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POSTULATION OF SCHEMES OF LENGTH AT MOST 4 ON SURFACES

EDOARDO BALLICO AND STEFANO CANINO

ABSTRACT. In this paper we address the postulation problem of zero-dimensional schemes on a
surface of length at most 4. We prove some general results and then we focus on the case of P?,
P! xP* and Hirzebruch surfarces. In particular, we prove that except for few well-known exceptions,
a general union of schemes of length at most 4 has always good postulation in P? and in P* x P!,

1. INTRODUCTION

In [4] the authors considered an interesting class of zero-dimensional schemes of P™ which they called
m-symmetric schemes. More specifically, X C P" is an m-symmetric scheme if it is supported at
one point P € P" and /(L N X) = m for any line L through P, where ¢(L N X) denotes the
length of L N X. Among all the m-symmetric schemes, they studied in detail the specific class of
2-squares, i.e. zero-dimensional schemes of P? which are isomorphic to the scheme defined by the
intersection of two double lines and they showed that, except for double points, 2-squares are the
only 2-symmetric schemes of P2. Moreover, despite being interesting per se, these schemes have
some interesting connections with the Jacobian schemes of plane algebraic curves, which indeed
were the starting point for their definition, see [3], and with symmetric and partially symmetric
tensors, see [4]. Successively, the postulation of 2-squares in P? has been studied in [5], where it is
proved that a general union of 2-squares in P? has always good postulation.

Here, as in [5], we consider zero-dimensional schemes embedded with an analytic isomorphism, i.e.
we consider finite colength ideals I C C[[z1,...,x,]] or I C C{x1,...x,}; see [1]. The case of zero-
dimensional schemes contained in a smooth surface, case n = 2, is quite special and it has a very
different flavour. If we fix the colength, z, i.e. the length of the associated zero-dimensional scheme,
the set Hilb'C{z1, 2} is an algebraic set whose reduction is irreducible and of dimension t — 1, see
[2, 13, 14, 16]. Its singular locus is described in [13]. For ¢t < 6, there is a complete classification of
its isomorphism classes with the description of all connected zero-dimensional schemes of length at
most 6, see [2] Chapter IV. In [2, 16] there is a huge number of other results, e.g. the irreducibility
of the strata with fixed Hilbert-Samuel function and the dimension of these sets ([2, Ch. III]).

Our pourpose in this paper is to study the postulation of unions of schemes of length less or equal
then 4 on integral surfaces. As stated in [2], an open dense set of Hilb!C{zy, x5} is formed by the
so-called curvilinear schemes, i.e. the ones supported at one point and contained in a smooth curve.
However, for our pourposes, handling these schemes is trivial, due to Remark 2.4, which uses [8],
thus we want to consider also schemes which are not in this open dense set.

Recall that an m-fat point is a zero-dimensional scheme defined by the m'™ power of an ideal
defining a point and an m-jet is a zero-dimensional scheme of length m supported at one point and
contained in a line; see Section 2 for more details. As proved in [2] Chapter IV, the only element
of Hilbl{x,y} is a simple point, the elements of Hile{x,y} are only 2-jets and the elements of
Hilb3{z,y} are only length 3 curvilinear schemes and the double point. In Hilb*{z, y} the situation
is more interesting: indeed, there are length 4 curvilinear schemes and two other types of schemes,
which we call 2-squares and tiles. A 2-square of an integral surface M, is a zero-dimensional
subscheme X C M which is isomorphic to a 2-square of A? or, equivalentely, it is supported at
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P € M and for any curve C C M passing through P it holds that ¢(C N X)) = 2; note that, by [4]
Proposition 2.17, this definition of 2-square and the definition given in [4] coincide in P2, A tile
of M is instead a zero-dimensional subscheme Y C M which is isomorphic to the scheme of A?
defined by the ideal (23, z172,23) or, equivalentely, it is supported at P € M, it is not curvilinear
and there is a curve C C M passing through P such that /(CNY) = 3; see Section 2 for more
details.

The set of length 4 connected schemes containing the double point 2P and contained in the triple
point 3P is exactly the set of tiles and 2-squares supported at P and it is an irreducible variety of
dimension 2. Its irreducibility is a particular case of the irreducibility of the stratum of connected
zero-dimensional schemes with fixed Hilbert-Samuel function. For this reason, it makes sense to
deal with a general union of length 4 curvilinear schemes, tiles and 2-squares. Moreover, by the
same argument, we can also deal with general unions of the previous mentioned schemes, double
points and curvilinear schemes.

As we said, we want to study the postulation of general unions of low length zero-dimensional
schemes on surfaces. First of all, in Section 2 we recall some results and we prove some lemmata
and remarks that allow to considerably simplify the proofs of the paper. The most important of
these is Lemma 2.9, which state that if P is a point of an integral projective surface M, then
any generic 2-square supported at P imposes one condition more then 2P at any linear system
of divisors of M. After that, we prove some general results for the postulation of our schemes on
surfaces. In particular, given an integral non-degenerate surface M C P", we show that if o,.(M),
the ™" secant variety of M, is non defective, then the dimension of the liner span of a general union
of 2-squares of M has the expected dimension (see Corollary 2.12). As a consequence of that, by
using some results of [17], we are able to prove that, in many cases, a general union of 2-squares
on an Hirzebruch surface has good postulation (see Proposition 2.14).

In Section 3 we prove, in Corollary 3.5, that a general union of any type of zero-dimensional schemes
of length less or equal then 4, i.e. simple points, double points, 2-squares, tiles and curvilinear
schemes of length at most 4, has good postulation, except for the well-known cases of two or five
double points. Our strategy is the following: first we prove that the statement is true for a general
union of tiles (Theorem 3.2), then we prove that it is true for a general union of double points and
tiles (Theorem 3.4), and finally we get our result thanks to Lemma 2.9 and the result of [8] stated
in Remark 2.4. In Section 4 we prove an analogous result, Corollary 4.6, in P! x P! by using the
same strategy. Both in the case of P? and in that of P! x P!, we also characterise some sets of tiles
having bad postulation.

In our proofs we use the so-called Horace method ([15]), an inductive method which uses the
residual exact sequence defined in Remark 2.2 and several fine tuning to do its inductive steps. We
manage to avoid using degenerations of several small zero-dimensional schemes to a single bigger
scheme, which are an often used powerful tool in every dimension ([11, 12]), but are unnecesary in
our case.

We always study the postulation of the general union of a prescribed number of certain schemes,
i.e. by the semicontinuity theorem the “best” postulation. In this paper, we also briefly consider
the case of the “worst” postulation for tiles in P? or in P' x P! and we construct examples with a
prescribed index of regularity in a certain interval (see Examples 3.7 and 4.7 and Propositions 3.10
and 3.11). We do not consider schemes which are adapted to the ambient surface X. For instance,
for X = P! x P! we do not consider general unions of the very particular 2-squares which are the
product of a length 2 scheme of the first factor of P! x P! and a length 2 scheme of the second
factors. When X = P? we do not consider general unions of schemes whose connected components
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are of prescribed length and contained in a line, the line being different, in general, for different
connected components (their postulation is described in [10]).

2. GENERAL RESULTS ON SURFACES

We work on the field of complex numbers C. Given a variety M and a point P € M defined by
the maximal ideal m, the m-fat point of M supported at P is the closed subscheme mP C M
defined by the ideal m™; a 2-fat point is also called a double point. We use analogue notation
for lines, i.e. if L C M is a line, then we denote by 2L the corresponding double line. Given a
closed subscheme X C M we denote by Zx its ideal sheaf and by deg(X) its degree. If X is a
zero-dimensional scheme, its degree is also called the length of X and it denoted by ¢(X). We use
in A? the coordinates (w1, z2).

We recall now the definition of good postulation of a zero-dimensional scheme.

Definition 2.1. Let M an algebraic variety, £ a line bundle on M and X C M a zero-dimensional
scheme. We say that X has good postulation with respect to L if

hO(M,Tx ® L) = min{0, h°(M, L) — ¢(X)}.

Note that, having good postulation is equivalent to say that
RO (M, Zx ® L) - h'(M,Zx ® L) = 0.

We will often use the following remarks and lemma.

Remark 2.2. Let M be an integral projective variety, X C M a zero-dimensional scheme and
D C M an effective Cartier divisor of M. The residual scheme Resp(X) of X with respect to
D is the closed subscheme of M with Zx : Zp as its ideal sheaf. We have Resp(X) C X and
U(X)=0XND)+{(Resp(X)). For all the line bundles £ on M we have an exact sequence

0 = TRespy(x) ® L(=D) = Ix ® L = Ixnp,p @ Lip — 0

which is called the exact sequence of X with respect to D.

Remark 2.3. Let M be an integral projective variety of dimension n > 1. Let £ be a line bundle
on M and V C H°(M, £) a linear subspace. Fix zero-dimensional schemes Z C W. If V(—Z2) = 0,
then V(=W) =0. If dim V(-W) = dim V' — deg(W), then dim V(—Z2) = dimV — deg(Z2).

Remark 2.4. Let M be an irreducible integral projective variety of dimension n > 1. For any
P € M,ee and any positive integer ¢ the let C(M, P, t) the set of all degree ¢ curvilinear subschemes
of M supported at P. This set C(M,p,t) is non-empty and irreducible. For all positive integers
s, and t;, 1 < i < s, let C(M,t1,...,ts) be the set of all zero-dimensional schemes A C M;eq
with s connected components, say A = A; U--- U Ag, whose connected components are curvilin-
ear and deg(A;) = t; for all 4. Since Mg is irreducible and each C(M, P,t) is irreducible, then
C(M,ty,...,ts) is non-empty and irreducible. Hence, it makes sense to consider general unions of
s curvilinear schemes on M. The short note [8] may be stated in the following way: let £ be a line
bundle on M and V' C H%(M, L) a linear subspace. Then dim V(—2) = max{0,dim V —t; —---—t4}
for a general Z € C(T,t1,...,ts).

Lemma 2.5. Let M be an integral projective variety with dimM > 1, £ a line bundle on M,
D C M an integral Cartier divisor, Z C M a zero-dimensional scheme and S C D a general union
of s points on D.
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o If hO(M, Iges,(2) @ L(=D)) < h°(M, Iz ® L) — s then
RO (M, Tzus @ L) =h(M,Z; ® L) — s.

o If hO(M, Iges, (7) @ L(—D)) = 0 then
(M, Tzus @ L) = max{0,h°(M,Z; @ L) — s}.

Proof. Since dimM > 1, dim D =dim M — 1 > 1. Obviously we have
hO(M,Zzus ® £) > max{0,h°(M,Z; @ L) — s}

and, by general assumption, we have SN Z = (. If s = 1, then the statement is true because
hO(M,Zzu5 ® L) = h%(M, Tz ® L) if and only if D is contained in the base locus of Ty ® £. Now,
assume s > 1 and suppose by induction that the result is true any 1 < s’ < s. Take a general union
of s — 1 points in D, say S’ C D. Since Resp(Z U S’) = Resp(Z), the inductive assumption gives
(M, Zz,5 ® L) = max{0,h%(M,Tz; ® L) — s+ 1}. Take as S the union of S" and a general point
of D. Apply the case s = 1 to the zero-dimensional scheme Z U 5. [ |

Remark 2.6. Lemma 2.5 is characteristic free but if we assume to work in characteristic 0 and
we take a partition of s, say s1 > s9 > --- > s, > 0 and curvilinear schemes of length s1,...,s, on
D, then we can apply Remark 2.4. Hence, in characteristic 0 Lemma 2.5 is still true by replacing
s general points with r curvilinear schemes on D of total length s.

We recall now from [2] the classification of length 4 schemes supported at one point of a surface.
Definition 2.7. Let M be an integral projective surface and P € M,es. A zero-dimensional scheme

X supported at P is said to be:

e a curvilinear scheme of length m, if X is isomorphic to the subscheme of A? defined by (2, 7).
Moreover, if X is supported on a line, it is called an m-jet;

e a 2-square, if X is isomorphic to the subscheme of A? defined by (2%, x3);
e a tile, if X is isomorphic to the subscheme of A? defined by (23, x122, 7).
Remark 2.8. Let M be an integral projective surface and let Hilb* be the punctual Hilbert scheme
parameterising the zero-dimensional schemes X supported at one point P € M., with £(X) = 4.

By [2] Proposition IV.2.1, every element of Hilb? is isomorphic to one (and only one) of the schemes
of Definition 2.7. Moreover, the dimension of Hilb* is 3 and we have that:

e the set of curvilinear schemes is Z; ¢ Hilb* and Z; is open and of dimension 3. Hence, the
general element of Hilb? is curvilinear;

e the set of 2-squares and tiles is Z, C Hilb* and Z5 has dimension 2;

e the set of tiles is K C Z, and K is isomorphic to P!. Hence, the general element of Z5 is a
2-square.

Note that, by [2] p. 76 and by [4] Proposition 3.1, we can characterise curvilinear schemes, 2-squares
and tiles by looking at their intersections with smooth curves. In particular we have that a scheme
X supported at P € Moz with £(X) = 4 is:

e a curvilinear scheme, if there exists a smooth curve C such that /(CNX) =4, ie. X CC;

e a 2-square, if £(C N X) = 2 for any smooth curve passing through P;
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e a tile, if there exist a smooth curve C such that ¢(C N X) = 3, and we call such a curve a long
side of X.

Note that if X € P? or X C P! x P!, there exists a line that is a long side of X.

Given a point P € M we denote by Z(M, P) the set of all the zero-dimensional schemes X such
that 2P C X C 3P and ¢(X) = 4. Note that, up to isomorphism, Z(M, P) = Zs, thus its generic
element is a 2-square.

The following lemma will be essential to simplify our proofs on 2-squares.

Lemma 2.9. Let M be an integral projective surface, P € Mg, £ a line bundle on M and
V C HY(X, L) a vector subspace. If X € Z(M, P) is a general 2-square then

dim V(—-X) = max{0,dim V(—2P) — 1}.

Proof. If dimV(—2P) = 0 then the statement is trivial, so we assume dim V' (—-2P) > 0. By
[7] Proposition 2.3, we have dim V(—3P) < dim V(—2P). Suppose by contradiction that for any
2-square X € Z(M,P), dimV(—2P) = dimV(—X). By [4] Theorem 2.17, the union of all the
2-squares supported at P is 3P and thus dim V(—2P) = dim V(—3P), a contradiction. Hence,
there exists a 2-square X € Z(M, P) such that dim V(—X) = dim V(2P) — 1 and the same holds
for a generic 2-square in Z(M, P). [

The proof of Lemma 2.9 and Remark 2.8 give the following result.

Remark 2.10. Let X be a projective surface, P € X,eq, £ a line bundle on X and V C H(X, L) a
linear subspace. If V(—3P) ¢ V(—2P), then V(=Y) C V(—2P) for a general 2-square Y supported
at P. Note that deg(3P) = 6 = 3 + deg(2P). The closure of the union of all tiles Z supported at
P is a closed subscheme of 3P with degree at least 5. Hence, if dim V(—3P) < dim V' (—2P) — 2,
then V(—Z) C V(—2P) for a general tile Z supported at P.

Some of the results on tiles obtained in the next sections may also be proved using the second part
of Remark 2.10. As an easy consequence of Lemma 2.9, we can prove the following theorem. Given
a projective variety M, we denote by o,.(M) its r** secant variety.

Theorem 2.11. Fix a positive integer r and consider M C P", an integral non-degenerate surface
such that dim o, (M) = 3r — 1. Fiz an integer s such that 0 < s <1 and let X C Meg be a general
union of r — s double points and s 2-squares. Then

dim(X) = min{n,3r +s — 1}

where (X) is the smallest projective subspace of P containing X .

Proof. We prove the theorem by induction on s. Let Z C M, be a general union of r double
points of M, say Z = 2P, U---U2P,. By Terracini’'s Lemma, the assumption dim o, (M) = 3r—1is
equivalent to dim(Z) = 3r — 1, and this prove the base case s = 0. Now suppose by induction that
the statement is true for any 0 < s’ < s. Forany i = 1,...,s — 1 let Y; € Z(M, P;) be a general
two squares and consider
X' =YiU---UY,_1U2P,U---U2P,.

Hence, recalling that dim(X’) = n — h%(P™, Zx pn(1)), the result follows by applying Lemma 2.9
to Ps. [ ]
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As an immediate consequence of Theorem 2.11, we have the following two corollaries.

Corollary 2.12. Fiz a positive integer r and consider M C P", an integral non-degenerate surface
such that dimo, (M) =3r—1, and X C M,eg a general union of s 2-squares with 0 < s <r. Then
dim(X) = min{n, 4s — 1}. Moreover, if 3r — 1 > n, then dim(X) = min{n,4s — 1} for any s € N.

Corollary 2.13. Let M C P" be an integral non-degenerate surface and fix r,s € N. Let X C Myeg
be a general union of r double points and s 2-squares and Y C M,eg be a general union of r + s
double points. Then, dim(X) = min{n, 3r + 4s — 1} if one of the following conditions is satisfied:

(1) dim(Y') > n —s;
(2) dim(Y) = 3(r +s) — 1.

As an example of the use of Corollary 2.12, we describe the Hilbert function of a general union of
2-squares on any complete very ample linear system on any Hirzebruch surface Fe, e > 0, using
the lists of their defective embeddings, see [17] Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 5.1. We use the
following notation: let Fy, e > 0, be the Hirzebruch surface with a section h of one of its ruling with
self-intersection —e (the ruling is unique if e > 0). We have Pic(F.) = Z? and we take as a basis of
it h and a fiber f of a ruling of F, with h- f = 1. The line bundle O, (ah + bf) is very ample if
and only if @ > 0 and b > ae. In the next proposition we restrict to very ample line bundles, but
for e > 0 A. Laface in [17] also considers the complete linear systems with b = ae, a > 0, which for
e > 2 have as images a cone over a rational normal curve of P®, while if e = 1 they are the linear
systems |Z,pp2(a)| with P € P2, and these results may be applied even to these linear systems and
to non-complete linear systems using Lemma 2.9 (for instance, see Remark 2.16).

Proposition 2.14. Let a,b,e € N with a > 2,e > 0 and b > ae. Set
ala—1)e
2

and let X C P" be the embedding of F. by the complete linear system |Op,(ah + bf)|. Let W(s) C
X, s > 0, be a general union of s 2-squares of X. Then either hO(IW(s)(ah +bf)) = 0 or

r=ab— 1

Proof. Let Z(s) C F, be a general union of s 2-points. By Corollary 2.12 and [17] Proposition
4.1 and Proposition 5.1, for any e > 0 we need to check the statement for the linear systems
|OF, (2h + bf)|, with b even, and s = b+ e + 1. In this case h%(Zyy (pyer1)(2h + bf)) = 0, because

W (Zz(brer1y(2h +bf)) = 1. u

Remark 2.15. Ife > 3,a = 1 and b = e, then dim = |0, (h+ef)| = e+1 and the image T' C P¢+!
of F, by the complete linear system |Of, (h + ef)| is a cone over a rational normal curve of P¢*1.
Hence dimo4(T) = min{e + 1, 2s}. Hence in this case even certain general unions of 2squares have
not maximal rank.

Remark 2.16. Fix integers a > m > 3 and s > 0. Fix P € P2. Let W (s) be a a general union of
s 2-squares. Let u : F; — P? denote the blow-up of P? at P. The map v induces an isomorphism
between the linear system |Z,,p(a)| and the linear system |(a —m)h+af| on F}. Hence Proposition
2.14 gives that either h%(Z,,puw (s)(a)) = 0 or A (L, puw(s)(a)) = 0. If m > a, then obviously
h°(P2,Z,,p(a)) = 0. Now assume a = m. By the list in [17], Table 1, we need to check the case
a =m = 4 with s = 5. In this case Lemma 2.9 gives hO(I4puw(5) (4)) = 0. In the same way we get
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the quadratic cone X C P3, image of the map F» — X. The quadratic cone is defective only with
respect to Ox(2), when consider 3 double points and its defect is 1.

The following example shows that, on other surfaces, not all general unions of 2-squares have good
postulation. It is constructed using [6, 9] or [7] Example 4.3.

Example 2.17. Fix integers t > 3, x > 2t+1 and set n := 1+ 2x. Let (A1,..., A;) be the partition
of n with \y = Ay =3 and \; = 2 if 3 <i < z. By [6], Theorem 4.1, there is a rational normal scroll
X C P" such that dimo,(X) = =1+ >"._; \; for all » < z. Since A\; = 3, the definition of a;(X)
in [6] p. 360, gives dim X = 2. Since A9 = 3, X is not a cone. Hence X is a smooth surface. Since
2(x —t) > 2+2t, 04(X) has codimension at least t+ 1. Let Z C X,¢; be a general union of ¢ double
and let W C Xyeq be a general union of ¢ 2-squares. By Terracini’s Lemma, h%(Zz(1)) <n —t —1
and h'(Zz(1)) > 0. Hence, by Remark 2.3, we get h%(Zy/(1)) > 0 and h'(Zy (1)) > 0. Taking
Az+1 = 1 we get an example for n even.

3. THE CASE OF P2

The main result of this section is Corollary 3.5, stating that a general union of zero-dimensional
schemes of length less or equal than 4 has good postulation in P?, except for the well-known cases
of two and five double points. In order to get the result we show before that a general union of
tiles in P? has always good postulation and then that a general union of tiles and double points in
P? has good postulation except for the already mentioned cases. Finally we will conclude by using
Remark 2.4 and Lemma 2.9. We will often invoke the following numerical lemma.

Lemma 3.1. For any integer d > 4 there exist a € {0,1,2} and b € N such that d + 1 = 2a + 3b.
Moreover, a,b,d satisfies

2a+b<d, and

{(d+2é‘(d+1)J N

Proof. The existence of a,b follows by the coprimality of 2 and 3. Since d + 1 = 2a + 3b, the
first inequality is equivalent to b > 0 and this is true because d > 4 and a < 2. For the second
inequality, suppose by contradiction that it is false. Then we get

(d+2)(d+1) < 8a+8b=4(d + 1) — 4b

and this is a contradiction because d > 4 and b > 0. []

Theorem 3.2. Let d,s € N and X C P? a generic union of s tiles. Then
d+2
W(Zx(d)) = maX{O, ( -; > - 45} .

Proof. For any d € N we set

ou(d) i {()J _ {<d+2><d+1> J ) = {(W _ {<d+2><d+1>1,

4 8 4 8

By Remark 2.3 to prove the statement for the integer d and all the integers s it suffices to prove
it for s = s.(d) and for s = s*(d). Moreover, by the semicontinuity theorem for cohomology it is
enough to prove the statement for a specialisation of X. The cases d = 1 and d = 2 are trivial. For
the rest of the proof we fix a line L.
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e The case d = 3.

We have s,(3) = 2 and s*(3) = 3 and we start by proving the statement for s = 2. Let R # L be
aline of P2, P, € L\ (LNR), P, € R\ (LNR) and Y; and Y> two tiles such that Y; is supported
at Pp, Y5 is supported at P», L is the long side of Y7 and R is the long side of Y5. Note that

" (Zviove)n(ory,Lor(3)) = 1
and, since Respyp(Y1 UYs) = { P, P»} we get

hO(IResLuR(YlLJYQ)(]')) = 17 hl(IResLuR(YlLJYQ)(l)) = 0

Hence, the residual exact sequence of Y7 U Ys with respect to L U R gives h®(Zy,0y,(3)) = 2 and
this prove the statement for d = 3 and s = 2. To prove the statement for d = 3 and s = 3 it
suffices to note that, by Remark 2.4, for a general curvilinear scheme J with ¢(J) = 2 we have
hY(Zy,uv,u(3)) = 0 and there exist a tile Y3 containing J. Hence h%(Zy,uyv,uy; (3)) = 0.

The case d > 4.

Suppose by induction that the theorem is true for any d’ < d. By Lemma 3.1 there exist
a € {0,1,2} and b € N such that d + 1 = 2a + 3b. Fix a + b distinct points on L, say Pi,..., P,
and Q1,...,Qp and set

S={P,...,P}, S ={Q1,...,Qv}.
Since we can suppose s € {s.(d), s*(d)}, by Lemma 3.1 we have s > a + b. Now we consider the
schemes

X =1u---uY,uZiU---UZyUW

Y =Y1U---UY,, Z:=2Z1U---ULJZ,
where:

— Y; is a tile supported at P, having a line R; # L as its long side, for ¢ = 1,...,a. Thus,
0Y;NR;) =3, LY;NL) =2 and Res; Y; = J;, where J; is a 2-jet supported at P; and lying
on R;;

— Z; is a tile supported at Q; having L as long side, for i = 1,...,b. Thus, ¢(Z; N L) = 3 and
Resy, Z; = Qi;

— W is a general union of s — a — b tiles away from L.

To prove the theorem it is enough to prove it for this special choice of X. Since (X NL) =d+1,
by the residual exact sequence of X with respect to L it is enough to prove that

7O (Ties, x(d — 1)) = max {o, (d; 1) — ((Resy, X)} .

Note that
Res; X =1 U---UJ,UQ U---UQpUW.
Now set J := J; U---U ja, where jz is the 2-jet supported at P; and contained in L. Since J; is a

2-jet contained in R; and, for every i = 1,...,a, L is a flat limit of a line containing P, we have
that J is a flat limit of a family containing .J. Hence, if we set X’ = J U S’ U W, it is enough to

prove that
hO(Zy (d — 1)) = max {0, (d; 1> - E(X’)}

which is in turn equivalent to show that h®(Zx/(d — 1)) = 0 or h!(Zx/(d — 1)) = 0. Since W
is a general union of tiles, the inductive assumption gives that either h°(Zy/(d — 1)) = 0 or
hY(Zw (d — 1)) = 0 and either h®(Zy (d — 2)) = 0 or K (Zw (d — 2)) = 0. If h°(Ty (d — 1))
then h%(Zx/(d — 1)) = 0 and we are done, thus, from now on we suppose h!(Zy (d — 1)) = 0 and
we distinguish two subcases:
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— Subcase h?(Zy (d — 2)) = 0.
This assumption implies that the restriction map

p i HO(T(d — 1)) — H(L,OL(d - 1)
is injective. Since h'(Zy(d — 1)) = 0, to conclude this case it is enough to prove that
RO (Zx:(d — 1)) = max{0, h®(Zyy (d — 1)) — £(J U ")} = max{0, h®(Zyy (d — 1)) — 2a — b}.

Consider the vector space Im(p) C H°(L, O (d — 1)) and note it depends only on W and not
on X'\ W, so that we may take S and S’ generic after fixing W. Remark 2.4 gives

dimIm(p)(—J — §") = max{0, dim Im(p) — 2a — b}.
Hence, h®(Zx/(d — 1)) = max{0, h°(Zyw (d — 1)) — 2a — b}.
— Subcase h'(Zy (d — 2)) = 0.

Since LNW = (), we have /(X' N L) = 2a + b and Lemma 3.1 gives h!(Zx:nr 1(d — 1)) = 0.
Hence, the residual exact sequence of X’ with respect to L gives h!(Zx:/(d — 1)) = 0.

The theorem is now proved. u

Lemma 3.3. Let (d,r,s) € N3 with d < 6 and let X C P? be a general union of r double points

and s tiles. Then
d+2
h(Zx(d)) :maX{O, ( ; > —37’—43}

except for (d,r,s) = (2,2,0),(4,5,0).

Proof. If s =0 the theorem is a classical case of the Alexander-Hirschowitz theorem and if » = 0
the theorem is Theorem 3.2 so, if needed, we can assume r > 1 and s > 1. For the rest of the proof
we fix a line L. The case d =1 is trivial, so we distinguish the following 5 cases:

e Case d = 2.
Since we can suppose r > 1 and s > 1, it is enough to prove the statement for (r,s) = (1,1). Let
Y be a tile supported at P € L having L as its long side and @Q € P?\ L. The residual exact
sequence of Y U 2Q with respect to L gives h%(Zyap(2)) = h®(Zpuag(1)) = 0.

e Case d = 3.
Since we can suppose 7 > 1 and s > 1 and any tile contains a double point, by Remark 2.3 it
is enough to prove the statement for (r,s) = (2,1). Let Y be a general tile away from L and
Q1,Q2 € L. The residual exact sequence of Y U 2@ U 2@ with respect to L gives

hO(IYU2Q1U2Q2 (3) = hO(IYUQ1UQ2 (2))=2-1-1=0
where the last equality follows by h°(Zy(2)) = 2 and the fact that Q; and Qo are general.
e Case d = 4.
By the same argument used in the previous cases, it suffices to prove the statement for
(r,s) = (1,3). Let Y7 be a tile supported at P € L having L as its long side, Y3,Y3 two

tiles away from L and @ € L\ P. The residual exact sequence of Y7 U Yy U Y3 U 2Q) with respect
to L gives

W (Zyviuvauvseg(4)) = h0(ZpuvauvQ(3)) =2 =2 =0
where the last equality follows by Theorem 3.2 and the fact that P and () are general.
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e Case d = 5.
Note that if X is a general union of 5 tiles, then Theorem 3.2 gives h%(Zx(5)) = 1. Using the
same argument of the previous cases and noting that any general tile and any general double
point impose at least one additional condition, we conclude this case.

e Case d = 6.
By Remark 2.3 it suffices to prove the statemen for a general union of 7 tiles, but this true by
Theorem 3.2. [ |

Theorem 3.4. Fix (d,r,s) € N* with and let X C P? be a general union of v double points and s

tiles. Then
2
h%(Zx(d)) = max {0, (d—; > —3r — 45}

except for (d,r,s) = (2,2,0),(4,5,0).

Proof. By the same argument of Lemma 3.3 we can assume r > 1 and s > 1. For any d, s € N set

r+(d,s) := VCI;Z)_%J , r*(d,s) = {(d;rz)_%w .

3 3

By Remark 2.3, given a triple (d, r, s) we can suppose r € {r.(d,s),r*(d, s)} and, by Lemma 3.3 we
can suppose d > 7. Moreover, by the semicontinuity theorem for cohomology it is enough to prove
the statement for a specialisation of X. Now fix d and suppose by induction that the statement is
true for any d’ < d. Let a,b € N as in Lemma 3.1 such that d + 1 = 2a + 3b and fix a line L C P2,
We destinguish now 2 cases:

e Case s >a-+b.
In this case it is enough to prove the statement for X = X7 U X9 where X is a set of a + b tiles
specialised on L as in the proof of Theorem 3.2 and X5 is a general union of r» double points and
s—a—b tiles. The inductive assumption gives that h%(Zx,(d—1)) =0 or h'(Zx,(d—1)) = 0 and
h9(Zx,(d —2)) = 0 or h'(Zx,(d — 2)) = 0: indeed, note that the only exceptional cases appear
when d = 2 or d = 4, but we are assuming d > 7. Hence, we can proceed as in the proof of
Theorem 3.2 and this concludes this case.

e Case s < a-+b.
Here we distinguish three subcases:

— Subcase d odd and 2r.(d,s) > d+ 1.
Let Q1,...,Q441)/2 be distinct points on L and take

X =2Q1U---U2Qg41)2 UW.

where W is a general union of r — % double points and s tiles. The residual exact sequence
of X with respect to L gives

h?(Zx (d)) = h*(Znes, x(d — 1))
hence, to prove this case it suffices to prove that h%(Zges; x(d—1)) = 0 or bt (Zges, x(d—1)) = 0.
We have
Res; X =Q1U--- UQ(d+1)/2 uw
and by inductive assumption h%(Zy (d — 1)) = 0 or A (Zy(d — 1)) = 0 and h®(Zy (d — 2)) = 0
or h'(ZTy (d — 2)) = 0. Hence, since W N L = (), we can proceed as in the proof of Theorem 3.2
and this concludes this case.
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— Subcase d even and 2r.(d, s) > d.
Note that for the argument in this subscase it would suffices 2r,(d,s) > d — 2, but we take
2ri(d,s) > d in order to get three mutually excluding subcases. Let P,Q1,...,Q4/241 be
distinct points on L and take

X:YU2Q1U"'U2Qd/2_1UW

where Y is a tile supported at P and having L as its long side and W is a general union of
s — %l + 1 double points and s — 1 tiles (recall that we are assuming s > 1). At this point the
proof is analogous to the previous case.

— Subcase r,(d,s) < 4 — 1.
Note that this is the only remaining case. Recall that, by Lemma 3.1, 2a + b < d and, since
20 +3b = d+ 1 and a € {0,1,2}, we have 3b > d 4+ 1. Moreover, since we are assuming
r € {r.(d,s),r*(d,s)}, we also have 3r+4s > (d”f) — 2. Putting all these inequalities together,
and recalling that we are in the case s < a + b, we get:

d—+2 3 11 7 11 25 29
—2< 4s < Zd— = +4da+4b< -d——+20< —d-=
( ) < 3r+ s_2d 2+a+ b_2d 2+b_6d 5

and this a contradiction. [ ]

We can now prove the following corollary.

Corollary 3.5. Let d € N and X C P? a general union of 2-squares, double points, tiles and
curvilinear schemes of length less or equal than 4. Then

h%(Zx(d)) = max {0, (d ; 2) - K(X)}

except for the case where X the union of two double points and d = 2 or X is the union of five
double points and d = 4.

Proof. It follows immediately by Remark 2.4, Lemma 2.9 and Theorem 3.4. [ |

We want know to construct some examples of unions of tiles and of unions of 2-squares in P?
which have bad postulation. In particular, we construct some examples with a prescribed index of
regularity and, in the case of tiles, we show that they are the only possible ones. For any positive
integer ¢t > 1 we denote by A(t) the set of all disjoint unions of ¢ 2-squares in P? and by B(t) the
set of all disjoint unions of ¢ tiles in P2. We recall here the following well-know fact.

Remark 3.6. Let X C P? be a union of ¢ > 2 distinct double points. Since any conic containing
a 2-point 2P is singular at P and t > 2, then H°(Zx(2)) # 0 if and only if there is a line L C P?
such that X C 2L.

Example 3.7. Fix a line L C P? and a set S C L such that S is a set of t > 2 distinct points. For
each p € S fix a line R, such that p € R, and R, # L. Set A, := 2L N 2R, and

A= A4,
peS

Remark 3.6 gives that any union U of ¢ 2-squares such that h%(Zy(2)) # 0 is constructed as A and,
obviously, h%(Z4(2)) = 1. The residual exact sequence of A with respect to 2L gives h(Z4(d)) > (g)
for all d > 2 and h°(Za(d)) = (%) for all t > (d +1)/2.
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Example 3.8. Fix a line L and a set S C L such that S is a set of t > 2 distinct points. Let
B C P? be any union of ¢ tiles supported at S and such that L is a long side for each of them.
Remark 3.6 gives that any union U of ¢ tiles such that h°(Z;(2)) # 0 is constructed as B for some
L and S and that h%(Zp(2)) = 1. Since £(L N B) = 3t, the residual exact sequence of B with
respect to L gives h'(Zp(3t —2)) = 1 and h'(Zp(d)) =0 for all d > 3t — 1.

Before proving the next proposition, we recall the following well-know remark.

Remark 3.9. Let Z C P? be a zero-dimensional scheme. Then, h'(Zz(deg(Z) — 2)) # 0 if and
only if Z is contained in a line.

Proposition 3.10. Let B C P? be a union of t > 2 tiles. We have h'(Zg(3t — 1)) = 0 and
hY(Zp(3t —2)) # 0 if and only if B is as in Example 3.8.

Proof. By Example 3.8 it is sufficient to prove that if h'(Zg(3t —2)) # 0, then B is as described in
Example 3.8. Assume h'(Zp(3t —2)) # 0. Take a line L C P? such that z := ¢(L N B) is maximal.
The definition of tile gives z > 3 and if z = 3 we can also assume that L is a long side of one of
the tiles of B. We have ¢(Resy(B)) = 4t — z. Note that to conclude it is sufficient to prove that
z = 3t. We assume by contradiction that z < 3t. Since z < 3t, then h'(L,Zpnr, (3t — 2)) = 0 and
thus the residual exact sequence of B with respect to L gives

h! (Zies, () (3t = 3)) > 0.

First assume ¢ = 2. Since h,l(IReSL(B) (3)) > 0 and ¢(Resr(B)) =8 — z < 5, by Remark 3.9 and by
the assumption h!(Zp(3t — 1)) = 0, we get that z = 3 and Resy(Z) is contained in a line R. Since
z = 3, R contains one of the tiles of B but, since no tile is contained in a line, this is a contradiction.
Now assume ¢t > 2 and that the statement is true for the union of at most ¢t — 1 tiles. Since z < 3t,
there is at least one line R # L that is a long side for one of the tiles of B. Take one R # L wich
is a long side of one of the tiles B and set w := ¢(RN B). First assume

s (QR,IQRQBQR@t — 2)) =0.

The residual exact sequence of 2R gives h!(Zges, () (3t — 4)) > 0. Since Resyg(B) is contained in
the union of at most ¢t — 1 disjoint tiles and 3t — 4 = 3(¢ — 1) — 1, the inductive assumption gives a
contradiction, thus

h' (2R, Tornp,2r(3t — 2)) > 0.
Since w < z < 3t we have
A (R, Zprp r(3t —2)) = 0.
Hence, the residual exact sequence of 2R N B with respect to R gives
hl(IResR(QRﬂB)(st —3)) > 0.
Remark 3.9 gives
¢(Resg(2RN B)) > 3t — 2.
Note that Resg(2R N B) C R and that
l(Resp(2RN B)) =¢(2RN B) —{(RN B).

For any zero-dimensional scheme W we have ((2RNW) < 20(RN W), thus w > 3t — 2. Hence,
¢(B) > ¢{(2RN B) > 6t — 4, a contradiction. ]
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Proposition 3.11. Fiz integers t > 3 and e such that
14 /288t — 369 q<
5 <d<
Then there is a union B C P? of t distinct tiles such that h'(Zp(d)) # 0 and h*(Zp(d+ 1)) = 0.

3t — 2.

Proof. Fix a line L C P?2. We distinguish 3 cases according to class of d (mod 3).
e Case d=1 (mod 3).

13

Take S C L a set of (d + 2)/3 distinct points on L and let By be a union of (d + 2)/3 distinct
tiles supported at S and having L as one of their long side. Set

B := B1UBsy
with By general in B(t — (d 4+ 2)/3). Since Bj is general, then Ba N L = (). Now, note that:
ResL(B) = SU By, ReSQL(B) = By

(40

Using twice the residual exact sequence with respect to L together with these data and Theorem
3.2, it is easy to see that h!(Zp(d)) =1 and h!(Zp(d+ 1)) = 0.

Case d =2 (mod 3).

Take S C L a set of (d — 2)/3 distinct points and S’ C L a set of two distinct points with
SNS" =(. Let By be a the set of (d — 2)/3 + 2 distinct tiles such that (d — 2)/3 of them are
supported on the points of S and have L as one of their long sides and 2 of them are supported
on the points of S” and do not have L as one of their long sides. Let By € B(t —(d+4)/3) general
and take

and, by numerical assumption,

B := By U Bs.

Since By C 3L to prove that h'(Zg,up,(d)) = 1 and h'(Zp,us,(d + 1)) = 0 it is sufficient
to proceed analogously to the previous case by noting that ¢(Bz2) < (dgl) by our numerical
assumption.

Case d =0 (mod 3).

Assume d = 0 (mod 3). In this case take By made of d/3 distinct tiles supported on distinct
points of L and having L as one of their long side, and one tile supported on another point of L
but not having L as one their long side. Then, set

B =DB;UBy

with By € B(t — d/3 — 1) general and proceed as in the previous cases. ]

4. THE CASE OF P! x P!

The main result of this section is Corollary 4.6, stating that a general union of zero-dimensional
schemes of length less or equal than 4 has good postulation in P! x P!, except for the well-known
cases (see [17, 18]). In order to get the result we proceed as in the previous section: we show before
that a general union of tiles in P! x P! has always good postulation and then that a general union
of tiles and double points in P! x P! has good postulation except for the already mentioned cases.
Finally we will conclude by using Remark 2.4 and Lemma 2.9.
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Remark 4.1. Note that if Z C P! x P! is a general tile supported at P and L is the only element of
|Oy(1,0)| passing through P, then L is not a long side of P. Thus, /(ZNL) =2 and Res;, Z = J is
a curvilinear scheme of length 2 supported at P. Morever, we have /(JNL) =1 and (Resy, J) = P.

Lemma 4.2. Let Y = P! x P! and X C Y a general union of s tiles and d € {1,2}. Then, for any
eeN
h(Zx(d,e)) = max{0, (d 4 1)(e + 1) — 4s}.

Proof. Fix a point P € Y and let L the unique element of |Oy(1,0)| passing through P and R
the unique element of |0y (0, 1)| passing through P.

e Cased=1.
First assume e = 1. By Remark 2.3 it is enough to prove that if Z a tile, then h%(Zz(1,1)) = 0,
and we can suppose Z to be supported at P. This is immediate by using the exact sequence of Z
with respect to L and by Remark 4.1 and Remark 2.4. Now let e > 1 and suppose by induction
that the statement is true for any (d,e’) with 1 < e’ < e. Consider
X=Z1U---UZ;

a general union of s tiles, with Z; supported at P. By general assumption, we have that R is
not a long side of Z;. Hence, the residual exact sequence of X with respect to R gives

hO(IX(l') e)) = hO(IResR(X)(17 €— 1))

Since Resp(X) = JU Z U --- U Zg, with J a curvilinear scheme supported at P with ¢(.J) = 2,
the statement follows by inductive assumption and Remark 2.4.

e Case d = 2.
The case e = 1 is analogous to the previous case, so suppose e > 1 and by induction that the
statement is true for any (d,e’) with 1 < ¢’ < e. Recall that, by semicontinuity of cohomology,
it is enough to prove the statement for a special union X. Let X = Z1 U---U Zg with Zs, ..., Z;
general tiles and Z; a tile supported at P and such that R is a long side of Z;. The residual
exact sequence of X with respect to R gives

hO(IX(27 e)) = hO(IResR(X) (27 €— 1))
Since Resp(X) = PU Zy U -+ - U Z;, the statement follows by the inductive assumption. [ |

Theorem 4.3. Let Y = P! x P! and X C Y a general union of s tiles. Then, for any (d,e) € N?
hO(Zx(d,e)) = max{0, (d + 1)(e + 1) — 4s}.

Proof. Fix (d,e) € N2 and suppose by induction that the statement is true for any (d’,e) € N2

with 1 < d’ < d; moreover, withouth loss of generality, we can suppose that e > d and, by Lemma

4.2, that d > 3. Fix a line L € |Oy(1,0)| and let a,b as in Lemma 3.1 such that e + 1 = 2a + 3b.
We distinguish two cases:

e Case s > a+b.
Take Py,..., Py, Q1,...,Qp € L distinct points and

X=Z1U---UZ,UZ{U---UZjUW
where
— Z; is supported at P; € L and L is not a long side of Z;, for i =1,...,a;
— Z! is supported at @Q; € L and L is a long side of Z! for i =1,...,b;
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— W is a general union of s — a — b tiles away from L.

The residual exact sequence of X with respect to L gives

h(Zx(d,e)) = h°(Zres, x(d — 1,¢))

h'(Zx(d,e)) = h'(Zres, x(d — 1,¢))
and Resp X = JJU---UJ, U@ U - UQyUW, where ¢(J;) = 2 and J; is a curvilinear
scheme supported at P; and not contained in L. The inductive assumption gives that either
RY(Zy (d—1,¢€)) = 0 or h'(Zy (d—1,¢)) = 0 and either h°(Zyy (d—2,¢€)) = 0 or b (Zyy (d—2,¢)) = 0.
If h%(Zy (d — 1,¢e)) = 0 then h®(Zx(d — 1,e)) = 0, thus we can suppose h'(Zy (d —1,¢e)) = 0. We
distinguish two subcases:

— Subcase h®(Zy (d — 2, e)) =0.
In this case we have h®(Zres, x(d — 2,€)) = 0. Remark 2.6 gives h°(Zres, x(d — 1,€)) = 0 or
hY(Zres; x(d—1,¢e)) = 0. Hence, the residual exact of X with respect to L gives h°(Zx (d,e)) =
0 or h!'(Zx(d,e)) = 0.

— Subcase h'(Zy (d — 2,¢)) = 0.
We specialise J; to J; with J; a length 2 curvilinear scheme supported at P; and contained in
L and we call T the scheme obtained by substituing J; by J; in Resy X. Lemma 3.1 gives

(TNL)=2a+b<e<e+1=h"L,0OL(d~-1,e))

thus h'(Zrnp,(d — 1,e)) = 0. Hence, the residual exact sequence of T with respect to L gives
hY(Zr(d — 1,e)) = 0 and, by semicontinuity, h'(Zges, x(d — 1,¢)) = 0.

e Case s <a+b.
We set b’ := min{b, s} and if ¥’ = s we set a’ = 0 while if ¥/ = b weset ' =a+b—s < a. We
conclude in an analogous way of the case s > a + b. [ |

Lemma 4.4. Let Y = P! x P! and let X C Y be a general union of r double points and s tiles
Then, for any d < 4 and e € N

h2(Zx(d,e)) = max{0, (d + 1)(e + 1) — 3r — 4s}
except for the cases (d,e,r,s) = (2,2u,2u+1,0) and (d,e,r,s) = (2u,2,2u+1,0) for any u € Ns.

Proof. If s = 0 the result follows by [18] Theorem 3.1 and by [17] Table I, while if » = 0 the result
follows by Theorem 4.3, so, if needed, we can assume r > 1 and s > 1. Fix a point P € Y and
let L the unique element of |Oy(1,0)| passing through P and R the unique element of |Oy (0, 1)]
passing through P. Without loss of generality we can assume e > d.

e Cased=1.
If e = 1 it is enough to check the good postulation of one tile and this follows by Theorem 4.3.
Now take e > 1 and suppose by induction that the statement is true for d = 1 and any €’ < e.
Since r > 1 we can take X = 2P U X’ with X’ a general union of » — 1 double points and s tiles
away from R. The statement follows by the residual exact sequence of X with respect to R and
the inductive hypothesis.

e Case d = 2.
If e = 1 is enough to check the statement for a general union of one double point and one tiles,
and this is straightforward. Since s > 1 we can suppose that X = Z U X’ with Z a tile having R
as one of its long sides and X’ a general union of 7 double points and s — 1 tiles away from R.
The residual exact sequence of X with respect to R gives

hO(IX<2, 6)) = hO(IResRX(Qv €— 1))
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with Resg X = PUX’. If s > 1 or if s = 1 and e is even then, by inductive hypotheis, X’ has
good postulation with respect to Oy (2,e — 1) and we can conclude. So we are left we the case
s =1 and e odd. In this case, by Remark 2.3 it suffices to check the cases r = e —1 and r = e.
In both cases, by [18] Theorem 3.1, it is immediate to show that the statement holds.

e Case d = 3.
As for the previous cases, this one can be proved by induction on e. For the base case e = 1 it
suffices to check it for the general union of two tiles, and this immediate by Theorem 4.3. For
the inductive argument it is enough to take X = 2P U Z U X', with Z supported on a point of
R\ P and not having R as one of its long sides. Then we can use the same argument of previous
cases.

e Case d = 4.
Again we can use induction on e. For the base case e = 1 it is enough to consider a general union
of two double points and a tile and it is easy to check the statement in this case. Finally, for the
inductive argument we proceed as in the previous case but with Z specialised such that R is one
of its long sides. [ |

Theorem 4.5. Let Y = P! x P! and let X C Y a general union of r double points and s tiles.
Then

h2(Zx(d,e)) = max{0, (d + 1)(e + 1) — 3r — 4s}
except for the cases (d,e,r,s) = (2,2u,u+ 1,0) and (d,e,r,s) = (2u,2,u+ 1,0) for any u € N5g.
p f (7 77) (7 ’ ) ) (7 77) ( ) <y ) )f y >

Proof. By the same argument of Lemma 4.4 we can assume r > 1 and s > 1. Without loss of
generality we can suppose e > d. For any d, e, s € N set

rdo.s) im {(d+1)(63+ 1)4SJ’ (e s) m {(CH 1)(63+ 1)451

By Remark 2.3, given (d, e, r, s) we can suppose r € {r.(d, e, s),r*(d,e,r,s)} and, by Lemma 4.4 we
can suppose d > 5. Moreover, by the semicontinuity theorem for cohomology it is enough to prove
the statement for a specialisation of X. Now fix d and suppose by induction that the statement is
true for any (d’,e) with d’ < d. Let a,b € N as in Lemma 3.1 such that e + 1 = 2a + 3b and fix a
line L € |Oy(1,0)|. We destinguish now 2 cases:

e Case s >a-+b.

In this case it is enough to prove the statement for X = X7 U X9 where X is a set of a + b tiles
specialised on L as in the proof of Theorem 3.2 and X3 is a general union of r» double points and
s—a—b tiles. The inductive assumption gives that h®(Zx,(d—1,e)) = 0 or h!(Zx,(d—1,e)) =0
and h%(Zx,(d — 2,e)) = 0 or h*(Zx,(d — 2,¢)) = 0: indeed, note that the only exceptional cases
appear when (d,e) = (2,2u) or (d,e) = (2u, 2) for some u € N5, but we are assuming d > 5 and
e > d, so the exception cases cannot appear. Hence, we can proceed as in the proof of Theorem
4.3 and this concludes this case.

e Case s <a+b.
We set b’ := min{b, s} and if ¥’ = s we set a/ = 0 while if ¥/ =bweset ' =a+b—s < a. We
conclude in an analogous way of the case s > a + b. [ |

As an immediate consequence of the previous theorem, we have the following corollary.
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Corollary 4.6. Let d € N and X C P! x P! a general union of 2-squares, double points, tiles and
curvilinear schemes of length less or equal than 4. Then

h%(Zx(d,e)) = max {0, (d+1)(e+1) — £(X)}

except for the cases already listed in Theorem 4.5.

Proof. It follows immediately by Remark 2.4, Lemma 2.9 and Theorem 4.5. [ |

To conclude, we give now an example of union of tiles in P! x P! having bad postulation.

Example 4.7. Fix integers ¢ > 2 and integers d > e > 2. Take L € |Opip1(1,0)]. Fix S C L a
set of ¢ distinct points and let B C P! x P! be a union of ¢ distinct tiles supported at the ¢ points
of S and having L as one of their long sides. We have ¢(B N L) = 3t. Using twice the residual
exact sequence with respect to L we see that h'(Zg(d,e)) > 0 if and only if e < 3t — 2 and that, if
t —1 < e < 3t—2, then we have h'(Zp(d,e)) = 3t — 1 — e. We leave to the interested reader the
extension of Proposition 3.10 to the case P! x P! when d > e+ 2. If d = e one has also to consider
as long sides the elements of |Op1yp1(0,1)].
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