define the following zero-
dimensional subschemes of Z) (which we again will identify to their corre-
sponding subschemes of DY ):

Q) Z'=pi+-+pi+-+n,

(E0) Zox :==p1+ -+ pn,

( ) i\ _p1+ +pn+qi7/\7i:1727
(E2) Zox :==p1+ -+ DPn+qox

By < Z > we will mean the linear span of a zero-dimensional scheme Z
on S’.
The following is the main result of this chapter:

Theorem 5.7. Assume ¢ > 0. Among all free Clifford divisors for L there is
one, call it D, satisfying the property in Proposition 5.5 and with the following
three additional properties:

(a) If D is not of type (Q), (E0), (E1) or (E2), then for all Dy € D we have
V= Sing T =< Z) >~ Prtm-1

and if D is of one of the particular types above, then:
(Q) V=<2Z'>=<Z>~P" 2 dlli.
(EO)V =< Z07)\ >=< Iy > Pnil,
(E1)V =< Z1 )\ >=<Zy ) >=< Z) >~ P",
(E2)V =< Zoy >=< 2y >~ P".
(b) V does not intersect S’ (set-theoretically) outside the points in the support
Of Z,\.
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(c¢) For any irreducible D)y, we have
VNDy=2,.

In the theorem above, the following convention is used: P~! = ) (which
happens if and only if n = m = 0 and implies that the scroll is smooth).

Remark 5.8. If D is any free Clifford divisor, we have V. 2< Z) >=~
Prtm=1 " except in the cases (Q), (E0)-(E2), where the property (a) is au-
tomatically fulfilled.

If D is not of type (E1) or (E2), the properties (b) and (c) automatically
hold. If D is of type (E1) or (E2), then it might be that V intersects S’ outside
of the support of < Zy >.

The proof of Theorem 5.7 will be divided in the general case and in the
special cases (Q), (E0)-(E2). We will only prove the two first properties. The
last one will be left to the reader.

In this chapter, we give the proofs for the general case and the cases (Q)
and (EO). The proof of the case (E1) is postponed until the next chapter, and
the proof of the case (E2) is similar and therefore left to the reader.

We will write A € D for a A such that D, € D.

Proof of Theorem 5.7 in the general case. Let s := n 4+ m. To prove that <
Zy >~ P"t™m=1 it suffices to prove that the natural map

H(L) — H°(L® Og,)

is surjective for all A € D.

So assume this map is not surjective for some A. Then there exists a
subscheme Z' C Z, of length s’ < s, for some integer s’ > 2 (since L is
base point free), such that the map H°(L) — H°(L ® Oz/) is not surjective,
but such that the map H°(L) — H°(L ® Ogz») is surjective for all proper
subschemes Z" G Z'. We now use Propositions 5.5 and 5.6.

If A=0and L? < 4c+ 6, we have n = D? < cand m = 0, so

L > 4(c+1) > 4(n+1) = 4(s + 1).
If we are in the case given by (5.4), we have
L* > 4(c+1) > 4(n+2) = 4(s + 1).

In all other cases, we have s = m+n < L%cj + 1 by Propositions 5.5 and 5.6,
so

L* > 4(c+1) 24(%@ +2) > 4(s+1).

Therefore, by Proposition 1.13, there exists an effective divisor B passing
through Z’ and satisfying B? > —2, h'(B) = 0 and the numerical conditions

2B < BIL< B?>+ ¢ < 2¢.
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If B2 > 0, then B would induce a Clifford index ¢ < s’ —2 < n+m—2 on
the smooth curves in |L|. If A =0 and L? < 4c + 6, we get the contradiction
cg <n—2 < ¢—2.If we are in the case given by (5.4), we get the contradiction
cg <n—1<c¢—2. Finally, in all other cases, we have cg <n+m—2 < L%cj,
again a contradiction.

Hence B2 = —2 and B is supported on a union of smooth rational curves.
Furthermore, B.L < s’ —2 and B.D > s’ (the last inequality follows since D)
passes through 7).

We now consider the effective decomposition

L~ (D+B)+(F-B).

Firstly note that L.(D+ B) < n+s'+c and (D+ B)? > n+2s’' —2, whence
(F-B)?=(L-D-B)?>2c—n+2>c+2>0,so that k% F — B) > 2.

Secondly, L.(D + B) — (D + B)? —2 < ¢ — s’ < ¢, a contradiction.

For the second statement, it suffices to show that there is no point zg €
S —A{x1,...,Tn,y1, ...,y } such that S’ has an (s + 1)-secant (s — 1)-plane
through Z, and z¢ for all \.

Assume, to get a contradiction, that there is such a point xg. Choose any
preimage po of xg, and denote by X the zero-dimensional scheme defined as
the union of Zy and pg. Fix any A such that D) is irreducible.

In these terms we have that the natural map

HY(L) — H°(L ® Ox,)

is not surjective.

Then there exists a subscheme X’ C X, of length s’ +1 < s+ 1, for some
integer s’ > 1, such that the map H°(L) — HY(L @ Ox/) is not surjective,
but such that the map HY(L) — HY(L ® Ox») is surjective for all proper
subschemes X" & X'.

Since L? > 4(s + 1) by the above, there exists by Proposition 1.13 again
an effective divisor B passing through X’ and satisfying B> > —2, h*(B) =0
and the numerical conditions

2B?< BL<B?+s+1<2s+2.

As above, if B? > 0, we would get a contradiction on the Clifford index
c. Hence B? = —2 and B is supported on a union of smooth rational curves.
Furthermore, B.L < s’ —1 and B.D > s’ (the last inequality follows since D)
is irreducible).

As above, the effective decomposition

L~ (D+B)+(F-B)

induces a Clifford index < ¢ on the smooth curves in |L|, unless s’ = 1,
B.L = 0 and B.D = 1. This means that py lies in some divisor which is
contracted to one of the points y1,...,y:. Hence x( is one of these points, a
contradiction. O
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Proof of Theorem 5.7 in the case L ~ 2D. It suffices to prove that if there is
apoint zg € 8" —{x1,...,4, ..., 2, } for some 4, such that S’ has an n-secant
(n — 2)-plane through x¢ and Z*, then zg = ;.

Choose any preimage pg of zg, and denote by X; the zero-dimensional
scheme defined by py and Z°. We will show that if the natural map

H°(L) — H°(L ® Ox,)

is not surjective, then py = p;.

Let X’ C X, be a subscheme of length n’ < n, for some integer n’ > 2,
such that the map H°(L) — H°(L ® Ox) is not surjective, but such that the
map H°(L) — H°(L® Oxn) is surjective for all proper subschemes X" G X'.

By assumption, we have n = D? = ¢+ 2 and L? = 4c+ 8 = 4n. Hence, by
Proposition 1.13, there exists an effective divisor B passing through X’ and
satisfying B? > —2 and the numerical conditions

2(a) 2 /(b) /
2B < L.B< BX+n' <20/,

with equality in (a) or (b) implying L ~ 2B.

Since B passes through X’, we have B.D > n/ — 1, whence B.L > 2n’ — 2.
From the inequalities above, we get B2 > n/ — 2 > 0, so we have n’ = n and
B.L = B? 4 n, since otherwise B would induce a Clifford index < n —2 = ¢
on the smooth members of |L|. This leaves us with the two possibilities:

(i) B2=nand L ~2B, or (i) B®=n—1.

But in the second case, by Proposition 1.13, we have L ~ 2B + I', for
I' a smooth rational curve, which is impossible, since L ~ 2D. So we are
in case (i), and B € |D|. By the last assertion in Proposition 1.13 we have
h%(B® Jx/) = h°(E — B) = 2, so there is a pencil P of divisors in | D| passing
through X'.

We claim that any divisor Dy € |D| passing through n — 1 of the points
P1,- - -, Pn, Will also pass through the last one. Indeed, by the surjectivity of the
map H°(D) — H%(Op, (D)), we reduce to the same statement for Op, (D).
By Riemann-Roch, this is equivalent to h°(Op,(Z)) > 2 and Op,(Z) base
point free, which are both satisfied since Op,(Z) ~ Op, (D), and Og(D) is
base point free.

Since Z contains the points pg, ..., Di, - - . , Pn, We have that all the members
in P contain all the points po, . .., p,. Therefore, P is the pencil {D,}, whose
general member is smooth and irreducible. Since all the members intersect in
n points, we have py = p;, as asserted. [

Proof of Theorem 5.7 in the case (E0). We first prove that < Z , >~ P"~!
for all A. If this were not true, the natural map

H°(L) — H°(L® Og,,)
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would not be surjective for some \.

As usual let Z' C Zj » be a subscheme of length n’ < n, for some integer
n’ > 2, such that the map H°(L) — H°(L ® Oz/) is not surjective, but such
that the map H°(L) — H°(L ® Oz~) is surjective for all proper subschemes
7"S 7.

Since L? = 4n + 2 = 4(n — 1) + 6, we get by Proposition 1.13 that there
exists an effective divisor B passing through Z’ such that B?> > —2, h'(B) = 0
and

2B* < B.L<B*+n' <2n.

If B2 > 0, we would get that B induces a Clifford index cg <n'—2 < c—1
on the smooth curves in |L|, a contradiction.

So BZ = —2, and B is necessarily supported on a union of smooth rational
curves, since h'(B) = 0. But B.L <n’ —2<n—2=c—1 and Z’ consists
of base points of {Dy}. This means that B passes through some of these base
points, which contadicts the fact that we have chosen these base points to lie
outside of smooth rational curves of degree < ¢+ 2 with respect to L.

So < Zpx >~ P71 and by equation (5.2) and Proposition 5.5 we know
that V ~ P"~! so the point y does not pose any additional conditions.

To prove the last assertion, assume to get a contradiction that there exists
a point g € S — {z1,...,Zpn,y} such that S” has an (n + 1)-secant (n — 1)-
plane through zy and Zj ). Choose any preimage pg of z¢ and denote by X
the zero-dimensional scheme defined by py and Zy . We then have that the
natural map

HY(L) — H°(L ® Ox,)

is not surjective. Fix a A.

Again let X’ C X, be a subscheme of length n’ + 1 < n + 1, for some
integer n’ > 1, such that the map H°(L) — H°(L ® Ox) is not surjective,
but such that the map H(L) — H°(L® Ox) is surjective for all subschemes
X" X'

Since L? = 4n + 2 and L is not divisible by assumption, we get by Propo-
sition 1.13 again that there exists an effective divisor B passing through X’
satisfying B2 > —2, h'(B) = 0 and the numerical conditions

2B < BL<B?>+n'+1<2n +2.

If B2 = —2 then, since Z’ has length > 2, we must have that B passes
through some of the base points of {D,}, a contradiction as above.

So B2 > 0,n = n' and X’ = X,. Since h°(L — B) > h%(B) > 2 by
Proposition 1.13 again, we have that B is a Clifford divisor, and by Proposition
3.8, we have D ~ B. By the last statement in Proposition 1.13, we have I' N
X, # 0, whence we conclude that py € I'. This gives the desired contradiction
ro=y. O

It will be convenient to make the following definition:
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Definition 5.9. A free Clifford divisor satisfying the properties described in
Proposition 5.5 and Theorem 5.7 will be called a perfect Clifford divisor.

In the next chapter we will prove Proposition 5.5 and Theorem 5.7, thus
proving that we can find a perfect Clifford divisor.

The main advantage of choosing a perfect Clifford divisor is that we then
get a nice description of the singular locus of 7 and how it intersects S’ as
in Theorem 5.7 above. This theorem states that Sing 7 is “spanned” by the
images of the base points of the chosen subpencil of |D| and the contracted
curves, and moreover that it intersects S’ in only these points. If D is not
perfect, then Sing 7 2 Zy, as seen in Remarks 5.4 and 5.8. In Proposition
8.39 below we will see an example where this occurs.

It will also be practical, for classification purposes, to restrict the attention
to perfect Clifford divisors, as we will do in Chapter 11.

Apart from this, any free Clifford divisor will be equally fit for our pur-
poses.

We include an additional description of the case (Q):

Proposition 5.10. Assume D is a free Clifford divisor of type (Q) and ¢ >
2. Then ¢r,(S) is the 2-uple embedding of vp(S), except in the special case
described in Proposition 8.10 (where ¢ = 2 and there exists a smooth elliptic
curve E such that E.D = 2, in which case D is hyperelliptic).

Proof. By [SD, Thm. 6.1] ¢, is the 2-uple embedding of ¢p(S), when D is
not hyperelliptic.

Conversely, if D is hyperelliptic, then ¢p is not birational, so ¢ cannot
be the 2-uple embedding of ¢ (S).

Since we assume ¢ > 2, we have D? > 4, and we can use Proposition 3.10
to conclude the proof. O

The special case appearing in the proposition will be thouroughly described
in Proposition 8.39 below.
If ¢ = 0, there exist two kinds of (free) Clifford divisors for L, namely:

1. D?=0, D.L =2 and
2. D?=2,L~2D.

In both these cases ¢r,(S) is 2 : 1 on each fiber.
In the case ¢ = 0 we have the following result:

Proposition 5.11. Assume ¢ = 0. Let D be a free Clifford divisor for L.
Then D?> =0 and V = () except in the following cases:

(Q) L ~ 2D, D?> =2,V = {x}, where x is the common image of the two
base points of the chosen pencil { Dy},

(E1)D*> =0, L~2D+ 11+ 13, V ={or(IN)} = {er(I2)},

(E,Q)DQ =0,L~2D+2Iv+2IN+ - +2IN+ N1+ INg2, V = {(pL(Fo)},

(Eg)D2=0, L~3D+2[y+ I, VZ{(pL(Fo)},

(E4)D? =0, L~ 4D +2I, V = {pr(I)}.
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Proof. For D? = 0, this follows from the fact that except for the cases (E1)-
(E4), the base locus A of L — D is zero, which is shown in the proof of [SD,
Prop. 5.7]. In the other case, it follows from the equation (5.1). O

All these cases have been completely described in [SD, Prop. 5.6 and 5.7].

When V = {), then ¢ (S) is a rational ruled surface.

The cases where there are contractions across the fibers, are the cases
(E1)-(E4). In these cases ¢ (S) is a cone.

In the case (Q), 1 (S) is the Veronese surface in P°.
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Postponed proofs

In this chapter we will give the proofs omitted in the previous chapter.

Throughout this chapter L will be a base point free and big line bundle of
non-general Clifford index c. In particular, this implies L? > 4c + 4.

Also we write F' := L — D and R := L — 2D = F — D, and denote the
(possibly zero) base divisor of |F'| by A. Recall that L.A = 0 and that we have
h°(R) = 0 if and only if L? = 4c¢ + 4 and h*(R) = 0. In particular, h'(R) > 0
implies that R > 0.

Furthermore, we have

Lemma 6.1. If h°(R) =0, then A= 0.

Proof. We have L? = 4c+4, so we cannot be in the cases (Q) or (E1), whence
D? < ¢. Choose any smooth curve Dy € |D| and let Fp, := F ® Op,. Then
deg Fp, = c+2 > D? + 2 = 2g(Dy), whence Fp, is base point free.

We first will show that this implies that F' is nef.

Taking cohomology of the short exact sequence

0 — R— F— Fp, — 0,

and of the same sequence tensored with —A, we get the following two exact
sequences (using h’(R) = h°(R — A) = h'(R) = 0)

0 —— HY(F) —— H°(Fp,) —— 0

This gives h°((F — A)p,) > h°(Fp,), whence A.D = 0, since Fp, is base
point free. This means that for any smooth rational curve I" in the support
of A, we have I'D = I''"F = 0. Hence F is nef.

By Lemma 1.10 it now suffices to show that F' is not of the type F' ~
kE+1T, for E a smooth elliptic curve and I" a smooth rational curve satisfying

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 47-57, 2004.
(© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004
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E.I' = 1 and an integer k£ > 2. But if this were the case, we would have
E.L =2+ c¢/k. If ¢ # 0, this would mean that E induces a lower Clifford
index than ¢ on the smooth curves in |L|, a contradiction. If ¢ = 0, we get
D.F = 2 and D? = (. But this would give R?> = (F — D)? > —2 and by
Riemann-Roch, we would then get the contradiction h°(F — D) > 1. O

By this lemma, if h°(R) = 0, the Propositions 5.3, 5.5 and 5.6 will auto-
matically be satisfied. So for the rest of this chapter, we will assume R > 0.

Let Fy be the moving component of |F|. Since R > 0, we can write Fy ~
D + A for some divisor A > 0. Thus we have

F~D+R~Fy+A~D+ A+ A, (6.1)

and
L~2D+ A+ A. (6.2)

We will first study the divisors above more closely.

Lemma 6.2. Ezcept for the cases (E3) and (E4), the general member of |Fy|
is smooth and irreducible.

Proof. Since |Fp| is base point free, by Proposition 1.9 we only need to show
that Fy 4 kE, for E a smooth elliptic curve and an integer k > 2.

Assume, to get a contradiction, that Fy ~ kE, then by (6.1), we have
D~Fand A~ (k—1)E.Letd:=c+2=FE.L>2.

Since L ~ (k+1)E+ A, we get L?> = d(k+1), s0 h°(L) = d(k+1)/2 + 2,
and h°(F) = h°(kE) = k + 1. On the other hand, by equation (3.6), we have
h(F) = hO(L) — d.

Combining the last three equations, we get

k+1=dk—1)/2+2,

which is only possible if d = 2, i.e. ¢ = 0. A case by case study as in the proof
of [SD, Prop. 5.7] establishes the lemma in this latter case. O

We gather some basic properties of R.

Lemma 6.3. (a)If R = Ry + Ry is an effective decomposition, then Ry.Ra >
0.

(b) If v is an effective divisor satisfying v = —2 and v.R < 0, then v.R = —1
or —2.

(c) If 7 is an effective divisor satisfying v> = —2 and v.L = 0, then either
vD=~F=~R=0o0rv.D=1,~vF=-1and v.R = —-2.

(d)If I is a smooth rational curve, then I' € Ry p if and only if 'R = —2
and I'L = 0.

Proof. To prove (a), one immediately sees that if R;.Rs < 0, then the effective
decomposition L ~ (D 4+ Ry) + (D + R3) would induce a Clifford index < c.
The other assertions are immediate consequences of (a). O
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This concludes the proof of Proposition 5.3.

Lemma 6.4. Except for the cases (E3) and (E4), the following holds:
A2 = —2D.A and A.A=0.

Proof. By Lemma 6.2, we have h!(Fp) = 0. From 0 = A.L = 2A.D+A. A+ A2
we get
A? = —2A.D — AA. (6.3)

Furthermore, we also have

1 1 1
hO(Fy) = h°(F) = §F02 + Fo. A+ §A2 +2=h"Fp) + (D + A).A+ §A2,

which implies
A% = 2A.D - 2A.A. (6.4)

Combining equations (6.3) and (6.4), we get A.A =0 and A? = -2D.A. O

We have seen in Proposition 3.8, that if there exists a free Clifford divisor
of type (E0), then all free Clifford divisors are linearly equivalent and of type
(EO0).

We now take a closer look at the types (E1) and (E2).

Proposition 6.5. Let L be a base point free and big line bundle of non-general
Clifford index ¢ on a K3 surface and let D be a free Clifford divisor of type
(E1) or (E2).

If D' # D is any other free Clifford divisor, then B := D — D’ > 0 and

AD =0,AB=2B*=-2. (6.5)

Proof. Let R’ := L — 2D’ as usual, and note that R’ ~ 2B + A.
Since R”> = L2 —4(c + 2) = A2 = —4, we get B2 + B.A = 0. Combined
with A.D = A.(D' 4+ B) = 2, we get the two possibilities

(a) A.D'>2 A.B<0,B?>0,
(b) A.D' =0, A.B =2, B> = -2.

Using D’ ? < ¢, we calculate

1 1 1
B.L=g(R ~A).L=3R.L=g(L-2D)L (6.6)
1
:§(L2—2(D’2+c+2))220+2—c—c—2:0.

In case (a) we then must have B.L > 0 by the Hodge index theorem, so
B > 0 by Riemann-Roch. We get

B.R =B.(2B+A)=B2>0 and R.D'=2B.D'+ AD' >2B.D +2,

which gives
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LB=2D'B4+R.B=2D'.B+B?*<R.D'+B?-2.
But this implies
BL-B>-2<R.D—-4<D°+R.D-2=c,

whence we must have B ~ 0.

So we must be in case (b), and by Riemann-Roch we have either B > 0
or —B > 0. We sce from (6.6) that B.L > 0 unless D'* = D2 = ¢. But if the
latter holds, since both D’ and D are assumed to be free Clifford divisors (so
that h'(D) = hY(D’) = 0), we have h%(D) = h%(D’), whence D ~ D’ and
B ~ 0, a contradiction. Hence D.L > 0, so B > 0 and we are done. [

As seen below, we will distinguish between inclusions D’ < D as in Propo-
sition 6.5 with A" =0 and A’ # 0 (where A’ is the base divisor of |L — D).

By Propositions 3.7 and 3.8 it is clear that we can choose a free Clifford
divisor D with the two additional properties (recall that A as usual denotes
the base divisor of |L — D|):

(C6) If D' is any other free Clifford divisor such that D’ > D, then A # 0
and D’ is of type (E1) or (E2).

(CT)If D is of type (E1) or (E2) above, and D’ is any other free Clifford
divisor satisfying (C6), then D" ~ D.

Property (C6) is a maximality condition: it means that we choose a free
Clifford divisor which is not contained in any other free Clifford divisor, unless
possibly when A # 0 and it is contained in some free Clifford divisor of type
(E1) or (E2).

Property (C7) means that if we can, we will choose among all free Clifford
divisors satisfying (C6), one that is not of type (E1) or (E2).

It turns out, as we will show in this chapter, that free Clifford divisors
satisfying the additional properties (C6) and (C7) will be perfect, i.e. they
will satisfy Propositions 5.5 and 5.7.

Now assume R = R; + Rs is an effective decomposition such that R;.Rs =
0. Then L ~ (D + Ry) + (D + R2) is an effective decomposition satisfying

(D4 Ry).(D+Ry)=D?>+D.(Ry + Ry) = D.F=c+2,

so this decomposition induces the same Clifford index c. This means that
either D + Ry or D + Rs is a Clifford divisor. This enables us to prove the
following:

Proposition 6.6. Assume D is not of type (E3) or (E4) and satisfies (C6)
and (C7). Assume furthermore that there exists an effective decomposition
R = Ry + Ry such that R1.Ro = 0 and such that D + Ry is a Clifford divisor.

Then either A # 0 and D + Ry is of type (E1) or (E2), or there exists a
smooth rational curve I' satisfying either
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() I D=IF=IL=0,IRi=-1,T'Ry=1, or
(I) I'D=1,I"F=—1,I"L=0, Ry = -2, IRy = 0.

Proof. Let Dy := D + Ry and Dy := D + Rs. Since D; is a Clifford divisor
containing D, we have by condition (C6) that either D; is not a free Clifford
divisor, or A # 0 and D, is of type (E1) or (E2).

So we can assume D7 is not a free Clifford divisor, which means that Dy
is not base point free.

If Dy is nef, then by Lemma 1.10 it is of the form

Di ~ IE + I,

for some smooth elliptic curve F and smooth rational curve I satisfying
E.Iy =1, and some integer [ > 2. This gives

Ri~(—-1)E+Iy and D~ E.
Write
Dy=D+ Ry ~D+ M+ B,
where B > 0 is the base divisor of Dy and M > 0. Note that M + B ~ Rs.
‘We have
0=Ri1.Re=((l-1)D+Iy).(M+ B) (6.7)
=(-1)DM+ (I-1)D.B+Iy.M + I.B.

Also, we have an effective decomposition
R~ ((l-1)D+ M+ B)+ Iy,
such that, using (6.7),
(1-1)D+M+B).Ty =1—14+I0.M+Ty.B = (1-1)(1—D.M—D.B). (6.8)

By [SD, Lemma 3.7], if M # 0, either M ~ kD, with D? = 0, for some integer
k> 1, or D.M > 2. In this latter case, the latter product in (6.8) would
be negative, contradicting Lemma 6.3. So we must have M ~ kD, for some
integer k > 0 and D.B =0 or 1.
SOR~Ri+Ry~(—-1)D+Ip+M+B~(k+1—1)D+ I+ B and

¢c+2=DF=D.(D+R)=((k+1)D+Ty+B).D<2,

which gives ¢ = 0 and B.D = 1. A short analysis as in part (b) of the proof
of [SD, Lemma 5.7.2] shows that D is then of type (E3) or (E4).

So D; is not nef, which means that there exists a smooth rational curve
I" such that I"D; < 0, whence I' is fixed in |D;| and I'.L = 0, by Proposition
2.6. Combining I"'Dy =I"D+IT.R; < —land0=I"L=2"D+TIT.R1+ IR,
we get
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1-TI'Ry<T'D<-1-T.R;. (6.9)

Furthermore, by Lemma 6.3(b), we have
I'R=TITRi+I.Ry > —2. (6.10)

If Ry = I', we are done by Lemma 6.3(c), so we can assume that Ry —I" > 0.
Then by Lemma 6.3(a) we have (R1 —I").(Re+1I") = R1.Ro+I"Ri—I""Ry+2 >
0, which implies

I'Ry — 'Ry > —2. (6.11)

Combining (6.10) and (6.11), we get
—2—T'Ri<I'Ry <2+ IRy and I'R{y > —2. (612)

Combining (6.12) with (6.9) and Lemma 6.3(c), we end up with the two
possibilities given by (I) and (II) above. O

We now need a basic lemma about A.

Lemma 6.7. If A =0, then D is of one of the types (E0)-(E2).
If A2 < —2, then one of the following holds:

a)A? = -4, A =0, L? =4c+4,

(a)

(b)) A2=-2 A=0, L? =4c+6,

(c) A2 = -2, A2 = -2 D.A=1, L? =4c+4.

Moreover, in case (c) we have D? < c.

Proof. If A = 0, we must have —4 < A? = R? < —2, whence A%2 = —4 or
—2, D.A = 2 or 1 respectively (by Lemma 6.4), and L? = 4c + 4 or 4c+ 6
respectively. An analysis as in Proposition 3.7 now gives that D is as in one
of the cases (E0)-(E2).

If A2 < -2, we have by R? = A2 + A% = L2 — 4(c + 2) (where we have
used Lemma 6.4) that either A = 0 and we are in case (a) or (b) above, or
that A2 = —2, A2 = -2, D.A =1 (by Lemma 6.4) and L? = 4c + 4, i.e. case
(c).

In this latter case, we have
¢c+2=DF=D*+DA+DA=D?>+D.A+1,

whence D? = ¢+ 1 — D.A. Since D + A ~ F; is base point free, we have
D.A > 2 by [SD, (3.9.6)], whence D? < c. O

We can now prove Proposition 5.6.

First note that the Proposition is true for the cases (E3) and (E4), so we
will from now on assume that we are not in any of these two cases.

When we are not in the exceptional cases of the proposition (which are
the cases (E0)-(E2) and the cases (a)-(c) of the last lemma), we have A # 0
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and A2 > 0. In particular h°(A) > 2. Moreover h°(L — A) > h°(2D) > 3.
From the standard exact sequence for any C' € |L|

0—A—-L—A— Ac — 0,

we see that Ac contributes to the Clifford index of C, and moreover that
hO(Ac) > hO(A).
We first claim that

h'(A) = D* —c—2+ D.A+h'(R). (6.13)
Indeed, we have by Lemma 6.2 that h'(Fy) = 0, whence
hO(F) = hO(Fy) = h°(D + A) = %DQ + D.A+ %AQ +2
= %DQ + D.A+hY(A) — h'(A),
which gives

h°(A) = h°(R) = h°(F) — L.D + gDQ + h'(R)
= (%DQ + D.A+h°(A) — h'(A)) — L.D + §D2 + hY(R)
= h°(A) + D?* —c—2+ D.A+ h'(R) — h(A),

whence (6.13) follows.
Now we get

Cliff AC = degAC — Q(hO(Ac) — 1)
< L.A- 2(%A2 + 14 h'(A)
= L.A—A%* -2 -2h'(A)
=2D.A-2-2(D*—c—-2+D.A+h'(R))
=2(c+1— D? - h'(R)).
But since A¢ contributes to the Clifford index of C, we must have

Cliff Ac > ¢, whence Proposition 5.6 follows.
Before proving the next result, we will need the following easy lemma.

Lemma 6.8. Assume D is not as in (E3) or (E4). If A ~ A1 + Az is an
effective decomposition such that A1.As <0, then

A1 Ay = A1 A=A A=0,

and either D + Ay or D + Ay is a Clifford divisor.
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Proof. By Lemma 6.4 we have A.A = 0, so we can assume (possibly after
interchanging A; and As) that 4;.A < 0 and A2.A > 0. Then R ~ A; +
(A2 + A) is an effective decomposition of R such that

Al.(AQ + A) =A1. A5+ A1.A 0.

By Lemma 6.3(a) we must have equality, whence A;.42 = A;.A = A3. A =0.
If Ay.L > As.L (resp. Ay.L > A;.L), then clearly D + A; (resp. D + As)
is a Clifford divisor by condition (C2).
If Aj.L = As.L, then D+ A; is not a Clifford divisor if and only if h°((D +
A))—(D+As_;+A)) = h°(A; — A3_; — A) > 0. Clearly this condition cannot
hold for both i = 1 and 2. So we are done. [

The next result is the crucial one to prove Proposition 5.5.

Proposition 6.9. If D satisfies (C6) and (C7), then H'(A) = 0 except for
the case (E4).

Proof. The result is trivial if A = 0. So we will assume A > 0. Also, the result
is fulfilled in the case (E3), so we can assume D is not as in (E3) or (E4). In
particular, we can use the Lemmas 6.4 and 6.8.

If h'(—A) = h'(A) > 0, then A cannot be numerically 1-connected,
whence there exists a nontrivial effective decomposition A ~ A; + Ay such
that A;.As < 0. By the previous lemma, we have A;.As = A1.A = A, A =0,
and (possibly after interchanging A; and As) we can assume that D + A; is
a Clifford divisor.

Assume first that D and D + A; are as in the special case where A # 0
and D' := D + A is a free Clifford divisor of type (E1) or (E2), so the base
divisor A’ of

Fl=L-D' ~D+Ay+A~D+A + A

satisfies A’? = —4. Furthermore, by Proposition 6.5, A’.D = 0, A? = —2 and
Ay A" = 2. Also, since A'.L = 0and D'L = F'.L, we must have A{.L = As.L.
Also note that Ay ¢ Ay, since A;.A3 = 0.

Since (A; — Az).L = 0, we must by the Hodge index theorem have A% =
(A; — A3)? < —2. By Lemma 6.7 and the fact that A # 0, this gives us

AT =2, A3=0, A%?= -2,

We then get from L2 =4c+4 = 2D+ A+ A).L =2D.L+A.L=2D?+2c+
4+ A.L, that
A.L =2(c— D?).

Since A1.L = A5.L, we have

AL =Ay.L =c— D2
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So Ay would induce a Clifford index < L.Ay — A3 —2=c— D? -2 < con
the smooth curves in |L|, a contradiction.

So we can now use Proposition 6.6 and find a smooth rational curve sat-
isfying one of the two conditions:

() I'D=0,T.Ay = —1, T.(Ay + A) = 1,
(INI'D =1, Ay = -2, I'(Ay + A) = 0.

In case (I) we get I"A =T.Fy—I'.D > 0, whence I"Ay > 1. Since I.A; =
—1, we have A; — I' > 0, and we get an effective decomposition A ~ (4; —
I') + (A2 + I') such that

(Ay =) .(Ay +T) = A1 Ay — Ay + TA; — T? <0,

so by Lemma 6.8, we must have I"As = 1 and (A; — IN).(A2 + ") = 0.
Obviously, D+ A; — I' is a Clifford divisor, and we can now repeat the process
with A; and As replaced by A; — I and Ay + I'. This will eventually bring
us in case (II) after a finite number of steps.

So we can assume that A; and As are as in case (II). Again, by I"A =
I'Fo—I'D > —1, we have I"A3 > 1, whence I' # A; and A; — I' > 0. Since

(Al—F).(A2+F):Al.AQ—F.A2+F.A1—F2S—l,

we have a contradiction by Lemma 6.8.
This concludes the proof of the proposition. [

We can now prove Proposition 5.5.

By Lemma 6.4, we can assume A.A =0 and A? = —2D.A.

One easily sees that the base divisor of R must contain A, so h?(A) =
hO(R) = h°(A+ A).

If A > 0, we have

R(A) = (A4 A) = %A2 +2+ %Az +h'(R) (6.14)
= h'(A) — h'(A) + D.A+ L' (R),

whence h'(R) = D.A + h'(A). If we choose D such that it satisfies (C6) and
(CT7), then h'(A) = 0 by Proposition 6.9.

If A=0, then R = A and D is of one of the types (E0)-(E2) by Lemma
6.7. This concludes the proof of Proposition 5.5.

Note that in the case A = 0, we have

1
1=h%R) = 5R2+2+hl(R) =-D.A+2+h'(R), (6.15)

whence h'(R) = D.A — 1, as we have already noted.

We now give the proof of Theorem 5.7 in the case (E1), which was left out
in the previous chapter. The proof in the case (E2) is similar, and therefore
left to the reader.
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Proof of Theorem 5.7 in the case (E1). We first show that < Z; » >~ P"
for i = 1,2 and any \. (Recall the definition of Z;  on p.[39. In particular,
deg Z; » = n+ 1.) If this were not true, the natural map

HO(L) - HO(L ® OZi,A)

would not be surjective.

Let Z' C Z;.» be a subscheme of length n' +1 < n+ 1, for some integer
n’ > 1, such that the map H°(L) — H°(L ® Oz) is not surjective, but such
that the map H°(L) — H°(L ® Oz~) is surjective for all proper subschemes
7" 7',

Since L? = 4c+4 = 4(n+1), we have by Proposition 1.13 that there exists
an effective divisor B passing through Z’ such that B? > —2, h'(B) = 0 and

9B2<BL<BX4+n +1<2n +2.

If B? > 0, we would get that B induces a Clifford index cg <n'—1<c¢—1
on the smooth curves in |L|, a contradiction.

So B? = —2, and B is necessarily supported on a union of smooth rational
curves, since h!'(B) = 0. But B.L <n'—1<n—1=c—1and Z' has length
> 2, so B passes through some of the base points of {Dy}. This contradicts
the fact that we have chosen these base points to lie outside of smooth rational
curves of degree < ¢ + 2 with respect to L.

To prove the second assertion, we will show that if there is a point xy €
S" —{x1,...,Tn,y1} such that S" has an (n + 2)-secant n-plane through x
and Z; », then xp = y2. By symmetry, this will suffice.

As usual choose any preimage py of xp and denote by X; ) the zero-
dimensional scheme defined by py and Z; ». We then have that the natural
map

H°(L) — H°(L® Oy, ,)

is not surjective for any A.

As usual let Let X , C X1\ be a subscheme of length ny , +2 <n+2,
for some integer n} > 0, such that the map H°(L) — H(L ® OXL/\) is not
surjective, but such that the map H%(L) — H°(L ® Oxy ) is surjective for
all proper subschemes X1\ & X| .

Since n = D* = ¢ > 2 and L? = 4c+ 4 = 4(n + 1), we again have by
Proposition 1.13 that there for each A exists an effective divisor B; ) passing
through X; , and satisfying B?, > —2, h!(Bj,,) = 0 and the numerical
conditions 7

2 (@) 2 / ®) I
2Bl,)\ S L.Bl,)\ S BL)‘ + 1’L17>\ + 2 S 21’L17>\ + 4,
with equality in (a) or (b) implying L ~ 2B .

Assume first that B , = —2 for some A. We then get the same contradic-
tion on the choice of the base points of {Dy}, since By x.L < ”/1,>\ <n=ec
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SowemusthaveB%A > ( for all \. Thenn’l)\—n X{A =Xy L.B1y=
B1 y» +n+2,and B ) is a Clifford divisor. The moving part B 1 of | B1,x| is
then a free Chﬁ’ord divisor, so by condition (C7) we have that either Byy~D
or there exists a free Clifford divisor P; 5 such that BL A< Pa<D with the
last inclusion as described in Proposition 6.5, with the additional property
that |L — Py x| has no fixed divisor, by the conditions (C6) and (CT7).

We will show that this latter case cannot occur.

We have that B; ) passes through X7 ». Now a (possible) base divisor in
|Bi x| cannot pass through any of the points po, ..., py, since these points lie
outside all the rational curves contracted by L. So we must have B] ,.D > n.

In addition, by Proposition 6.5 we must have 7

D ~ Bll,)\ + 717/\7
for some 1 x > 0 satisfying 77 , = =2, and B ,.A = 0. Hence
:ll,)\.L = B:/l,)\(L — A) = 2B:’l’)\D Z 2'rl,

so that
Bi’>n-2=D>-2

Since h'(Bf,) = h'(P1x) = h'(D) = 0, we have h°(B] ) > 3D* +1 >
hO(PL,\), SO B/L)\ ~ Plj)\.

Since |L — Py 5| = |L — By x| has no fixed divisor, we have B'L)\ ~ Bi x,
so B1x < D and B ) is a free Clifford divisor. Since hO(BL,\ ® jxu) > 0,
there must exist an element of |D| of the form B; » + A; \ passing through
Z1,x, for A; » > 0. But since there is only one element of |D| passing through
Di,---,Pn,q1,x, Which we called Dy and which is smooth and irreducible, we
have By x = D), a contradiction.

So we must have BL/\ ~ D. By Proposition 1.13 either L — By y > By,
or both h%(B; » ® Jx, ,) # 0 and h°((L — B1,5) ® Jx, ,) # 0. This gives us
the two possibilities: '

1. By €|D|,
2. By € |D|+1Ix), for j(A) = 1 or 2, and there exists an Fy x € [D|4+I5_j(x)
passing through X ».

In case 1., since there is only one member of |D| containing p1, ..., Pn, ¢1,x,
which we called Dy, we have By y = D,. But this would mean that pg € D)
for all A\, a contradiction.

In case 2. one easily sees that the only option is py € I3, which means that
To = Y2, as desired. [

The proof of Theorem 5.7 in the case (E2) is similar, and therefore left to
the reader.

Since we have seen that the crucial point in proving Propositon 5.5 is to
prove that h'(A) = 0, we get the following result (by checking that the proof
of Theorem 5.7 goes through):

Lemma 6.10. Let D be a free Clifford divisor, not of type (E1) or (E2). If
h'(A) =0, then D is perfect.
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Projective models in smooth scrolls

Let D be a free Clifford divisor on a non-Clifford general polarized K3 surface
S. Assume that T = 7 (¢, D) = T (¢, D, {Dy}) is smooth. This is equivalent to
the conditions D? = 0 and Ry p = () when D is perfect. In any case these two
conditions are necessary to have 7 smooth, so |D| has projective dimension
1 and the pencil D) is uniquely determined. We recall that ¢, (S) is denoted
by S’.

Since 7 is smooth, it can be identified with the P!-bundle P(£), where
E =0pi(e1) @ Opier) @@ Opi(ecta), and (e, ea,....,ec12) is the type
of the scroll.

We will construct a resolution of the structure sheaf Og: as an O7-module.

The contents in this chapter will be very similar to that in [Sc|, where
canonical curves of genus ¢ are treated. This is quite natural, since a general
hyperplane section of S’ is indeed such a canonical curve.

The following are well-known facts about 7 in P9 (see [Har| and [E-H]):

(1)deg7 =g—c— 1.

2)dim7T = ¢ + 2.

(3) The Chow ring of 7 is Z[H,F|/(F* HT3 HT2F, HT2 — (g — ¢ —
1)HeTLF), where H is the hyperplane section, and F is the class of the
ruling.

(4) The canonical class of 7 is —(c+2)H + (g — ¢ — 3)F.

(5) The class of S’ in the Chow ring of 7 is (¢ + 2)H® + (c® + 3¢ — cg)H L F.

We will need the Betti-numbers of the o (D,) in Pl These can be
found also when 7 is singular, and will be needed in this case later on.

Lemma 7.1. Let (S,L) be a polarized K3 surface of genus g and of non-
general Clifford index ¢ > 0. Let D be a free Clifford divisor satisfying D? = 0.
For ¢ > 2, all the pr,(Dy) in Pt have minimal resolutions

00— Opc+1(—(C + 2)) — Opc+1(—C)’66’1 — Opc+1(—(C — 1))’66’2 —_—
C— Opc+1(—3)ﬁ2 — Opc+1(—2)ﬁl — Opet1 — OS(,L(D/\) — 0,

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 5961, 2004.
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fc+1 c
ﬂi_z(i—&—l)_(i—l)'

For ¢ =1 all the ¢r.(Dy) in P? have the resolution

where

0 — Opz(—S) — Opz — OLPL(D,\) — 0.

Proof. Pick any D) = ¢ (D). We will show in Proposition 8.8 below that
any such D) is arithmetically normal, whence projectively Cohen-Macaulay,
since the Dy have pure dimension one. Then its Betti-numbers (see Section
8.3 below for the definition) are equal to those of a general hyperplane section
of it. It is sufficient that the linear term defining the hyperplane is not a zero
divisor in its coordinate ring Ry. This is essentially [Na, Theorem 27.1].

Now choose a sufficiently general hyperplane Hy in P9 so that C) :=
H, NS is a smooth canonical curve, Hy does not contain any of the linear
spaces Dy, and the hyperplane section Ay := Hy N Dy is not a zero divisor of
Ry.

We can identify C with an element in |L|, and by abuse of notation write
Oc, (Ax) = O¢,(Dx) = Oc¢, (D). This linear system is complete and base
point free (in fact it is a pencil computing the gonality) of degree ¢+ 2 on C).
By [Sc, Lemma p.119] (where there is a misprint) and [Sc, Proposition 4.3]
the zero-dimensional scheme Ay then has the Betti-numbers §3; ;41 = §; =
Z(:ill) - (i—cl)'

In particular, these numbers are independent of A\. [

The following result is analogous to [Sc, Corollary (4.4)].

Proposition 7.2. Let S be a polarized K3 surface of non-general Clifford-
index ¢ > 0, whose associated scroll T as above is smooth.

(a) Os: has a unique Or-resolution F, (up to isomorphism). If ¢ = 1, the
resolution is:

0— Or(-3H+ (9 —4)F) — O — Osr — 0,
If ¢ > 2, the resolution is of the following type:
0— Or(—(c+2H+(g—c—3)F) — @f;l Or(—cH+b" | F) —
S — B O (—2H 4+ VY F) — O7 — 05 — 0,

where 3; = l(fi%) - (zfl)

(b) F. is self-dual: Hom(Fy, O7(—(c+ 2)H + (g — ¢ — 3)F)) ~ Fi.
(c) If all b > —1, then an iterated mapping cone
[[C9=¢73(—(c +2)) — @y C% (=c)]...] — C°

is a (not necessarily minimal) resolution of Og as an Opg-module.
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(d) The b¥ satisfy the following polynomial equation in n if ¢ > 2:

(”*C“)(MJFI)—HQ(Q—U—?:

e+1 c+2
c—1 . ’
;((—l)i+1<nc—i—1|—0>(((n—z—1)(9;?—21)4- (c+2)) +Zbk

Proof. We start by proving (a). We have Dy ~ P! by (3.7). The o (D))
have Betti-numbers ﬂf‘ = dim(T'orf (R, k);), where R is the homogeneous
coordinate ring of PC‘H7 and R the coordinate ring R/I) of ¢ (D)). Follow-
ing [Sc|, for ¢ > 2 it is enough to prove:

(1) For fixed i, j the ﬂi):j are the same for all \.

(2) If ¢ > 2, then ﬂi):j =0,unless j=i+1landi<c—1,or (i,j) = (¢,c+ 2).

(3) The common value B; 11 = 7,1 is B; = z(fii) (,¢)) fori <c—1,and
6c,c+2 =1.

This follows immediately from the lemma above.

The easier case ¢ = 1 is dealt with in an analogous manner.

The proof of (b) is almost identical to that of [Sc, Corollary 4.4(ii)]. In our
case we have xtl-(Og,wr) = wg if i = ¢, and zero otherwise, wgr = Ogr,
and wr = Or(—(c+1)H+ (g —c—3)F).

The proof of (c) is identical to that of [Sc, Corollary 4.4(iii)].

Denote the term ¢ places to the left of O7 in the resolution F, by F;. The
proof of (d) then follows from the identity

X(O7(nH)) = x(Os: (M) = Y (=1)'X(F;(nH)).

The contribution from the F,-term is written out separately. Moreover it
is clear that for all large n, we have x(F;(nH)) = h°(Fi(n'H), for all i, and
x(Or(nH)) = h%(O7(nH)) since H is (very) ample on 7. Then one uses the
following well-known fact for a > 0:

h(P(E), Op ey (aH + bF)) = h°(P',Sym “(€) @ Op1(b)). (7.1)
O

Remark 7.3. Part (d) of the proposition only gives us the sums of the bf
for each fixed i. The values n = 2,3, ..., ¢ give enough equations to determine
these sums. The duality of part (c) gives 3; = Be—i, for i = 1,...,¢—1, and
i # c¢/2, and after a possible renumeration of the b¥, for k = 1,....3;, we
also have b* , = g — ¢ — 3 — bF for these k. In particular this enables us to
identify the sums of the b¥ with those of the g — ¢ — 3 — b .. To obtain more
information about the individual ¥ a more refined study is necessary.
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Projective models in singular scrolls

Let D be a free Clifford divisor on a non-Clifford general polarized K3 surface
(S,L). In this chapter we will make a thourough study of the case where
the scroll 7 = 7 (¢, D,{D,}) is singular. A useful tool will be the blowing-
up f : § — S of S at the D? base points of the pencil {Dy}. We study
this blowing-up in Section 8.1 (If D2 = 0, then S = S). Moreover we will
show in Section 8.1 that the projective model S” := g (S) is normal, where
H := f*L+ f*D — FE is base point free and FE is the exceptional divisor.

In Section 8.2 we show that the pencil |f*D — E| defines a smooth rational
normal scroll 7y that contains S” and is a desingularization of 7. The real
interest in the varieties 7p, S, S” is of course to use them to understand S’
and 7. In Proposition 8.7 we describe the class of S” in the Chow ring of 7y,
and associated to this, the class of S’ in the Chow group of 7.

In Section 8.3 we use results from [Gr] to study the resolutions of the
(D) in their linear spans in P9, for each D, (from the chosen subpencil
of |D|). We show that all ¢ (D)) are arithmetically normal in the spaces
they span, and in Proposition 8.17 we find that for convenient pencils and
low values of D? all members of the pencil have the same Betti-numbers
(appearing in their minimal resolutions). The results in Proposition 8.17 are
sufficient to calculate these Betti-numbers explicitly in all cases we wish to
study.

In Section 8.4 we start with describing resolutions of the ¢r, (D)) for some
concrete values of ¢, D?. We then in general describe how one can obtain
resolutions of the S” in their associated scrolls 7y. Such resolutions are given
in Proposition 8.23. Moreover, in Proposition 8.29 we give sufficient conditions
under which we can push down the resolution to one of ¢, (S) in 7. Here we
use results from [Sc].

In Section 8.5 we recall the definition of socalled rolling factors coordinates,
which we apply both here and later to give more details about resolutions of
S’ in T in various cases.

In Section 8.6 we apply much of our technical machinery to study more
examples of such resolutions, with special emphasis on the right ends of these.

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 63-98, 2004.
© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004
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The examples enable us to obtain a detailed picture for g < 10, and even a
fairly complete one, when it comes to description of generators of the ideal of
S in 7.

Remark 8.1. As seen above, the scroll 7 = T (¢, D,{D,}) is singular if
D? > 0 or the set Ry p is non-empty. Moreover 7 is singular if and only if
one of these two conditions holds, if D is perfect.

We will always assume ¢ > 0, so that ¢ : S — S’ is birational.

The type (e1,...,eq) of the scroll, where d = %DQ + ¢+ 2, is such that the
last r of the e; are zero, where r is defined as in equation (5.1) and can be
computed as in equation (5.2).

As we have seen, when D is perfect we have

D?2—-1 if D is of type (Q),
r=1<¢ D*+ D.A—1 if D is of one of the types (E0)-(E2), (8.1)
D?+D.A otherwise.

We will however not assume that D is perfect, unless explicitly stated.

8.1 Blowing up S

Let n := D? and denote by pi,...,p, the n base points of the pencil {D,}.
Let

S—=3S5

be the blow up of S at pi,...,p,. Denote by E; the exceptional line over p;
and let

denote the exceptional divisor. Define
H:=f"L+ f*D—E.
The first observation is:

Lemma 8.2. H is generated by its global sections, h*(H) = 0 and oy is
birational; in fact g is an isomorphism outside of finitely many contracted
smooth rational (—2)-curves.

Moreover, a smooth rational curve v is contracted by H if and only if
v = f*I', for some smooth rational curve I' on S such that 'L = I.D = 0.

Proof. Since H—FE ~ (f*L—E)+(f*D—E) is clearly nef and (H — E)? > 10,
we have h!(H) = 0. Furthermore, since |f*D — E| is a base point free pencil
and f*L is base point free, H is base point free as well.

The morphism given by |f*L| is clearly an isomorphism outside of the
n exceptional curves and the strict transforms of the finitely many smooth
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rational curves on S which are contracted by |L|. By our choice of pencil (see
3.3), these curves do not intersect the n blown up points.

Since E;.H = 1 for all i, every exceptional curve E; is mapped by ¢g
isomorphically to a line, so ¢ is an isomorphism along the exceptional curves.
Moreover if v = f*I" for some smooth rational curve I" on S such that "L =0
and I"D > 0 then I.D = 1 by Lemma 6.3(c), so 7 is mapped isomorphically
to a line by ¢y and @y is an isomorphism along these curves as well.

Hence yp is an isomorphism outside of finitely many contracted smooth
rational (—2)-curves, which are precisely the ones of the form f*I"; for some
smooth rational curve I" on S such that 'L =1".D =0. O

We have h’(H) = $§H.(H—E)+2 = 3L?+1D*+c4+4 = g+1D*+c+2 =
g+ d+ 1. Denote by S” the surface g (S) in P9+,
One easily obtains deg S = 2g + 2c + 2 + 2D2.

Proposition 8.3. The surface S is normal, p,(S”) = 1, and Kg» ~
Ogr(E"), where E' is the sum of D? lines that are (—1)-curves on S".

Proof. The two last assertions are immediate consequences of S” being nor-
mal, by [Ar].

Consider the blow-up f : S — S described above.

Denote by g the set of irreducible curves I" on S such that I.H = 0.
From the Hodge Index theorem it follows that such a curve has negative self-
intersection. Moreover, by Lemma 8.2

I'=f*T,

for some smooth rational curve I' on S such that I"L = I"D = 0. Thus we
can write

Eu = (€L —Rr,p).

Now let 5~be the fundamental cycle of a connected component of £, p
the image of § on S and U the inverse image of an affine open neighborhood

of p. To prove the normality of p it will be sufficient to prove the surjectivity
of
H°(U,0y(H - §)) — H°(3,05(H - ),

hence of

H°(S,05(H - 6)) — H°(5,05(H - 9)).
To show the latter, it will suffice to show
HY(S,05(H — 26)) = 0.
By the degeneration of the Leray spectral sequence
0 — H(S, f.(H —20)) — H'(S,H — 20) — H°(S, R f,.(H — 26))

it will suffice to show that
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hY(S, f.(H —26)) = h°(S, R f.(H — 26)) = 0.

Denote by & the divisor on S such that f*§ = §. Then ¢ is connected
and 62 = —2 (§ is in fact a fundamental cycle for a connected component
of £ minus a curve I' that is a tail of § and is such that I"D = 1. The
fact that 62 = —2 can be checked by inspection for each of the five platonic
configurations [Ar]). We then have

fo(H —20) = (L+ D —20) ® Jz,

where Z is the zero-dimensional scheme corresponding to the n blown up
points, and R
R'f.(H —26) = R* f.(-F)® (L + D — 2§).

Since f.Op ~ Oz, we have R!f,(—E) = 0, whence we are reduced to proving
the vanishing of H'((L + D — 25) ® Jz). This will be proved in Lemma 8.4
below. O

Lemma 8.4. With the notation as above, H' (L + D — 2§) ® Jz) = 0.
Proof. We will first need the following fact:
hY(L + D — 25) = 0.

The proof for this is rather long and tedious, but does not involve any new
ideas and is similar in principle to the proof of [Co, Lemma 5.3.5]. We therefore
leave it to the reader.

Note that if D? = 0, then Z = (), and we are done. So we will from now
on assume that n = D? > 0.

Because of the vanishing of H!(L + D —24), the vanishing of H'((L+ D —
20) ® Jz) is equivalent to the surjectivity of the map

HY(L+ D —25) — H((L + D —26) ® Oz).

Assume, to get a contradiction, that this map is not surjective. Let Z' C Z
be a subscheme of length [ +1 < n = D2, for some integer [ > 1, such
that HO(L + D — 26) — HY((L + D — 25) ® Oz/) is not surjective, but
HY(L+D—28) — H°((L+ D —28)®Ogzn) is for all proper subschemes Z”.

Since (L + D —26)? > 4l + 4 and h*(L + D — 25) = 0, we get by Remark
1.14 that there is an effective decomposition L + D — 20 ~ A + B such that
A> B, AB<Il+1,h'(B)=0, B2 > -2 and B passes through Z'.

If B2 = —2 (so that B is necessarily supported on a union of smooth
rational curves), then we use the fact that we have chosen Z to lie outside of
any rational curve I" such that I"L < ¢+ 2 by (3.3) and

LB<(L+D)B<Il-1+25B<D?-2+20.B<c+26B,

to conclude that we must have 6.B > 2. Hence (§ + B)? > 0.
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This yields that we in all cases have
ho(5 + B) > 2.
We now want to show that also
h°(6+ A —D) > 2.
We can write
F~A+B+20—-2D~(A4+0—-D)+ (B+d—D):=F, + F.

This is not necessarily an effective decomposition, but we have Fy > Fy, since
A > B.
We can easily calculate

FI.Fob=AB—-D?—-¢c<—¢c<0,

and since F?2 = {2 + F,% 4+ 2F1.F, > D? > 2, we must have F;2 > 2 or
F*>2.

If 12 > 2, then either h°(F}) > 2 or h°(—F;) > 2 by Riemann-Roch.
Since L.Fy = L.A—L.D > 4(L?+ L.D)— L.D = 4(c+2+ F?) > 0, we must
have h°(Fy) > 2, and we are done.

If F»? > 2, then either h(Fy) > 2 or h°(—Fy) > 2. In the first case, we
get hO(Fy) > hP(F) > 2. In the second, we get F} ~ F — Fy > F, since —F
is effective, whence h?(Fy) > hY(F) > 2 again.

So we have an effective decomposition of L as

L~(B+6)+(A+d-D),
such that both h°(B + §) and h°(A + 6 — D) > 2 and such that
(B+0).(A+6—D)=AB-D.B+2<[—D.B+3.

Since [ +1 < D? < ¢+ 2, and D.B > 2, since D is base point free and

h(B + &) > 2, we must have D.B =2 and [+ 1 =n = D? = ¢+ 2. But since

B passes through Z, we must have D.B > n, whence the contradiction ¢ = 0.
This concludes the proof of the lemma and hence of Proposition 8.3. [

8.2 The smooth scroll 7

Define the following line bundle on S:
D:=f*D—E.

The members of |D| are in one-to-one correspondence with the members of
the pencil {Dy}. One computes D? = 0, so | D| is a pencil of disjoint members.
Furthermore

hO(H — D) = h°(f*L) > 2,

so |D| defines a rational normal scroll 7 containing S”.
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Proposition 8.5. 7y has dimension d and degree g+ 1 and is smooth of type
(e1+1,...,eq+1).

Proof. The two first assertions are easily checked. 3
We have to calculate the numbers h°(S, H—iD) = h%(S, f*(L—(i—1)D)+
(i—1)E) for all ¢ > 0.
One easily sees that (i—1)F is a fixed divisor in | f*(L—(i—1)D)+(i—1)E|
for all ¢ > 1, so we get for all ¢ > 1:
KOS, f*(L—(i—1)D+ (i —1)E) = %(S, f*(L - (i—1)D)  (8.2)
=h%S,L — (i —1)D).
We also have 5
hO(H) — h°(H — D) =d. (8.3)

Defining d} := h°(S, H —iD) — h°(S, H — (i+1) D), we get by combining (8.2)
and (8.3) that
dy=dy and d,=d;—q; for i>1.

It follows immediately that the type of 7y is as claimed. [

Since 7y is smooth, we have 7y ~ P (&), where £ = @L,Op1(e; +1). Also,
we have the maps

P(£) —> T; C Po+
Pl
where j is an isomorphism. Then the Picard group of P(€) satisfies
Pic P(€) ~ ZHo & ZF,

where Hg := j*Opg+a(1) and F := 7*Op1(1).
Furthermore, the Chow ring of P(€) is

Z[Ho, F)/(F2LHS2 HET F o HET — (g + 1)HEF), (8.4)

where we set s :==c+ 1+ %Dz.
Consider now the morphism ¢ given by the base point free line bundle
‘H :=Ho — F, where Ho = H + F:

i:P(E) — PI.

One easily sees that ¢ maps P(€) onto a rational normal scroll of dimension d
and type (e, ..., eq), whence isomorphic to 7. So we can assume that ¢ maps
P(€) onto 7. By abuse of notation we write

i:Tg — T,
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and this is a rational resolution of singularities of 7 (in the sense that 7j is
smooth and R'i,O7, = 0). Furthermore one easily sees that by construction

1 restricts to a map
g: 8" — 8

which is a resolution of some singularities of S’ (precisely the singularities of

S’ arising from the contractions of rational curves across the fibers in S, i.e.

the curves in Rz, p) and a blow up at the images of the base points of {Dy}.
We get the following commutative diagram:

P(&)

03—>03—>~\‘(

I
g

By construction, one has go og = @p-r.

Proposition 8.6. Let Jsu g, denote the ideal sheaf of S" in Ty and Js /1
the ideal sheaf of S" in T.
W€ have jS'/T = i*jS”/To'

Proof. This follows since ¢, O7, = O and i.Og» = Og. The latter fact is a

consequence of g being a birational map of normal surfaces. O

We recall that the Chow ring of 7 is given by (8.4). Define Hy and Fr
to be the push-down of cycles by ¢ of H and F respectively.
We have the following description:

Proposition 8.7. (a) The class of S” in the Chow ring of Ty is
(D*+ ¢+ 2)HE2 + (¢ — cg — D*(g — 1)y HI 3 F.
(b) The class of S" in the Chow group of T is
(D* 4+ c+2)(H7)* 2+ (D*(d—1—g) — 4 —cg — c+cd +2d) (H7 ) > Fr.

Proof. The class of S” is of the type mHg 2 + nHA 3F, for two integers
m and n. To determine m and n one has the equations S”H3 = degS” =
2g + 2c+ 2+ 2D?% and S"HoF = deg(pr (D)) = c+ 2+ D?.

Statement (b) is an immediate consequence of i being birational by using
the cap product map A*(P?9) ® A.(T) — A.(7). O
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8.3 Techniques for finding Betti-numbers of the ¢ (D))

We would like to study the resolution of S” in P(£) ~ 7y. We say that S has
constant Betti-numbers 3;; = 3;;(\) over P! if the one-dimensional schemes
obtained by intersecting S” by the linear spaces F in the pencil of fibres of
7o have Betti-numbers in P¢T1+20” that are independent of A. By [Sc|, if
S” has constant Betti-numbers over P!, we can (at least in principle) find
a resolution of Og» by free Op(g)-modules which restricts to the minimal

resolution of Ogy on each fiber P(E€)y =~ petitsD?,

Clearly, since the map i is the identity on each fiber, the Betti-numbers of
S are the same as the Betti-numbers of (D).

Recall that a projective scheme V is called arithmetically normal if the

natural map
SkH(V, Oy (1)) — H(V, Oy (k)

is surjective for all £ > 0.
We start by showing that the ¢r,(D,) are all arithmetically normal.

Proposition 8.8. All the ¢ (D)) are arithmetically normal in D, =
Ppeti+sD?

Proof. We can easily show that
h'(Os(qL — D)) = 0 for all q. (8.5)
Furthermore, by [SD, Thm. 6.1], we have that
SpHY(S,L) — H(S,kL) is surjective for all k& > 0. (8.6)
We have a commutative diagram

H%(Ops(q)) — H*(Op(4L))
H(Os(qL)) —> H°(Op, (qL)).

Now ap is surjective by (8.5) and «; is surjective by (8.6). Hence aj is sur-
jective and @ (D,) is arithmetically normal. O

For each \ € P! define
B* := @,ezH’(Dy,qL) and V*:= H°(Dy,L).
The symmetric algebra S(V*) of V* satisfies

S(VA) ~ Ry,
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where R) is the homogeneous coordinate ring of P(H°((Dy, L) ~ petitaD?
and B* is a graded Ry-module. Since all the R, are isomorphic, we will
sometimes suppress the A, hoping to cause no confusion.

We have the Koszul complex

1+1J 1

— NV e B [ /\V’\®B’\”

with the Koszul cohomology groups defined by
ker df: j

KD = Ky (B V) o= G
’] J im d§\+1,j71

For each )\ we have a minimal free resolution of B* as an Ry-module:

= B RA (=) — - @ Ra (=)
. _\Bo; A
— ®;Rx(—j)703 — B* — 0,

and the 3}, are the (graded) Betti-numbers for r,(Dy) (since o, (D)) is arith-
metically normal).
By the well-known Syzygy Theorem [Gr, Thm. (1.b.4)], we have

,\
”ﬂ = dim K7

(where the dimension is as vector space over C).

Example 8.9. As an example we look at the case where D? = 0 and 7 is
singular (i.e. D is not perfect or Rz p is non-empty). In this case the scroll 7
can be analyzed with the techniques of Section 7. Proposition 8.3 gives that
the canonical sheaf on S” is trivial. Lemma 7.1 gives us the Betti-numbers of
all the D). Hence the analogue of Proposition 7.2 goes through completely
(we need the triviality of the canonical sheaf to prove the analogue of part
(b)) to give a resolution of Og» as an O -module. Set go = g+d=g+c+2.
Since 7 has degree gy — ¢ — 1, dimension ¢ + 2, and spans P9 we only need
to replace g by go in Theorem 7.2.

Unfortunately, finding the Betti-numbers ﬂf‘j for the o, (D)) when D? > 0
is not as easy as in the case D? = 0. In fact, we are not able to compute all
of them, nor to show that they are constant over P!, in general, but we will
manage for the cases D?> = 2 and 4, which are the cases we need for the
classification of projective models of genus g < 10.

By our choice the general element in the pencil {D,} is smooth and ir-
reducible, whence by Lemma 5.2 also the general (D)) is a smooth irre-
ducible curve. To compute its Betti-numbers in Dy = P+1+30° we can use
several results of Green and Lazarsfeld, and it will turn out that these results
are sufficient to determine its Betti-numbers uniquely for D? < 4. However,
there might be singular, reducible or even nonreduced elements in the pencil
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{¢r(D)}, and one then has to check that the results of Green and Lazarsfeld
can still be applied to these cases. Roughly speaking, since the Betti-numbers
do not change when taking general hyperplane sections (since all the ¢, (D))
are arithmetically normal whence projectively Cohen-Macaulay), we can avoid
the isolated singularities, so the biggest problems arise from nonreduced fibers.
It is therefore convenient to choose a pencil {D)} with as few such cases as
possible. Also note that the existence of a reducible element in {D)}, will
require the existence of some effective divisors linearly independent of L and
D, so in the general case of every family we study, all elements in {D)} will
be reduced and irreducible.

It will be of use to us that we can choose a pencil {Dy} subject to the
following additional condition when D? > 0:

Any member of {¢r(Dx)} is one of the following: (8.7)

A smooth irreducible curve of genus p, (D).
A singular irreducible curve of arithmetic genus p,(D) or p,(D) + 1 with
exactly one node or one cusp.

e Fi + E5, where FE; and FE» are distinct smooth elliptic curves intersecting
in %DQ points or in one point (the latter happening if and only if we are
in the special case of Proposition 3.10, where D? = 4, L ~ 2D and D is
hyperelliptic).

e D+ 2 with D a smooth irreducible curve of genus p,(D) — 1 and 2 of
degree 1 or 2

e D+ 2 with D an irreducible curve of genus p, (D) with exactly one node
or cusp and {2 of degree 1 or 2.

(Note that {2 is either a conic, a union of two distinct lines, a double line
or a line. In particular a nonreduced component of a member of {¢r (D)}
has to be a double line.)

Lemma 8.10. Let D be a free Clifford divisor with D?> > 0. Then we can
choose a pencil {Dy} such that (8.7) is satisfied.

Proof. Any irreducible element of |D| is mapped isomorphically by ¢, by
Lemma 5.2. Since the codimension of the set of irreducible elements in |D)|
having more than one node or cusp as singularity is well-known to be > 1, we
can find a pencil so that all irreducible elements are mapped to irreducible
curves which are either smooth of genus p,(D) or has at most one node or
cusp and therefore have arithmetic genus p,(D) + 1.

Now we have to consider reducible elements of |D| living in codimension
one.

Assume that an element of |D| has two components of arithmetic genus
> 1. This means that D ~ A + B with h°(A4) > 2 and h°(B) > 2. A quick
analysis as in the proof of Proposition 3.10 shows that A? = B2 = 0 (otherwise
either A or B would induce a Clifford index < con L). So D ~ Ey + E; + X
for F4 and E; smooth elliptic curves and an effective X’ which is either zero or
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only supported on smooth rational curves. In the first case, since the general
elements in both |E;| and |E;| are smooth elliptic curves, we can choose a
pencil containing at most the union of two smooth elliptic curves Fy and Es.
Such a Dy = E1 + E» is mapped isomorphically by ¢ by Lemma 5.2. In the
second, as in the rest of the proof, we are reduced to studying the cases where
B is an effective divisor on S only supported on smooth rational curves such
that h®(D ® Jg) = h°(D — B) = h°(D) —1 > 2.

By adding base divisors to B, we can assume that |D — B| is base point
free. Hence, by Proposition 1.9 either h'(D — B) =0, or D — B ~ kE, for an
integer k > 2 and a smooth elliptic curve F.

In the first case we have h°(D—B) = 1D?—D.B+1B%*+2 = h°(D)—-D.B+
%BQ. If B2 > 0, then by the Hodge index theorem and the fact that B? < D?
(since h°(B) < h°(D)) we get (D.B)? > D?B? > (B?)?, so D.B > B?, and
in particular D.B > 3, whence h®(D — B) < h°(D) — 1D.B < h°(D) — 2, a
contradiction. If B2 = 0, then B.D > 2, since D is base point free (by [SD,
(3.9.6)] or [Kn4, Thm. 1.1]), so again h°(D — B) < h°(D) — 2.

So the only possibility remaining is B? < —2, and we see that h’(D— B) =
h(D) — 1 if and only if B2 = —2 and D.B = 0. Since h°(D) > 3, we have
that L ~ (D — B) + (F + B) is a decomposition into two moving classes with
(D-B).(F+B)=D.F+2—-B.L=c+2-(B.L-2), so we must have
B.L < 2.

This means that there is a codimension one subset of |D| whose elements
are of the form D’ + B, with D’ base point free with p,(D’) = p.(D) — 1,
h'(D’) = 0 and B only supported on smooth rational curves and satisfying
B? = -2, B.D' = 2 and B.L < 2. Clearly, since the general element in |D’| is
a smooth irreducible curve, we can choose a pencil in |D| such that elements
of this form are of the form D'+ B with D’ a smooth curve of genus p,(D)—1.
Now the contracted part By of B satisfies By.D’ < B.D' = 2, whence D’ is
mapped by ¢ to a curve with at worst one point of multiplicity two, i.e.
either a node or a cusp. If ¢, (D’) is smooth then it has genus p,(D) — 1, if
not it has arithmetic genus p, (D). The divisor B is either zero or is mapped
to a point or to an effective divisor {2 on S’ of degree B.L < 2, whence a line,
a conic, a union of two distict lines, or a double line.

In the second case we have h’(D — B) = k+1=h%(D) —1 = {D?* + 1,
whence D? = 2k > 4,50 2k = D? = (kE+ B)? = 2kE.B+ B? = 2kE.D + B2.
At the same time, by the base point freeness of D, we have B.D = B.(kE +
B) = kE.B+ B? = kE.D + B? > 0 and E.D > 2, so the only possibility
is EEB =FED =2, BD =0and B> = -2k < —4. In particular D is
hyperelliptic, so ¢ = 2, D? = 4 and L ~ 2D by Proposition 3.10, which means
that £ = 2. Since D.L = 8, and D ~ 2F + B, we must have F.LL = 4 and
B.L = 0. Now there is a codimension one subset of |D| whose elements are
of the form F; 4+ F5 + B where E; and Es are smooth elliptic curves in |E|.
Since B.E; = B.F5 =1 and B is contracted by ¢r, the elements are mapped
to a union of two smooth elliptic curves intersecting in one point. [
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Remark 8.11. We see from the proof above that in the cases where there
exists a reducible fibre ¢, (D, ), then we are either in the case with D ~ A+ B
into two moving classes or D ~ D’ + B with D’ either irreducible or twice
an elliptic pencil and B supported on rational curves with B2 = —2 and
B.L < 2. In the first case we find that A and B are Clifford divisors for L
and in the second that D’ is a free Clifford divisor. In particular we see that
we can always find a free Clifford divisor D satisfying either D? = 0 or that
|D| contains a subpencil {Dx} such that all the members of {¢r (D)} are
irreducible.
Such a D need however not be perfect.

Note that the property (8.7) also yields that the singular locus of any
or(D,) is either a finite number of points or at most a finite number of
points and a double line, so it has an open set of regular points. The same
applies for any D).

Moreover, again by the property (8.7), a general hyperplane section of any
(D)) is of a scheme of length L.D = D? + ¢ + 2 which either consists of
distinct points (outside of Sing ¢, (Dy)) or of a union of L.D —2 = D? + ¢
distinct points (outside of Sing ¢, (Dy)) and a scheme of length two situated
in one point, namely the intersection with the double line, or equivalently, the
image by ¢, of the unique element in |O¢(21I")| for a general C € |L|.

We will from now on always work with a pencil satisfying (8.7).

We will need the following general position statement:

Lemma 8.12. Assume ¢ > 0 and D*> > 0 and let D' C Pt130° pe any
member of {¢r(Dx)}. Then a general hyperplane section Z is a scheme of
length L.D = D? + ¢ + 2 in general position, i.e. any subscheme of length
¢+ $D? spans petitiD?,

Proof. A general hyperplane section Z consists either of D? + ¢ + 2 distinct
points, or of D% +c+1 distinct points, where one carries an additional tangent
direction.

Set r:=c+1+ %DQ, then r > 3. The proof now follows the lines of the
proof of the well-known General Position Theorem on p. 109 in [A-C-G-HJ.
We leave it to the reader to verify that the steps (i)-(iii) in that proof go
through and that we can reduce to showing (correspondingly to the lemma
on p. 109 in [A-C-G-H]) that a general hyperplane section of D’ contains no
subscheme of length 3 spanning only a P*.

So assume there is a general hyperplane section Z of D’ containing a
subscheme Zj of length three spanning a P!. Since we assume Z is general,
we can avoid it to touch the singular points of S’. So we can consider Z and Z
as subschemes of S and we get that the natural map H°(L) — H°(L® Og,)
fails to be surjective. Since ¢ > 1, we must have L? > 4¢c+4 > 8, and we can
use Proposition 1.13 to conclude that there is an effective divisor B passing
though Z, satisfying either B2 = —2 and B.L < 1, B2 =0 and B.L < 3 or
B?=2and B.L <5.
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In the first case we have B.L = 1 and B irreducible, since we assume that
Z lies outside the singular locus of S’. So Zj lies on a line, and a general
hyperplane will only meet this line in one point, a contradiction.

In the two other cases we see that B induces the Clifford index one on L
and we must have (B2, B.L) = (0,3) or (2,5). Since we assume D? > 2, we
must have D? = ¢+ 1 = 2, which means that we are in the case (E0), where
L ~ 2D 41T for a smooth rational curve I" satisfying I".D = 1. Since D is base
point free, any other free Clifford divisor D’ must satisfy D’.D > 2, whence
D'.L > 4. Now the moving part of B is a free Clifford divisor, whence we must
have (B2, B.L) = (2,5). It follows from Proposition 1.13 that ZoN1I" # (), and
since I'.L = 0, it follows that Zy meets the singularities of S’, a contradiction.
d

We will make use of the following lemma, which is well-known if Dy is a
smooth curve (see e.g. [G-L3, Lemma 3.1] or [A-C-G-H, Exc. K-2 p. 152] for

(a)):
Lemma 8.13. Let Dy € |D|.

(a)If x1,...,2n are n := h°(Lp,) — 2 = 1D? + ¢ distinct general points
of Dy, outside of Sing Dy, then Lp, —x1 — ... — x, is base point free,
h(Lp, — a1 — ... — ) =2 and hY(Lp, —x1 — -+ — x,) = 0.

(b)) If x1,...,2x are k > po(D) distinct general points of Dy, outside of
Sing Do, then h*(Opy(z1 + -+ + z1)) = 0.

Proof. Since n = L.D — $D* — 2 < L.D — 3 the statement (a) immediately
follows from the previous lemma.

As for (b), by Serre duality we have h!(Op,(z1 +---+2x)) = h°(Op, (D)
(=21 — -+ — x1)). Denoting the ideal defined by the points z1,...,z; by Z,
we have an exact sequence

0— 0Os — 0s(D)® Tz — Op,(D)(—Z) — 0, (8.8)

so W' (Opy(z1 + - + 1)) = 0 if and only if h°(Os(D) ® Jz) = 1. Clearly
we can assume that k = p,(D). Then h°(Og(D) ® Jz) = 1 if and only
if the k& points pose independent conditions on |D|. Proceeding inductively,
we only have to show that for &’ distinct points on Dg, with 1 < k' < k,
posing independent conditions on |D|, then a general point p € Dy away from
Sing Dy poses one more additional condition. Let X be the base divisor of
|D ® Jz|, where Z’ is the scheme defined by the &’ distinct points. Then we
are done, unless all the regular points of Dy are contained in X~'. However, by
the property (8.7), it would then follow that h°(X) > h°(D) — 1. But then
the moving part of |D ® Jz/| has dimension zero, i.e. it consists only of Dy
itself, so h°(D ® Jz/) = 1, and it follows that k = k¥’ and we are done. [J

We write Ly := Lp,.
We first define a vector bundle £y on every Dy, as follows. If B is an
effective divisor on S and A is any globally generated invertible sheaf on B,
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then the evaluation map H(A) ® Op — A is surjective, and the kernel is a
vector bundle on B:

0— &4 — H°(A) ®c Op — A — 0. (8.9)

Note that det £4 = A" and rank €4 = h°(A), so that £4 = AY when h°(A) =
2.

For every A we set £ := &1, .

Taking exterior powers in (8.9) and twisting by suitable powers of L, we
get for any ¢ > 0 and any j >0

0 — NE®LY — NHO (L)) ®c LY — NT1E @ LYY — 0. (8.10)

Moreover, we get and we see that df:j = Ho(fi)"j) for all 4,5 > 0.

i+le ®@-1)
A Ea® L)\

ANFLHO (L)) ©c Li@(j—l) 0

0— = /\ig)\ ® Liﬁj 4>/\iHU(L)\) oc L?j 4)/\i—18>\ ® L?U+1) — >

8 l

0 /\i—1H0(L/\) ®c L?(jJrl)‘

Chasing the diagram, and using that hl(Lfk) = 0 for all k£ > 1, together
with h%(Ly) = ¢+ 2+ 2 D?, we easily get that the Koszul cohomology groups
le:j satisfy

K}; =0 for all j > 3. (8.11)
dim K, = RY(AT1EL @ Ly). (8.12)

c+2+%D2 1,
-D*+1 8.13

dim K}y = B (ATEL) —
1 7,1 ( /\) l+1

—|—h1(/\i5)\ & L)\)
Of course we also have

1
K}, =0 for i > h(Lp,) —1=c+1+ D% (8.14)
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We now want to show that h'(AiT1E€)) is independent of A\ for i <
hW(Lp,)—2=c+ :D%

By Lemma 8.13(a), if z1,..., 2, are n := h®(L)) — 2 = ¢ + 3 D? general
distinct points of Dy, outside of the singular points of Dy, then Ly —z;—...—
¥, is generated by its global sections and h'(Lyx—x1—...—x,) = h'(Ly) = 0,
so from [G-L1] or [Lal, Lemma 1.4.1] we have an exact sequence

0— €&, —2y—ma, — &L, — X —0, (8.15)

where ¥ := & ,0p, (—x;). (We leave it to the reader to check that this
also holds in our case when D) is singular or possibly reducible). Set B :=
Op, (z1 + -+ + ). Since h°(Ly — B) = 2, we have £r, 4, ..z, = B— L.
Taking exterior products yields

0 — A'Z®(B—Ly) — AT, — NI — 0. (8.16)

The term on the right is a direct sum of (lﬁl) line bundles of the form

Op, (=2, — -+ —Tp,,, ), whence for all i > 0 we have h°(A"!1X) = 0 and by
Riemann-Roch h' (A1) = (1)) (5D +1 + ).

The term on the left is a direct sum of (?) line bundles of the form
Op, (wg, ++ - +xk,_,)®LY. Now by Serre duality h°(Op, (v, +- -+ K, _,)®
LY = h'(Op, (L + D)(—x, — -+ — xk,_,). By the sequence

0— L — Os(L+D)®Jz — Op,(L+ D)(~Z) — 0, (8.17)

with Z the ideal defined by zg,,...,7x,_,, h'(Op, (L + D)(—zk, — -+ —
Tk, _.)) = hY(Os(L + D) @ Jz). Since h'(L + D) = 0, this is equivalent
to saying that zx,,...,xr, , pose independent conditions on L+ D. but since
n — i < n, the points pose independent conditions on L by Lemma 8.13(a),
whence also on L + D, since D is base point free. So h?(A*1X) = 0 and by
Riemann-Roch h' (A1) = (7)(D? + 2 + i). Inserting for n, it follows that
c+ §D2> ¢+ 3D?
i

hl(/\”l&):( (D2+2+i)+( i1 )(%D2+1+i). (8.18)

This improves (8.13):

172
dim K}, = <C+ ?D >
: i

(D* +2+1)+ <C+%D2>(1

~D?+1+1) (8.1
i1 5 +1+41) (8.19)

_(c+2—|—%D2

1 .
i1 )(—D2 +1) + A (N EN® Ly).

2

In particular, we see that

dim K}y — dimK} , , = ( (D? +2+41) (8.20)

c+3sD*\ 1 , c+2+4iD%\ 1
“D*4144) — 2 —D*+1
+( i1 )JGD L) it1 )Pty

c+ %D2>
7
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is independent of A.
Recall that the line bundle Ly on D) is said to satisfy property N, if the
Betti-numbers satisfy the following:

x _ J1ifj=0, N . e .
50’j_{0ifj7é0 and (7, #0ifand only if j =i+ 1, for 0 <i <p.
(8.21)

This means that B has a resolution of the form

- — Ry(—p — 1)ﬁp,p+1 e — R}\(_3)ﬁz,s
— Ry\(-2)"2* — Ry, — B* — 0.

In our case, we have

Proposition 8.14. Assume ¢ > 0. Then L) satisfies property N._1 but not
N..

Proof. If Dy is smooth, then the second statement is immediate, since we have
by [Kn4]| and the conditions (x) that Ly fails to be (¢ 4+ 1)-very ample, and
the result follows from [G-L3, Thm. 2]. By semicontinuity, N, fails for all L.

The first statement is also immediate if Dy is smooth: Indeed, it follows
from [Gr, Thm. (4.a.1)], since deg Lp, = 2g(Dy) + ¢ and h*(Lp,) = 0.

We have to argue that the result still holds for the singular and reducible
D), in other words we have to show that ICZ?:2 =0foralli<c¢—1andall \.
By (8.16) we have to show that h* (AT, @ L) =0 for all i < ¢ — 1.

Choose as above n := ¢ + %DQ general points x1,...,x, of D). We then
get a sequence as (8.16), and tensoring this sequence with Ly yields

00— ANYQB— AT, @ Ly — ANT'Y® Ly — 0. (8.22)

The term on the right is a direct sum of ( +1) line bundles of the form
Ly(—xp, —---—xp,,,). By Lemma 8.13(a) it follows that for all i > 0 we have
RHATIY @ L)\) =0.

The term on the left is a direct sum of (l) line bundles of the form
Op, (Tk, + *+* + @k, _,), whence of degrees n —i > £D? +1 = p,(D). By
Lemma 8.13(b) it follows that h'(A'Y ® B) = 0.

It follows that h'(A*F1E, ® Ly) =0 for all i <c — 1.

An alternative proof of the fact that IC>‘2 =0foralli < c—1and all A goes
as follows: Since ¢, (D)) is arithmetically normal and D  is of pure dimension
one, the Betti-numbers of ¢, (D)) are equal to the Betti-numbers of a general
hyperplane section of it. This is a scheme X of length L.D = D2 + ¢+ 2 in
general position by Lemma 8.12. We now argue as in the proof of [G-L3, Thm.
2.1] to show that the scheme X satisfies N._;. Recall that X either consists of
distinct points or at worst of a union of L.D — 2 = D? + ¢ distinct points and
a scheme of length two supported in one point, call it Z. The case of distinct
points is exactly the statement in [G-L3, Thm. 2.1], so we have to show that
the proof goes through in the other case. We leave it to the reader to verify
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that everything works as long as one writes the scheme X as a disjoint union
X = X1 U X> as in the proof of [G-L3, Thm. 2.1], taking care that Z C Xs.
This is possible, since X7 should consist of %DQ + ¢+ 1 distinct points, which
yields length X, = $D?+1>2. O

From this proposition we therefore get

K}y =0foralli<c-—1. (8.23)
K2y #0. (8.24)

Also, by the Theorem in [G-L5|, we have that for D? > 0:
(’:\,C 11 # 0 for all smooth irreducible Djy.

Indeed, Lp, ~ Fp, +wp,, and D? < 2¢ for ¢ > 0, and we calculate

1
h(Fp,) = h*(F) = x(F = D) =c+2 - ;D* > 2,

1
ho(wp,) = §D2+121

and
h(Fp,)+h’(wp,) —3 =c.

By semicontinuity it follows that
K2, # 0 for all A. (8.25)

Finally, recall that the line bundle L) on D, is said to satisfy property
M, ifle:j =0foralli>h®(Ly)—1—-q=3D*+c+1—qandj+#2.
We have

Proposition 8.15. (a) If ¢ > 0, then Ly satisfies M.
(b) If D* > 4 and c > 3, then Ly satisfies Mo.

Proof. The main ingredient in this proof is the proof of Green’s K, ; theorem
[Gr, (3.c.1)].

Set r:=hO(Ly) = 3D? +c+1.

To show (a), we argue as in the proof of statement (2) in [Gr, (3.c.1)], and
assume that lC;,‘V1 #0, for p = %DQ + ¢ =r — 1. Taking a general hyperplane
section Z of (D)) we get that K, # 0 for Z C P"~'. By Lemma 8.12 Z
is in general position, so if it consists of distinct points, then it follows from
Green’s Strong Castelnuovo Lemma [Gr, (3.c.6)] that Z lies on a rational
normal curve, whence the contradiction D? + ¢+ 2 = L.D = deg (D)) <
r= %DQ +c+ 1.

If Z consists of L.D — 2 distinct points and a scheme of length two with
support in one point we have to show that Green’s Strong Castelnuovo Lemma
still can be used. The key point is where Green uses that any r 4+ 2 distinct
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points in general position in P"~! lie on a unique rational normal curve. This
still holds true if we have r 4+ 1 distinct points with one additional tangent
direction at one of them, when the whole scheme is in general position.

We leave it to the reader to verify that the Strong Castelnuovo Lemma
holds in our case and that we can conclude as above that Z lies on a rational
normal curve, and get the same contradiction.

Now we prove (b). Once we have checked that the Strong Castelnuovo
Lemma holds in our case, we can argue as in the proof of (3) in [Gr, (3.c.1)],
and find that either D? + ¢ +2 = L.D =degypr(Dy) <r+1=1D*+c+2,
which is not our case, or that ¢, (D)) lies on a surface of minimal degree, i.e.
the Veronese surface in P, a ruled surface or a cone over a rational normal
curve.

In the first case we must have r = 5, whence ¢ = 2 and D? = 4.

In the two other cases, then if ¢, (D)) does not pass through the vertex
of the cone the ruling restricts to a Cartier divisor on ¢, (Dy) and it cuts out
a g3 on o (Dy) which we can pull back by ¢, to S. Then every element Z in
this g3 on S is a 0-dimensional scheme of length 2 failing to pose independent
conditions on |D|. Therefore |D| must be hyperelliptic and by Proposition
3.10 we have ¢ = 2 and D? = 4.

We have left to treat the case where ¢r (D)) lies in a cone and passes
through its vertex. Since ¢ (D)) cannot be a union of lines by (8.10) the
ruling cuts out a g on the component of ¢, (D)) obtained by removing the
components which are lines of the ruling, if any. So this component is an
irreducible curve birational to P!. By (8.10) this curve is either smooth of
genus p, (D) or pa(D) — 1 or has only one node or cusp and arithmetic genus
pa(D) or po(D) 4 1. In all these cases we get that the curve has geometric
genus > p,(D) — 1 > 2, since we assume D? > 4, a contradiction. O

The following lemma settles the remaining case D? = 4 and ¢ = 2, where
in fact L) does not satisty Ms:

Lemma 8.16. Let (¢, D?) = (2,4). Then dim IC§‘71 =3 for all \.

Proof. We are in the case (Q) with L ~ 2D. By Proposition 5.10 either ¢,
is the 2-uple embedding of ¢p(S), or there is an elliptic pencil |E| such that
E.D = 2. We will treat these two cases separately.

In the first case ¢ (D)) is the 2-uple embedding of pp (D), for all A. Now
©p maps D) into P2, so 1 (Dy) lies on the Veronese surface V in P?, i.e.
the 2-uple embedding of P2.

We have Pic V ~ ZI, where {2 = 1. The hyperplane class Hy satisfies
Hy ~ 21, and since @1, (D)) has degree L.D = 8, we have ¢ (D)) ~ 4l ~ 2Hy .
By [Gr, (3.b.4)] we have

K§,1 = ’C?/},l(Vy Hy)® ’Cé\,o(Vv Hy).

Both the latter are well-known, since V' is a variety of minimal degree (see e.g.
[Sc, Lemma 5.2]). In fact dim K3, (V, Hy) = 3 and K3 ,(V, Hy) = 0. Hence
dim K3, = 3, as asserted.
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In the second case, any D) has a g2 given by Op, (E). Compare the two
morphisms fg : Dy — P! given by |Op, (E)| and fp : Dy — P? given by
|Op, (D)|. Since h'(E — D) = h'(Os) = 0, these are the restrictions of ¢
and op respectively. Since they both collapse every member of the g3, we see
that fp = go fg, where g : P! — P? is the 2-uple embedding. It follows that
Op, (D) = Op, (D)®? and consequently Lp, = 4FEp, .

The members of the g3 sweep out a scrollar surface Sy containing oz, (D) ).
As before, we can compute its scroll type (e1, e2) by first computing the “dual
scrollar invariants”

d; = hO(LD/\ - /L.ED)\) - hO(LD/\ - (Z + 1)ED/\)
= h((4 = i)Ep,) — h°((3 =) Ep,).

We easily get dy = 2, di = d2 = d3 = d4 = 1 and d>5 = 0. Recalling that
ei =#{j | dj >i} —1 we get (e1,e2) = (4,0), whence Sy is a cone over a
rational normal quartic.

Note that since the g3 is base point free ¢ (D)) does not intersect the
vertex of Sy, so we can work with the desingularization Sy, which we by
abuse of notation also denote by Sp.

We have NumSy ~ ZHy & ZLy, where Hj is the hyperplane class and
Ly is the class of the ruling, whence Hy.Lg = 1, Hg = 4 and L% = 0. Since
wr(Dx).Hy = degpr(Dy) = 8 and ¢r(Dy).Lo = 2, we find Dy ~ 2H,.
Moreover we have HO(S(), HO - Do) = Hl(So, qu - Do) = Hl(So, qDo) =0
for all ¢ > 0, so by [Gr, (3.b.4)] we have

K31 = K31(S0, Ho) & K3 (S0, Ho).

Again it is well-known that dim K3 | (So, Ho) = 3 and K3 (S0, Ho) = 0 (see
e.g. [Sc, Lemma 5.2]), so dim K3 |, = 3, as asserted. [

Summing up, we have

Proposition 8.17. Let D be a free Clifford divisor on a polarized K3 surface
(S, L) of non-general Clifford index ¢ > 0 satisfying D* > 0. Then the Betti-
numbers of the w1 (D)) satisfy:

1 ifj=0

A ;

(a)ﬁ&j_{o ,ij#o .

b)For0<i<c—1, 3 #0ifand only if j =i+ 1,
2,7

(c)ﬁlij:Ofori.ZC'—l—l—l—%Dz.

(d) By =0 for j >i+3. .

(¢) Biv1 — Biip1 = (2P)D? +2+4) +

1 2 1 2
(Ctif’ )(3D? +1+1) — (cﬂ:ﬁD )(3D%+1), fori> 0.
(f) 6§D2+C,%D2+c+1 =0.
(9)52D2+6717%D2+C =0 for D> > 4 and ¢ > 3.
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(h)ﬁg\,zl =314f (C, D2) = (274)
(i) ﬂéCJrl £ 0 for D? > 0.
(.]) ﬂi\,c+2 7£ 0.

So for D? > 0, the ¢ (D) all have a resolution of the form:
Lo Blp2ie 1p2 ein
O%R,\(—ED —c—2) et
1 Blpoie1.1p2 1 Bl p2 e 1.ip?
R)\(—§D2—C) ip24c-1,3D +C@R)\(_§D2_0_1) $D24c—1,4 D241

s R)\(—C _ 2)ﬁ2\+1,c+2 D R)\(—C _ 3)B2+1,c+3 SN
R)\(—C _ 1)52\,c+1 P R)\(—C _ 2)52\,c+2 —_ RA(_C)[‘}CA*LC -
83 B3 A
C— R)\(—?)) 23 — R)\(—Q) 12 — Ry — B — 0.

It is easy to see that all the Betti-numbers for D? = 2 and D? = 4 are
uniquely determined by the information above. Combining with Example 8.9,
we get:

Corollary 8.18. For 0 < D? < 4 the Betti-numbers of the @1, (D)) are the
same for all A and uniquely given by the results above.

We will compute some concrete examples in the next section.

8.4 Resolutions for projective models

In this section we will study various examples of projective models of K3
surfaces contained in singular scrolls 7. We will use the results in the previous
section to obtain minimal resolutions of the ¢, (D)) in the projective spaces
they span. We will also give results (Proposition 8.23 and 8.29) showing how
one can lift these resolutions to resolve Og» and Og/ as O1,- and Or-modules,
respectively.

Example 8.19. As our first example we study the case (E0) with ¢ = 1,
D? = 2 and g = 6. By Proposition 8.17 all the ¢, (D,) € P? have minimal
resolutions

0 — R(—4)> — R(-2)® R(-3)> — R — B — 0.

This is the well-known resolution of a smooth curve of genus 2 in P? (see e.g.
[Si]).

Example 8.20. As another example we study the case when D? = 2 and
¢ > 2, where (D)) C P2

For ¢ = 2 a minimal resolution is of the following form:
0 — R(-5)? — R(-3)*@ R(-4)
— R(-2)* — R — B* —0,
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For ¢ = 3 a minimal resolution is of the following form:

0 — R(—6)*> — R(-5)* @ R(-4)> — R(-3)"?

— R(-2)8 —— B — 0,

For ¢ = 4 a minimal resolution is of the following form:
0 — R(=7)> — R(—6)° ® R(=5)* — R(—4)*
— R(-3)%° — R(-2)"®* — R — B* — 0,

Example 8.21. As yet another example we study the case when D? = 4 and
¢ > 2, where (D)) C P¢t3,
For ¢ = 2 a minimal resolution is of the following form:
0 — R(—6)° — R(-5)* ® R(—4)> —
R(—4)%® R(-3)® — R(-2)" — R — B* — 0.

For ¢ = 3 a minimal resolution is of the following form:

0 — R(-7)> — R(-6)!* — R(-5)° @ R(—4)'®
— R(-3)® — R(-2)'* — R — B* —0.
Remark 8.22. If we twist the resolution following Proposition 8.17 with n

and use the additivity of the Euler characteristic, we obtain the following
polynomial identity in the variable n:

1 +c+ 1+ 5D?
(c+2+D2)n—§D2:(n ¢ 2 )

c+1+3D?
1p2.,
ZDZHQ( 1)]’(”+C+%D2“_j)(ﬂ Bi1s)
- 172 -2, — Pj-15)-
= c—|—1+2D

It is easy to see that this identity alone determines the 3;_» ; —3;_1,; uniquely.
Since ;2 ; =0, for j <c+1, the 8;_1;, for j =2,...,c+ 1 are determined
uniquely. On the other hand this observation gives nothing that is not already
contained in the statement of Proposition 8.17.

We now return to the general resolution, following Proposition 8.17. From
Corollary 8.18, Example 8.9 for the case D?> = 0 and [Sc, Thm. (3.2)] in
general, we obtain the following:

Proposition 8.23. If D? =0 and ¢ = 1, then the O, -resolution F, of Ogn
18

0— Og(=3Ho+ (g —1)F) — O, — Og» — 0.
If D? =0 and ¢ > 2, the resolution is of the following type:
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0 — Or(—(c+2)Ho+ (g — 1)F) — EBfC:TOTO(—CHo + bl(f_l]:) —
— 6951:1(’)70(—27'[0 + b’f]:) — O, — Ogr — 0,

where 8; = Z(:ill) - (i—cl)‘

If D? = 2 or 4, or more generally if the Betti-numbers of all the o, (D)
are the same for all A\, then Ogr has a Ox,-resolution F, of the following type:

O—>F%D2+c"'—> c+1 — F,
— Y Og (—¢Ho + BE_ F) — - — @2 05, (—3Ho + U5 F)
— @ O5 (=2Ho + VEF) — O, — Ogn — 0.
Here B; = Biiv1, fori=1,...,c, and F, is an extension of the non-zero term
DR O (—(c + 2)Ho + b 10F)
by the mon-zero term
DL Oy (—(e+ DHo + b o1 F).
Moreover F; is an extension of the term
@Zi:’ifrzoﬁj(_(i +2)Ho + b£i+2~7:)

by the term

@Zi:’ifdo%(_(i + 1)Ho + bii—&-l}-)
fori:c+1,...,%D2—|—c.
Proof. Since the Betti-numbers are the same for all A if D? = 0 by Example

8.9, the case D? = 0 is a direct application of [Sc, Thm. (3.2)]. The case
D? > 2 follows from [Sc, Thm. (3.2)] and Corollary 8.18. [

We recall the definition 8; = f§;i41, fori=1,...,c—1,andd=c+ 2+
%DQ =dim7.
Proposition 8.24. The bf’j and bf in Proposition 8.28 satisfy the following
polynomial equation in n (set l)’?’i_~_2 = 5zl€,i+2 =0 for all i and k if D?> = 0,

3

and set bfﬂ-ﬂ =0bF, fori=1,...,c—1 for all values of D?):
d—1 1 1
nt (M+l)—n2(g+l—|—c+l)2)+—nD2—2:
d—1 d 2
ct+3D? . . Biit+1
i1 (n+d—i—=2\ (n—i—1)(g+1)+d)Bsit1 k
o (M) . FY b+
i=1 k=1
c+3D? . . Bii+2
i n+d—1—3 ((n—z—2)(g+1)+d)ﬂi,i2
> o ("I . 2 1Y b

k=1
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Proof. Denote the term 4 places to the left of Of in the resolution F, by
F;. The result follows, similarly as in the proof of [Sc, Prop. 4.4(c)| from the
identity

x(O1,(nHo)) — x(Os(nHo)) = Z(—l)”lx(ﬂ(n?‘lo))-

To calculate x(Og»(nHp)) one uses Riemann-Roch on S” and deg S” = 2¢g +
2c+2+ 2D

Moreover it is clear that for all large n, we have x(F;(nH)) = h°(F;(nH)),
for all 4, and x(Oz, (nHo)) = h°(Ox, (nHo)) since Hy is (very) ample on Tp.
Then one uses (7.1) again. O

Remark 8.25. From the last result it is clear that the sums Zfzjl bﬁ ; are

uniquely determined, but this does not necessarily apply to the bi—f ; individ-

k

ually. If D% > 0, it is not even a priori clear that the b ; are independent of

the choice of pencil inside |D| giving rise to 7 (¢, D, {Dy}).
Corollary 8.26. (a) We have

ﬁ1,2 1
}:%2:45D2+c—1m+«1—c—D%.
k=1

(b) If D > 0, then

ﬁc+%D2,c+%D2+2

1
k 2
E : bc+%D2,c+%D2+2 :9(§D +1)+1.
k=1

Proof. We insert n = 2 in Proposition 8.24. That gives part (a) directly. Then
we insert n = 0 in Proposition 8.24. That gives

Bc+%D2,c+%D2+2

— Z k
—1= gﬁc+%D27c+%D2+2 - bc+%D27c+%D2+2'
k=1

This immediately gives the statement of part (b), since it follows from Propo-
sition 8.17 that

1
Betip2etipeys = §D2 + 1.
]

Example 8.27. We return to the situation studied in Example 8.20, with
D?>=c=2.
From that example and Corollary 8.26 we see that 335 = 2 and

B3,5
> bk =291
k=1
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We now apply Proposition 8.24:
Setting n = 1, we get nothing, but setting n = 2 we obtain

B1

S b =29+1-p12=29-3.
k=1

Setting n = 3 we obtain

B2,3

Zb§,3 =29—3—[23=29—5.

k=1
Continuing this way, we find the difference of the b’§7 , and the b’§74 in terms of
B1, 82,3, 32,4, 83,4, by setting n = 4. This gives

B3,4 B2,4
Z b54— Z b5 4 = (B2 — 4)g + (P23 + B34 — Paa — 6) = =29 — 7.
k=1 k=1

8.4.1 Pushing down resolutions

We will now “push down” results for S” in 7q to results for S" in 7.

Definition 8.28. We define, for integers a and b,
Or(aH + bF) := .01, (aH + bF).
In particular, by the projection formula,
.07, (aHo + bF) = 1,07, (aH + (a + b)F) = O7(a) @ ix((a + b)F).
We now return to the general situation. As a consequence of Proposition

8.23 we have the following result:

Proposition 8.29. If D? = 0 and ¢ = 1, then the Or-resolution F, of Og
18

0— Or(-3H+ (9 —4)F) — O — Ogsr — 0.

In all other cases we assume bf >4, fori=1,...,c—1 and allk and bf,j >j-1
forj:i+1,i+2,i:c,...,%D2—|—c, and all k.
If D?> =0 and ¢ > 2, then

0 — O (—(c+2)H + (g — ¢ = 3)F) — @} O (~cH + (bf_; — ¢)F)
— 6951:107(—27'[ + (b —2)F) — O — Osr — 0,
is an Or-resolution of Og:.
If D? > 2, and if there exists a resolution as described in Proposition 8.23,

in particular if the Betti-numbers are the same for all {pr (D))}, then Og
has a O1-resolution F. of the following type:
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/ / /
0_>F%D2+c—) e — Fo . — F,

— B OT(=H + (Vg = OF) — o — &2, 0r(=3H + (b} - 3)F)
— @ O7(=2H + (b} —2)F) — O — 05 — 0.

Here F! = i.(F;), for all i.

Proof. See [Sc, p.117]. The essential fact is that the mapi: 7o ~P(E) — 7 is
a rational resolution of singularities, and that we therefore have Rli*OTO =0.
Moreover i,Og» = Ogr, and .07, = Or. The condition on the b; and the
b; ; gives that each term (except Ogr) in the resolution of Qg in Proposition
8.23 is an extension of terms of the form O, (aH + bF), with b > —1. As in
[Sc, (3.5)] we then conclude that the resolution therefore remains exact after
pushing down. O

Remark 8.30. By Proposition 8.6 we already know that the ideal of S’ in T
is the push-down by i of the ideal of S in 7j.

If b5 > 2 for all k when ¢ > 3 or D? = 0 (resp. b5 3 > 2 and b5, > 3 when
¢ <2 and D? > 0), then it automatically follows that R'i, [y = R, Fy = 0,
so that we get an exact pushed-down right end

1« F1 — O — Ogr — 0.

This means that the ideal of S” in 7 is generated by the push-down by ¢ of
the generators of the ideal of S” in 7.

The next two results give the first examples of applications of the propo-
sition.

Corollary 8.31. Assume D? = 0.
(a) If c =1 then Qg has the following Or-resolution:

0— Or(=3H+ (9 —4)F) — O — Og — 0. (8.26)
(b) If ¢ = 2, then Og/ has the following Or-resolution:

0 — Or(—4H + (9 —5)F) —
Or(—2H + a1 F) ® O (=2H + asF) — O — Os — 0,

for two integers a1 and as such that a3 > as > 0 and a1 +az = g — 5.

Proof. Set gy =g+ ¢+ 2.
If ¢ = 1, then this is a part of Proposition 8.29. The essence is as follows:
By Proposition 8.9 a resolution of Og» as an Or,-module is

Here go — 4 > 5, whence (a) follows.
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If ¢ = 2, we have gy > 10 and Proposition 7.2(a), gives that a resolution
of Ogr as an Op,-module is:

0 — Oz (—4Ho + (90 — 5)F) —
Or1,(—2Ho + b1.F) ® O1,(—2Ho + by F) — O, — O — 0,

for two integers b; and bs such that by > by > 0 and by + by = g9 — 5. From

[Br, Thm. 5.1] we have that S” is singular along a curve if b; > Q@%ﬁes),

where (e1, ea, e3) denotes the type of 7. This is equivalent to by < W.

Hence b > 1 and (b) follows. O

Corollary 8.32. Letc =1, D? = 2 and g = 6 as in Example 8.19. Then
Ogr has the following O, -resolution:

0 — O, (—4Ho + 6F) @ Og,(—4Hy + 5F)
— O1,(=2Ho + 4F) ® O, (—3Ho + 4F) & O1,(=3Ho + 3F)
— OTO — OS” — 0.

In particular, Og: has the following Or-resolution:

0 — O7r(-4H +2F) @ Or(—4H + F)

— O7(=2H +2F) ® Or (=3H + F) ® O7(—3H)

— O — Og» — 0.
Proof. In Example 8.19 the minimal resolutions of all the ¢ (Dy) are given.
Corollary 8.26 gives by , = 4 and by 4 + b3, = 11, while inserting n = 3 in
Proposition 8.24 gives b 3+b7 3 = 7. Then Proposition 8.23 gives the following
resolution:

0 — O1,(—4Ho + by 4, F) @ O, (=4Ho + (11 — by 4)F) — Fi (8.27)
—_— O/TO — OS// — 07

where F] is an extension

0 — O (—2Ho +4F) — Fi (8.28)
— O1,(=3Ho + b1 3F) ® Oz, (—3Ho + (7 — by 3)F) — 0.
Without loss of generality we assume b := b%,S >4, and a := b%A > 6. The

type of 7y is (3,2,1,1).
Look at the composite morphism given by (8.27) and (8.28)

a: Or(—4Ho + aF) ® 07’0(—47'{0 + (11 —a)F)
— O7,(=3Ho + bF) & O, (—3Ho + (7T — b)F).

Now « can be expressed by a matrix



8.5 Rolling factors coordinates 89

ap Q2
ag oy |’

with
a1 € H'(Ho + (b— a)F)
as € H'(Ho + (a+b—11)F)
as € H'(Ho + (7T—a — b)F)
a4 € HO(HO +(a—-b—4)F),

whose determinant gives a section g € H°(2Ho — 4F) whose zero scheme
contains S”.

If (a,b) # (6,4), we have

HHo+ (T—a—b)F) =
H(P',0p1(10—a—b) ® Op1(9—a—b) & Op1(8 —a —b)*) =0,

whence a3 = 0 and g is a product of two sections of Hy + (b — a)F and
Ho + (@ — b —4)F respectively. But then S” would have degenerate fibers S,
contradicting Proposition 8.17(b).

So (a,b) = (6,4) and we compute

Ext! (O, (—3Ho + 4F) @ Oz, (—3Ho + 3F), Oz, (—2Ho + 4F) =
H'(Ho) @ H' (Ho + F) =
HY (P, 0p1(3) ® Op1(2) ® Op1(1)*)®
H'(P',0p1(4) ® Op1(3) © Op1(2)*) = 0,

whence the sequence (8.28) splits and the first assertion follows.
The second is then an immediate consequence of Proposition 8.29. [J

Note that by this result, S” is cut out in 7y by three sections ¢, ¢c; and cg
of O7,(2Ho — 4F), Oz, (3Ho — 4F) and O, (3Ho — 3F) respectively.

Now look at the three dimensional subvariety V of 7y defined by ¢q €
O1,(2Ho — 4F). Arguing as in the proof of Proposition 8.7 we find that the
class of (V') in the Chow group of T is 2Hs — 2F7, whence (V) has degree
4 and dimension 3 in P%. As in [SD, (7.12)] we have that i(V) is a cone over
the Veronese surface (whose vertex is the image of I') and that this variety is
the (reduced) intersection of all quadrics containing S’.

8.5 Rolling factors coordinates

A very useful result is the following, involving so called “rolling factors” coor-
dinates (see for example [Har, p.59], [Ste, p.3] or [Re2]):
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Lemma 8.33. The sections of aH — bF on a smooth rational normal scroll
of type (e1,...,eq) can be identified with weighted-homogeneous polynomials
of the form

P = Zpil,...,id(t7u)zil e chld’

where i1 + -+ +iq = a, and P, . ;,(t,u) is a homogeneous polynomial of
degree —b+ (i1e1 + -+ + igeq).

If we multiply P by a homogeneous polynomial of degree b in t,u, then we
get a defining equation of the zero scheme of the section, in term of homoge-
neous coordinates of the projective space, within which the scroll is embedded.
Here Xy, ; = tut =37, fork =1,...,d, and j = 0,...,ex, are coordinates
for this space. The equation is uniquely determined modulo the homogeneous
ideal of the scroll.

As a first application, we prove the analogue of Corollary 8.31 for ¢ = 3.

Corollary 8.34. Let D? = 0 and ¢ = 3. Then a resolution of Og as an
O1-module is:

0 — O7(=5H + (g — 6)F) — @°_,O7(=3H + a; F) —
D2 O (—2H + b F) — Or — Ogr — 0,

where all the a; and b; > —1 and satisfy Z?Zl b; =2g9g—12 and a; = g—6—0;.

Proof. First recall that g > 9.
As a special case of Proposition 8.23 we obtain that the resolution of Qg
as an Op,-module is:

0 — Og(=5Ho + (9 — 1)F) — @y O, (—3Ho + b5F) —
@2:1070(_27_[0 + blf]:) — O'To — OS// — 0.

From Corollary 8.26 we get Zle b} = 2g—2. The self-duality of the resolution
in this particular case gives b5 = g — 1 — b, if we for example order the b% in
a non-increasing way, and the b5 in a non-decreasing way.

We will show that for all g > 9 all the b’f > 1 and all the b’§ > 2, so that
we can push down the resolution to one of Og as an O7-module.

Look at the map

D@y 05, (—3Ho + D5 F) — @3, O5, (—2Ho + b F).

Just like in the analysis of pentagonal curves in [Sc], it follows from [B-E] that
the map @ is skew-symmetrical and that its Pfaffians generate the ideal of S”
in 7p. See also [Wal.

Let the type of 7y be (e1,...,es5), where es = 1 and Z?:l e =4g.

A key observation is the following: b < e; +e3 and b1 < 2e,. The first in-
equality holds, since otherwise we would have a quadratic relation of the form
f(t,u, Z1, Z5) = 0 in each fiber. Hence the general fiber would be reducible, a
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contradiction. The second inequality follows since its negation implies that Z;
is factor in one quadratic relation satisfied by the points of S, a contradiction.
This gives b} < 2(61+§2+63) = 2(9564) . Hence

bé:g—l—b}zg—l—%Jr%:g?’Si”e“zz
since g > 9. Hence b’g > b% > 3 for all k.

Another key observation is the following: b2 < e;+e4 and b? < ea+e3. The
first inequality holds, since otherwise the two-step projection of the general
fiber D" of S” into the Zy,Zs, Zs-plane from P = (0,0,0,0,1) and Q =
(0,0,0,1,0) would be contained in 2 quadrics. This in only possible if the
projected image is a line, and in that case the general fiber would be degenerate
(contained in the P? spanned by this line and P and Q). This is impossible.
The second inequality holds, since otherwise there would be two independent
relations of the form

Zif(t,u, Zy, ..., Zs) +aZ2 =0

for each fiber. In that case we could eliminate the Z3-term and obtain one
relation with Z; as a factor, a contradiction.
These two inequalities for b3 imply
e1+ex+e3+eq

g
b2 < =2,
L= 2 2

Now we assume for contradiction that b7 < 0. Then we get

By —bi =0 —b = (g—1-b) -t =g-1-5 =21,

for k = 2,3, 4. In the matrix description of the map & there is one submaximal
minor with one column consisting of zero and sections of Hy — (b3 — b¥)F,
for £ = 2,3,4. If all entries of this column have Z; as a factor, that would
lead to a contradiction, since the minor is the square of one of the generators
of the (Pfaffian) ideal of S” on 7. To avoid that Z; is a factor in each such
entry, we must have ey > % — 1. This gives e; +e2 > g — 2, and e3 + e4 <
g—(e1+e2) <g—(g—2)=2. Hence e3 = e4 = e5 = 1. But this implies that
D? + h'(R) > 3, contradicting Proposition 5.6.

Hence the assumption b} < 0 leads to a contradiction, and b¥ > 1, for
all k. Hence the entire resolution can be pushed down to one of Og/ as an
O7-module and the result follows. O

Remark 8.35. Assume that we are in the situation of Proposition 8.23 (i.e.
the Betti-numbers of all the ¢r(D,) are the same for all A, for instance if
D? < 4), so that a finite set of sections of line bundles of type aHy — bF
generate the ideal of the surface S” on the smooth rational normal scroll 7
of type (é1,...,€d—r—1,€d—ry---,€d), where eq_, =---=eg =1, eg_r_1 > 2,
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and V = Sing 7 ~ P"~! for some r > 0. Let W = i~1(V). This is a subscroll
of Ty of type (1,...,1), that is P” x P!. The ideal generators can be classified
into 3 types:

(a) Those that are sections of aHg — bF = aH — (b — a)F, with b > a.
(b) Those that are sections of aHo — bF = aH — (b — a)F, with b = a.
(c) Those that are sections of aHo — bF = aH — (b — a)F, with b < a.

For those of type (a) it is clear from Lemma 8.33 that their zero scheme
contains W. Likewise one sees that those of type (b) can be written as

f(t>u7 Zl7"'7Zd) +g(Zs+17-~'7Zd)7

where Z7 or Z5 or ... or Z; is a factor in every monomial of f(t,u, Z1, ..., Z4),
while g is homogeneous of degree a = b. Those of type (c) can be written as

f(t,u,Zl, .. .7Zd) + h(t,u, Y/ B Zd),

where f is as described for type (b), while h is bihomogeneous, of degree
a—>b>0in t,u and degree a in Zsy1,...,Z4.

There is one fundamental difference between the sections of types (a) and
(b) on one hand, and those of type (c) on the other. Those of types (a) and
(b) are “constant” on the fibers of 4, their zero scheme contains either the
whole fiber, or no point on the fiber, for each P!, which is a fiber of 3. For the
sections of type (c) this is only true if h is the zero polynomial, and then its
zero scheme contains all of .

We therefore see (referring to the notation of Proposition 8.23) that if
b¥ > 2 for k=1,...,3; (we must use the formulation b’ij >4, for j=2,3
and k=1,..., ,Bf,j in the special case (E0) in Corollary 8.32 with ¢ = 1, and
D? = 2) in the resolution of Qg as an Oz,-module, then the ideal of S is
generated by “fiber constant” equations, and if Q) is a point on 7y not on S”,
then there is a fiber constant section of the type described, which does not
contain () in its zero scheme. In short, fiber constant equations cutting out
S” in 7y are also equations of S" in 7.

In Chapter 11 we will classify the possible projective models for g < 10,
and in particular the singular scrolls 7 appearing as 7 (¢, D,{Dy}) in the
various cases, and we will also show that projective models giving scrolls of
all these types exist.

8.6 Some examples

In Corollaries 8.31, 8.32 and 8.34 we showed that in some particular cases we
can push down the entire resolution of Og~ to one of Og/. In the rest of this
chapter, through a series of additional examples, we take a closer look at the
rest of the singular scrolls appearing for ¢ < 10, and using Lemma 8.33 we
will find restrictions on the b%.
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Recall the b¥ and f3; described in Proposition 8.23 (see also Remark 8.25).
To make the notation simpler in the examples below, we give the following:

Definition 8.36. Let by, denote b¥, fori=1,--- p.

In all the examples below we have D? < 4, so by Corollary 8.18 the Betti-
numbers of the ¢, (D)) are independent of the A.

Example 8.37. We return to the situation studied in Example 8.20 and
Example 8.27, with ¢ = 2, D? = 2 and g > 7. From Example 8.27 we see that
the ideal of S” in O, is generated by four sections of the type 2Hg — by F,
where Zi:l b = 2g — 3.

The type of 7y is (e1+1, ea+1,e3+1,1,1), where all e; > 0 and e;+este3 =
g — 4. Let @ be the subscroll of 7y formed by the two last directrices, so @
is the inverse image by i of the line in P9 spanned by the images by ¢, of
the basepoints of D. We see that @ is a quadric surface in P3. All the four
sections of type 2Hy — by F must intersect @) in, and therefore contain, the
two lines that form the inverse image by ¢ in 7 of the images by ¢ of the
basepoints of D . But this is simply the two last directrices. The intersection
with @ for one such section is obtained by using Lemma 8.33 to express each
of the sections, and set Z; = Zs = Z3 = 0. What remains must be a term of
the type Po_yp, (t,u)Z4Z5, where Po_y, is zero if by > 3, and a polynomial of
degree 2 — by, otherwise.

We order the by as by > by > bg > by. We see that if by < 1, in particular
if by < 0, then b3 < 2, since otherwise the total intersection of @@ with the
four sections will consist of 2 — by lines transversal to the two directrices in
addition to the two directrices.

If g = 7, it is clear that 7y has type (2,2,2,1,1) or (3,2,1,1,1). Then Z; is
a factor in all sections of 2Hy—bF for b > 5 for both scroll types. Hence b; < 4.
If by = 3, then the only possible combination is (b1, ...,bs) = (3,3,3,2), since
> b, = 11. If by = 4, then the only a priori possibilities are (4,4,2,1) and
(4,3,2,2). But (4,4, 2, 1) is impossible for type (2,2,2,1, 1), since we then have
two quadratic relations between Z1, Z5, Z3 only. To see that this is impossible,
let D" be any smooth curve in | f*D—E|, which can be identified with its image
under pg. The variables Z1, Zs, Z3 restricted to D" correspond to sections
of (H — E)p,. Since this line bundle has degree 2g(D") = 4, it is base point
free and its sections map D’ into P2 by a one-to-one or two-to-one map. This
means that there is at most one quadratic relation between 71, Z5, Z3, whence
bs < 3. So for type (2,2,2,1,1) the only possibilities for (by,...,bs) are

(3,3,3,2) and (4,3,2,2).

For the type (3,2,1,1,1), for each fiber of Ty, the equations with b, < 2,
restricted to the subscroll Z; = Zy = 0 with plane fibers, must cut out a
subscheme of length 4 (such that each subscheme of length 3 spans a P?)
(these are the cases (E1) and (E2)). It takes 2 equations to do this. Hence
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b3 < 2. Moreover by < 3. Assume by > 4. Then we would have two independent
equations of type
Z1f(t,u, Z1, Zay 23, Za, Zs) + Z3
for general (¢,u). From these equations we can eliminate the Z32-term, and
derive one equation with Z; as a factor. This is a contradiction.
Hence the ounly possibility for (b1,...,bs) for the type (3,2,1,1,1) is

(4,3,2,2).
If g = 8, then 7y has type (3,2,2,1,1). A similar argument as for g = 7,
gives that the only possible combinations for (by,...,bs) are

(5,4,2,2), (5,3,3,2) and (4,4,3,2).

For ¢ = 9 the type of 7y is a priori either (3,3,2,1,1) or (4,2,2,1,1).
In Chapter 11 the type (4,2,2,1,1) is ruled out when D is perfect. For the
type (3,3,2,1,1) we see that b; > 6 is impossible, since 2Hy — 6F only has
sections of the form f(Z;,Z;). Moreover by < 2, since we need to cut out
the exceptional fibers. Hence b; = 5, otherwise the sum of the b; would be at
most 14, and it is 15. Any section of 2Hy — 5F can be written in terms of
t,u, Z1, Zs, Z3 only. As for one case with ¢ = 7 we see that we cannot have
two quadratic relations between Z1, Zs, Z3 for general fixed (¢,u), so by < 4.
We then see that the only possible combination is (b1, ba, b3, bs) = (5,4,4,2).

For g = 10 the type of 7 is a priori (3,3, 3,1,1), (4,3,2,1,1) or (5,2,2,1, 1).
In Chapter 11 it is shown that only the type (4,3,2,1,1) occurs when D is
perfect. In this case a more detailed analysis gives that the only possible
combinations for (by,...,bs) are

(6,5,4,2) and (5,5,5,2).

Example 8.38. Let us study the case ¢ = 2, D? = 4 and g = 9. This gives a
non-primitive projective model, with L ~ 2D (it is the case (Q) described in
the text above Theorem 5.7). The scroll 7 necessarily has type (2,1,1,0,0,0)
and 7y has type (3,2,2,1,1,1).

We will now find the bg.

Lemma 8.33 gives by < 4, for all k, since Z; is factor in every section of
2Ho — bF, for b > 5. The complete intersection Zy = Zo = Z3 = 01in 7y is a
subscroll N of type (1,1, 1) with a plane in each fiber. The 7 equations cutting
out S” in 7y must together cut out four points in each plane fiber, such that
no three of these points are collinear, by Theorem 5.7. It is clear that such a
configuration of points is contained in exactly two quadrics in each plane. All
sections of 2Hy — bF with b > 3 vanish on N, so we must have at least two of
the by less than 3. Moreover, every section of 2Hy — 4F can be written

Zif(t,u, Z4, ..., Zs) + aZi +bZsZ3 + cZ3.

If by > 4, there are four independent equations of this kind, so we could
eliminate the three last terms and obtain one relation with Z; as a factor.
This is a contradiction, so by < 3.

This leaves the unique possibility (b1,...,b7) = (4,4,4,3,3,2,2).
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The following proposition describes the particular case in Proposition 5.10,
that is we have L ~ 2D, D? = 4 and ¢ = 2 and D is hyperelliptic, which is
also a particular case of the last example. In this case there is a smooth curve
E (which is a perfect Clifford divisor for D) satisfying E? = 0 and E.D = 2.
Since (D — E)? =0 and (D — E).L = 4, we have D > E, so E does not satisfy
the conditions (C6) and (C7). We will also see that E is not always a perfect
Clifford divisor for L.

Proposition 8.39. Let L and D be as in the particular case of Proposition
5.10 (where S’ C P is not the 2-uple embedding of pp(S)).
Then we are in one of the following three cases:

(1) Rpe=0and D~ E+E', where E' is a smooth elliptic curve such that
E.F =2.

(ZZ) RL,E = {Fl,FQ} andDN2E+F1 +F2.

(iti) R g = {Io} and D ~ 2E 4+ Ag, where Ag has a configuration with
respect to E as in (E2).

Let T =T (2, E) be the scroll defined by |E|.
In case (i), T is of type (2,2,2,0) and Og: has the following O -resolution:

0— OT(—4H + 4.7:) — OT(—2H+4.7:) (&) OT(—2H)
— O — Og» — 0.

In this case Sing T NS =0, so S’ ~ S” where S" sits in the smooth scroll
To of type (3,3,3,1).

In the cases (ii) and (iii), T is of type (4,2,0,0) and its singular locus is
spanned by < Zx > (using the same notation as in Theorem 5.7). Moreover
Og' has the following O -resolution:

0 — O7(—4H+4F) — Or(—2H+4F)®Or(—2H) — Or — Og — 0.
(8.29)

Proof. The three cases follow from Proposition 5.11, by noting that we clearly
have RL,E = RD,E-

We have h°(L) = 10 and h°(L — E) = 6. We leave it to the reader to verify
that in case (i) we have

(L —2E)=3 and h°(L—3E)=0,
and that we in the cases (ii) and (iii) have
(L —2E)=3, h°(L—-3E)=2, h°(L—-4E)=1 and h°(L —5E)=0.
This yields the two scroll types (2,2,2,0) and (4,2,0,0) respectively.

In the cases (ii) and (iii), one can show as in the proof of Theorem 5.7 that
Sing 7 =< Zy >.
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The statement about the resolution in part (ii) and (iii) follows from Propo-
sition 8.23 and the upper (large) table in Section 9.2.2 below. In case (i) the
corresponding statement follows in part from these results. Proposition 8.23
and the table give that the resolution of Og~ in case (i) is

0 — O, (=4Ho + 8F) — O, (=2Ho + 4F)? — Of, — Ogn — 0,
or

0 — Op (—4Ho + 8F) — O1,(—2Ho + 6F) & O1,(—2H + 2F)
— 07‘0 — OS” — O

On the other hand it is clear that there are no contractions across the
fibres in this case. Assume we have the upper of these two resolutions. From
Lemma 8.33 we then get that S is cut out in 7y by two equations of the form:

Py(t,u)Z} + Po(t,u)Z1Zy + P3(t,u)Z1Z3 + Py(t,u) Z2+

Ps(t,u)ZoZ3 + Ps(t,u)Z2 + c1Z + 124 + caZoZ4 + c3Z3Z4 = 0.

Here all the P;(t,u) are quadratic in ¢, u, and the ¢; are constants. But both
these quations contain the directrix line (Z1, Z2, Z3, Z4) = (0,0,0,1) of 7y.
This is precisely the inverse image of Sing 7. Hence the inverse image of this
line on S is contracted, a contradiction. Hence we are left with the lower of
the two resolutions. From Corollary 8.31 we then get the given resolution of
Og:. The last details in the description of case (i) follow from Remark 9.14.
d

Remark 8.40. We see that in case (i) above, E is not perfect, since Sing 7
is a point, but there are no contractions across the fibers.

In the cases (ii) and (iii), £ is however perfect.

These two cases are therefore included in the table on p. 148 (under scroll
type (4,2,0,0)). However, also D is a perfect Clifford divisor, so these cases
can also be described as the case with scroll type (2,1,1,0,0,0) in the same
table.

Example 8.41. Let us study the case ¢ = 3, D? = 2 and g = 9. In Chapter 11
we will show that projective models with such invariants occur, and that the
scroll type of 7 is either (1,1,1,1,0,0) or (2,1,1,0,0,0) when D is perfect.
By Proposition 8.23 we have 31 3 = 0, and by Corollary 8.26 we have 31 2 = 8
and Y 5_, by = 39 — 4 = 23.

Assume first that the type is (1,1,1,1,0,0), which implies that 7y has type
(2,2,2,2,1,1). Lemma 8.33 gives by < 4, for all k, since h°(2H — bF) = 0 for
b > 5. The complete intersection Z; = Zs = Z3 = Z4 = 0 in 7 is a subscroll
Q of type (1,1) with a line in each fiber. The 8 equations cutting out S” in
7o must together cut out two points in each fiber of @) (the inverse image in
S of Sing 7T N S’). For a general fiber, call these points P; and P,. Order the



8.6 Some examples 97

br, in a non-increasing way. To cut out the two points we must have bg < 2,
since all sections of 2Hy — bF vanish on @ for b > 3.

For general (¢,u), where the fiber D” of S” is smooth, D" is a smooth
curve of degree 7 and genus 2, which can be identified with a smooth curve in
|/*D — E|. The complete linear system |(H — E)p~| is of degree 2g(D")+1 =
5 and in particular very ample. Now Zy, Zs, Z3, Z4 (restricted to D”) span
H°((H — E)pr), which embeds D" as a curve of degree 5 and genus 2 in
P3. As in Example 8.19 we conclude from [Si| that this curve is contained in
only one quadric surface. On the other hand all sections of 2Hy — 4F can be
expressed in terms of 73, Zs, Z3, Z4 only. Hence no more than one of the by
can be 4. This leaves us with only two possible cases:

(b1,....bs) = (4,3,3,3,3,3,2,2) or (3,3,3,3,3,3,3,2).

Assume now that the type is (2,1,1,0,0,0), which implies that 7 has type
(3,2,2,1,1,1). Lemma 8.33 gives by, < 4, for all k, since all sections of 2Hy—bF
have Z; as factor if b > 5. The complete intersection Z; = Zo = Z3 =0 in 7
is a subscroll N of type (1,1,1) with a plane in each fiber. The 8 equations
cutting out S” in 7y must together cut out three independent points in each
fiber of N (the inverse image in S” of Sing 7 N S’).

Order the by as above. To cut out the three points we must have bg < 2,
since all sections of 2Hg — bF vanish on N for b > 3, and a net of three
quadrics is needed to cut out three independent points in a plane. On the
other hand every section of 2Hy — 4F can be written

Zif(t,u, Zy,. .., Zs) + aZi +bZaZ3 + cZ3.
This gives by < 3 as in Example 8.38. This leaves
(b1,...,bs) = (4,4,4,3,2,2,2,2) or (4,4,3,3,3,2,2,2),
as the only possibilities.

Example 8.42. The case ¢ = 3, D?> = 2 and g = 10 is very similar to the
analogous one for g = 9, treated in Example 8.41 and one can show in a

similar way that

(b1,...,bs) = (4,4,4,3,3,3,3,2).
We show in Chapter 11 that the only possible scroll type for 7 is (2,1,1,1,0,0)
when D is perfect, corresponding to the type (3,2,2,2,1,1) for 7.

Example 8.43. In the case ¢ = 3, D? = 4 and ¢g = 10, it follows from
Proposition 8.17 that the Betti-numbers of the ¢ (D)) are independent of
the X\. Now we have a projective model of type type (E0) (with £1,2 = 12 and
> br, = 4g — 6 = 34) One can show that

(b1,...,b12) = (4,4,4,3,3,3,3,2,2,2,2,2).

In Chapter 11 it is shown that the only scroll type occurring for 7 is
(2,1,1,0,0,0,0), which means (3,2,2,1,1,1,1) for 7Zo.
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Example 8.44. Let D? = 0 and ¢ = 3, as in Corollary 8.34.

We will show in Chapter 11 that for ¢ = 9 the only smooth scroll oc-
curring as 7 = 7(3,D) is of type (1,1,1,1,1), and the singular scrolls oc-
curring are of types (2,1,1,1,0), (2,2,1,0,0) and (3,1,1,0,0), corresponding
to the smooth types (3,2,2,2,1), (3,3,2,1,1) and (4,2,2,1,1) for 75. We
also show that all these occur. By using similar techniques as in the pre-
vious examples, one can show that (b1,be,bs,b4) = (2,1,1,1) for the type
(1,1,1,1,1), (b1, bo, b3, bs) = (4,3,3,3,3), (4,4,3,3,2) or (4,4,4,2,2) for the
type (3,2,2,2,1),and (b1, ba, b3, bs) = (4,4,3,3,2) or (4,4, 4,2,2) for the types
(3,3,2,1,1) and (4,2,2,1,1).

For ¢ = 10 we will show in Chapter 11 that the only smooth scroll oc-
curring as 7 = 7(3,D) is of type (2,1,1,1,1), and the singular scrolls oc-
curring are of types (2,2,1,1,0), (2,2,2,0,0), (3,2,1,0,0), corresponding to
the types (3,3,2,2,1), (3,3,3,1,1) and (4,3,2,1,1) for 7y. We also show that
all these occur. Again one can show that (b1, be,b3,b4) = (2,2,2,1,1) for the
type (2,1,1,1,1), (b1,b2,b3,b4) = (4,4,4,3,3) or (4,4,4,4,2) for the scroll
type (3,3,3,1,1), and (by, ba, b, ba) = (5,5,4,2,2), (5,5,3,3,2), (5,4,4,3,2),
(4,4,4,3,3) or (4,4,4,4,2) for the scroll types (3,3,2,2,1) and (4,3,2,1,1).
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More on projective models in smooth scrolls of
K 3 surfaces of low Clifford-indices

In this chapter we will have a closer look at the situation described in Chapter
7 for ¢ = 1, 2 and 3. We recall that D is a free Clifford divisor on a non-Clifford
general polarized K3 surface S, and that 7 = T (¢, D) is smooth, which is
equivalent to the conditions D? = 0 and Ry, p = ) when D is perfect. In any
case these two conditions are necessary to have 7 smooth, and the pencil D)y
is uniquely determined. The resolution of Og/ as an Or-module was given in
Proposition 7.2.

By Corollaries 8.31 and 8.34 such resolutions exist also if 7 is singular if
D? = 0. We will use this to take a closer look also at the situation for singular
T (¢, D) when D? = 0 and ¢ = 1,2,3. We end the chapter with a statement
valid for general c.

From the proof of Theorem 4.1 it is clear that for each of the possible
combinations of ¢ and g there is an 18-dimensional family of isomorphism
classes of polarized K3 surfaces with smooth scroll 7 (¢, D,{Dx}). Moreover
it follows that there will be an 18 +dim(Aut (P9)) = 17+ (g+1)2-dimensional
family of such projective models of K3 surfaces. This is true, simply because
there is only a finite number of linear automorphisms that leaves a smooth
polarized K3 surface invariant.

For each value of ¢ (and g) one can pose several questions about the set
(or subscheme of the Hilbert scheme) of projective models S’ of K3 surfaces
S with elliptic free Clifford divisor D and such that 7 is smooth.

All scrolls of the same type are projectively equivalent, and hence the
configuration of projective models of K3 surfaces in one such scroll is a pro-
jectively equivalent copy of that in another. Some questions one can pose, are:
How many scrolls are there of a given type? How many projective models S’
are there within each scroll? In how many scrolls of a given type is a given S’
included?

The answer to the first question is well-known, the remaining ones we will
study more closely.

We start with the following well-known result from [Har]:

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 99-120, 2004.
(© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004
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Proposition 9.1. The dimension of the set of scrolls of type e and dimension
d in P9 is

dim(Aut (P9)) — dim(Aut (P(£))) = (9 + 1) — 3 — d® — 4y,
where 61 1= ;.j maz (0,e; —e; —1).

If D? =0, we recall that d = ¢ + 2 for the scroll 7 (¢, D, {D,}).

9.1 Projective models with ¢ = 1

We have g > 5. Let the projective model S” and the smooth scroll 7 = 7 (1, D)
be given. As is seen from Proposition 7.2 the surface S’ corresponds to the
divisor class 3H — (g — 4)F on 7. Moreover, part (c) of the proposition can
be applied so we can obtain a resolution in P9. This is even minimal, by the
comment in [Sc, Example 3.6].
Assume T has scroll type (e1, ea, e3), with e; > es > e3

Proposition 9.2. The (projective) dimension of the set of sections of divisor
type 3H — (g — 4)F in T is equal to 29 + 62, where §3 := > maz (0,9 — 5 —
Z?Zl aie;). Here the first summation is taken over those triples (a1, as,as)
such that a; > 0, for i =1,2,3, and Z?Zl a; = 3. If S’ is smooth, a general
section is a smooth projective model of a K3 surface.

Proof. We use the formula h°(P(€),aH + bF) = h°(P!,Sym *(€) ® Op: (b)),
with @ = 3 and b = g — 4. This gives 30 + J2. Being a smooth model of a
K3 surface is an open condition on the set of sections of 3H — (¢ — 4)F, and

since one section, the one giving S’, is smooth, a general section of the linear
system is so, too. O

‘We also have:

Proposition 9.3. Fach projective model S' of a K3 surface S of Clifford
index 1 in P9 for g > 5, with T (¢, D,{Dx}) smooth, is contained in only one
smooth rational normal scroll of dimension 3.

Proof. In [SD, Part (7.12)] it is shown that the scroll 7 is the intersection of
all quadric hypersurfaces containing S’. Moreover, any other smooth scroll 75
containing S’ is an intersection of quadric hypersurfaces ([SD, Prop. 1.5(ii)]),
each of course containing S’. Hence 73 contains 7. Since the two scrolls have
the same dimension and degree, they must be equal. [

From this we conclude:

Corollary 9.4. Let a scroll type (e1,ea,e3) be given, and let 61 and do be
defined as above. Then 61 > d2, and there is a set of dimension

(g4 1)* + 17 + 6, — 61 = dim(Aut (PY)) + 18 4 65 — 41,

parametrizing projective models of K3 surfaces in smooth scrolls of the given
type.
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Proof. From Proposition 9.1 we see that there is a ((g + 1) — 12 — 6;)-
dimensional set of scrolls of the same type as 7 in PY. We know that each
S’ in each such scroll is contained in only one scroll. In each scroll there is a
(29 + d2)-dimensional set of projective models of K3 surfaces as described. We
have §; > Jo, since otherwise there would be too many models with Clifford
index 1. O

Remark 9.5. For ¢ = 1 we have
01 = maz (0,e; —ea — 1) + maz (0,e3 —es — 1) + max (0,e3 — ez — 1),
and

02 = maz (0,e7 — eg — 3) + mazx (0,e1 — e3 — 3) + maz (0,e2 —e3 — 3) +
maz (0,e1 + ea — 2es3 — 3) + maz (0,e1 — 2e2 + e3 — 3).

Moreover §; = 0 if and only if the scroll type is maximally balanced, and
02 = 0 if the scroll type is “reasonably well balanced”. It is clear that §; = 0
implies §o = 0. We also see that if 5 < g < 8, then §; = 0. Hence the cases
(e1,€2,e3) = (3,1,1) or (3,2,1) are cases where the number (g + 1)? + 17 +
82 — &7 is strictly less than (g +1)? + 17 = dim(Aut (P9)) + 18, and it is clear
that scrolls of these types cannot represent the general projective models with
¢ = 1 and fixed ¢ since by the construction as in Proposition 4.1 we get an
18-dimensional family of such models.

The inequality §; > d2 does not follow directly from the formulas in Re-
mark 9.5, for example since §; < da, for scroll types (g —4,1,1), when g > 11.
This enables us to conclude that these and other scroll types with 61 < d9
do not occur for the scrolls formed from projective models of K3 surfaces as
described. This statement will be strengthened to apply for g > 8 below. On
the other hand the mentioned type (3,1, 1) does occur for g = 7. This can be
seen by using Lemma 8.33.

For g = 7 and type (3,1, 1) one then gets a polynomial P of the form:

Ps1(t,u)Z3 + Py (t,u) 23 Zo + PyoZi 73 + Pan(t,u) 2125 +
Pyo(t,u)Zy ZoZs + Pog(t,u) 2125 + 1 Z3 + caZa Zs + 322735 + cuZ,

where the P;; are homogeneous of degree ¢, and the c; are constants. For
any fixed (t,u) and any fixed point in the P? thus obtained, we see that
we can avoid that point lying on the zero scheme of P by choosing the P ;
and ¢ properly, so we conclude that the linear system [3H — (g — 4)F| =
|3H — 3F| is base point free, and hence its general section is smooth, by
Bertini. Irreducibility also follows by a similar argument.

Using Lemma 8.33, we see that for ¢ = 8 any section of 3H — (¢ — 4)F =
3H — 4F on a scroll of type (3,2,1) can be identified with a P of the form

P5,1(t, ’U,)Z‘i3 + P4,1(t, U)ZEZQ + Pg,l(t, u)21223 + P372(t, U)leg +
Pg,l(t,’u,)Z1Z2Z3 + Pl,l(t,u)leg + PQ,Q(t,’LL)Zg + P172(t,u)Z§Z3 + 012223.
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So here there is no Z3-term, and from that we conclude that any section
of 3H — 4F on a scroll of type (3,2,1) must have the directrix line, say I',
corresponding to e3 = 1 as a part of its zero scheme. The fact that d < §;
indicates that if we can form smooth projective models of K3 surfaces this
way, the surface must have a Picard lattice of higher rank than two. We may
check this. If L, E and I sit inside a lattice of rank 2, then we can write
I = aL + bE, for rational numbers a, b. In addition we must have I'? = —2
and L.I' = E.I' = 1. It is easy to check that this is impossible.

It is clear that the set of base points of the linear system 3H — 4.F is just
the directrix line. This is true since for a fixed value of (¢, u) (each fixed fiber)
and a point @ outside (0,0,1), we can just change the Ps1(t,u)Z3-term or
the Pso(t,u)Z3-term, if we want to avoid Q. If we choose ¢; # 0, then we
obtain that the zero scheme of the corresponding section intersects all fibers in
curves, smooth at (0,0, 1). (Here we set Zs = 1 in order to write the equation
of the curve in affine coordinates around (0,0, 1). The existence of the non-
zero linear term c¢; Z5 gives smoothness at this point.) Hence the zero scheme
of a general section is smooth on all of 7. We have basically used the identities
3es > g — 4 and es + 2e3 = g — 4, to conclude as we do. See Remark 9.8 for
references to other authors who have already used this kind of reasoning.

Using Lemma 8.33 again we see that if g > 8, then any section of 3H —
(g —4)F on a scroll of type (g — 4,1, 1) corresponds to a polynomial P with
Z1 as a factor, which means that its zero scheme must be reducible as a sum
of sections H — (g — 4)F (a subscroll of type (1,1)) and 2H. Hence these
scroll types cannot occur for 7 (¢, D,{Dx}). In a similar way one can draw
conclusions about sections on other scroll types. The observation above also
has an interesting consequence for the types of singular scrolls 7 (¢, D, {Dx})
arising for the case c =1, D> =0, g > 5.

Corollary 9.6. The type of T (¢, D,{Dy}) is never (g —2,0,0) for c =1 and
D? =0.

Proof. Assume the type of T (¢, D,{Dy}) is (g — 2,0,0). Then the type of the
associated scroll 7y is (g — 1,1,1) = (go — 4,1, 1), and the divisor type of S”
in 7y is 3Ho — (go — 4)F (see Example 8.9 and the proof of Corollary 8.31).
But we just observed that this is impossible. [

In general we conclude in the same way:

Proposition 9.7. If a type (a,b,c) is impossible for a smooth scroll
T (¢, D,{Dy}) in P9 with ¢ = 1 and D* = 0, then the type (a —1,b—1,c—1)
is impossible for any scroll T (¢, D,{Dy}) in P973 with ¢ =1 and D* = 0.

We will make a list including all possible scroll types for smooth
T (c,D,{Dy}), for g < 13, with ¢ = 1 and D? = 0. By the previous lemma,
this will give a list including all scroll types of 7 (¢, D,{Dy}), smooth or sin-
gular, for ¢ < 10 and ¢ = 1 and D? = 0. In the column with headline “#
mod.” we give the value of 18 — 61 + ds.
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The information in the list is essentially contained in [Re2] and [Ste, p.8-
10]. We include it for completeness, and for the benefit of the reader we also
include, in Remark 9.8 below, a few words about how the information can be
obtained.

glscroll type|# mod.|| g |scroll type|# mod.|| g [scroll type|# mod.
5/ (1,1,1) 18 9] (3,2,2) 18 ||[12| (5,3,2) 16
6| (2,1,1) 18 |10 (5,2,1) 16 [|12] (4,4,2) 17
71 (3,1,1) 16 |10 (4,3,1) 17 |12 (4,3,3) 18
71 (2,2,1) 18 [|10] (4,2,2) 16 [|13] (7,3,1) 18
8| (3,2,1) 17 ||10| (3,3,2) 18 ||13| (6,3,2) 16
8l (2,2,2) 18 |11} (5,3,1) 17 [[13] (5,4,2) 17
9| (4,2,1) 16 ||11| (4,3,2) 17 |113| (5,3,3) 16
9 (3,3,1) 17 |11} (3,3,3) 18 |13 (4,4,3) 18
12| (6,3,1) 17

This gives the following possibilities for singular types:

g |singular scroll types
5 (2,1,0)

6| (3,1,0), (2,2,0)

71 (4,1,0), (3,2,0)

8 (4,2,0)

9 (5,2,0)

10 (6,2,0)

The dimensions of the families on the singular scrolls of type (e, ea,e3)
in P9 are equal to those of type (e; + 1,e2 + 1,e3+ 1) on the corresponding
smooth scrolls in P9+3,

Remark 9.8. Among the smooth scroll types listed above, we may immedi-
ately conclude that a general section of 3H — (g — 4)F is smooth, and hence
a smooth projective model of a K3 surface, for the types

(1,1,1),(2,1,1),(3,1,1),(2,2,1),(2,2,2), (3,2, 2),
(4,2,2),(3,3,2),(3,3,3),(4,3,3),(5,3,3), (4,4, 3).

These are the ones with 3es > g — 4. The last inequality implies that the
complete linear system 3H — (¢ — 4)F has no base points, and hence a Bertini
argument gives smoothness of the general section. The remaining types have
the third directrix (of degree e3) as base locus. We have seen above that for
the type (3,2,1) the zero scheme of the general section of 3H — (g — 4)F is
smooth, since 3es > g — 4 and ey + 2e3 = g — 4. The same identities hold for
the types (4,3,2), (4,4,2) and (5,4, 2) also, so the zero scheme of a general
section of 3H — (g — 4)F is smooth for these types too.
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A similar argument can be made for the types (3,3,1), (4,3,1), (5,3,1),
(6,3,1) and (7,3, 1). Here the identity 3es < g—4 gives that the third directrix
curve (a line) consists of base points for the linear system. The identity 3es >
g — 4 gives that there are no other base points. The identity e; +2e3 =g — 4
gives that in each fiber the curve that arises as the intersection of that fiber
and the zero scheme of a section of 3H — (¢ — 4)F is smooth at (0,0,1),
provided we choose the section with a non-zero cZ; Z3-term. The total zero
scheme is also smooth then.

The remaining possible smooth scroll types for g < 13 on the list above
are different, in the sense that for a general section of 3H — (g — 4).F, the zero
scheme of the section is singular at finitely many points. It turns out that for
these types, which are (4,2,1), (5,2,1), (5,3,2) and (6, 3,2), the general zero
schemes are singular at exactly one point each.

The reason is the following: Since 3es < g — 4, the third directrix curve
consists of base points for the linear system. Since 3es > g —4 for these types,
there are no other base points. Since ey 4+ 2e3 < g — 4, there is no Zng—term
for any section. Since e; + 2e3 > g — 4, in fact e; +2e5 = (9 — 4) + 1 for
all these types, there is no cZ; Z3-term with ¢ a constant, but there is an
L(t,u)Z1Z3-term with L(t,u) a linear expression in ¢ and w. If the section
is chosen general, L(t,u) is not identically equal to zero. For all fixed (¢,u)
where L(t,u) # 0, the zero scheme of the section of 3H — (g — 4)F is then
smooth. For the single zero of L(¢,u), the zero scheme is however singular.

A comment about the types not appearing on the list above: The smooth
scroll types (4,4,1),(5,4,1),(6,4,1), (5,5,1) are eliminated the following way:
A section of 3H — (g —4)F can have no term containing a Z3 Z;-term for these
scroll types. Hence all plane cubics in the pencil are singular where they meet
the linear directrix. But this is a contradiction, since the general element in
the pencil |D| is smooth. Here we have used the identity e; + 2e3 < g — 4 for
these types. The other types are eliminated because Z; must be a factor in
each relevant section, a contradiction. These are the types with 3es < g — 4.

The necessary and sufficient condition “e; + 2e3 < g —4 or 3es < g — 4”7
for eliminating scroll types is given in [Re2], as quoted in [Ste, Lemma 1.8.].
In [Ste, p.9] one also describes on which scroll types a general section of
3H — (g — 4)F is singular in a finite number of points.

In Chapter 11 we will show that all the types listed above for ¢ < 10
actually occur.

Remark 9.9. One does not have to use the resolution from Proposition 7.2
to see that a projective model S’ of a K3 surface of Clifford index one in a
smooth scroll 7 as above must be of divisor type 3H — (g — 4).F in 7. Define
the vector space W = H%(Js/(3))/H®(J7(3)). In a natural way W represents
the space of cubic functions on 7 that vanish on S’.

Study the exact sequences:

0 — H(Js/(3)) — H"(Ops(3)) — H°(0s/(3)) — H'(Js/(3)) — 0
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and
0 — H°(J7(3)) — H°(Ops(3)) — H°(O7(3)) — H'(Jr(3)) — 0.

One obtains dim W = h%(Js(3)) — h®(J7(3)) = g — 3, since h°(O7(3)) —
h%(Os:(3)) = g — 3 and h'(Ts(3)) = h'(J7(3)) = 0 (see [SD, Prop 1.5(i)]).
Take g — 3 arbitrary fibers F' of the ruling on 7, that is ¢ — 3 planes. For
each plane it is one linear condition on the elements in W to contain it (since
this is equivalent to contain an point in the plane outside S’). Hence contain-
ing all the g — 3 planes imposes g — 3 conditions. These conditions must be
independent, since otherwise there would be a cubic in P9, not containing
7T, and containing the union of S’ and g — 3 planes. This union has degree
(29—2)+(g9—3) = 3g—>5. But by Bezout’s theorem the cubic and 7 intersect in
a surface of degree 3g — 6. Hence, in particular, any choice of g — 4 planes gives
independent conditions, and there is one, and only one, hypercubic (modulo
the ideal of 7'), which contains S” and g — 4 planes in the pencil. By Bezout’s
theorem, it does not contain more. Hence S’ in a natural way is a section of

3H— (g —4)F.

9.2 Projective models with ¢ = 2

Let 7 = 7(2,D) with D? = 0. We have g > 7. Denote the type of 7 by
(e1, €2, e3,e4). Proposition 7.2(a) (or Corollary 8.31 if 7 is not smooth) gives
that S is a complete intersection in 7 of two divisors of type 2H — by F and
2H — beF. By convention, we set by > by. Part (d) of the same proposition
gives the well-known fact that b + b = g — 5. Such a situation has been
thoroughly investigated in [Br|. As already mentioned in the proof of Corollary
8.34, it follows from [Br, Thm. 5.1] that S’ is singular along a curve if b; >
w, or equivalently by < #. Hence by > 0 for g > 7, for complete
intersections with only finitely many singularities. Since in particular by > —1,
it is clear that part (b) and (c) of Proposition 7.2 can be used to give a
resolution of S’ in PY. This resolution is minimal because of the comment
in [Sc, Example 3.6]. The fact that by > 0 means that S’ can be viewed
geometrically as a complete intersection of one hyperquadric containing by
three-planes in the pencil, and another containing by three-planes (throwing
away the three-planes and taking the closure of what remains).

Let us study projective models in smooth scrolls for ¢ = 2 and D? = 0
in general. We see from Proposition 9.1 that the set parametrizing the scrolls
having the same type as 7 has dimension (g+1)?—19—4§; = dim(Aut (P9))—
18 — 41, where 61 := 3, ; max (0, e; —e; — 1). Therefore one expects the set of
projective models of smooth K3 surfaces in each scroll to have dimension 36
if the scroll type is reasonably well balanced, to get a set of total dimension
dim(Aut (P9)) 4 18. This “expectation” is based on the natural assumption
that a set of total dimension dim(Aut (P9))+ 18 arises from S’ that sit inside
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maximally balanced scrolls. In this case there are two different sources of
imbalance; that of the e;, and that of the b;. We will look more closely at
this.

Set 09 := max (0,b7 — by — 1). Assume first by > by. We calculate

dim |07 (2H — by F)| = 5g — 6 — 10b; + s,

where 85 := h!'(Sym ?£ ® Op1(—b;)) = 0 if and only if es > nt
By the same sort of calculation we of course get

dim |O7 (2H — by F)| = 5g — 6 — 10by + 84,

where 04 := h'(Sym 2€ ® Op1(—bs)) = 0 if and only if e4 > b"‘T_l
Now fix a zero scheme Y of a section s of 2H — b1 F, and study the exact
sequence

0 — O7((b1 — ba)F) — Or(2H — bs F) — Oy (2H — by F) — 0.
This induces a sequence

0 — HO(O7((by — b2)F)) — H°(O7(2H — by F))
— HO(Oy (2H — b2 F)) — HY(O1((by — b2)F)).

Since h%(O7 ((b1 —b2)F)) = by —ba+1 and h'(O7((by —b2)F)) = 0, we obtain

dim |Oy (2H — boF)| = dim |O7 (2H — b2 F)| — (b — b2+ 1)
:59—6—10b2+54—(b1—b2+1)
=59 — 8 — 10ba + 64 — 2.

Summing up, we obtain

dim O7 (2H — b1.F) + dim Oy (2H — by F)
=59 —6—10by + 63 + 59 — 8 — 10b2 + 04 — J2
= 10g — 14 — 10(by + ba) — 02 + d3 + 04
=36 — d2 + I3 + 4.

In particular, if g is even, by — bs = 1 and e4 > blT_l = 9%6, we get 36. We
remark that 9;—6 is just % less than the average values of the e;. In general
there is thus a (36 — d2 + d3 + d4)-dimensional set of complete intersections
of type (2H — b1 F,2H — baF), provided the section s is uniquely determined.
The latter fact follows, for example by the same kind of argument as in [Sc,
(6.2)], , where scrolls arising from tetragonal curves are treated (see also the
proof of Proposition 9.12 below).

We now assume by = by(= b = %), which can only occur if ¢ is odd.
Then h°(2H — bF) = h°(P', Sym 2(£) ® Op1 (b)). This number is of the form
20+ 03 = 20+ 44, where 03 and 4 are defined as in the case above. We see that
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03 = 64 = 0 if and only if 2e4 —b > —1, or equivalently e4 > 9%7. The average
value of the e; is %, which is just one more. The set of complete intersections
corresponds to an open set in the Grassmannian G(2,h°(2H — bF)), which
has dimension 36 + 263. Hence we get the expected number if b; = by, and
the e; are well balanced. Whether b; = by or not, we have now proved: Let a
scroll type e1, ez, e3,e4) be given, and let d2, 03, 04 be defined as above in this

section, and let §; be defined as in Proposition 9.1

Proposition 9.10. The set of complete intersections of type (2H—b1 F,2H —
(g —5—0b1)F) on a smooth rational normal scroll of dimension 4 in P9 of
type (e1, €2, e3,€4) is either empty or of dimension 36 — 3 + 3 + dy4.

Corollary 9.11. The set of complete intersections of type (2H — by F,2H —
(g — 5 — b1)F) with no or finitely many singularities on a smooth rational
normal scroll of dimension 4 in P9 of type (e1,e2,€3,¢e4), is either empty or
of dimension at least 36 if 61 > 1.

Proof. Set s =b; — %. If s = 0, then d2 = 0, and there is nothing to prove.
If s > %, then §; = 2s — 1. We split into 4 subcases: e; +es+e3+e4 = de+h,
where h = 0,1,2,3. If h = 0,1, we have if d; > 1: 2e4 < 2(| 42| - 1) < &7,
and eg+e4 < %—1 = %. This gives by —2e4—1 > %4—5—%—1 =3,
and by — (es +eq) — 1> %—Fs—%—l:s—l. Hence

05 = K (P, Sym 2(£) @ Op1(b1)) > s+ (s — 1) = 25 — 1 = 0y,

and then the result follows from Proposition 9.10.

If h = 3, essentially the same method works (look at the three terms
171—263—17 b1—63—64—1 and b1—264—1).

If h = 2, then essentially the same method works (look at the six terms
of the form b; —e; —e; — 1, for ¢,j = 2,3,4), except in the case s = 1, and
(e1,€2,e3,e4) = (e + 2,e,e,e). But in that case b; = 9%1 +1=2e+1. Using
Lemma 8.33 we see that that Z; is a factor in every section of 2H — b1 F, so
this case simply does not occur. See also the appendix of [Br]. O

If we add the assumption that there exists at least one smooth model S’
of a given intersection type, giving rise to a scroll of a given type, then we
can conclude that there is a set of dimension (36 — d3 + d3 + d4) parametrizing
smooth projective models S’ in a scroll of the given type. We see that if the
scroll type or (b1, be)-type is unbalanced, the dimension of the set of complete
intersections (smooth or singular) can a priori go up, or it can go down from
its “expected” value 36. From the last corollary, however, we see that the
dimension goes down only if the scroll type is maximally balanced, and the
intersection type is not.

If we just start with an arbitrary scroll type (e, ez, e3,e4), with g > 1,
folz e; = g — 3 and “intersection type” by > by > 0, with by + b2 = g — 5,
it is an intricate question to decide whether there are any that are smooth
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projective models of K3 surface, or any that are not singular along a curve.
This problem is studied in detail in [Br|, and we will study the cases for low
¢ in Section 9.2.2.

The question whether a projective model S’ can be included in several
scrolls of the same type simultaneously is not as simple to answer as in the
case ¢ = 1. In the case ¢ > 2 the scroll 7 is no longer the intersection of
the hyperquadrics containing S’; in fact S’ itself is that intersection [SD].
The question is essentially how many divisor classes of elliptic curves E with
E.L = ¢+ 2 there are on S.

On the other hand it is clear that a projective model cannot be contained
in a positive dimensional set of scrolls of the type in question. There is a
discrete family of divisor classes on S, so the dimension of the family of smooth
projective models of K3 surfaces on scrolls of the type in question is now, as
for ¢ = 1, equal to the sum of the dimension of the set of scrolls of a given
type and the dimension of the set of smooth projective models of that type.
This sum is

(g+ 1) =19 — 61 + (36 — 62 + 05 + 64)
zdim(Aut (Pg)) + 18 — 61 — 0o + 3 + 04.

To obtain the dimension of the set of projective equivalence classes, since
only a finite number of automorphisms of PY fixes a K3 surface, we subtract
the number dim(Aut (P9)) and get

18 =61 — 2 + 63 + d4.

By Theorem 4.1 this number is equal to 18 for at least one scroll type, where
there exists smooth complete intersections of that type, and where the fibers of
the complete intersection represent a free Clifford divisor on .S with ¢ = 2. It is
clear that if we choose the most balanced scroll type for a fixed g, then §; = 0.
If in addition we choose the most balanced (b1, b2 )-type, then d2 = d5 = §4 = 0.
Using Lemma 8.33 it is also easy to prove that for all g the most balanced scroll
and intersection type (the unique combination for fixed g with 6; = §; = 0)
then a general complete intersection will be a smooth projective model of a
K3 surface.

9.2.1 An interpretation of b; and b,

We will briefly study the case ¢ = 2 in an analogous manner as the case
¢ = 1 was studied in Remark 9.9 when we showed that a projective model of a
K3 surface of Clifford index one with smooth asssociated scroll 7 must be of
divisor type 3H+ (g —4)F in 7 without using the resolution from Proposition
7.2.

Define the vector space W = H?(Js/(2))/H®(J7(2)). In a natural way W
represents the space of quadric functions on 7 that vanish on 5’.
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As in Remark 9.9 one obtains dim W = h%(Js/(2)) — h®(J7(2)) =g — 3
since h%(O7(2)) — h%(Os/(2)) = g — 3 and h'(JTs(2)) = AN (T (2)) =
(see [SD, Prop. 1.5(i) and Theorem 6.1(ii)]. Assume g is odd. Take b = &5
arbitrary fibers F' of the ruling on 7, that is three-planes. For each three-plane
we have two independent linear conditions on the quadric hypersurfaces to
contain it. (First, take one point in the three-plane, not on S’. There is only
one quadric surface in the threespace containing this point and the intersection
with S’. Then take another point outside this quadric surface. To contain these
two points and S’ is equivalent to containing the threespace and S’.) So, one
naively expects there to be 2b = g — 5 conditions to contain all the b three-
planes. Hence there should be a pencil, and only a pencil, of elements of W
doing so. Intersecting the elements of the pencil, one would expect to get the
projective model of the K3 surface. If it really were so simple, however, all
intersection types (b1,b2) would be completely balanced. This is not always
true, and one reason is that two different elements of W may intersect 7 in a
common threedimensional component dominating P! in the fibration on 7.

We are therefore not able to imitate the reasoning of Remark 9.9, and
thereby establish the fact that the ideal of S’ in 7 is generated as it is,
without using Proposition 7.2. On the other hand we may use the knowledge
that we have from Proposition 7.2, that S’ is indeed of intersection type
(2H — b1 F, 2H — baF) in its scroll. Make no assumption on the parity of g.

oo s

w‘

Proposition 9.12. The invariant by is equal to the largest number k, such
that there exists a non-zero element Q of W (a hyperquadric in P9 containing
S’ but not T ) containing k three-planes in the pencil.

Moreover, bs s the largest number m, such that there exists a non-zero
element of W containing m three-planes in the pencil, and intersecting T in
a different 8-dimensional dominant component than @Q does.

Proof. Define two elements in W to be congruent if they have the same domi-
nating three-dimensional component (but possibly differ in which three-planes
they contain). Define the index of an element of W as the number of three-
planes it contains (if necessary, counted with multiplicity). It is clear that if
two elements of W are congruent, then they have the same index (they corre-
spond to a well defined divisor class 2H — iF, where ¢ is the index). It follows
from a Bezout argument that if the sum of the indices of two elements is larger
than 2b = g — 5, then they must be congruent. This shows both assertions.
It also shows that the element in 2H — b;F which any element in W with
index larger than b gives rise to, is the same. (This element is nothing but the
congruence class of the element in W.) O

9.2.2 Possible scroll types for ¢ = 2

Almost all the information in this subsection can also be found in [Br] and
[Ste], taken together, but we include it for completeness, and present it in our
own way, for the sake of the reader.
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Also in the case ¢ = 2 it is possible to use Lemma 8.33 to obtain use-
ful conclusions for many concrete scroll types. First we will look at possible
smooth scroll types for g < 10.

For g = 7 and g = 8, the only possible smooth scroll types are (1,1,1,1)
and (2,1, 1,1), respectively. For ¢ = 7, Lemma 8.33 immediately gives b; < 2.
Here b1 +b2 = 2, s0 by > 0. For g = 8 we see that Z; is a factor in every section
of 2H — b1 F, for by > 3. Since a reducible section which is the sum a section
H — 2F and a section H — (b — 2)F would intersect another section of type
2H — by F in something reducible, alternatively since S’ is non-degenerate, we
must have b; = 2 and by = 1.

For g = 9 we have b; 4+ b2 = 4 and two smooth scroll types (2,2,1,1) and
(3,1,1,1). For the latter type Lemma 8.33 gives by = by = 2, since any section
of 2H — bF, with b > 3 must be a product of a section H — bF and a section of
‘H. For the type (2,2, 1, 1) any section of 2H —3F has a zero scheme containing
the subscroll generated by the two linear directrices (a quadric surface Q). If
b1 = 3, then by = 1, and the section 2H — by F intersects @) as a curve of type
(1,2) on Q. This is a rational twisted cubic I'. This corresponds to the fact
that §; = d3 = 64 = 0 and 2 = 1, so that the set of complete intersections
inside 7 has dimension at most 36 — 2 + d3 + 04 = 35, and taking the union
over all 7 of the same type we get dimension at most dim(Aut (P9)) + 17.

Any section of 2H — 4F has a zero scheme, which restricts to two lines in
each fiber of 7. This is impossible if this scheme shall contain a (necessarily
non-degenerate) model S’. We also have h®(2H — bF) = 0 for b > 5. Hence by
is 2 or 3.

For g = 10, we have b; + b, = 5 and a priori three possible scroll types
(4,1,1,1), (3,2,1,1) and (2,2,2,1). But the first cannot occur, since any sec-
tion of 2H — b1 F must have total weight —b; < —3, and then Z; must be a
factor, using Lemma 8.33. This is impossible. Likewise, if 7 has type (3,2,1,1)
and by > 5, we conclude that Z; must be a factor, again impossible. The cases
b1 = 4 and by = 3 are however possible.

If 7 has type (2,2,2,1), then b; < 4, since h°(2H — bF) = 0 if b > 5.
If by = 4, then the zero scheme of any section of 2H — by F = 2H — 4F
contains the linear directrix of 7 twice (its equation is a homogeneous quadric
in 7y, Zs, Z3 involving neither Z4,t nor w). If we intersect with a section of
2H — boF = 2H — F, and interpret it as the intersection with a quadric
containing a fiber, and throw away the fiber, the residual intersection with 7°
must contain one point of its linear directrix. This must then be a singular
point of S’. Hence only by = 3, by = 2 gives a smooth S’ for this scroll type. For
these invariants §; = 0, for i = 1,2, 3,4, so we get a family of total dimension
dim(Aut (P9)) + 18.

So far we have studied smooth scroll types for 7 < g < 10. At this point we
could either proceed with smooth scroll types for g > 11, or look at singular
scroll types for g > 7. These topics are closely related. Assume we have a
singular scroll 7 (¢, D,{Dy}) for g > 7, D> = 0, ¢ = 2. Then the associated
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smooth scroll 7y is contained in P9+, with a resolution as in Proposition 8.23:

0 — Og(=4Ho + (9 — )F) — @701, (—2Ho + b F)
—_— 07‘0 —_— OS” —_— O

So, at this point we can use the method of rolling factors to check what scroll
types in P94 that may contain a surface like S”. Scroll types (e;+1,. .., e4+1)
for 7o correspond to types (eq,...,e4) for 7.

Let us study complete intersection surfaces in smooth scroll types for g =
11 with this dual viewpoint. Now b; 4+ bs = 6 and deg7 = 8 and there are a
priori 5 different possible scroll types:

(571’ 171)’ (4’ 271’ )7 (3’ 27 2’ 1)7 (3’ 371’ 1) and (2’ 27 2’ 2)'

The type (5,1,1,1) cannot occur, for the same reason that (4,1,1,1) cannot
occur for g = 10.

For (4,2,1,1) and (3,3,1,1) we can conclude that Z; or Z is a factor in
every term of every section of 2H —3F. This gives that the subscroll formed by
the two linear directrices is contained in S’ (or S”). This is clearly impossible.
Hence b; > 4 for these types.

If by > 5, then Z; is a factor in every section of 2H — by F, for each of the
types (4,2,1,1),(3,2,2,1) and (2,2, 2,2), which gives a contradiction. For the
type (3,3,1,1) we argue as follows: If by > 5, then no term of the form Z;Z;
or Z;Z4 can occur as factor in a monomial of a section of 2H — b F, so for
each fixed value of (¢,u) we get a quadric in Z7, Zs only. This defines a union
of two planes in each P3 which is a fiber of 7 (or 7p). Hence each fiber of S’
(or S”) is degenerate, a contradiction. So by = 4.

We make the same kind of considerations for all g < 14. We end up with
the following a priori possible combinations of smooth scroll type and by, for
7 < g < 14 (of course bs = g — 5). For each scroll type and intersection type
(b1, b2) we indicate whether the general zero scheme of a complete intersection
of type (2H — b1 F,2H — by F) is smooth or singular. See also Remark 9.13. In
the column with headline “ # mod.” we give the value of 18 — §; — 2 + 03+ 4.
This table contains information that can also be found in [Br| and [Ste]|, taken
together. In [Br| all possible scroll and intersection types for smooth scrolls
for all ¢ > 7 are listed, and in [Ste] the information on the moduli of the
corresponding families are given. We include the list for g < 14, since it will
be useful in the study of projective models on singular scrolls, and for the
lattice-theoretical considerations in Chapter 11.
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g |scroll type|b|comp. int.|# mod.|| g |scroll type|b|comp. int.|# mod.
7[(1,1,1,1)|1] Smooth | 18 |12[(43,1,1)|5| Smooth | 16
71(1,1,1,1)|2| Smooth 17 |[12](4,2,2,1) | 4| Singular 15
8](2,1,1,1)|2| Smooth | 18 |[13](3,3,2,2)|4| Smooth | 18
90(2,2,1,1)|2| Smooth | 18 |13[(3,3.2,2)|5| Smooth | 17
90(2,2,1,1)|3| Smooth | 17 |13[(3,3.3,1)|4| Smooth | 17
9[(3,1,1,1)|2| Smooth | 15 |[13](3,3,3,1)|6| Smooth | 18
10[(2,2,2,1) 3] Smooth | 18 |[13](4,2,2,2) 4| Smooth | 15
101 (2,2,2,1) | 4| Singular 17 ||13](4,3,2,1) | 4| Singular 16
10[(3,2,1,1) 3] Smooth | 16 |13/ (4,3,2,1)|5| Smooth | 16
10[(3,2,1,1) | 4| Singular 17 13| (4,3,2,1) | 6| Smooth 18
11[(2,2,2,2) 3] Smooth | 18 |[13/(5,3,1,1)|6| Smooth | 17
11[(2,2,2,2) [4] Smooth | 17 |[14](3,3,3,2)|5| Smooth | 18
11 (3,2,2,1) | 3| Smooth 17 ||14](3,3,3,2) | 6 | Singular 17
11[(3,2,2,1) [4] Smooth | 17 |14 (4,3,2,2)|5| Smooth | 16
11| (4,2,1,1) | 4| Singular 15 |[14](4,3,2,2) | 6| Singular 17
11[(3,3,1,1) |4] Smooth | 16 ||14] (4,3,3,1)|5| Smooth | 17
12 (3,2,2,2) | 4| Smooth 18 |[14](4,4,2,1) |5 | Singular 16
12 (3,3,2,1) | 4| Smooth 17 14| (5,3,2,1) | 5| Singular 15
12 (3,3,2,1) | 5| Smooth 17 ||14](5,3,2,1) | 6| Singular 16

For perfect Clifford divisors D with D? = 0 and singular scrolls 7 =
7 (2, D) we get the following list of a priori possible cases in P9, for 7 < g < 10
(subtracting 2 from all values of b; for S” in Ty in P9*4, for i = 1,2):

g|sing. scroll type| b1 | (S )virt|| g |sing. scroll type| b (S virt
7 (2,1,1,0) 1,2[Smooth || 9 (4,2,0,0) 4 Smooth
7 (2,2,0,0) 2 |Smooth || 9 (3,2,1,0) 2, 3|Smooth only for by = 3
7 (3,1,0,0) 2 |Singular|| 9 (2,2,2,0) 2 Smooth
8 (3,2,0,0) 3 |Smooth [|10 (4,2,1,0) 3,4 Singular
8 (3,1,1,0) 2 |Singular|[10 (3,3,1,0) 3 Singular
8 (2,2,1,0) 2 [Smooth |10  (3,2,2,0) 3 Smooth

Remark 9.13. For each smooth scroll 7 and intersection type where the
general element S’ is smooth (on the upper list of types for 7 < g < 14)
it is clear that we have a smooth projective model of a K3 surface. For the
remaining cases (on that list) it is natural to interpret them as projective
models S’ of K3 surfaces by non-ample linear systems. The types on the
upper list are the only ones for g < 14 where a general complete intersection
(2H — by F,2H — boF), with by + by = g — 5, is either smooth, or singular in
a finite number of points. In Chapter 11, moreover, we describe all projective
models for low g, including those with ¢ = 2. All scroll types listed above
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(smooth as in the upper list or singular as in the lower list) for g < 10
reappear in the description in Chapter 11.

To decide which intersections that are in general smooth, which intersec-
tions that are in general singular in finitely many points, and which inter-
sections that are in general singular along a curve (or even reducible) one
uses Lemma 8.33, similarly as in [Br] and [Ste|. In particular we have checked
with the Appendix in [Br|, which gives a list of smooth complete intersection
K3 surfaces in 4-dimensional smooth rational normal scrolls and also a list of
relevant intersections with only finitely many singularities.

On the lower list, concerning singular scrolls for < 10, we have listed all
scroll and intersection types which might a priori appear as “images” by the
map 1 of scrolls 7y and surfaces S” on the upper list, provided that the Clifford
divisor D is perfect.

In the columns with heading (S5”),i+ we have indicated whether a general
complete intersection of type in question on 7y, which contains the exceptional
divisor of the map ¢ from 7y to 7, is smooth or singular. We call such a
complete intersection (S”),irt, since we do not a priori know that it is an S”.
If D is perfect and the scroll 7 is singular, each occurring projective model S’
on 7 is of course also singular, but S” smooth means that all singularities of
S’ are due to contractions across the fibers; there are no contractions in the
individual fibers.

We will illustrate that the issues whether a smooth scroll 7 (2, D) and
an associated intersection type for a model S’ appears on the upper list,
is different from the issue whether the scroll and intersection type appears
for a 7y and a S”. If D is perfect, it is a priori possible that all complete
intersections, or a general one, represents a model S’, but not an S”. As an
example, look at the type (3,3,3,1), with (b1,b2) = (6,2). Then S’ consists
of the common zeroes of two sections of the form

a1 Z3 + caZ1Zo + 32123 + caZi + c5 ZoZs + e 23

and
ftou, Z1, Zo, Z3, Z4) + c1 23,

where f(t,u, Z1, Z, Z3, Z4) is contained in the ideal generated by Z1, Zs, Z3.
The general such intersection is smooth, and does not intersect the last di-
rectrix (Z1 = Zs = Z3 = 0) at all. But in order to be a surface of the form
S”, associated to a perfect Clifford divisor D, the intersection must contain
the last directrix. This forces c¢; to be zero. In that case the intersection is
no longer smooth, in fact it contains the directrix in its singular locus, and
hence it cannot be an S”. Hence scroll type (3,3,3,1) with b; = 6 appears on
the upper list, but the corresponding “pushed down” type (2,2,2,0) does not
appear in combination with (the revised) b; = 4.

A similar, but slightly different case, is the scroll type (3,2,2,1) and inter-
section type (4, 2). Then a surface of the form S’ would consist of the common
zeroes of two sections of the form:
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Poi(t,u)Z] + Pra(t,u)Z1 2o + Py o(t,u)Z1 23 +
173 + caZ2 73 + c3Z3 + caZ1 Z,4

and

f(tu, Z1, Zy, Z3) + P o(t,u) 2124 +
P173(t, U)Z2Z4 + P1,4(t, U)Z324 + C5Z2.

If this is an S” for a perfect Clifford divisor D, then it contains the last
directrix, which means c5 = 0. Even if ¢5 = 0, the intersection will in general
be smooth if ¢4 # 0, and P; 3 and P; 4 have no common roots. In this example
only a subfamily of positive codimension of the (dim Aut (P9)+18—6; —d2+
03 + d4)-dimensional family of all complete intersections of that type are of
the form S”.

Remark 9.14. If we only assume that D is free (and not perfect), we get the
following additional a priori possible cases:

glsing. scroll type|by | (S”)yirt
8| (2,2,1,0) |3|Smooth
9 (2,2,2,0) 4| Smooth
9 (3,2,1,0) 4 |Singular

As proven in Remark 9.13 above, if 7 (2, D) has type (2,2,2,0) with b; = 4,
then S” cannot contain the inverse image by 7 : 79 — 7 of the point singular
locus of 7. Therefore S’ cannot contain the point singular locus of 7 (2, D),
and S” ~ S’ and D is not perfect. This completes the proof of Proposition
8.39. A similar conclusion can be drawn about the two other cases in the last
table, if they occur.

9.3 Projective models with ¢ = 3

Assume 7 = 7 (3, D) for a free Clifford divisor D with D? = 0. If 7 is smooth,
we get from Proposition 7.2(a) that Ogs has a resolution (as an Or-module)
of the following form:

0— Or(=5H + (g — 6)F) — @_,Or(—3H + b F) —

®r1O7(—2H + a1, F) — O — Ogr — 0.

From Corollary 8.34 we conclude that we have such a resolution even if 7 is
non-smooth. We see from [Sc| that we are in a situation very similar to that
of a pentagonal canonical curve, which is natural, since a general hyperplane
section of S’ is such a curve. We do not intend to say as much about this
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situation as about the cases ¢ = 1 and 2. Study the skew-symmetrical map &
in the resolution above, already introduced in Corollary 8.34:

@ : @ Or(=3H + b F) — @y, O (—2H + apF).

Recall that the Pfaffians of this map generate the ideal of S” in 7. Clearly 7 is
a rational normal scroll of degree g — 4 in P9. Let its type be e= (e, ..., e5).

From Proposition 9.1 the dimension of the set of scrolls of type e in
PY is equal to (g + 1)? — 28 — §; = dim(Aut (P9) — 27 — &1, where §; :=

;.; max (0,e; —ej —1). To obtain the number 18 +dim(Aut (P?) for the di-
mension of the set of projective models of K3 surfaces in scrolls of some type,
one expects a 45-dimensional set of such models in a given scroll, provided
the scroll type is reasonably well balanced. We will look into this issue, but
we will not give a rigorous proof that we can find such a 45-dimensional set.

A given projective model S’ is characterized by the ten above-diagonal
entries of a five-by-five matrix description of the map @. These entries are
sections of:

H—(be —a1)F,H —(bs —a1)F,H = (bs — a1)F,H — (bs — a1)F,
H— (bg - ag)]:,H - (b4 - ag)]:,H - (b5 - ag)]:,
H - (b4 - a3).7-',H - (b5 - ag)]:,H - (b5 - a4)_7:.

We have hO(T7H - (b1 — aj)]:) =g +1- 5(1)2 — aj) + 62,2’,]’7 where 6277;7j =

h* (P!, € @ Op1(a; — b;)) and is zero if and only if e5 — (b; —a;) > —1. In all,
there set of choices of the ten linear terms has dimension

10(g + 1) - 2(5(61 — aj) + 6271‘0').

i>j
Moreover, we have

Z(bi—aj) = by + 2b3 + 3by + 4b5 — 4a1 — 3as — 2a3 — ay
i>j
= by + 2b3 + 3by +4bs —4(g—6—b1) — 3(g — 6 — b2)
—2(9—6—b3) — (9 —6—bs)
=4(by+---+bs) —10(g — 6)
=2g—12,

where we have used the self-duality of the resolution (Proposition 7.2(b))
which gives a; = g — 6 — b;, for i = 1,...,5) and Proposition 7.2(d) (which
gives by + - - -+ by = 3g — 18). Inserting this in the expression above we obtain
the number

10(g 4+ 1) — 5(29 — 12) + d2 = 70 + 02,

where dz := >, ;2 ; for the dimension of the set of choices of entries in the
matrix determining the map .
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We see from a; =g —6—0b;, for i =1,...,5, that Zleai =2g—12, so
the average value of the b; — a; is 9%6. The average value of the e; is 9%4, SO
if both the e; and the b; (and therefore the a;) are maximally balanced, we
will in fact have es — (b; — a;) > —1, s0 62, ; = 0, for each i > j.

To obtain the desired value 45 in the maximally balanced situation, one
needs to argue that it is correct to subtract 25, in the sence that there is
typically a 25-dimensional family of matrix decriptions giving rise to each
projective model of a K3 surface as described. We do not know how to do this
in a rigorous way, but the problem is related to the one mentioned in [B-E, p.
457], where one treats matrix descriptions of maps between two free modules
of rank 5 over a ring (see also [Be|). Translating the discussion in [B-E] into
our situation, the issue is: Do two matrices A’ and A have the same Pfaffian
ideal if and only if there is a matrix B, such that A’ = BAB!? In an extremely
simple case, take g = 11 and a; = 2 for all ¢ (and consequently b; = 3 for
all j), so that all entries in the matrix representation A of @ are sections of
the same line bundle on 7 (in this case H — F). One can imagine the set of
five-by-five matrices acting on the matrix A representing ® as A — BAB?, for
all B in GL(5). In a situation where the a; are less balanced, one can imagine
an analogous matrix B with entries in suitably manufactured line bundles, so
that the “shape” of A is preserved under a similar action. By this we mean
that if entry A;; of A is a section of a line bundle L; ;, then entry A, of
BAB! is also a section of L; ;. One must then count the sections in the entries
of B, control the stabilizers of the action, and show that all A with the same
Pfaffian ideal are in the same orbit by the action.

A natural candidate for such a matrix B is one where the entry B;; is
chosen as a general section of Or((a; —a;)F) = O1((b; — b;)F), for all (i, j).
Since h°(O7((aj — a;)F)) + h°(Or((a; — a;)F) = 2 + max (0, |a; — a;| — 1),
we see that >, hO(O1((a; — a;)F) = 25 if and only if the a; are chosen in
a maximally balanced way. Set d3 = >, max (0,]a; — a;| — 1). Then the
dimension of the set of choices of matrix B as described is 25+ 03 (we see that
det B is a constant, and we look at the closed subset of those B with non-zero
determinant). One checks that BAB? is antisymmetric, and has entries that
are sections in the same line bundles as the corresponding ones for A. This
leads to the following:

Conjecture 9.15. Let T be a fized rational normal scroll of mazximally bal-
anced type and dimension 5 in P9, for g > 9. Let M(T,c) be the set of
projective models of K3 surfaces S of Clifford index 3, with a perfect, elliptic
Clifford divisor D, such that T = T (¢, D). Then dim M = 45. For an arbi-
trary scroll type (not necessarily smooth), and given combination (aq,...,as)
the corresponding set M(T ,c) is empty, or it has dimension 45+ 02 — d3. We
have 62 Z 53 Zf61 Z 1.

Remark 9.16. The first statement of the conjecture will be proved in Propo-
sition 9.18 below. For the second statement, see the discussion above. The
last statement ( d > d5 if 67 > 1) of the conjecture does not follow di-
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rectly from purely numerical considerations. As an example, take the case
g = 11, scroll type (3,1,1,1,1) and (ay,...,a5) = (1,2,2,2,3), which gives
(b1,...,b5) = (4,3,3,3,2). Here 6 = 4, and d5 = 1. For all (4,5) with i > j,
we have e5 — (b; — a;) > —1, so d2 = 0.

On the other hand the entries outside the diagonal in the first row of a
matrix description of ¢ are sections of H — (be — a1)F, H — (bs — a1)F, H —
(by — a1)F and ‘H — (bs — a1)F, which here are H — 2F, H — 2F, H — 2F and
‘H — F. Taking the submaximal minor where we disregard the term H — F,
we see that Z; is a factor, since Z; is a factor in every section of H — 2. This
is a contradiction, and hence the case does not occur.

Remark 9.17. We have now seen (as a special case) that one way to prove
the (well known) formula dim(Aut (P9)) 4 18 for the dimension of the set of
projective models on rational normal scrolls of maximally balanced types in P9
(with elliptic Clifford divisor D), at least in each of the cases ¢ = 1,2, 3, is to
first compute the dimension of the set of scrolls, and then add the dimension
of the set of projective models in each scroll. Using the same method, one
deduces the well-known fact that the set of k-gonal curves in P9 on rational
scrollar surfaces of maximally balanced types is empty or has dimension

dim(Aut (P971)) +2g + 2k — 5

in each of the cases k = 3,4, 5. But the set is not empty, as is shown for example
in [Bal, where one shows that for all k, the general canonical k-gonal curve has
maximally balanced scroll type (for its gonality scroll). For canonical curves,
the scroll type is determined by the dual scrollar invariants h°(K — D), in
other words by h°(rD), for r = 1,2,... for the gonality divisor D. One sees
that for £ = 3,4,5 one can find the dimension of the sets of k-gonal curves
with fixed scrollar invariants (if non-empty) in P91 corresponding to sets
of curves with prescribed values of h?(rD), for r = 1,2, ..., by using similar
methods as in the subsections above.

9.4 Higher values of c

From Proposition 9.1 we see that the dimension of the set of scrolls of a given
type in P9 is (g +1)? — 3 — (¢ +2)? — 61, where §; is a non-negative number,
which is zero if and only if the scroll type is maximally balanced. We recall

the exact value:
01 = Zmax (0,e; —e; —1).
%,

Since we know that for all ¢ in the range in question there exists a set of
dimension dim(Aut (PY))+18 = (g+1)? + 17 parametrizing projective model
of K3 surfaces in P9 with Clifford-index c fibered by elliptic curves on a scroll
of some type, we know that for this type, the set of projective models of K3
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surfaces of Clifford index ¢, with smooth associated scrolls 7, has dimension
at least

(g+1)2+17—((9+ 1?2 =3 = (c+2)?) = (c+2)* +20.

A scroll type with §; = 0 is then a natural candidate. We have:

Proposition 9.18. Let g > 5 and 1 < ¢ < [q%lj Let T be a fized rational
normal scroll of mazimally balanced type of dimension c+2 in P9. Let M(T , ¢)
be the set of projective models of K3 surfaces S of Clifford index c, with a

perfect, elliptic Clifford divisor D, such that T = T (¢, D). Then
dim M(7,¢) = (¢ + 2)* + 20.

For (not necessarily smooth) scrolls T with types with 61 > 0, the correspond-
ing set M(T,c) is empty, or

dim M(7,¢) < (c+2)* +20 + 5;.

Proof. Let S be a K3 surface with Picard group as in Lemma 4.3, that is such
that Pic S ~ ZL + ZD, with L? = 2g — 2, D> = 0 and LD = ¢ + 2. Let us
study the scroll 7 (¢, D). By Proposition 4.2, we have that D is a free Clifford
divisor and the “dual scrollar invariants” d, (see Chapter 2) have the form:

d, = h°(L —rD) — h°(L — (r + 1)D).

Assume that S contains a smooth rational curve I'. Then I' = aL + bD,
for integers a and b. This gives a?(2g — 2) + 2ab(c + 2) = —2, which gives
ala (g — 1) + b(c + 2)) = —1. This, together with D.I" > 0 gives a = 1 and
b= =%. Hence S contains a rational curve I" if and only if (¢+ 2)|g, in which
caseF L —nD, for n:= ;5.

We will show that the scroll 7 (¢, D) will be of maximally balanced type.
From the way the scrollar invariants eq,...,e.42 are formed from the dual
scrollar invariants di, do, ... we see that the scroll type is maximally balanced
if and only if

R(L —rD)=(g+1)—7r(c+2),

for all » > 0, such that L —rD is effective. By Riemann-Roch we see that this
happens if and only if h'(L — rD) = 0 for these r.

Set B, :=L—1rD.

Assume first that B, is not nef. Then |B,| has a fixed component X' sup-
ported on a union of smooth rational curves. But we have just seen that the
only such curve is of the form I"' ~ L — nD, with n := #LQ € Z. So we can
write X = mI, for an integer m > 1, and denoting the (possibly zero) moving
part of |B,| by BY, we have

B, ~ B +mI.

Furthermore, by our assumptions that B, is not nef, we have B,.I" < 0.
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We have
B~ B, —mI ~L—rD—mI ~(1—m)I"+ (n—7)D. (9.1)

Since D is nef, we have I'D > 0 and B%.D = (1 — m)I.D > 0, whence
m=1.

By (9.1) this implies that B) ~ (n —r)D = (%5 — r)D, whence

0 _ 9 _ g
I’.BT—(—C_'_2 r)[.D (c—|—2

—r)L.D = (Cj_;z—r)(c—ﬂ) =g—r(c+2) >0,

and since I.B, = IB? — 2 < 0, we must have

g—r(c+2)=0 or 1

In the first case, we get r = CiQ = n, whence B? = 0 and B, = I'. In the

second case we get the contradiction

r+

cr2 c+2

So if B, is not nef, then B, = I" and h'(B,) = h*(I") = 0.

Now assume B, is nef.

By Proposition 1.9 and Lemma 1.10, we have that h'(B,) > 0 if and
only if B, ~ mFE for an integer m > 2 and a smooth elliptic curve E. By
B2 =(L—-1rD)*=2g—2—2r(c+2) =0, we get

g—1
c+2°

Furthermore L? = 2g — 2 = 2rmD.E = %Q;)D.E > 0, whence D.E > 0
and ¢+ 2 =mD.E. But this gives

. o (c+2)? 2 .
0 < |disc (D, E)| = (D.E)* = — s < (c+2)° = |disc (L, D)|,
a contradiction, since L and D generate Pic S.

This shows that h'(L —rD) = 0 for all » such that L —rD > 0.

From Lemma 4.3 we then have an abstract 18-dimensional family of K3
surfaces. From the argument above we know that these K3 surfaces give rise to
projective models with balanced (c+2)-dimensional scrolls, i.e. an (Aut (P9)+
18)-dimensional set of projective models of such surfaces. Hence the first part
of the statement of the proposition follows, since there is an (Aut (P9) — 2 —
(¢ + 2)?)-dimensional family of (¢ + 2)-dimensional rational normal scrolls of
maximally balanced type in P9, and all projective models are contained in
finitely many such scrolls, and all scrolls of the same type are projectively
equivalent. We see that we can construct a concrete family of dimension (¢ +
2)2 + 20 in each scroll of maximally balanced type, by using the surfaces from
Lemma 4.3.
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Assume the scroll 7 is not maximally balanced, that is §; > 0. Then the
statement
dim M(T,¢) < (c+2)* +20 + 6,

follows from the fact that there is no abstract 19-dimensional family of K3
surfaces in PY9 with Clifford index ¢, and perfect elliptic Clifford divisor. As-
sume dim M(7,c) > (¢ + 2)? + 21 + §;. Then, by taking the union over the
(Aut (PY9) — 2 — (¢ + 2)? — §;)-dimensional family of rational normal scrolls
in PY of the same type as 7, we obtain an Aut (P?) + 19-dimensional set
of projective models of K3 surfaces in question. Here we use again that all
projective models are contained in finitely many such scrolls, and all scrolls
of the same type are projectively equivalent. [

Remark 9.19. We also conjecture that M(7,c) (defined as above) is empty
or:

(c+2)* +20 < dim M(T,c¢)
even if the scroll type of 7 is not maximally balanced. This conjecture is in-
spired by Proposition 9.2, Corollary 9.11 and Remark 9.16. (In many examples
for ¢ = 1,2 with non-zero 07 a strict inequality is impossible.)

Set M’ = (the largest component of) Hilb (7'9_1)$2+2. Then it is clear that
(c+2)* +20 < dim M.
This is true because we can define the relative Hilbert scheme
My = Hilb g0 +2,

where H is the (parameter) Hilbert scheme of rational curves of degree g —
c¢—1in G(c+ 1, g), that is: The parameter space of rational normal (¢ + 2)-
dimenional scrolls in P9. Here 7y is the "universal scroll", such that the fibre
Ty is 7 if [t] is the parameter point in H corresponding to 7. It is well
known, and follows from for example [Str], [R-R-W], and [Har, p. 62], that
H is irreducible, and that the maximally balanced scrolls correspond to an
open dense stratum of H. Since the fibre M[’t] of M’y has dimension at least

dim M(7,¢) = (c + 2)? + 20 for all [t] corresponding to scrolls of maximally
balanced type, we have dim M, 2= (c+ 2)2 + 20 for the [t] corresponding to
scrolls of less balanced types.

In order to prove the conjecture, we have to pass from M’ to M(T,c¢). It
is not entirely clear to us how to do this. If the conjecture is true, we get

(c+2)? +20 < dim M(7T,¢) < c+2)? +20 + §;.

Moreover the cases ¢ = 1, scroll type (7, 3,1), and ¢ = 2, scroll types (3, 3,3,1)
with by = 6, and (4,3,2,1) with b; = 6, reveal that a strict inequality
dim M(7, ¢) < (c+2)?+20+ 4 is not always correct, even if §; > 0. In Chap-
ter 11 one sees that these cases indeed occur with the fiber D a perfect Clifford
divisor. In these cases both the most balanced scroll/intersection type and the
mentioned non-balanced types give families of dimension dim(Aut (P9))+18.
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BN general and Clifford general K3 surfaces

In this chapter we will first, in Section 10.1, recall some results by Mukai
describing projective models of Brill-Noether (BN) general polarized K3 sur-
faces of low genera. Mukai describes the models as “complete intersections”
in various homogeneous varieties. The definition of a BN general polarized
K3 surface, due to Mukai and given in Section 10.1 below, is valid in any
genus, and we easily see that for example any polarized K3 surface (S, L)
with Pic § ~ ZL is Brill-Noether general.

In Section 10.2 we compare the concepts of BN generality and Clifford
generality (described in Chapter 3). We show that BN general K3 polarized
surfaces are Clifford general. We also give two more technical results concern-
ing K3 surfaces of low genus. It turns out that the two concepts coincide for
all genera below 11, except 8 and 10. In sections 10.3 and 10.4 we describe the
projective models of polarized K3 surfaces og genera 8 and 10, respectively,
that are Clifford general but not BN general.

10.1 The results of Mukai

It is shown in [Mul] that a projective model of a general K3 surface in P9,
for g =6, 7, 8, 9 and 10, is a complete intersection in a homogeneous spaces
described below.

We recall the following definition of Mukai:

Definition 10.1 (Mukai [Mu2]). A polarized K3 surface (S,L) of genus
g is said to be Brill-Noether (BN) general if the inequality h°(M)h°(N) <
hO(L) = g + 1 holds for any pair (M, N) of non-trivial line bundles such that
M&®N ~ L.

Remark 10.2. One easily sees that this is for instance satisfied if any smooth
curve C € |L| is Brill-Noether general, i.e. carries no line bundle A for which
p(A) := g—h"(A)h'(A) < 0. This is because any nontrivial decomposition L ~

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 121-128, 2004.
(© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004
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M + N with hO(M)hY(N) > g+ 1 yields h®(Mc)ht(Mc) > h°(M)hY(N) > g.
It is an open question whether the converse is true.

Clearly the polarized K3 surfaces which are BN general form a 19-
dimensional Zariski open subset in the moduli space of polarized K3 surfaces
of a fixed genus g.

The following theorem is due to Mukai. We use the following convention:
For a vector space V' of dimension i, we write G(r,V*) (resp. G(V*,r)) for
the Grassmann variety of r-dimensional subspaces (resp. quotient spaces) of
V.

The variety Y19 C P1® is a 10-dimensional spinor variety of degree 12. Let
V10 be a 10-dimensional vector space with a nondegenerate second symmetric
tensor A\. Then X19 is one of the two components of the subset of G(V10,5)
consisting of 5-dimensional totally isotropic quotient spaces *.

The variety X% C P13 is the Grassmann variety of 3-dimensional totally
isotropic quotient spaces of a 6-dimensional vector space V¢ with a nondegen-
erate second skew-symmetric tensor ¢. It has dimension 6 and degree 16.

Also, X9 = G/P C P!3 where G is the automorphism group of the
Cayley algebra over C and P is a maximal parabolic subgroup. The variety
has dimension 5 and degree 18.

Finally, in the case g = 12, let V7 be a 7-dimensional vector space and N C
A2V a 3-dimensional vector space of skew-symmetric bilinear forms, with ba-
sis {m1, ma, m3}. We denote by Grass (3,V7,m;) the subset of Grass (3,V7)
consisting of 3-dimensional subspaces u of V' such that the restriction of m;
to U x U is zero. Then X3, = Grass (3,V7, N) := NGrass (3, V7, m;). It has
dimension 3 and degree 12.

Theorem 10.3 (Mukai [Mu2]). The projective models of BN general po-
larized K3 surfaces of small genus are as follows:

genus|projective model of BN general polarized K3 surface
2 Sy — P? double covering with branch sextic
3 (4)CP?
4 (2,3) C P*
5 (2,2,2) CP°
6 (1,1,1,2)NG(2,V°) C P®
7 ) S0P
8 15 NG(Ve2) CP?
9 AHnx% C P
10 (13)n X3 C PO
12 S = (1) - 212

1A quotient f: V — V' is totally isotropic with respect to A if (f ® f)(A) is zero
on V' @V’
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10.2 Notions of generality

In this section we will compare the notion of BN generality with our notion
of Clifford generality as given in Chapter 3 . We only treat the cases g < 10.

It is an easy computation to check that a BN general K3 surface is also
Clifford general:

Proposition 10.4. Let (S, L) be a polarized K3 surface of genus g. If (S, L)
is BN general, then it is Clifford general.

Proof. Assume that (S, L) is not Clifford general, and let ¢ = Cliff L < [q%lj
and D any Clifford divisor with F' := L — D. Using (C1) and (C3) together
with Riemann-Roch one easily computes

1 1
hO(D) + h°(F) = §D2+2+§F2+2 (10.1)
1
=5l +2-DF+2=g+1-c> #.

Since h°(F) > h%(D) > 2 and for fixed d > 2 the function f4(z) = z(d — )
obtains its maximal value in [2,d] at z = 2, we get

RO (D)R(F) > 2(h°(D) + h°(F) —2) > 2(# —2)=g+1=hr%L).

Hence (S, L) is not BN general. [J

For low genera we have:

Proposition 10.5. Let (S,L) be a polarized K3 surface of genus g =
2,3...,7 or 9. Then (S,L) is BN general if and only if it is Clifford gen-
eral.

If g = 8 resp. 10, then (S, L) is Clifford general but not BN general if and
only if there is an effective divisor D satisfying D?> = 2 and D.L =T resp. 8,
and there are no divisors satisfying the conditions (x) for ¢ < 3 resp. 4.

Proof. We must investigate the condition that there exists an effective decom-
position L ~ D + F such that h°(F)h%(D) > g+ 1, but Cliff Oc(D) > [ 4]
for any smooth curve C € |L].

By Riemann-Roch, we have Cliff O¢ (D) = g+1—h%(Oc(D))—h*(Oc(D))
< g+1—h%D) - hO(F), so we easily see that we must be in one of the two
cases above. [J

Since the divisor D in the proposition satisfies Cliff L = Cliff O¢ (D), we
have D € A°(L), so we get the following from Propositions 2.6 and 2.7:

Corollary 10.6. Any divisor D as in Proposition 10.5 must satisfy h(D) =
h'(L — D) = 0, and among all such divisors we can find one satisfying the
conditions (C1)-(C5).
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By arguing as in the proof of Proposition 4.2, with the lattice ZL & ZD,

with
L? LD| [2(g—1)c+4
D.L D? | | c+4 2

for g =8 and 10 and ¢ = ng—lj = 3 and 4 respectively, we see that there exists
an 18-dimensional family of isomorphism classes of polarized K3 surfaces that
are Clifford general but not BN general for both g = 8 and g = 10.

We will in the next two sections investigate these two cases. A choice of a
subpencil {D} of |D| gives as before a rational normal scroll 7 within which
vr(S) = S is contained. Unfortunately, as we will see, we no longer have
such a nice result about V' = Sing 7 as Theorem 5.7, since the Clifford index
c is now the general one. We will however be able to describe these particular
cases in a similar manner, too.

10.3 The case g = 8

Let us first consider the case g = 8, where ¢ = 3. We have D? =2, D.L =7,
hO(L) = 9 and h°(L — D) = 3. Since (L — 2D)? = —6 and (L — 2D).L = 0,
we have h%(L —2D) =0 or 1 and h°(L — 3D) = 0.
Recall that the type (eq,...,eq) of the scroll 7, with d = dy = dim 7, is
given by
ei=# | dy=ib—1, (10.2)

where

di = h®(L —iD) — h°(L — (i + 1)D).

We have d>3 = 0 and (do, d1,ds) = (6,3 — h°(L — 2D), h%(L — 2D)) and the
two possible scroll types

(1,

1,1,1,0,0,0) if h9(L—2D)=0
(2,1,0,0,0,0

( ) =191
€1;---» 6] = 7Oa s Uy ) if hO(L_QD):l

We first study the case h®(L — 2D) = 0, that is h!'(L — 2D) = 1. We
have V = Sing 7 = P?2. Here we already see that Theorem 5.7 will not apply,
since it is clear by the examples given by the lattice above that there are such
cases with no contractions across the fibers. Denote the two base points of the
pencil {D,} by p; and py and their images under ¢y, by x1 and z3. We have
the following result:

Lemma 10.7. Either

(i) Rip= 0, or

(1) Rp,p = {I'} and V intersects S’ in 1, x2 and y = o(I"), and
V =<ax1,29,y >.
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Proof. We first show that Ry, p is either empty or contains at most one curve.
Choose any smooth Dy € |D|. Set F := L — D as usual. Since deg Fp, =
c+2=5=2p,(D)+ 1, one has that Fpp, is very ample, and by arguing as in
Lemma 6.1, we get that D.A = 0 or 1. This shows the assertion.
By arguing as in the proof of Theorem 5.7, we get that V intersects S’
in at most three points (two of which must of course be x; and z3) and that
these three points are independent. [J

By this lemma, there are only two cases occurring for h°(L — 2D) = 0,
which we denote by (CG1) and (CG2), since they are Clifford general:

(CGl) RL,D = @a
(CG2)Rr.p ={I}.

If hO(L —2D) = 1, then since F? = 2 we have
L~2D+ A,

where A is the base divisor of |F| and satisfies A? = —6, A.L = 0 and
A.D = 3. By arguing as in the proof of Proposition 3.7, we find that L is as
in one of the five following cases (where all the I" and I'; are smooth rational
curves):

(CG3)L ~ 2D + I't + I's 4+ I'5, with the following configuration:

and Rp.p = {11, I, I3},
(CG4)L ~2D+T'+2Ih+2I1+---2I'y + I'ny1 + I'vy2, with the following
configuration:

D——Ty— - — Ty

r I'nya

I'nyo

and RL,D = {F, Fo},
(CGB)L ~ 2D +3I'1 + 215+ 23+ I'y + I'5, with the following configuration:

D I Iy Iy

AN

I3

Is

and RL,D = {Fl}
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(CG6) L ~ 2D + 3y + 4y + 21 + 313 + 21y + I'5, with the following con-
figuration:

D Iy I 15

AN

I3

I

Is

and RL,D = {Fo}
(CG?)L ~2D 43I+ 411 + 515+ 6153 +4@, + 215+ 31, with the following
configuration:

AN

I

and RL,D = {Fo}

Defining Zj as in (5.5)-(5.8), we see that length Z, = 5 and by arguing as in
the proof of Theorem 5.7 in these five cases we get that for any D € D:

V =< Z, >=P3,

any subscheme of length 4 spans a P? and V N S’ has support only on this
scheme.

For the cases (CG1)-(CGT7) we can now argue as in Chapter 8. In par-
ticular, we get a commutative diagram as on page 69, and Proposition 8.17,
Corollary 8.18, Propositions 8.23 and 8.24 and Corollary 8.26 still apply. All
the 1 (Dy) have the same Betti-numbers and their resolutions are given in
Example 8.20.

In the cases (CG1) and (CG2) the type of 7y is (2,2,2,1,1,1). We leave it
to the reader to use Lemma 8.33 to show that the only possible combinations
of the b;’s (defined in Definition 8.36) are

(b1,...,b8) = (4,3,3,3,2,2,2,1), (4,3,3,2,2,2,2,2), (3,3,3,3,2,2,2,2).

In the cases (CG3)-(CGT7) the type of 7j is (3,2,1,1,1, ) We again leave
it to the reader to show that (b1,...,bs) = (4,3,3,2,2,2,2,2) is the only
possibility.

We conclude this section by showing that all the cases (CG1)-(CGT7) ac-
tually exist, by arguing with the help of Propositions 1.11 and 1.12.

The case (CG1) can be realized by the lattice just below Corollary 10.6
and therefore has number of moduli 18.

We now show that the case (CG2) can be realized by the lattice ZD @
ZF @ ZI', with intersection matrix:
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D? D.F D.I 25 1
FD F? FI'| =52 —1
I'DIF I? 1-1-2

One easily checks that this matrix has signature (1, 2), so by Proposition
1.11 there is an algebraic K3 surface with this lattice as its Picard lattice.

Set L := D+ F. By Proposition 1.12 we can assume that L is nef, whence
by Riemann-Roch D, F' > 0.

We first show that L is base point free and that Cliff L = 3. Since D.L —
D? — 2 = 3, we only need to show that there is no effective divisor B on S
satisfying either

B?=0,B.L=1,2,3,4, or
B =2, B.L =6.

Setting B ~ D + yF + zI", one finds
B.L=T7(z+y),

which is not equal to any of the values above. Furthermore, D forces (S, L)
to be non-BN general. Since one easily sees that we cannot be in any of the
cases (CG1), (CG3)-(CGT), we must be in case (CG2).

We can argue in the same way for the cases (CG3)-(CGT), with the obvi-
ous lattices. The number of moduli of these cases are 16, 15, 14, 13 and 12,
respectively. We leave these cases to the reader.

10.4 The case g = 10

The case g = 10 is very similar to the previous case. We have c =4, D.L = 8§,
h(L) = 11 and h°(L — D) = 4. Since (L —2D)? = —6 and (L —2D).L = 2, we
have h%(L —2D) =0 or 1 and h°(L — 3D) = 0. This gives as before d>3 = 0
and (do,dy,d2) = (7,4 — h°(L — 2D), h°(L — 2D)) and the two possible scroll
types
(1,1,1,1,0,0,0) if h%(L —2D) =0
(e1,- ) :{( ,1,1,0,0,0,0) if hO(L—2D)=1

We now get exactly analogous cases (CG1)’ and (CG2)’ as for g = 8, corre-
sponding to the scroll type (1,1,1,1,0,0,0). If R°(L —2D) = 1, write as usual
F := L — D and denote by A the base divisor of |F|, so that we have

)

L~2D+ A+ A.

for some A > 0 satisfying A.L = (L —2D).L =2 and A.A = 0. We can now
show that 2 = h'(R) = A.D, so that A2 = —2 and A.D = 2. By arguing
as in the proof of Proposition 3.7 again, we find that L is as in one of the

two following cases (where all the I; are smooth rational curves such that
I;,A=0):
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(CG?))’ L ~ 2D+A+F1 +F2, with FlD = FQD = 1, Fl.FQ = 0 and
Rer.p = {11,132},

(CG4) L~2D+A+2Ih+2I0 +---+ 2Ny + I'ny1 + I'vyo, with all the I
having a configuration as in (E2), I7.A =0, Rr.p = {Io},

Defining Z, as in (5.5)-(5.8), we see that length Z, = 4. By arguing as in the
proof of Theorem 5.7 in these two cases we get that for any D € D:

V=<2, >=P3

and V N S’ has support only on this scheme.

As above, we can argue as in Chapter 8, and find that for the cases (CG1’)-
(CG4’) the ¢ (D)) have the same Betti-numbers and their resolutions are
given in Example 8.20.

For the cases (CG1)’ and (CG2)’ the type of 7y is (2,2,2,2,1,1,1). Again
one can use Lemma 8.33 to show that the only possible combinations of the
b;’s (defined in Definition 8.36) are

(4,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,2,2,2,2,2) and (3,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,2,2,2,2)
for the case (CG1)’, and
(4,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,2,2,2,2,2), (3,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,2,2,2,2) and

(4,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,3,2,2,2,1)

for the case (CG2)’.
The type of 7y for the cases (CG3)’ and (CG4)’ is (3,2,2,1,1,1,1). The
only possible cases for the b;’s are found to be

(4,4,4,3,3,3,2,2,2,2,2,2/2) and (4,4,3,3,3,3,3,2,2,2,2,2,2),

In the same way as for the cases (CG1)-(CG7), we can show the existence
of each of the types (CG1)-(CG4)’ for g = 10 and show that their number of
moduli 18, 17, 16 and 15 respectively.

These results will all be summarized in the next chapter, together with all
non-Clifford general projective models for g < 10.
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Projective models of K3 surfaces of low genus

In this chapter we will use the results obtained in the previous ones to classify
all projective models of non-BN-general K3 surfaces of genus at most 10.
Together with Mukai’s description of the general models we are then able
to give a complete classification and characterization for these genera. The
central part of the chapter is Section 11.5 where we give tables summing up
the essential information concerning the various projective models appearing
of non-BN general K3 surfaces for 5 < g < 10.

An important intermediate step is performed in Section 11.2 where we
describe the possible perfect Clifford divisors for ¢ = 1, 2 and 3 and also in
some more detail the cases where h!'(L — 2D) > 0, since this last number
determines the singular locus of the scroll 7 by (5.2). The description is valid
for all genera, not only the small ones, but for g > 11 cases with ¢ > 4 appear,
even for (S, L) non-Clifford general. For g < 10 we always have ¢ < 3 for the
non-Clifford general models.

The reason why we concentrate on perfect Clifford divisors is to make the
classification in Section 11.5 simpler. If we did not restrict to perfect Clifford
divisors, we would get more projective models, but the extra projective mod-
els would also have been possible to describe with a perfect Clifford divisor,
whence they would belong to our list.

Section 11.1 is purely technical, and devoted to a new decomposition of the
divisor R = L — 2D for each free Clifford divisor D. The new decomposition,
with the added property (11.4) is necessary to make the description in Section
11.2 work.

In Section 11.3 we show how one can calculate the scroll types of the
relevant ambient scrolls appearing in the various cases.

The exposition in Section 11.5 contains detailed information about the
Picard lattice of S, and the singularity type of S’ = ¢r,(S) in many subcases.
In Section 11.4 we show how this information can be obtained in some typical
cases, and leave the arguments in the remaining ones to the reader.

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 129-154, 2004.
(© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004



130 11 Projective models of K3 surfaces of low genus
11.1 A new decomposition of R

Assume that D is a free Clifford divisor. We recall from Chapter 6 that R =
L — 2D, and that A = 0 if H°(R) = 0 by Lemma 6.1. If R > 0, we have
L =2D+ A+ A, where D+ A is the moving part of F' := L — D, and A is the
base divisor of F. So R ~ A+ A is an effective decomposition of R. Recall from
Lemma 6.4 that A.A = 0, except for the cases (E3) and (E4). To make the
classification simpler, we would like to find a new effective decomposition of R,
say R ~ A’ + A’ with a stronger property than the one in Lemma 6.4, namely
that A”. A" = 0 for every effective A” < A’. At the same time we would like A’
and A’ to enjoy the same intersection properties and cohomological properties
as A and A, so that the results in Chapter 6 are still valid. (We are grateful
to Gert M. Hana for pointing out the need for such a new decomposition)

Proposition 11.1. Let (S, L) be a polarized K3 surface of non-general Clif-
ford index, with free Clifford index D not as in (E3) or (E4), and such that
R:=L—-2D > 0. Let A and A be defined as above. Then there exists an
effective decomposition R = A’ + A’ such that the following properties hold:

AN<A and A >A (11.1)
D2 DAD.A D? D.A" D.A
DA A2 AA| =|DA A2 AN (11.2)
D.AAA A? D.AAA A2
h{(A") = hi(A) and R'(A") = hi(A) fori=0,1,2. (11.3)
A" A =0 for every effective A" < A'. (11.4)

Remark 11.2. Note that R ~ A + A always satisfies (11.1)-(11.3), so that
property (11.4) is the reason why we want to find a new decomposition. More-
over note that (11.1)-(11.4) ensure that all the important results in Chapters 5
and 6 for A and A are still valid for A’ and A’. To be more precise, Proposition
5.3, Remark 5.4, Proposition 5.5, Lemmas 6.1, 6.4, 6.7, 6.8 and Proposition
6.9 are valid with A and A replaced by A’ and A’.

We will give an algorithmic proof of Proposition 11.1. First we will state
and prove the following result.

Lemma 11.3. Assume we are neither in case (E3) nor (E4), and that we
have an effective decomposition R ~ A; + A; such that (11.1)-(11.3) hold.
If there exists a smooth rational curve I' < A; such that I"A; > 0, then
I'A; =1, and I'D = 0.

Proof. Remember that Fy ~ D + A is the moving part of F. We write
F; := D+ A;. Then Fy < F; < F. Hence we have h°(F;) = h°(Fp).
Since (A;, A;) satisfies (11.2), we have F§ = F?. Riemann-Roch then gives
h'(F;) = h'(Fp) = 0 by Lemma 6.2. Here we use that we are not in any of
the cases (E3) or (E4).
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Let now I' < A; be a smooth rational curve such that I".A; > 0.
Using Riemann-Roch yet another time gives

RO(F; +T)—h°(F) = F;.I — 1+ h'(F; + ') = 0.

Hence F;.I" < 1.
Since D.I' > 0 we get I"A; < 1. So if I""A; > 0, then I"A; = 1 and
I'D=0. O

Proof of Proposition 11.1 . Write Ag := A and Ay := A. Given an effective
decomposition R ~ A; + A; satisfying (11.1)-(11.3), assume that there exists
a smooth rational curve I' < A; such that I"A; > 0. Write A;41 := A; + T
and A;4q = A; — I'. Then R ~ A; 11 + A1 satisfies (11.1)-(11.2) by the
previous lemma. Clearly h*(A;11) = h?(A;11) =0, and since A?, | = A? and
A? | = A?, it suffices to show that h®(A; 1) = h(A;) and h° (A1) = h°(4;)
to show that R ~ A;41 + A;11 satisfies (11.3). It is obvious that h%(A; 1) =
hO(A;) = 1 since A;11 < A;. Furthermore h°(A4;41) = h°(A4;) since I is fixed
in A4; + I',as [.(A; + ') = —1. Hence R ~ A; 1 + A; 41 satisfies (11.3).

We repeat this process if necessary, and it is obvious that the procedure will
stop after finitely many steps, say for ¢ = n > 0, since Ag > Ay > ... > A,.
For the effective decomposition R ~ A, + 4,, there exists no smooth rational
curve I' < A, such that I"A,, > 0, whence the decomposition satisfies (11.4)
as well. [J

Lemma 11.4. Assume we are neither in case (E3) nor (E4), and that for
every I' € Ry, p we have I"'A = 0. Then R ~ A+ A satisfies (11.1)-(11.4).

Proof. If an effective divisor B < A satisfies A.B # 0, then some smooth
rational curve I' < A (possibly equal to B), must satisfy A.I" < 0. But
(D+A).I'=0o0r 1. Hence I € R p. But then A.I" = 0 by the assumptions,
a contradiction. [

11.2 Perfect Clifford divisors for low ¢

From now on (A’, A’) will be a pair of divisors satisfying (11.1)-(11.4).
Furthermore, in the list below we have:

I is a smooth rational curve such that "D =1 and I A’ = 0.
It and I, are smooth rational curves such that I7.D = I5.D = 1 and
NA=nA=0n.I,=0.

o Ay:=2Ip+2I+4+2IN+I'Ny1+ TNy, for N > 0, with a configuration
with respect to D as in (E2) and such that A’.I; =0for i =0,..., N +2.

Also we denote the different cases by {c, D?}.
Here is the list of all possible perfect Clifford divisors for ¢ = 1, 2 and 3,
and the cases where h'(R) > 0:

c=1L1%2>8
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(1,0} D*=0,D.L=3,dimT =3.
{1,2} D?*=2,L?=10, L ~2D+ I asin (E0), dim7T = 4.

Moreover, h'(R) # 0 if and only if L is as in the following case:

(1,000 L ~ 2D+ A" + T, A > —2 DA =2, [2 = A +10 < 18 with
equality if and only if L ~ 6D + 3I", h'(R) =1, R p = {I'}.

c=2L2>12

{2,0} D?>=0,D.L =4,dim7 = 4.

{2,2} D? =2, D.L = 6, L? < 18 with equality if and only if L ~ 3D,
dim7 = 5.

(2,4} D?=4,12=16, L ~2D as in (Q), dim T = 6.

Moreover, h'(R) # 0 if and only if L is as in one of the following cases:

(2,0} L ~2D+ A + 1, A” > =2, D.A' = 3, L2 = A”* + 14 < 32 with
equality if and only if L ~ 8D +4I", h'(R) =1, R p = {I'}.

(2,0 L~2D4+ A+ Iy + 1y, A2 >0, DA =2, L2 = A* + 12 < 16 with
equality if and only if L ~ 4D+ 21"+ 2I%, h*(R) =2, R, p = {1, 2} .

{2,006 L ~ 2D+ A"+ Ay, A? >0, DA =2, L2 = A% + 12 < 16 with
equality if and only if L ~ 4D + 2A¢, h'(R) =2, R.p = {0} %

{272}(1 L~ 2D+F1 +F2 as in (El), L2 = 127 hl(R) = 17 RL,D = {Fl,FQ}.

{2,2}° L~ 2D+ Ag as in (E2), L2 =12, h'(R) = 1, Ryp = {Ib}.

c=3L2>16

{3,0} D2=0,D.L =5 dimT =5.
3,2} D2=2 D.L=7L*<22 dim7 = 6.
3,4} D?>=4,L2=18, L ~2D+ I asin (E0), dim7 = 7.

Moreover, h'(R) # 0 if and only if L is as in one of the following cases:

(3,0} L ~2D+ A + T, A” > -2, D.A" = 4, L2 = A”” + 18 < 50 with
equality if and only if L ~ 10D + 5I", h'(R) = 1, Ry, p = {I'}.

{30} L ~2D+ A + Iy + Iy, A >0, D.A" =3, L> = A% +16 < 24,
hW(R) =2, Ryp = {I, %}

{3,0} L~2D4+ A+ A/, A*>0,D.A" =3, L2 = A +16 < 24, h}(R) = 2,
Ri.p = {Io}.

(3,21 L ~ 2D+ A" + T, A* = -2, DA =2, L> = 16, h*(R) = 1,
Rr.p ={I}.

' If L? = 14, then the moving part of A’ is a perfect Clifford divisor of type {2, 2}
containing D, and if L? = 16, then A’ is a perfect Clifford divisor of type {2, 4}
containing D.

2 Same comment as above.
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This list is obtained by using the relations () and (3.2) in Chapter 3
together with Propositions 5.3, 5.5 and 5.6. We now show how it works for
c=3.

The three cases {3,0}, {3,2} and {3, 4} follow directly from the relations
(x). If D? > 0, then by (3.2) we must have L? < 24. Assume L? = 24 and
consider the divisor E := L — 3D. This satisfies E? = 0 and E.L = 3, thus
inducing a Clifford index 1 on L, a contradiction. So L? < 22.

Now assume we are in case {3,0} and h'(R) > 0. By Propositions 5.5, 5.6
and 11.1 we have 1 < D.A’ = D.A < 2. Since

5=D.L=A.D+A.D,

we have the two possibilities:

(a) A”."D =1 and D.A" =4,
(b) A'.D =2 and D.A’ = 3.

In case (a), there has to exist a smooth rational curve I" in the support of
A’ such that I'D = 1 and I"A’ = 0 (the last equality follows from (11.4) of
Proposition 11.1). Write

L~2D+ A +T 4+ A",

Clearly D.A" = A/ A” =0, and by 0 = I'"L = 2 -2+ A", we also get
I A” =0, whence
2D+ A"+ 1).A" =0,

and we must have A” = 0 since L is numerically 2-connected. This establishes
case {3,0}% From the Hodge index theorem on L and A’ it follows that
L? < 50 with equality if and only if 4L ~ 5A’.

In case (b), there either exist two (and only two) disjoint smooth rational
curves Iy and I, in the support of A’ such that I1.D = I3,.D = 1 and
IN1. A’ =TI3.A" =0, or there exists one and only one smooth rational curve I
in the support of A’ (necessarily with multiplicity 2) such that I5.D = 1 and
I'y. A’ = 0. Arguing as in the proof of Proposition 3.7, these two cases give the
cases {3,0}° and {3,0}¢ respectively. Again it follows from the Hodge index
theorem on L and A’ that L? < 24.

Assume we are in case {3,2} and h'(R) > 0. By Propositions 5.5, 5.6, and
11.1 we have L? = 16, D.A’ = 1 and A’?> = —2. There has to exist a smooth
rational curve I' in the support of A’ such that "D = 1 and I"A" = 0.
Arguing as above, we easily find that L ~ 2D + A’ + I'. Since 7 = D.L =
2D% + A'.D + A'.D, we have A’.D = 2, and since 16 = L2 = 18 + A’*, we
must have A’> = —2. This is case {3, 2}

We leave the easier cases ¢ = 1 and 2 to the reader, but make a comment
on the cases {2,0}” and {2,0}¢.

From the Hodge index theorem on L and A’ we get that L? < 16 with
equality if and only if L ~ 2A’. If A’”®> =2 or 4, one calculates
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AL —A?—-2=2,

(A'—D)? > —2 and (A’ — D).D = 2, whence by Riemann-Roch A’ > D, so D
does not satisfy the condition (C6). However, since A’ computes the Clifford
index of L, we have h'(A) = h'(A’) = 0 by Proposition 11.1, whence D is
perfect by Lemma 6.10. If L ~ 2A’, one easily sees that A’ is base point free,
whence perfect.

These cases are particularly interesting, since S’ is contained in two scrolls
of different types.

Note that for g < 10 (equivalently L? < 18) a polarized K3 surface of
non-general Clifford index must have ¢ < 3, so the above cases are sufficient
to consider these surfaces. We know that the general K3 surface has gen-
eral Clifford index. The following proposition considers the dimension of the
families in the list above.

Proposition 11.5. The number of moduli of polarized K3 surfaces of genus
g, with 5 < g <10, and non-general Clifford index ¢ > 0 of each of the types
{1,0}, {1,2}, {2,0}, {2,2} with g <9, {3,0}, {3,2} and {3,4} is 18, and of
each of the types {2,2} with g =10 and {2,4} is 19.

Furthermore the general projective model of each of these types satisfies
h'(L —2D) = 0, and the general projective model of each of these types except
for the types {1,2} and {3,4} is smooth.

The number of moduli of each of these types with h*(L —2D) > 0 is < 17,
except for the type {1,0}% for g = 10, whose number is 18.

Proof. In the cases {2,2} with ¢ = 10 and {2,4} we have L ~ 3D and L ~ 2D
respectively, so it is clear that those cases can be realized with a Picard group
of rank 1 and hence live in 19-dimensional families.

In the other cases, one easily sees that L and D are linearly independent,
and we will show that these cases can all be realized with a Picard group of
rank 2. Arguing as in the proof of Proposition 4.2 we easily see that there is
a K3 surface S such that Pic S ~ ZL ® ZD such that L?, L.D and D? have
the values corresponding to the different cases in question and such that D is
a perfect Clifford divisor for L. This has already been done for D? = 0 in the
proof of Proposition 4.2, and a case by case study establishes the proof in the
other cases.

Recall now that h'(L—2D) > 0 if and only if there exists a smooth rational
curve I' such that I"L = 0 and I.D = 1, and (since ¢ > 0) ¢r(S) is singular
if and only if there exists a smooth rational curve I" such that I"L = 0 and
I'D=0orl.

Assuming that the rank of the Picard group is two, we can write I' =
aL + bD, for a,b € Q. The conditions I'> = —2, 'L =0 and I'D =0 or 1
give the equations:

b2 D?

a®(g—1)+ab(c+2+D?) + -1,
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a(2g —2) +b(c+2+ D?) = 0 and
a(c+2+4 D?)+bD* =0 or 1.

A case by case check reveals that we have a solution only when I"D = 1 and
then in the following cases:

(a) {1,2}, with I" ~ L — 2D,
(b) {3,4}, with I ~ L — 2D,
(c) {1,0} for g = 10, with L ~ 6D + 3T".

One can easily show that case (c¢) can be realized with a lattice of the form
ZD ®ZI', with D> =0, D.I' =1 and I'? = —2.
This concludes the proof of the Proposition. [

11.3 The possible scroll types
We now would like to study which scroll types are possible for each value of

(g,¢, D?) with 5 < g <10 and 1 < ¢ < 3. Recall that the type (e1,...,eq) of
the scroll 7, with d = dim 7', is given by

ei=##{j | dj =i} -1, (11.5)
where
d=do 1= K(L) ~ KL~ D) = c+ 2+ 1 D,
dy == h’(L = D) = h®(L —2D) = do —r,
di := h°(L —iD) — h°(L — (i + 1) D),
with

2 pl(7 _ : : 2
r:{D + hi(L—2D) if L £ 2D (equiv. D? # ¢+ 2), (11.6)

D? -1 if L ~ 2D (equiv. D? = ¢+ 2)

In the cases {1,2} and {3,4}, which are both of type (E0), and the case
{2,4}, which is of type (Q), we have h°(L —2D) = 1 and h°(L —iD) = 0 for
all 7 > 3, so the scroll types are immediately given.

In the case {2, 2} with g = 10, we have L ~ 3D, so h°(L—2D) = h%(D) =
2, h%(L —3D) =1 and h°(L —iD) = 0 for all i > 3.

We will now consider one by one the remaining cases and gather the result
in the tables in Section 11.5 below.
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If c =1 or 2 and D? = 0 the possible scroll types are given in Chapter 9.
We now briefly review these cases.

Let us first consider the case ¢ = 1 and D? = 0 (case {1,0}).

For ¢ = 5 the two possible scroll types are (1,1,1) and (2,1,0). One
easily sees that the first case corresponds to (do,d1,d2) = (3,3,0), whence
h°(L — 2D) = h'(L — 2D) = 0 and the second corresponds to (do,ds,d2) =
(3,2,1), whence h'(L —2D) = 1 and we are in case {1,0}.

For g = 6 we have three possible scroll types: (2,1,1), (2,2,0) and (3,1,0).
Comparing with the possible values of the d;, one finds that the first case
corresponds to h’(L —2D) = 1 (and h'(L — 2D) = 0). Moreover, the two last
cases corresponds to the case {1,0}* with A’ # D and A’ > D respectively.

For g = 7 there are four possible scroll types: (2,2,1), (3,1,1), (3,2,0) and
(4,1,0). We see that the two first cases correspond to h'(L —2D) = 0, with
h°(L — 3D) = 0 and 1 respectively. The two last cases have h'(L —2D) =1
and therefore correspond to {1,0}* with A’ # 2D and A’ > 2D respectively.

We now leave the cases g = 8, 9 and 10 to the reader.

If c =2 and D? =0 (case {2,0}) then 12 < L2 < 18.

We leave the easiest case g = 7 to the reader.

If g = 8 we have seen that the four possible scroll types are (2,1,1,1),
(2,2,1,0), (3,1,1,0) and (3,2,0,0). The scroll (2,1,1,1) corresponds to
h'(R) = 0, whereas the scrolls (2,2,1,0) and (3,1,1,0) correspond to the
case {1,0}* with A’ # D and A’ > D respectively. The type (3,2,0,0) corre-
sponds to a polarized surface that also has a different perfect Clifford divisor,
and is hence contained in another scroll as well, by the footnote on page 132.

If ¢ = 9 we have seen that the five possible scroll types are (2,2,1,1),
(3,1,1,1), (2,2,2,0), (3,2,1,0) and (4,2,0,0). The types (2,2,1,1) and
(3,1,1,1) correspond to h*(R) = 0 with h°(L — 3D) = 0 and 1 respectively.
(One easily sees that the scroll type (3,1,1,1) can be realized by a K3 sur-
face S with Picard group Pic S ~ ZD ¢ ZI', for a smooth rational curve I
satisfying I.D = 2, and with L ~ 3D+ I". Therefore, it has number of moduli
18.) The scroll types (2,2,2,0) and (3,2,1,0) correspond to the case {1,0}¢
with A’ ¥ D and A’ > D respectively. The type (4,2,0,0) corresponds to a
polarized surface that also has a different perfect Clifford divisor, and is hence
contained in another scroll as well, by the footnote on page 132.

If g = 10 there are again five possible scroll types: (2,2,2,1), (3,2,1,1),
(3,2,2,0), (3,3,1,0) and (4,2, 1,0). Again the two first correspond to h'(R) =
0 with h°(L —3D) = 0 and 1 respectively. The three last cases correspond to
the case {1,0} with h°(A’ — D) = 1 and 2 respectively, but A’ % 2D for the
two first cases, and A’ > 2D for the last case.

If c = 2 and D? = 2 (case {2,2}), then 12 < L? < 16 (the case L? = 18
being already treated). We have

(L-3D).L=1IL*-18<0.

By the nefness of L we must have h°(L —3D) = 0. Since (L —2D)? = L?— 16,
we get by Riemann-Roch h°(L — 2D) = 1L* — 6 + h'(R). This gives d>3 = 0
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and the two possibilities (dg,d;,d2) = (5,3, %Lz —6) or (5,2,1), the latter
occurring if and only if L? = 12 and L is of type (E1) or (E2) (the special
cases {2,2}% and {2,21}%). The corresponding scroll types in the first situation
are then (1,1,1,0,0) for ¢ = 7, (2,1,1,0,0) for ¢ = 8 and (2,2,1,0,0) for
g=9.For g="7and L of type (E1) or (E2) the scroll type is (2,1,0,0,0).

If c =3 and D? =0 (case {3,0}) then L? = 16 or 18. We have

(L-3D).L=IL>-15<3

and
(L —4D).L = L*> —20 < 0.

This gives immediately h°(L —iD) = 0 for all i > 3, whence d>4 = 0. Also,
since ¢ = 3, we must have h°(L — 3D) < 1. We also have by Riemann-Roch
RO(L — 2D) = 112 — 8 + h'(R).

Let us first consider the case g = 9. Then we have (dy, dy,ds,ds) = (5,5 —
hY(R),h'(R) — h°(L — 3D), h%(L — 3D)). If h'(R) = 0, then h®(L — 2D) =
hO(L — 3D) = 0 and (do,dy,da,d3) = (5,5,0,0). The corresponding scroll
type is (1,1,1,1,1). The cases with h°(R) = h'(R) > 0 are {3,0}2, {3,0}"
and {3,0}¢. In the first we have h°(R) = h'(R) = 1, whence h°(L —3D) =0
and (dy,dy,ds,ds) = (5,4,1,0). The corresponding scroll type is (2,1,1,1,0).
In the cases {3,0}® and {3,0}¢, we have h°(R) = h'(R) = 2. If h°(L —
3D) =0 (eqv. A’ # D), we get (dg,d1,da,ds) = (5,3,2,0) and the scroll type
is (2,2,1,0,0). If k%L —3D) = 1 (eqv. A’ > D), we get (do,ds,ds,d3) =
(5,3,1,1) and the scroll type is (3,1,1,0,0).

If g = 10, we have (do,dl,dg,dg) = (5,5 - hl(R),l + hl(R) - hO(L —
3D),hO(L — 3D)). If h*(R) = 0, then h°(L — 2D) = 1 and h°(L — 3D) = 0
and (dg,d1,ds,ds) = (5,5,1,0). The corresponding scroll type is (2,1,1,1,1).
The cases with h!(R) > 0 are {3,0}¢, {3,0}® and {3,0}° as in the case g = 9.
Arguing as in that case, we get (do,d1,ds,ds) = (5,4,2,0) and scroll type
(2,2,1,1,0) in the case {3,0} (where h'(R) = 1), and we get (do, d1, d2,d3) =
(5,3,3,0) and scroll type (2,2,2,0,0) if h°(L —3D) =0 (eqv. A’ # D), and
(do,dy,da,ds) = (5,3,2,1) and scroll type (3,2,1,0,0) if hO(L—3D) =1 (eqv.
A’ > D) in the two latter cases (where h'(R) = 2).

If c =3 and D? = 2 (case {3,2}), then L? = 16 or 18. We have

(L-3D).L=1*-21<0,

whence h°(L —iD) = 0 for all i > 3, whence d>3 = 0. By Riemann-Roch,
hO(L —2D) = £ L? — 8+ h!(R) and we have (do, d1,ds) = (6,4—h'(R), $L? —
8+ h'(R),0).

If g =9 and h'(R) = 0, then (do, d1,ds) = (6,4,0) and the corresponding
scroll type is (1,1,1,1,0,0). The case with h'(R) > 0 is given by {3,2}%. In
this case we have (dp,d;,ds) = (6,3,1) and the corresponding scroll type is
(2,1,1,0,0,0).

If g = 10, then we automatically have h'(R) = 0, whence (do,d1,ds) =
(6,4,1) and the corresponding scroll type is (2,1,1,1,0,0).
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We will summarize these results below.

Furthermore, we can prove, by arguing with lattices that all the cases
mentioned above exist, and calculate the number of their moduli. In many
cases, we can also explicitly find an expression for L in terms of D and some
smooth rational curves on the surface. Also, by studying the Picard lattices, we
can find the curves that are contracted by L, and hence find the singularities
of the generic surfaces in question.

All these informations are also summarized below, in section 11.5.

11.4 Some concrete examples

In this section, we focus on some concrete examples, to give the reader an idea
of the proofs. We then leave all the other cases to the reader, and conclude
the chapter by giving the list of all projective models of genus < 10 in section
11.5.

Example 11.6. We start with an easy case: g = 6, ¢ = 1, D? = 0 and the
scroll type (3,1,0). This occurs if L is of type {1,0}* with A’ > D (and also
Rr.p = {I'}). By arguing as in the proof of Proposition 3.7 we find that
L ~3D+2I"'+1y+ I7, where I', Iy and I are smooth rational curves, with
the following configuration:

D——T1——1

To.

By Propositions 1.11 and 1.12 there is an algebraic K3 surface S with
Picard group Pic S =ZD ® ZI"  ZI & ZI; and intersection matrix

D? D.I' D.I, D.Ih 01 1 0
' 1> rnipy, riy| |1-20 1
IbnDI,I' I IoIy| |10 -20 |
N.DIy.I'Mh.Iy I? 01 0 -2

and such that L := 3D + 2I" + Iy + I is nef (whence by Riemann-Roch D
and Iy > 0).

We have D.L — D? — 2 = 1. To show that L is base point free and of
Clifford index 1, it suffices to show that there is no effective divisor E such
that £2 =0 and E.L =1 or 2.

Set E ~ xD + yI' + 2l + wl}. Since we can assume E € A°(L), and E
base point free, we easily see that

Elp=2—-22=0 or 1,

whence
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EL=3x+2z=7z or 7z+ 3,

which can never be equal to 1 or 2.

By Riemann-Roch either I" > 0 or —I" > 0. If the latter is the case, write
I' = —~, and we then have D = Dy + v with Dy > 0, since D.y = —1.
Therefore, we can write

LN3(D0+’Y)—2’Y+F0+F1:3D0+27+F0+F1.

We can use the same argument if —I7 > 0, so possibly after a change of
basis, we can assume D, I', I'y and I'7 > 0. It is then easy to check that D is
nef, whence a perfect Clifford divisor.

Example 11.7. Let us consider the case g =9, ¢ = 2, D? = 0 and the scroll
type (3,2,1,0). This occurs if L is of type {2,0}* with A’ > D (and also
Rr.p = {I'}). An analysis as in the proof of Proposition 3.7 shows that L is
one of the following three types:

(a) L ~ 3D+ 2" + Iy + Iz, with the following configuration:

D——T
Iy n
(b) L ~ 3D+ 2I" + Iy + Iz, with the following configuration:

D——TI——1

Iy

(¢c)L~3D+2I'+ I+ Iy + -+ Iyts, for n > 0 (in general n = 0) with
the following configuration:

Iy

I\

I Lyys.

(Actually case (b) can be looked at as a special case of case (c), with “n = —17.)
One can easily show that both cases (a) and (b) do not occur with a Picard
group of rank < 4, and case (c) does not occur with a Picard group of rank
< 5. We now show that both case (a) and (b) occur with a Picard group of
rank 4.
We first consider case (a).
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By Propositions 1.11 and 1.12 there is an algebraic K3 surface S with
Picard group Pic S = ZD & ZI" ® ZI1 ® ZI> and intersection matrix corre-
sponding to the configuration above, and such that L := 3D + 2I" + I + I%
is nef (whence D, I'1, I'» > 0 by Riemann-Roch).

We calculate D.L — D? — 2 = 2. To show that L is base point free and
that Cliff L = 2 with D as a perfect Clifford divisor, it will suffice to show
that there are no divisor B on S satisfying B> =0, B.L =1,2,3 or B? = 2,
B.L = 6, and that D is nef.

Write B ~ 2D + yI" + zI'1 + wl%. Since we can assume B € AY(L), and
B base point free, we easily see that

Bly=z—-2w=0 or 1,

and
BIly=x2+y—22=0,1 or 2.

By the Hodge index theorem one also finds

1 if B2 =0,

B.D—y+z+w—{2 B2 =9

Also, we have

e P2
BL=4z+3z4w= {é’Q’?’ ggz ;gj
One checks by inspection that these four equations have no integer solutions.

By Riemann-Roch, either I" > 0 or —I" > 0. As in the previous example,
possibly after a change of basis one can assume that I" > 0 and that D is nef,
whence perfect.

We now consider case (b).

Again by Propositions 1.11 and 1.12 there is an algebraic K3 surface S
with Picard group Pic S = ZD & ZI' ® ZI} & ZI5 and intersection matrix
corresponding to the configuration for (b) above, and such that L := 3D +
2I"' + I't + I is nef (whence D and I > 0 by Riemann-Roch).

We calculate D.L — D? —2 = 2. To show that L is base point free and that
Cliff L = 2 with D as a perfect Clifford divisor, it will again suffice to show
that there are no divisor B on § satisfying B2 = 0, B.L = 1,2,3 or B? = 2,
B.L = 6, and that D is nef.

Write B ~ D + yI" + zI'y + wly as before. Again by the Hodge index
theorem and since we can assume B € A°(L), and B base point free, we get

1 if B2=0,

B'D_y+2w_{2 if B2 =2,

BI;=2(z—-w)=0 or 2,

and
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Blt=y—22=-1,0, or 1

(since we do not know whether it is Iy or —I' which is effective). Combining
these equations with
B.L =22z +y + 2w),

we find no integer solutions. Again, possibly after a change of basis, we get
that D is perfect and that all D, I", I} and I > 0.

We can also check which curves are contracted by L.

In case (a), the only contracted curve is in general I', so all surfaces in
that family has an A; singularity, and the general surface has only such a
singularity. Furthermore S” is then in general smooth.

In case (b), the only contracted curves are in general I" and I , so all
surfaces in that family has an As singularity, and the general surface has only
such a singularity. Furthermore S” is then necessarily singular.

By comparing with the table on page 112, we then find that case (a) has
by = 3 and case (b) has b; = 2.

Example 11.8. As an easy example we consider the case g = 10,c =1, D? =
0 and the scroll type (5,2, 1). This occurs if Ry, p = 0 and h°(L—5D) = 1. An
analysis as in the proof of Proposition 3.7 shows that L ~ 5D 4317 +215%+ I3,
with the following configuration:

D I I Is.

One can easily show that this cannot be achieved with a Picard group of rank
< 4.

By Propositions 1.11 and 1.12 again there is an algebraic K3 surface S
with Picard group Pic S = ZD @ ZI} & ZI, & ZI5 and intersection marix
corresponding to the configuration above, and such that L := 5D + 317 +
205 + I'; is nef (whence D and Iy > 0 by Riemann-Roch).

We calculate D.L — D? —2 = 1. To show that L is base point free and that
Cliff L = 1 with D as a perfect Clifford divisor, it will suffice to show that
there is no divisor F on S satisfying E? = 0, E.L = 1,2 and that D is nef.

By the Hodge index theorem 36 E.D < (E + D)*L? < ((E + D).L)? < 25,
whence F.D = 0. Writing £ ~ xD 4yl + zI5 + wl3, we get

ED=y=0,

whence
EL=3x+y=3z#1 or 2.

Possibly after a change of basis, we get that D is perfect and that all D,
Ih, I and I3 > 0.

One finds that the only contracted curves with this Picard group are I
and I, so the general surface in this family has an Ay singularity.
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Example 11.9. We give a more involved example: ¢ = 10, ¢ = 2, D? = 0
and the scroll type (3,2,1,1). This occurs if R, p = 0 and h°(L — 3D) = 1.
By the table on page 62, we must have b = 3 or 4, and we will now show that
both these cases exist (with the number of moduli 17 and 16 respectively).

One easily sees that there is no way to achieve this situation with a Picard
group of rank < 3. We will now show that it is possible with a Picard group
of rank 3.

By Propositions 1.11 and 1.12 there is an algebraic K3 surface S with
Picard group Pic S =ZD @& ZI & ZI, and intersection matrix

D?> D.I D.I» 02 0
N I no|=12-211,
I,.D Ty Iy I?2 01 -2

and such that L := 3D + 2I'7 + I is nef (whence by Riemann-Roch D and
I > O)

We have D.L — D? — 2 = 2. To show that L is base point free and of
Clifford index 2 with D as a perfect Clifford divisor, it suffices to show that
there is no effective divisor B such that B> = 0, B.L = 1,2,3, or B? = 2,
B.L =6.

By the Hodge index theorem one has

18(B? +2B.D) = L*(B+ D)* < ((B + D).L)*> = (B.L + 4)?,

which gives B.D < 1.

Writing B ~ D + yI'} + zI5, we have B.D = 2y, whence y = 0.

Since either I3 > 0 or —I% > 0 and we can assume B € A°(L), we must
have B.Iy» =y — 2z = —2z = —1,0,1. We therefore get z = 0.

So B is a multiple of D, a contradiction.

Possibly after a change of basis, we get that D is perfect and that also
I > 0.

One finds that the only contracted curve with this Picard group is I, so
that all surfaces in this family have at least an A; singularity, and the general
such surface has such a singularity. By comparing with the table on page 112,
we see that we must have by = 4.

But there is also another family of surfaces. Again we find that there is an
algebraic K3 surface S with Picard group Pic S = ZD @ ZI'1 & ZI, & ZI3
and intersection matrix

D? D.IN D.Iy D.I; 02 1 1
N.D I'? INI, T 2-20 0
[,.DI,. Iy T2 Iy.T% 10-20|"
[3.D T30y I3, T2 10 0 —2

and such that L := 3D + I + I + I3 is nef.
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One can show that Cliff L = 2 with D as a perfect Clifford divisor (again
after possibly changing the basis). Furthermore, one finds that with this lat-
tice, there are no contracted curves, whence S’ is smooth. By comparing with
the table on page 112, we see that we must have b; = 3.

11.5 The list of projective models of low genus

We will now summarize essential information about birational projective mod-
els S’ of K3 surfaces of genera 5 < g < 10. In some cases we are able to give
a resolution of S’ in its scroll 7. When we are not able to do this, we give the
vector bundle a section of which cuts out S” in 7o ~ P(£) (which is the dual
of the vector bundle Fj in the resolution

c— Fy — Fy — Oy — Ogr — 0.)

This vector bundle is a direct sum of line bundles, which we write as a linear
combination of the line bundles H and F on P(£), where H = i*Ops (1) and
F =7*Op1(1), with

P(E) —>T CPY

lﬂ

P!
Also note that we in all cases have Jg,7 = i.Jg» /7, by Proposition 8.6,
and that in most cases, by Remark 8.35, the sections of F}Y are constant on
the fibers of 7, whence they also give “equations” cutting out S’ in 7 set-
theoretically.

The singularity type listed in the rightmost column of the tables below
indicates that for “almost all” K3 surfaces in question its projective model S’
has singularities exactly as indicated, and that none have milder singularities.
By “almost all” we here mean that the moduli of the exceptional set of K3
surfaces in question with different singularity type(s) is strictly smaller than
the number of moduli listed in the middle column. These exceptional K3
surfaces will have “worse” singularities than the one(s) listed in the rightmost
column.

In the tables below, ¢ is as usual the Clifford index of L, D is a perfect
Clifford divisor and A is as defined in (6.1). To find the tables we use A’ and A’
as above, but since A and A’ (resp. A and A’) enjoy the same intersection and
cohomology properties, we can then reintroduce A (resp. A). In particular,
the tables below are still valid if one exchanges A with A’.

g=>5

The general projective model is a complete intersection of three hyperquadrics.
The others are as follows:
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c|D?[scroll type|# mod. type of L sing.
10| (1,1,1) 18 |AY%(L —2D)=0]sm.
110 (2,1,0) 17 |{1,0}2, A2 = -2] A

In these cases Og/ has the following Or-resolution:

0— Or(-3H+F) — O — Ogr — 0.

g=6

The general projective model is a hyperquadric section of a Fano 3-fold of
index 2 and degree 5. The others are as follows:

c|D?[scroll type|# mod. type of L sing.
10| (2,1,1) 18 h°(L —2D) =0 sm.
110 (2,2,0) 17 {1,0}%, A2=0,A#D | A
110 (3,1,0) 16 [{1,0}%, A2 =0, A>D O] A,
112 ((2,1,0,0)| 18 (E0) Ay

In the three first cases Og  has the following O7-resolution:
0— Or(-3H+2F) — O — Ogr — 0.
In the last case, S’ has a resolution:

0 — O (—4H +2F) © Or(—4H + F)
— O7(=2H +2F) ® Or (=3H + F) ® O7(—3H)
— O — 0Ogr — 0

Comments on the types of L:
(i) L ~3D+2I' + Iy + Iy, with the following configuration:

D——TI——1

I

g="7

The general projective model is a complete intersection of 8 hyperplanes in
219, as described in the beginning of Chapter 10.
The other projective models are as follows:
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c|D?] scroll type |# mod. type of L sing.
o] (2,2,1) 18 |n9(L —2D) =2, h%(L — 3D) = 0| sm.
o] (3,1,1) 16 |n%(L —2D) =2, h°(L —3D) = 1| sm.
0] (3,2,0) 17 [{1,0}%, A2=2,A>D, A#2D| A,

0] (4,1,0) 16 {1,0}%, A2=2,A>2D @ | 43

20 (1,1,1,1) | 18 hO(L —2D) =0 sm.
20 (2,1,1,0) | 17 {2,0}%, A2 = -2 Ay

2/ 0] (2,2,0,0) | 16 {2,0}° or {2,0}°, A # D 0 [24,
2/ 0] (3,1,0,0) | 15 {2,0} or {2,0}°, A > D ") [24,
2[ 2 /(1,1,1,0,0)] 18 hO(L —2D) =0 sm.
2| 2 ((2,1,0,0,0) 17 (E1) or (E2) (¥ 24,

In the cases (¢, D?) = (1,0) Og has the following O -resolution:
0— O7r(-3H+3F) — O — Ogr — 0.
In the cases (¢, D?) = (2,0) Og has the following O-resolution:

0— Or(-4H+ (g—1)F) —
OT(—2H + b1.7:) (&) OT(—2H + 52.7:) — O — Ogr — 0,
with (b1,b2) = (1,1) or (2,0) for the scroll types (1,1,1,1) and (2,1, 1,0) and
(b1,b2) = (2,0) for the scroll types (2,2,0,0) and (3,1,0,0).

In the cases (¢, D?) = (2,2) then S” is cut out in 7y by a section (which
is constant on the fibers of i) of

B, 01, (2H — b F),

where (b1, ba,b3,b4) = (1,1,1,0) or (2,1,0,0) for the type (1,1,1,0,0), and
(2,1,0,0) for the type (2,1,0,0,0).

Comments on the types of L:
(i) L ~4D 43I + 21 + Iz, with the following configuration:

D I Iy Iy

(ii) The number of moduli of the case {2,0}¢ is 15, with mildest singularity
As.

(iii) In the case {2,0}° we have L ~ 3D + 21y + 21 + I'| + Iy, with the
following configuration:

D——1I4

\ 2

Iy
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and in the case {2,0}° we have L ~ 3D +4Ty+ 31 + 215+ 215+ Iy, with
the following configuration:

D Iy I I3

I Iy.

The mildest singularity of this latter case is As.
(iv) The number of moduli of the case (E2) is 16, with mildest singularity
As.

g=28
The general projective model is a complete intersection of 5 hyperplanes in

Grass (V%,2) C P14
The others are as follows:

c|D?| scroll type |# mod. type of L sing.
10 (2,2,2) 18 hO(L —2D)=3,h°(L -3D)=0 |sm.
110 (3,2,1) 17 RO(L —2D) =3, h°(L —3D) =1 |sm.
110 (4,2,0) 17 {1,0}%, AZ =14 Ay

2l0] (2,1,1,1) 18 RO(L —2D) =1 s,
2[0] (2,2,1,0) 17 (2,0}, A2=0,A#D A,

200 (3,1,1,0) 15 {2,0}%, A2=0,A>D® Ay

2[0] (3,2,0,0) 16 [{2,0}% or {2,0}¢, A2 =2, A> D (]24,
221 (2,1,1,0,0) | 18 hO(L —2D) =1 sm.
31 21(1,1,1,0,0,0)| 18 (CG1) or (CG2) () sm.
31 21(2,1,0,0,0,0)] 16 (CG3)-(CGT) ™) 34,

In the cases (¢, D?) = (1,0) Og has the following Of-resolution:
0— Or(-3H+4F) — O — Ogr — 0.
In the cases (¢, D?) = (2,0) Og has the following Or-resolution:

0— Or(-4H+ (9 - 1)F) —
O7(—2H + 01 F) © O (—2H + by F) — Or — Ogr — 0,

with (b1,b2) = (2,1), except for the type (3,2,0,0), where (b1,b2) = (3,0).
In this latter case, S also contains a different perfect Clifford divisor (by the
footnote on page 132), so S’ can also be described as for the case (¢, D?) =
(2,2).

In the cases (¢, D?) = (2,2) then S” is cut out in 7y by a section (which
is constant on the fibers of i) of
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@?:1070 (27’{ - bi]:),

where (b1, ba, b, bs) = (3,2,0,0), (3,1,1,0) or (2,2,1,0).
In the cases (CG1) and (CG2) then S” is cut out in 7y by a section of

O1,(2H —2F) ® O1,(2H — F)? @ O1,(2H)® or
O1,(2H — F)* & Or,(2H)* or
O1,(2H - 2F) ® O1,(2H _]_—)3 S (970(27'[)3 @ Or,2H+F)

(which is constant on the fibers of i in the first two cases). In the cases (CG3)-
(CG7) then S” is cut out in 7y by a section (which is constant on the fibers
of i) of

O7,(2H — 2F) & Or, (2H — f)Q S OTO(QH)5

Comments on the types of L:

(i) Here there are two subcases, one of them is: L ~ 3D+ 2"+ I+ 1 + I3,
with the following configuration:

D——I ——1I"
I I

The number of moduli in this subcase is 15, with mildest singularity As.
In the other subcase L ~ 3D+2+I"+2I5+211+ - -+2I' N+ i1+ N2,
for N > 0 (in general N = 0) with the following configuration:

D I I’
Iy In- - -In I'nyo
I'nyt

The number of moduli in this subcase is 14, with mildest singularity As 4
24;.

(ii) The number of moduli of the case {2,0}¢ is 15, with mildest singularity
As.

(iii) The number of moduli of the case (CG2) is 17, with mildest singularity
A;.

(iv) The number of moduli of the cases (CG4), (CG5), (CG6) and (CGT7) are
15, 14, 13 and 12 respectively, with mildest singularities A; + A3, As, Dg
and FE7 respectively.
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g=9

The general projective model is a complete intersection of 4 hyperplanes in
X%, as described in the beginning of Chapter 10.
The others are as follows:

c|D?| scroll type |# mod. type of L sing.
110 (3,2,2) 18 hO(L —2D) =4, h°(L —3D) =1 sm.
) (3,3,1) 17 RO(L —iD) = 4,2,0, for i = 2,3, 4 sm.
1] 0 (4,2,1) 16 hO(L —iD) = 4,2, 1, for i = 2,3,4® A
) (5,2,0) 17 {1,0}*, A2=6 Ay
200 (2,2,1,1) 18 hO(L —2D) =2, h°(L —3D) =0 sm.
2[0] (3,1,1,1) 15 hO(L —2D) =2, h°(L —3D) = 1 sm.
200 (2,2,2,0) 17 {2,0}%, A2=2,A#D Ay
2[0] (3,2,1,0) 16 {2,0}%, A2=2,A>D @ A
200 (3,2,1,0) 16 {2,0}%, A2=2, A>D ) Ay
200 | (4,2,0,0) 17 [{2,0}° (L ~ 4D + 211 + 2I3%) or {2,0}¢()[24,
2[ 2] (2,2,1,0,0) | 18 hO(L —2D) =2, h°(L — 3D) = 0 sm.
2[4 1(2,1,1,0,0,0)] 19 L ~2D sm.
3[0] (1,1,1,1,1) | 18 h°(L —2D) =0 sm.
30 (2,1,1,1,0) | 17 {3,0}%, A2 = -2 Ay
300 (2,2,1,0,0) | 16 {3,0}P or {3,0}°, A2=0, A ¥ D™ |24,
30 (3,1,1,0,0) | 14 {3,0}% or {3,0}¢, A2 =0, A> D ) |24,
32 1(1,1,1,1,0,0)] 18 h°(L —2D) =0 sm.
3] 21(2,1,1,0,0,0)] 17 {3,2}* Ay

In the cases (¢, D?) = (1,0) Og has the following Of-resolution:
0 — Or(-3H+5F) — O — Ogsr — 0.
In the cases (¢, D?) = (2,0) Og has the following O-resolution:

0— Or(—4H+ (g - 1)F) —
O7(—2H + 01 F) © O (—2H + by F) — Or — Ogr — 0,

with (b1,b2) = (2,2) or (3,1) for the scroll type (2,2,1,1); (b1,b2) = (2,2) for
the scroll types (37 1,1,1), (2,2,2,0) and (3,2,1,0) (Ag-sing.); (b1, b2) = (3,1)
for the scroll type (3,2,1,0) (A;-sing.); and (b1,b2) = (4,0) for the scroll
type (4,2,0,0). In this latter case S also contains a different perfect Clifford
divisor (by the footnote on page 132), so S’ can also be described as in the
case (¢, D?) = (2,2) (with perfect Clifford divisor 2D + Iy + I> or D + Ap).
(The {2,0}° case of the table corresponds to (L ~ 4D + 24y)). In the case
(¢, D?) = (2,2) then S” is cut out in 7y by a section (which is constant on
the fibers of 4) of
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O1,(2H — 3F) ® O1,(2H — 2F)* ® O, (2H).

In the case (¢, D?) = (2,4) then S” is cut out in 7y by a section (which is
constant on the fibers of i) of:

O1,(2H — 2F)* © O, (2H — F)* © Or(2H)>.

We also have that S’ is the 2-uple embedding of the quartic ¢p(S) if and
only if D is not hyperelliptic. If D is hyperelliptic, then there is an elliptic
pencil |E| such that E.D = 2. Then F is also a free Clifford divisor for L and
defines a scroll 7(2, E) containing S’. The Oy g)-resolution of Og: is given
in Proposition 8.39.

In the cases (c, D?) = (3,0) we have an Or-resolution of Og: of the fol-
lowing type:

0— Or(-5H+8F) — @2 ,07(—=3H+a;F)
— ®°_ 07 (—2H+ b F) — Or — Os —> 0,

with a; = 3 — b;, for all i. For the smooth scroll type (1,1,1,1,1) we have
(b1,b2,b3,b4) = (2,1,1,1,1) or (2,2,2,0,0). For the scroll type (2,1,1,1,0)
we have (by,ba,b3,b4) = (2,1,1,1,1), (2,2,1,1,0) or (2,2,2,0,0). For the re-
maining two singular scroll types we have (b1,bs,b3,04) = (2,2,1,1,0) or
(2,2,2,0,0).

In the case (¢, D?) = (3,2) with scroll type (1,1,1,1,0,0) then S” is cut
out in 7y by a section (which is constant on the fibers of ) of:

O1,(2H — 2F) @ O1,(2H — F)°® & O1,(2H)? or
O1,(2H — F)" @ O1,(2H)

In the case (¢, D?) = (3,2) with scroll type (2,1,1,0,0,0) then S” is cut
out in 7y by a section (which is constant on the fibers of ) of:

O7,(2H —2F)3 @ Or,(2H — F) @ O7,2H)* or
O5,(2H — 2F)2 @ O, (2H — F)3 @ O, (2H)3.

Comments on the types of L:

(i) L ~4D +2I" + I's 4 I3, with the following configuration:

D——1I

Iy

F37

or L ~4D + 31N+ -+ 3I'n + 2I'n+1 + I'ng2 + I'nys, for N > 1 (in
general N = 0) with the following configuration:
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D——1n1- - Iy I'ngo

I'nys

I'nyt

(i) L ~3D+ 2"+ I + Iz, with the following configuration:

D——1TI
Iy I
(ili) L ~ 3D+ 2" 4+ I + Iz, with the following configuration:

D——TI——1

Iy

or L~3D+2'+ 11+ 154+ I'nts, for N > 0 (in general N = 0)

with the following configuration:
D
r

I'nys

Iy
|
|
|

I

(iv) The number of moduli of the case {2,0}¢ is 16, with mildest singularity
As.

(v) The number of moduli of the case {3,0}¢ is 15, with mildest singularity
As.

(vi) In the case {3,0}® we have L ~ 3D + 20 + 215+ I3+ Iy + I'5, with the
following configuration:

OI‘LN3D+2F1+F1/+3F2+"'+3FN+2FN+1+FN+2+FN+3, with
the following configuration:

D——Iy————Ty I'nia Tnio

I

I I'vis.
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In the case {3,0}¢ we have L ~ 3D + I" + 41y + 311 + 2I + 215 + Iy,
with the following configuration:

D

r

The mildest singularity

Iy I I3

I Iy.

of this case is As.

g=10

The general projective model is a complete intersection of 2 hyperplanes
in the homogeneous variety X7, as described in Chapter 10.
The others are as follows:

c|D?] scroll type [# mod. type of L sing.
1] 0 (3,3,2) 18 |nO(L —2D) =5, h%(L —3D) =2, hO(L —4D) = 0| sm.
1] 0 (4,2,2) 16 |h9(L —2D) =5, h9(L —3D) =2, h9(L —4D) = 1| sm.
1] 0 (4,3,1) 17 |W9(L —2D) =5, h9(L —3D) =3, h9(L —4D) = 1| sm.
10 (5,2,1) 16 RO(L —5D) =1 As
10 (6,2,0) 18 {1,0}*, L ~ 6D + 3T Ay
2/ 0 (2,2,2,1) 18 h®(L —2D) =3, h°(L-3D) =0 sm.
2| 0 (3,2,1,1) 17 hO(L —2D) =3, h9(L —3D) =1 (i) Ay
2] 0 (3,2,1,1) 16 hO(L —2D) = 3, h9(L —3D) = 1 (%9 sm.
2l 0 (3,2,2,0) 17 {2,0}%, A2 =4, h9(A—D) =1, A ¥ 2D (@) Ay
2l 0 (3,3,1,0) 16 {2,0}0, A2 =4, hO(A—D)=2, A¥2D Ao
2l 0 (4,2,1,0) 16 {2,0}%, A2=4, A>2D W) 24,
2[ 2] (3,2,1,0,0) 19 L ~3D sm.
30| (2,1,1,1,1) 18 hO(L —2D) =0 sm.
3[0] (2,2,1,1,0) 17 {3,0}%, A2=0 Ay
3l 0] (2,2,2,0,0) 16 {3,0}% or {3,0}¢, A2 =2, A% D (v©) 24,
30| (3,2,1,0,0) 15 {3,010, A2 =2, A > D (viid) 24,
30| (3,2,1,0,0) 15 {3,0}°, A2 =2 A> D (@ A + Ag
30| (3,2,1,0,0) 14 {3,0}¢,42=2,A>D @ As
3l0] (3,2,1,0,0) 14 {3,0}¢, A2 =2 A>D =) Ay
3] 2] (2,1,1,1,0,0) 18 rO(L —2D) =1 sm.
3] 41((2,1,1,0,0,0,0)] 18 (E0) Ay
4| 2'1(1,1,1,1,0,0,0)| 18 (CG1)’ or (CG2)’ i) sm.
4| 21(2,1,1,0,0,0,0)] 16 (CG3)’ or (CG4)’ (i) 3A;

In the cases (¢, D?) = (

1,0) Og has the following O7-resolution:

0— O7r(-3H+6F) — O — Ogr — 0.
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In the cases (¢, D?) = (2,0) Og has the following O-resolution:

0— Or(-4H+ (9 - 1)F) —
O7(—2H + 01 F) © O (—2H + by F) — O — Ogr — 0,

with (b1,b2) = (3,2) or (4,1) for the scroll type (4,2,1,0), (by,b2) = (3,2) for
the scroll types (2,2,2,1), (3,2,1,1) (smooth), (3,2,2,0) and (3,3,1,0), and
(b1,b2) = (4,1) for the scroll type (3,2,1,1) (A;-sing.).

In the case (¢, D?) = (2,2) then S” is cut out in 7y by a section (which is
constant on the fibers of i) of

O1,(2H — 4F) & O, (2H — 3F) & O, (2H — 2F) & O, (2H).

or of
O1,(2H — 3F)* @ O, (2H).

In the cases (¢, D?) = (3,0) we have an Or-resolution of Og of the fol-
lowing type:

0— O7(-5H+9F) — @2 ,07(-3H+a;F)
— @07 (2H +b;F) — Or — Og — 0,

with a; = 4 — b; for all 7.

For the smooth scroll type (2, 1,1, 1, 1) we have (b1, b2, b3,b4) = (2,2,2,1,1).
For the scroll type (2,2,2,0,0) we have (by1,bo,b3,b4) = (2,2,2,1,1) or
(2,2,2,2,0). For the remaining two singular scroll types we have
(b1,baybs, bs) = (3,3,2,0,0), (3,3,1,1,0), (3,2,2,1,0), (2,2,2,1,1) or
(2,2,2,2,0).

In the case (¢, D?) = (3,2) then S” is cut out in 7y by a section (which is
constant on the fibers of i) of

O1,(2H — 2F)* @ O, (2H — F)* @ 204, (H).

In the case (¢, D?) = (3,4) then S” is cut out in 7y by a section (which is
constant on the fibers of i) of

O1,(2H — 2F) @ O1,(2H — F)* @ O (2H)".
In the cases (CG1)’ and (CG2)’ then S” is cut out in 7y by a section of

(
O1,(2H —2F) ® O1,(2H — F)" @ O1,(2H)® or
O1,(2H — F)? & Or, (2H)* or
O1,(2H — 2F) ® O1,(2H — F)® & O, (2H)® & O1,(2H + F),

where the last option occurs only for the case (CG2)’ (the section is constant
on the fibers of 4 in the first two cases).

In the cases (CG3)’, (CG4)’ then S” is cut out in 7y by a section (which
is constant on the fibers of i) of
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O1,(2H — 2F)? @ O, (2H — F)® @ Oz, (2H)® or
O1,(2H — 2F)3 @ O1,(2H — F)? @ O, (2H)".

Comments on the types of L:

(i) L ~5D+3I+ 215 + I's, with the following configuration:

D I I I
(ii) L is in general of the form L ~ 3D + 2I + I, with the following
configuration:
D _— Fl F2
(iii) L is in general of the form L ~ 3D + Iy + I + I3, with the following
configuration:
D _ Fl
I Iy

(iv) L is in general of the form L ~ 3D + 2I" + I, with the following config-
uration:
D——1T

N

(v) L ~ 3D+ E+ 2+ I3, where E is a smooth elliptic curve, with the
following configuration:

I

D—1TI——1I3
E
(vi) L is in general of the form L ~ 4D + 2I" 4+ 2I'1 + I3, with the following
configuration:
D——1I1 I
r

(vii) The number of moduli of the case {3,0}¢ is 15, with mildest singu-
larity As.



154 11 Projective models of K3 surfaces of low genus

(viii) L is in general of the form L ~ 3D + 21 + 215 + I'5 + Iy, with the
following configuration:

D——1I3

I Iy

I

(ix) L is in general of the form L ~ 3D + 21 + 215 + I3 + Iy, with the
following configuration:

D——1I4 I

I3

Iy

(x) L is in general of the form L ~ 3D + 4Ty + 21 + 215 + I's + Iy, with
the following configuration:

D ——1Ip I3
Iy I Iy

(xi) L is in general of the form L ~ 3D + 41 + 31y + 21 + 215 + Iy, with
the following configuration:

D——1Ip

RS

Iy I

Iy

I

(xii) The number of moduli of the case (CG2)’ is 17, with mildest singularity
A

(xiii) The number of moduli of the case (CG4)’ is 15, with mildest singularity
Aq + As.
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Some applications and open questions

The methods developed in the previous sections for studying projective models
of K3 surfaces can be applied and taken further in different directions.

12.1 BN generality

The case g = 12 can be described in basically the same way as we describe
the cases g = 5,...,10 This is a piece of hard computational work, and one
concludes with a table similar to the ones we gave in Chapter 11 for g =
5,...,10. The list is given by Gert M. Hana (unpublished)

As mentioned in Chapter 10 one easily sees that BN generality implies
Clifford generality for all g and we proved that these concepts coincide for
g <7 and g = 9. Moreover, we found that the concepts do not coincide for
g = 8 and 10. The following result is due to Hana.

Proposition 12.1. For g = 8 and every g > 10 there exist polarized K3
surfaces that are Clifford general, but not BN general.

Proof. By Propositions 1.11 and 1.12, we can find a K 3 surface S with Pic S =
ZL @ 7D, with intersection matrix

L? LD} [2(9—1) 4T

oo %] - [ ]

and such that L is nef. If L is not base point free, there exists by Proposition
1.10 a curve B such that B? = 0 and B.L = 1. An easy calculation shows that
this is impossible. To prove that (S, L) is not BN general, one proves h®(D) >
3,and h°(L—D) > (g+2)— L%ﬂ, and observes that 3((g+2)— L%ﬂ) > g+1,
for the values of g in question. To prove that (S, L) is Clifford general one first
proves that D is nef. Then one argues by contradiction and assumes that there
exists a decomposition L = M + (L — M) of L with M a free Clifford divisor
inducing a non-general Clifford index. After a long and tedious computation
one finds a numerical contradiction. O

T. Johnsen and A.L. Knutsen: LNM 1842, pp. 155-158, 2004.
© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004
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It is amusing to note that this result has the following interesting corollary
for curves:

Corollary 12.2. For g = 8 and every g > 10 there exists a smooth curve of
genus g which is Clifford general but not Brill-Noether general.

Moreover, for g = 12,13, one can show that there are polarized K 3 surfaces
which are Clifford general but not BN general with a different Picard lattice
from the ones considered in Theorem 12.1. For all g > 14 one expects such
cases to occur as well.

12.2 Applications to Calabi-Yau threefolds

Recall that a Calabi-Yau threefold is a smooth 3-dimensional variety X with
wx ~ Ox and hl(OX) = 0. Such a threefold is a 3-dimensional analogue of a
K3 surface.

In recent years Calabi-Yau threefolds have been intensively studied both
by mathematicians and physicists because of their importance in string theory.
In particular a lot of interest has been devoted to studying smooth rational
curves in these threefolds.

Let 7 be a rational normal scroll of dimension 4 in PY and of type
(e1,...,eq4), where the e; are ordered in an non-increasing way and e; —e3 < 1.
Hence the subscroll P(Opi(e1) & Opi(ea) @ Opi(es)) is of maximally bal-
anced type. In [J-K| we show that for positive a, and d exceeding a lower
bound, depending on a, a general 3 dimensional (anti-canonical) divisor of
type 4H — (N — 5)F will contain an isolated rational curve of bidegree (d, a).
To be more precise, we show:

Theorem 12.3. [J-K, Thm. 4.3] Let T be a rational normal scroll of dimen-

sion 4 in PN with a subscroll of of mazimally balanced type of dimension 3

as decribed. Assume this subscroll spans a P9 (so g = e1 +ea + e3 + 2) Let

d>1 and a > 1 be integers satisfying:

(a)If g = 1(mod 3), then either (d,a) € {(%5- L1),(2(g — 1)/3,2)}; or
d> @_ %7 (d,(l) 7é (2(9_1)/3_17 ) andgd# (g—l)(l

(b)If g = 2(mod 3), then either (d,a) € {(¢g — 1,3),(29 — 2,6)}; or
d> U =8, (d,a) & {(2(g — 2)/3,2), (19 — 5)/3,4),((Tg — 8)/3,7)}
and 3d # (g — 1)a.

(c)If g = 0(mod 3), then either (d,a) € {((g —3)/3,1),((29 — 3)/3,2)}; or
d > ga/3.

Then the zero scheme of a general section of 4H — (N — 5)F will be a smooth

Calabi-Yau threefold and contain an isolated rational curve of bidegree (d,a).

(Recall that we say a curve C in a variety V is isolated in V if the space
of embedded deformations of C' in V' is reduced and zero-dimensional. This is
equivalent to h®(Nejv) = 0.)

The main steps in the proof in [J-K] of Theorem 12.3 are as described:
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(I) Set g:=e1+e2+e3+ 2. Using lattice-theoretical considerations we find
a (smooth) K3 surface S in P9 with Pic S ~ ZH & ZD & ZI", where H
is the hyperplane section class, D is the class of a smooth elliptic curve of
degree 3 and C is a smooth rational curve of bidegree (d, a). Let T'= Tg be
the 3-dimensional scroll in P9 swept out by the linear spans of the divisors
in |D| on S. The rational normal scroll T will be of maximally balanced
type and of degree e; + e5 + e3.

The proof of Step I, which is the most difficult one, involves the whole
formalism of Clifford divisors and associated scrolls developed in this book,
and is to a great extent an application of the techniques described in this
book. Indeed the elliptic curve D above will be a Clifford divisor and the
surfaces constructed have Clifford index one.

The other steps are as follows.

(I1) Embed T' = P(Op:(e1) ® Opi(e2) ® Op1(e3)) (in the obvious way) in a
4 dimensional scroll 7 = P(Opi(e1) @ - -+ ® Op1(eq)) of type (eq,...,e4q).
Hence T corresponds to the divisor class H —e4F' in 7, and S corresponds
to a “complete intersection” of divisors of type H — e4F and 3H — (g —
4)F on T. We deform the complete intersection in a rational family (i.e.
parametrized by P!) in a general way. For “small values” of the parameter
we obtain a K3 surface with Picard group of rank 2 and no rational curve
on it.

(IIT) Take the union over P! of all the K3 surfaces described in (II). This
gives a threefold V, which is a section of the anti-canonical bundle 4H —
(9—4+e4)F =4H — (N —5)F on 7. For a general complete intersection
deformation the threefold will have only finitely many singularities, none
of them on C. Then C will be isolated on V.

(IV) Deform V as a section of 4H — (9 — 4+ e4)F =4H - (N —5)F on 7.
Then a general deformation W will be smooth and have an isolated curve
Cw of bidegree (d, a).

As mentioned in [J-K] this overall strategy is analogous to the one used in
[C]] to show the existence of isolated rational curves of infinitely many degrees
in the generic quintic in P*, and in [E-J-S] to show the existence of isolated
rational curves of bidegree (d,0) in general complete intersection Calabi-Yau
threefolds in some specific biprojective spaces.

12.3 Analogies with Enriques surfaces

Let S be an Enriques surface (i.e. S is smooth with K¢ # 0, 2Kg = 0 and
h'(Og) = 0) and L a base point free divisor on S satisfying L? > 0. By the
adjunction formula, L? = 2g — 2, where g is the arithmetic genus of all the
curves in |L| and k(L) = g.
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A very interesting point is that any Enriques surface carries elliptic pencils,
and one can always find such a pencil |P| of minimal degree with respect to
L, satisfying P.L, < 2|v/L?| |CD, Corollary 2.7.1].

If h%(L — P) > 2 (and this is easily seen to be satisfied for g > 10), then
the pencil |P| defines a rational normal scroll in P9~ into which S is mapped
by the ¢r. This is the scroll which is the union of the linear spans of all the
oL (P;), for the members P; of | P]|.

If ¢ > 6 it is shown in [Co] that ¢y, is birational, so in particular we get
that any polarized Enriques surface (S, L) (with L base point free) of genus
g > 10 has a projective model o, (S) C P97! lying in a rational normal scroll
defined by an elliptic pencil of minimal degree (with respect to L). Also note
that the condition h®(L — P) > 2 is also satisfied for certain g < 10, depending
on the value P.L. Scrolls containing Enriques surfaces are studied in [Han].

Note that the inequality P.L < 2|V/L2| can somehow be seen as an ana-
logue of the inequality ¢ < Lg%lj for the Clifford index of a polarized K3
surface. The pencil P restricted to any member of |L| induces a Clifford index
< 2|29 — 2| — 2 on every smooth curve in |L|, and this is actually Lq%lj
when g > 29. It will often, but not always, be true that the pencil P induces
the Clifford index of every smooth curve in |L|. Moreover, contrary to the K3
case, it does not always hold that all the smooth curves in |L| have the same
Clifford index.
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