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GEOMETRY OF POINTS SATISFYING CAYLEY-BACHARACH CONDITIONS

AND APPLICATIONS

NICOLA PICOCO

Abstract. In this paper, we study the geometry of points in complex projective space that satisfy

the Cayley-Bacharach condition with respect to the complete linear system of hypersurfaces of

given degree. In particular, we improve a result by Lopez and Pirola and we show that, if k ≥ 1 and

Γ = {P1, . . . , Pd} ⊂ P
n is a set of distinct points satisfying the Cayley-Bacharach condition with

respect to |OPn(k)|, with d ≤ h(k− h+3)− 1 and 3 ≤ h ≤ 5, then Γ lies on a curve of degree h− 1.

Then we apply this result to the study of linear series on curves on smooth surfaces in P
3. Moreover,

we discuss correspondences with null trace on smooth hypersurfaces of Pn and on codimension 2

complete intersections.

1. Introduction

Let D be a complete linear system on a smooth projective variety X. We say that a set of points

Γ = {P1, . . . , Pd} satisfies the Cayley-Bacharach condition with respect to D if for every i = 1, . . . , d

and for any effective divisor D ∈ D passing through P1, . . . , P̂i, . . . , Pd, we have Pi ∈ D as well. In

particular, if a finite set of points Γ ⊂ P
n satisfies the Cayley-Bacharach condition with respect to

the complete liner system |OPn(k)| of hypersurfaces of degree k, we will say that Γ is CB(k).

This definition of the Cayley-Bacharach condition is the modern version of a very classical

property that can be found since some milestone results of ancient geometry (see [EGH] for a detailed

historical background). A turning point towards a modern point of view was the celebrated theorem

of Cayley and Bacharach; it asserts that if Γ = {P1, . . . , Pde} ⊂ P
2 is the collection of intersection

points between two plane curves of degree d and e respectively, then the set Γ is CB(d+ e− 3).

Although the Cayley-Bacharach condition is linked to classical issues, it represents a very

fruitful field with many open questions and various applications. For instance, in the last decade

there has been a new and growing interest for the Cayley-Bacharach property due to its applications

to the study of measures of irrationality for projective varieties (cf. [LP], [B], [BCD], [BDELU]

and [GK]). Furthermore, this property has been recently studied from an algebraic viewpoint in

terms of 0-dimensional affine algebras over arbitrary base fields (cf. [KLR]).

In this paper we are concerned with the geometry of points P1, . . . , Pd ∈ P
n satisfying the

Cayley-Bacharach condition. An important result in this direction is a theorem by Lopez and

Pirola that states that if d ≤ h(k−h+3)− 1 for some h ≥ 2, then Γ lies on a curve of degree h− 1.

Furthermore, they prove the same result also in P
3 but only for 2 ≤ h ≤ 4 (cf. [LP, Lemma 2.5]).

It is therefore natural to investigate whether it remains true in any P
n and for all h ≥ 2. More

precisely, we can formulate the following question.
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Question 1.1. Let Γ be a set of CB(k) distinct points in P
n such that |Γ| ≤ h(k−h+3)−1. Does

Γ lie on a curve of degree h− 1 for any h ≥ 2?

The case h = 2 is completely understood. Namely, in [BCD, Lemma 2.4] the authors prove

that if Γ ⊂ P
n is a set of distinct points CB(k) and |Γ| ≤ 2k + 1, then Γ lies on a line.

We deal with the cases h = 3, 4 and 5 proving the following theorem which summarizes Theorems

3.1, 3.2 and 4.1.

Theorem A. Let Γ = {P1, . . . , Pd} ⊂ P
n be a set of distinct points satisfying the Cayley-Bacharach

condition with respect to |OPn(k)|, with k ≥ 1. For any 3 ≤ h ≤ 5, if

d ≤ h(k − h+ 3)− 1 (1.1)

then Γ lies on a curve of degree h− 1.

We recall that cases h = 3, 4, 5 in P
2 and cases h = 3, 4 in P

3 are covered by [LP, Lemma 2.5], so

Theorem A is an extension of this result. As a byproduct of Theorem A we get some improvements

of results in [SU] and [LU]. Let Γ be a set of points CB(k). In [SU, Theorem 1.9] the authors prove

that Γ lies on a curve of degree at most 2 provided that |Γ| ≤ 5
2k + 1. We note that this bound is

smaller than 3k− 1 (i.e. the bound (1.1) with h = 3) as soon as k ≥ 4, so Theorem A does provide

an improvement. Moreover, by Theorem 4.1, we get a partial improvement of [LU, Theorem 1.3

(iii)] which ensures that if Γ is CB(k) and |Γ| is bounded by a value depending on k and on an

integer d, then Γ lies on a union of positive-dimensional linear subspace of Pn whose dimensions

sum to d (cf. Remark 5.3).

Concerning the proof of Theorem A, the cases h = 3, 4 are achieved by induction on the

dimension of the ambient space P
n, using the fact that the assertion for n = 2, 3 is covered by

[LP, Lemma 2.5]. On the other hand, the case h = 4 is more complicated, because the induction

argument requires to prove separately the cases n = 3 and n = 4. To this aim we extend to this

setting the argument of [LP]. In particular, we first prove that Γ lies on a reduced curve C of

degree at most 9. Then we distinguish several cases (depending on the irreducible components of

C) and combining [G, Theorem 1.5], the main result of [GLP] and properties of points CB(k) (see

e.g. [LU]) we show that the sum of the degrees of the irreducible components Ci of C such that

Ci ∩ Γ 6= ∅ is at most 4, as wanted.

In the last section we present various applications of Theorem A. One of those concerns the

study of linear series on curves lying on smooth surfaces in P
3. Following the very same argument

in [LP], we prove the following slight improvement of [LP, Theorem 1.5].

Theorem B. Let S ⊂ P
3 be a smooth surface of degree d ≥ 5, C an integral curve on S such

that |OC ⊗OS(C)| is base point free and grn a base point free special linear series on C that is not

composed with an involution if r ≥ 2. If n ≤ 5d− 31 there exists an integer h, with 1 ≤ h ≤ 4, such

that

h(d− h− 1) ≤ n ≤ min{hd, (h + 1)(d − h− 2)− 1} (1.2)

and the general divisor of the grn lies on a curve of degree h.

Our contribution is the improvement of the upper bound on n (that previously was n ≤ 4d−21)

allowing the case h = 4. The crucial point in this theorem is that the support of a general divisor
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on suitable linear series on a curve that moves on a smooth surface S in P
3 satisfies the Cayley-

Bacharach condition with respect to |KS | (cf. [LP, Lemma 3.1]).

Next we present an improvement of [LP, Theorem 1.3] concerning the so-called correspondences

with null trace on surfaces in P
3 (see Subsection 5.2) and we extend it to any hypersurfaces in P

n.

It is worth noticing that correspondences with null trace on algebraic varieties have been recently

discussed in [LM], together with some interesting results on their degree in the case of very general

hypersurfaces. We prove the following.

Theorem C. Let n ≥ 3 and let X ⊂ P
n be a smooth hypersurface of degree d ≥ n + 2. Let Γ

a correspondence of degree m with null trace on Y × X. Then if m ≤ 5(d − n) − 16, the only

possible values of m are d − n + 1 ≤ m ≤ d, 2(d − n) ≤ m ≤ 2d, 3(d − n − 1) ≤ m ≤ 3d and

4(d− n− 2) ≤ m ≤ 4d.

Actually we prove a slightly finer statement, that is, if m ≤ h(d− n− h+2)− 1 for 2 ≤ h ≤ 5,

then the only possible values of m are (s− 1)(d−n− s+3) ≤ m ≤ (s− 1)d for 2 ≤ s ≤ h (cf. proof

of Proposition 5.2). Moreover, we point out that the bound m ≥ d− n+1 was already obtained in

[BCD, Theorem 1.2].

Finally, we give a partial extension of [LU, Theorem 1.4] about the geometry of fibers of low

degree maps to projective space from certain codimension two complete intersections (cf. Corollary

5.5) by studying this problem in terms of correspondences with null trace on these varieties (cf.

Proposition 5.4).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we recall some basic properties of sets of points

in P
n that satisfies Cayley-Bacharach condition with respect to the complete liner system |OPn(k)|

and we prove some technical results. Section 3 is devoted to prove case h = 3 and case h = 4 of

Theorem A. In Section 4 we deal with the proof of case h = 5 of Theorem A. Finally, in Section 5,

we are concerned with applications of Theorem A to linear series on curves, correspondences with

null trace and plane configurations of points in P
n.

2. Properties of points satisfying Cayley-Bacharach condition

We collect some useful properties of sets that satisfies the Cayley-Bacharach condition with

respect to the complete liner system |OPn(k)| of hypersurfaces of degree k.

Lemma 2.1. Let Γ = {p1, . . . , pm} ⊂ P
n be a set of distinct points that is CB(k). If Γ is non-empty,

then m ≥ k + 2.

Proof. See [BCD, Lemma 2.4]. �

Proposition 2.2. Let Γ = {p1, . . . , pm} ⊂ P
n be a set of distinct points CB(k) and let P =

L1∪· · ·∪Lr be a union of positive-dimensional linear spaces. Then Γ\P, if non-empty, is CB(k−r).

In particular, the complement of Γ by a single linear space is CB(k − 1).

Proof. See [LU, Proposition 2.5]. �

Remark 2.3. In the introduction we mentioned the notion of plane configuration. We will return

to this topic in Subsection 5.3. Here we anticipate that a plane configuration of length r is a union
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P = L1 ∪ · · · ∪Lr of positive-dimensional linear spaces. Therefore, the previous proposition can be

restate using this terminology.

Proposition 2.4. Let Γ = {p1, . . . , pm} ⊂ P
n be a set of distinct points CB(k). If m ≤ 2k + 1,

then Γ lies on a line.

Proof. See [BCD, Lemma 2.4]. �

In [SU], Stapelton and Ullery proved that following result.

Proposition 2.5. Let Γ = {p1, . . . , pm} ⊂ P
n be a set of distinct points CB(k), with k ≥ 1. If

m ≤ 5
2k + 1, then Γ lies on a reduced curve of degree 2.

Proof. See [SU, Theorem 1.9]. �

The following proposition, that is crucial in Section 4, gives conditions under which a set of

points lying on an integral curve can not be CB(k) for some k ≥ 1.

Proposition 2.6. Let Γ = {P1, . . . , Pm} ⊂ P
n be a set of points. Let C ⊂ P

n be an integral

curve passing through all the points of the set Γ and with the dualizing sheaf ωC invertible. Let

Z = P1 + · · ·+Pm and E = P1 + · · ·+Pm−1. If k ≥ 1 is an integer such that H1(C,OC (k)(−Z)) =

H1(C,OC (k)(−E)) = 0 and H0(Pn,OPn(k)) → H0(C,OC(k)) is surjective, then Γ can not be

CB(k).

Proof. We denote Pn by P. An integral curve C with the dualizing sheaf invertible is Gorenstein (cf.

[H1], V , §9 ). Moreover, for any 0-dimensional subscheme Z of length d on the integral Gorenstein

curve C, Riemann-Roch Theorem (cf. [H86] Theorem 1.3) ensures that

h0(L(Z))− h1(L(Z)) = d+ 1− pa

where pa is the arithmetic genus of C.

Thus, for kH − Z and kH − E, we get

h0(OC(k)(−Z)) − h1(OC(k)(−Z)) = deg(kH − Z) + 1− pa,

h0(OC(k)(−E)) − h1(OC(k)(−E)) = deg(kH − E) + 1− pa.

By assumption, h1(OC(k)(−Z)) = h1(OC(k)(−E)) = 0 and deg(kH − E) >deg(kH − Z). Thus

h0(OC(k)(−Z)) 6= h0(OC(k)(−E)).

We claim that H1(P,OP(k)(−C)) = 0. In order to see this, let us consider the exact sequence

0 → OP(−C) → OP → OC → 0.

Twisting by k and passing to cohomology, we get

0 → H0(P,OP(k)(−C))
α
−→ H0(P,OP(k))

β
−→ H0(C,OC(k))

γ
−→ H1(P,OP(k)(−C)) → 0,

where the last element of the sequence is 0 sinceH1(P,OP(k)) = 0 for any k ≥ 1. Thus γ is surjective

and Kerγ =Imβ. Moreover, β is surjective by assumption and hence Ker γ = H0(C,OC(k)). Then

the claim follows.

Let us now consider the following exact sequences

0 → OP(−C) → OP(−Z) → OC(−Z) → 0,

0 → OP(−C) → OP(−E) → OC(−E) → 0.
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From these, we obtain

0 → H0(P,OP(k)(−C))
αZ−−→ H0(P,OP(k)(−Z))

βZ−−→ H0(C,OC(k)(−Z)) → 0,

0 → H0(P,OP(k)(−C))
αE−−→ H0(P,OP(k)(−E))

βE−−→ H0(C,OC (k)(−E)) → 0,

where the last element of both sequences is H1(P,OP(k)(−C)) = 0.

It follows that

H0(C,OC (k)(−Z)) ∼=
H0(P,OP(k)(−Z))

H0(P,OP(k)(−C))

and

H0(C,OC (k)(−E)) ∼=
H0(P,OP(k)(−E))

H0(P,OP(k)(−C))
.

Thus H0(P,OP(k)(−Z)) 6∼= H0(P,OP(k)(−E)), since we saw that h0(OC(k)(−Z)) 6=

h0(OC(k)(−E)). Therefore the set Γ = {P1, . . . , Pm} ⊂ P
n does not satisfies the Cayley-Bacharach

condition with respect to the complete linear system |OPn(k)|. �

The previous proposition has an abstract formulation that does not lend itself to a practical

application. The next corollary achieves exactly this goal.

Corollary 2.7. Let Γ = {P1, . . . , Pm} ⊂ P
n be a set of points and let C ⊂ P

n be a non degenerate

integral complete intersection curve passing through all the points of the set Γ. If

i) k >
m+ 2pa − 2

d
and ii) k ≥ d+ 1− n

where d is the degree of the curve C and pa its arithmetic genus, then Γ can not be CB(k).

Proof. If C is a complete intersection, then ωC is invertible (cf. [H2, Theorem III.7.11]). Let

Z = P1 + · · · + Pm and E = P1 + · · · + Pm−1. Condition i) implies H1(C,OC (k)(−Z)) =

H1(C,OC (k)(−E)) = 0 (cf. [G, Theorem 1.5]). Condition ii) implies H0(Pn,OPn(k)) →

H0(C,OC (k)) is surjective (cf. [GLP, Corollary p.492]). So the hypotheses of Proposition 2.6

are satisfied and therefore the thesis follows. �

3. Sets of points lying on curves of degree 2 and degree 3

We recall that Lopez and Pirola proved in [LP, Lemma 2.5] that if a set of distinct points in

P
n with n ∈ {2, 3} is CB(k) and has cardinality at most 3k − 1, then it lies on a curve of degree 2.

If, instead, its cardinality is at most 4k − 5, then it lies on a curve of degree 3. The two theorems

we are going to prove in this section generalize this result to any P
n.

Let us start with the first case.

Theorem 3.1. Let Γ = {p1, . . . , pm} ⊂ P
n be a set of distinct points that satisfies the Cayley-

Bacharach condition with respect to the complete linear system |OPn(k)|, with k ≥ 1. If m ≤ 3k−1,

then Γ lies on a reduced curve of degree 2.
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Proof. If k = 1, then m ≤ 2 and the theorem is trivial. If k = 2, then m ≤ 5
2 · 2 + 1 so the theorem

follows from [SU, Theorem 1.9] (cf. Remark 2.5). If n = 2, the assertion is included in [LP, Lemma

2.5]. We can therefore suppose k ≥ 3 and n ≥ 3. Let us define

α := max number of points of Γ lying on a same 2-plane. (3.1)

Obviously α ≥ 3. Let us fix a plane H that contains α points of Γ. If α = m, this is equivalent

to the case n = 2. Hence we may assume α < m and we have m − α points of Γ outside from H.

Let us denote by Γ′ the set of these points. The set Γ′ is CB(k − 1) by Proposition 2.2 and then

m− α ≥ k + 1 by Remark 2.4. Furthermore, m− α ≤ 3k − 1− α ≤ 3k − 1− 3 = 3(k − 1) − 1 and

so, by induction on k, Γ′ lies on a reduced curve of degree 2, i.e. either on a reduced conic or on

two skew lines.

If Γ′ lies on a reduced conic, it lies on a plane. Thus, by definition of α, it must bem−α ≤ α, i.e.

α ≥ m
2 . We have m−α ≤ m

2 ≤ 3k−1
2 ≤ 2(k−1)+1, so Γ′ lies on a line ℓ (by Remark 2.4). Hence, by

Lemma 2.1, ℓ contains at least k+1 points of Γ and so |Γ\Γ′| ≤ m−k−1 ≤ 3k−1−k−1 < 2(k−1)+1.

Since by Proposition 2.2 also the set Γ\Γ′ is CB(k − 1), it follows that Γ\Γ′ lies on a line ℓ′, too.

So the whole Γ lies on ℓ ∪ ℓ′.

Let us suppose now that Γ′ lies on two skew lines ℓ1 and ℓ2. If one of the two lines does not

intersect Γ′, then Γ′ lies on a plane and we argue as in the previous case. Moreover, since Γ′ is

CB(k − 1), then Γ1 = Γ′ ∩ ℓ1 and Γ2 = Γ′ ∩ ℓ2 are CB(k − 1) (always by Proposition 2.2). Thus

Remark 2.4 yields qi := |Γi| ≥ k for i = 1, 2. But, by definition, α > max{q1, q2} ≥ k. Therefore

we have 3k < α + q1 + q2 = m ≤ 3k − 1, which is impossible. Hence this configuration does not

occur. �

By a similar argument, but with more cases to analyse, we get the the second result.

Theorem 3.2. Let Γ = {p1, . . . , pm} ⊂ P
n be a set of distinct points that satisfies the Cyaley-

Bacharach condition with respect to the complete linear system |OPn(k)|, with k ≥ 1. If m ≤ 4k−5,

then Γ lies on a reduced curve of degree 3.

Proof. If n = 2 or n = 3 the theorem is proved in [LP, Lemma 2.5]. Moreover, if k ≤ 4 we have

m ≤ 4k − 5 ≤ 3k − 1 so the theorem follows by Theorem 3.1. Let us suppose n ≥ 4 and k ≥ 5 and

let us define

α := max number of points of Γ lying on a same 3-plane. (3.2)

Obviously α ≥ 4. Let us fix a linear space H of dimension 3 that contains α points of Γ. If α = m

we conclude by the assertion for n = 3. So we assume that α < m and we have m− α points of Γ

not lying on H. Let us denote by Γ′ the set of these points. The set Γ′ is CB(k− 1) by Proposition

2.2 and then m−α ≥ k+1 by Remark 2.4. Furthermore, m−α ≤ 4k−5−α ≤ 4(k−1)−5 and so,

by induction on k, Γ′ lies on a reduced curve of degree 3. We have the following three possibilities.

(a) The set Γ′ lies on a irreducible cubic curve, so in particular it lies on a P3. Thus, by definition

of α, it must be m − α ≤ α , i.e. α ≥ m
2 . We have m − α ≤ m

2 ≤ 2k − 5
2 < 2(k − 1) + 1, so Γ′

lies on a line ℓ (by Remark 2.4). Thus, by Lemma 2.1, ℓ contains at least k + 1 points of Γ and so

|Γ\Γ′| ≤ m − k − 1 ≤ 4k − 5 − k − 1 < 3(k − 1) − 1. Since by Proposition 2.2 also the set Γ\Γ′

is CB(k − 1), it follows that Γ\Γ′ lies on a reduced curve C2 of degree 2 by Theorem 3.1. So the

whole Γ lies on C2 ∪ ℓ, a curve of degree 3.

(b) The set Γ′ lies on C ∪ ℓ, where C is an irreducible conic and ℓ is a line. If either Γ′ ∩ ℓ = ∅

or Γ′ ∩ C = ∅, then the set Γ′ lies on a 3-plane and we are in the case n = 3. The same holds if
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C ∩ ℓ 6= ∅. Thus we assume that q1 := |Γ′ ∪ ℓ| 6= 0, q2 := |Γ′ ∩ C| 6= 0 and q1 + q2 = m − α. By

definition α ≥ max{q1 + 2, q2 + 1}. Moreover, since Γ′ is CB(k − 1), Γ′ ∩ ℓ and Γ′ ∩ C are both

CB(k − 2) (by Proposition 2.2) and thus qi ≥ k for i = 1, 2, we have that m − α = q1 + q2 ≥ 2k.

Therefore α ≤ m− 2k ≤ 4k− 5− 2k < 2(k− 2) + 1 and, by Remark 2.4, it follows that Γ\Γ′ lies on

a line. But we have also that α ≥ k+2 and then q2 = m−α− q1 ≤ 4k−5−k−2−k < 2(k−2)+1.

Thus also Γ′ ∩C lies on a line. In conclusion, the set Γ lies on three lines.

(c) The set Γ′ lies on the union of three distinct lines ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3. If Γ′ does not intersect one

of the lines ℓi, then Γ′ lies on a 3-plane and we are in the case n = 3. The same holds if any

ℓi intersects at least one of the others two lines. Thus qi := |Γ′ ∩ ℓi| 6= 0, for i = 1, 2, 3, and

m− α ∈ {q1 + q2 + q3, q1 + q2 + q3 − 1}. Moreover, any Γ′ ∩ ℓi is CB(k − 3) by Proposition 2.2, so

qi ≥ k− 1 for any i = 1, 2, 3. But, by definition, α > qi for any i = 1, 2, 3, thus α > k − 1. Then we

have 4k− 5 < α+ q1 + q2 + q3 − 1 ≤ m ≤ 4k− 5, a contradiction. Hence configuration (c) does not

occur. �

4. Sets of points lying on curves of degree 4

Aim of this section is to prove the following theorem, that is the main result of this paper.

Theorem 4.1. Let Γ = {p1, . . . , pm} ⊂ P
n be a set of distinct points that satisfies the Caley-

Bacharach condition with respect to the complete linear system |OPn(k)|, with k ≥ 1. If m ≤ 5k−11,

then Γ lies on a reduced curve of degree 4.

This theorem generalizes to any P
n the analogue result that Lopez and Pirola proved in [LP,

Lemma 2.5] just in P
2. We point out that, in contrast with the theorems of the previous section, in

this case the assertion have to be proved even in P
3.

Remark 4.2. If k < 7, we have 5k − 11 < 4k − 5, so, by Theorem 3.2, Γ lies on a reduced curve of

degree 3. Moreover, for k = 7 we have 4 · 7 − 5 = 23 and 5 · 7 − 11 = 24. Thus for k = 7 Theorem

4.1 has to be proved only in the case m = 24.

Based on the previous remark, we can just focus on the case k ≥ 7.

In order to prove Theorem 4.1, we need to deal with some particular configurations for which

the general approach does not work. Let Γ = {p1, . . . , pm} ⊂ P
n be as in Theorem 4.1 and let us

define

α := max number of points of Γ lying on a same hyperplane. (4.1)

In the following subsection we prove Theorem 4.1 in P
3 and P

4 and for values of α at most 4.

In the next one we complete the proof for all the remaining cases.

4.1. Lower dimensions and α ≤ 4. Goal of this subsection is proving the following proposition.

Proposition 4.3. Theorem 4.1 holds in P
3 and P

4 when α, defined as in (4.1), is at most 4.

We start with some remarks.

Remark 4.4. Condition α ≤ 4 implies that in P
3 we can have at most 3 points of Γ on a line and

at most 4 points of Γ on a plane. Instead, in P
4 this condition implies that we can have at most 2

points of Γ on a line, at most 3 points of Γ on a plane and at most 4 points of Γ on a 3-space.



8 NICOLA PICOCO

Remark 4.5. Since by Lemma 2.1 a set of points CB(k) must have cardinality at least k + 2, it

follows by Remark 4.4 that, if α ≤ 4, on a line in P
3 we can have only a subset CB(1) of points of

Γ, while on a plane we can have only a subset CB(2) of points of Γ. For the same reasons, in P
4

points of Γ on a line can not satisfy any Caley-Bacharach condition, they can be only CB(1) on a

plane and at most CB(2) on a 3-space. Thus in P
3 points of Γ on a line can not be CB(k− s) with

s ≤ 5 (if k ≥ 7) or s ≤ 6 (if k ≥ 8) and points of Γ on a plane can not be CB(k − s) with s ≤ 4

(if k ≥ 7) or s ≤ 5 (if k ≥ 8). Similarly, if k ≥ 7, in P
4 points of Γ on a line con not be CB(k − s)

with s ≤ 6, points of Γ on a plane can not be CB(k − s) with s ≤ 5 and points of Γ on a 3-space

can not be CB(k − s) with s ≤ 4.

Remark 4.6. Corollary in [GLP, p.492] ensures that an integral non-degenerate curve of degree d in

P
n is cut out by hypersurfaces of degree d+ 2− n. As a consequence, if a set of points A is CB(k)

and a proper subset B ⊂ A lies on an integral non-degenerate curve of degree d, the set A\B is

CB(k + n− d− 2). In particular A\B is CB(k − d+ 1) in P
3 and CB(k − d+ 2) in P

4.

We prove Proposition 4.3 by a series of lemmas. For sake of clarity, we recall that Γ =

{p1, . . . , pm} ⊂ P
n is a set of distinct points that satisfies the Caley-Bacharach condition with

respect to the complete linear system |OPn(k)|, m ≤ 5k − 11 and α, defined in (4.1), is at most 4.

Moreover, we focus on the case k ≥ 7 (see Remark 4.2).

Lemma 4.7. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.3, Γ ⊂ P
n lies on a complete intersection curve

C of degree d, where

a) d = 8 if n = 3 and k = 7,

b) d = 9 if n = 3 and k ≥ 8,

c) d = 8 if n = 4 and k ≥ 7.

Proof. Case a). By Remark 4.2, we have m = 24. Let us fix 9 points of Γ and let us consider a

quadric Q2 passing through them. We claim that Q2 passes through all the point of Γ. If not, the

points of Γ outside from Q2 would be CB(5) and then they would be at least 7. Now, if they are

at most 14, by Theorem 3.1, they must lie on a curve of degree 2 (i.e. they lie either on a plane or

on two skew lines), but this is not possible by Remark 4.4. Otherwise they must be exactly 15 and

then they must lie on a cubic curve C3 by Theorem 3.2. Moreover, the curve C3 must be irreducible

and non-degenerate, again by Remark 4.4. If C3 passes trough all the points of Γ, then Proposition

4.3 follows. Otherwise, the points outside from C3 should be CB(5) by Remark 4.6, hence they

must be at least 7 by Lemma 2.1 and must lie on a curve of degree 2 by Theorem 3.1; this is not

possible, once again by Remark 4.4. Thus Q2 passes through all the points of Γ, as claimed. Now,

by dimensional reasons, we can consider a quartic Q4 passing through all the points of Γ and not

containing Q2. The complete intersection Q2 ∩Q4 is a curve of degree 8 containing Γ.

Case b). We fix 18 points of Γ and we consider two independent cubics passing through them.

Their complete intersection is a curve of degree 9 that we denote by C. Let ΓC = Γ ∩ C. Clearly

Γ = ΓC ∪ Γ′ with Γ′ ∩ C = ∅. We claim that Γ′ = ∅. In fact, |Γ′| ≤ 5k − 23 < 5(k − 3) − 11 and

Γ′, if non-empty, is CB(k − 3) and hence it has cardinality at least 7 (so it can not lie on a plane

by Remark 4.4). By induction on k, Γ′ lies on a curve C4 of degree 4. If C4 passes through all the

points of Γ, then Proposition 4.3 follows. Let us therefore suppose C4 dose not pass through all

the points of Γ. If C4 is irreducible, then the subset Γ′

C of points of Γ not on C4 is CB(k − 3) by

Remark 4.6. But not both the sets Γ′

C and Γ′ can have cardinality greater than 3(k− 3) (otherwise
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6(k−3) > 5k−11 for k ≥ 8). So, by Theorem 3.1, at least one between Γ′ and Γ′

C must lie either on

a conic or on two skew lines. By Remark 4.5, this is impossible for a set that is CB(r) with r ≥ 5.

Thus C4 must be reducible. But in this case, by Proposition 2.2, the points of Γ′ on any line in the

decomposition would be at least CB(k − 6) and those on any conic at least CB(k − 5); impossible

in any case. So we can have just a non-empty irreducible component C3 of degree 3. But this is

also impossible since the argument used for the case C4 irreducible works a fortiori for the case C3

irreducible. In conclusion, Γ′ = ∅ as wanted and therefore Γ ⊂ C.

Case c). Let us fix 12 points of Γ and let us consider three independent quadrics passing

through them. Their complete intersection is a curve of degree 8 that we denote by C. As before,

let ΓC = Γ ∩ C. Clearly Γ = ΓC ∪ Γ′, with Γ′ ∩ C = ∅. Let us show that Γ′ = ∅. In fact,

|Γ′| ≤ 5k − 13 = 5(k − 2)− 11 and in this case Γ′, if non-empty, is CB(k − 2). So, by induction on

k, Γ′ lies on a curve C4 of degree 4. We can now follow the same argument used in point b), since

(although k may be 7) the sets Γ′

C and Γ′ are now CB(k − 2) and in P
4 we can have at most 2 or

3 points on lines and planes respectively. Then also in this case Γ′ = ∅, which implies Γ ⊂ C. �

For the next lemmas, we need the following remark.

Remark 4.8. In P
3 the Castelnuovo bound (see e.g. [Ha, Theorem 3.7]) becomes pa ≤ m(m−1)+mε

with d− 1 = 2m+ ε and ε = 0, 1. In any case we get

pa ≤
d2 − 4d+ 4

4
. (4.2)

In P
4 the bound becomes pa ≤ 3

2m(m− 1) +mε with d− 1 = 3m+ ε and ε = 0, 1, 2, so in this case

we get

pa ≤
d2 − 5d+ 6

6
. (4.3)

Moreover, we note that, for a fixed degree d, the maximum pa in P
4 is smaller than the maximum

pa in P
3.

The following lemma shows that the curve C of Lemma 4.7 can not be irreducible.

Lemma 4.9. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.3, Γ can not lie on an irreducible curve C of

degree d ≥ 5.

Proof. This follows from Corollary 2.7. Let us suppose, by contradiction, that Γ lies on an irreducible

curve C of degree d ≥ 5. Since C is irreducible we can consider it is also reduced, otherwise any

reduced component would have degree at most 4 and Proposition 4.3 would follow. So the curve C

is integral. Condition ii) of Corollary 2.7 is clearly verified. For condition i) we have in any case

(see relations (4.2) and (4.3) in Remark 4.8)

m+ pa − 2

d
≤

5k − 11 + d2−4d+4
4 − 2

d
=

10k − 22 + d2 − 4d

2d
.

Let us check when the last term is less than k. This happens when 2k(d− 5) > d2 − 4d− 22, which

is verified for any d between 5 and 9 (for any k ≥ 3). Therefore Corollary 2.7 leads us to the absurd

conclusion that the set Γ can not be CB(k). �
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The curve C containing Γ must therefore be reducible. Some components of C could not

intersect Γ. We point out that, if the sum of the degrees of the components with non-empty

intersection with Γ is lower than or equal to 4, then we get the thesis of Proposition 4.3. In the

following lemmas we examinate the other cases. Let us start with a remark.

Remark 4.10. If some points of Γ are contained in the union of 4 lines ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4, then these points

lie on 3 planes. Indeed, since ℓ4 contains at most three points of Γ (see Remark 4.4), then there

exists 3 planes π1, π2, π3 containing respectively ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3 and one of the points of ℓ4.

Lemma 4.11. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.3, let C be the curve of Lemma 4.7, and

suppose C = C̃ ∪
⋃

i∈I Ci where C̃ and the Ci’s are irreducible and the component C̃ has degree

d̃ ≥ 5. Let C ′ = C̃ ∪
⋃

i∈I′ Ci where I ′ indexes the components Ci of C with non-empty intersection

with Γ. Then the set Γ̃ = Γ ∩ C̃ is CB(r) with

(i) r ≥ k − 3 if d̃ = 5,

(ii) r ≥ k − 3 if d̃ = 6 and
⋃

iCi is the union of three lines,

(iii) r ≥ k − 2 otherwise.

Proof. First of all it is 5 ≤ d̃ ≤ 8 since C is reducible by Lemma 4.9. Moreover, we have |I ′| ≤ 4

and
∑

i∈I′ di ≤ 4 with di :=degCi.

If d̃ = 6 and
⋃

i Ci is the union of three lines then Γ̃ is at least CB(k − 3) by Proposition 2.2,

so we get case (ii).

It follows by the same proposition that if, instead,
⋃

i∈I′ Ci is one line, one irreducible conic or

two lines (which are the only possibilities if d̃ ∈ {7, 8}) then Γ̃ is at least CB(k− 2). Moreover, the

same is true either if
⋃

iCi is one line and an irreducible conic or, by Remark 4.6, if it is just an

irreducible cubic curve. This proves case (iii).

For d̃ = 5 the situation is more complicated. However, in P
4 (where d̃ +

∑
i di ≤ 8) the

possibilities for
∑

iCi are the same of those in the case d̃ = 6. In P
3 it remains to consider the

cases in which
∑

i di = 4. If
⋃

i∈I′ Ci is either two irreducible conics or one irreducible conic and

two lines, we have that Γ̃ is CB(r) with r ≥ k − 3 by Proposition 2.2. Moreover, this is still true

if
⋃

i∈I′ Ci is the union of four lines since in this case (see Remark 4.10) the points of Γ on these

lines actually lie on three planes. Finally, since when
⋃

i∈I′ Ci is just an irreducible cubic curve Γ̃ is

CB(k − 2), if we have also a line, Γ̃ is CB(k − 2) by Proposition 2.2. �

Lemma 4.12. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.3, let C be the curve of Lemma 4.7. Then C

can not decompose as in Lemma 4.11.

Proof. We proceed by contradiction supposing that the curve C decomposes as in Lemma 4.11.

With the same notation of this lemma, in P
3 we have that the set Γ′ = Γ\Γ̃ of points of Γ outside

from C̃ is CB(k − d̃+ 1), whereas in P
4 the set Γ′ is CB(k − d̃+ 2) (see Remark 4.5). In any case

|Γ′| ≥ k − d̃+ 3. Let us analyse the following two cases.

1) If d̃ ∈ {5, 6}, then |Γ′| ≥ 4 when k ≥ 7 and thus Γ′ can not lie on a line. Then, by

Remark 2.4, Γ′ must have in fact cardinality at least 2(k − d̃ + 1) + 2 = 2k − d̃ + 4. This implies

|Γ̃| ≤ 5k−11−2k+ d̃−4 = 3k+2d̃−15. By Lemma 4.11 we know that Γ̃ is at least CB(k−3) with

d̃ = 5. Now we want to use Corollary 2.7. Condition ii) is clearly satisfied. Let us verify condition
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i). We get that

k − 3 >
3k + 2d̃− 15 + d̃2−4d̃+4

2 − 2

d̃
⇐⇒ k >

d̃2 + 6d̃− 30

2d̃− 6
(4.4)

and the last one is true for d̃ = 5 and for any k ≥ 7, whereas if d̃ = 6 the last relation in (4.4) is true

only for k > 7. But if k = 7 and d̃ = 6, the components Ci can not be three lines and so, always by

Lemma 4.11, C̃ is at least CB(k − 2). If we now substitute k − 2 in the left-hand side of (4.4), we

get that it holds for k ≥ 6. Thus in any case we find a contradiction by Corollary 2.7.

2) If d̃ ∈ {7, 8}, by Lemma 4.11, Γ̃ is at least CB(k− 2). Moreover |Γ̃| ≤ 5k − 11− k+ d̃− 3 =

4k + d̃− 14. So this time we get

k − 2 >
4k + d̃− 14 + d̃2−4d̃+4

2 − 2

d̃
⇐⇒ k >

d̃2 + 2d̃− 28

2d̃− 8

that is true for d̃ ∈ {7, 8} and for any k ≥ 7. So, again by Corollary 2.7, we find a contradiction. �

Accordingly, in the decomposition of C can appear only components of degree at most 4. In

the following lemmas we exclude the remaining cases.

Lemma 4.13. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.3, let C be the curve of Lemma 4.7. Then C

can not decompose only in lines and irreducible conics.

Proof. In P
4, by Remark 4.4, we can have at most 16 points on lines and on irreducible conics. As

|Γ| ≥ 24, this proves the lemma in P
4.

In P
3, by the same reason, if we denote by r the number of lines and by c the number of

irreducible conics, the only possible cases are (r, c) ∈ {(9, 0), (8, 0), (7, 1)}. Let us start with the

case (r, c) = (8, 0). The only configuration allowed is that with |Γ| = 24 and three points on each

line. By Remark 4.10, the points lie on 6 planes with 4 points on each of them. If we consider a line

passing through two points on one of these planes, the remaining two points on the same plane are

CB(k− 6) and this is not possible by Remark 4.5. As for the cases (r, c) ∈ {(9, 0), (7, 1)}, these are

possible only for k ≥ 8. But, always by Remark 4.10, we have that any line would be CB(k−6) and

thus would contain k − 4 ≥ 4 points, which is impossible. Hence the lemma follows in P
3, too. �

Lemma 4.14. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.3, let C be the curve of Lemma 4.7. Then

C can not decompose in C = C̃ ∪
⋃

i∈I Ci with C̃ and the components Ci’s irreducible, d̃ :=degC̃ ∈

{3, 4}, di :=degCi ≤ 2 for any i ∈ I and Γ ∩
⋃

i Ci 6= ∅.

Proof. Let us start analysing the situation in P
4. An irreducible curve of degree 3 lies on a 3-space,

which can contain at most 4 points of Γ in this configuration (see Remark 4.4). So, if d̃ = 3 we

could have at most 14 points of Γ, in contrast with the assumption |Γ| ≥ 24. If, instead, d̃ = 4 then

the set Γ ∩
⋃

iCi is CB(k − 2) by Remark 4.6, so the points of Γ on any Ci have to be at least

CB(k− 5) by Proposition 2.2 and hence contains at least k− 3 ≥ 4 points of Γ by Lemma 2.1. But

this is not possible since on a plane we can have at most three points of Γ.

In P
3 the components Ci can not contain irreducible conics. In order to see this, we shall use

Remark 4.5 consistently. If
⋃

iCi were only irreducible conics, arguing as usual, the points of Γ on

any of these conics would be at least CB(k − 4). In the same way, one sees that if in
⋃

iCi there

appear a line and at least an irreducible conic, then the points of Γ on the line would be at least
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CB(k−6) if k ≥ 8 (since this is the only case in which C can have degree 9) and at least CB(k−5)

if k = 7. Thus the Ci’s must be all lines.

If degC̃ = 3, then the points of Γ on
⋃

iCi are CB(k−2) by Remark 4.6. Moreover, remembering

Remark 4.10, if |I| ≤ 5 it follows that any Γ ∩Ci is at least CB(k − 5) by Proposition 2.2 and this

is not possible by Remark 4.5. But the same argument works for the case |I| = 6. In fact, this

configuration is possible only for k ≥ 8 (degree of C equal to 9) and in this case any set Γ ∩ Ci

would be at least CB(k − 6), which is still impossible by Remark 4.5.

If degC̃ = 4, then the points of Γ on
⋃

i Ci are CB(k−3) by Remark 4.6. Now, if |I| = 5 (which

is possible only in the case k ≥ 8), by Remark 4.10 and Proposition 2.2 we would again conclude

that Γ ∩Ci is CB(k− 6). Whereas, if |I| ≤ 3, we would get directly by Proposition 2.2 that Γ ∩Ci

is CB(k − 5). So these cases are impossible and it remains to study only the case of four lines. By

the same reasons of above, the points of Γ on each of these lines are CB(k − 6). This implies that

k = 7 and that on any of these lines we must have at least 3 points of Γ, that is, exactly 3, since

on a line we can not have more than 3 points of Γ. Thus |Γ̃| = 12. Now, the set Γ̃ is CB(3) and

we can use Corollary 2.7 to find a contradiction. Indeed, 3 > 2 = 4− 2 (condition ii) of Corollary

2.7) and from (4.2) we get pa ≤ 1, so 3 > 11
4 = 12+1−2

4 and condition i) of Corollary 2.7 is verified,

too. �

Lemma 4.15. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.3, let C be the curve of Lemma 4.7. Then in

the decomposition of C can not appear two curves of degree 4 or two curves of degree 3 containing

points of Γ.

Proof. Let us start with the case of two curves of degree 4, C1 and C2. By Remark 4.6, in P
4 the

sets Ci ∩Γ, i = 1, 2, are CB(k− 2). Moreover, not both of theme can have cardinality greater than

or equal to 3(k − 2), otherwise for any k ≥ 7 we would have m ≥ 6(k − 2) > 5k − 11 ≥ |Γ|. Then,

by Theorem 3.1, at least one among C1 ∩ Γ and C1 ∩ Γ must lie on a curve of degree 2, but this is

not possible by Lemma 4.14. In P
3, if k ≥ 8, in the decomposition of C it can appear also a line

ℓ. But the set Γ ∩ ℓ would be CB(k − 6) and this is impossible by Remark 4.5. So we may have

only the two curves of degree 4, C1 and C2, and the sets Ci ∩ Γ, i = 1, 2, are CB(k − 3). If k ≥ 8

these two sets can not have both cardinality greater than or equal to 3(k − 3); otherwise we would

have m ≥ 6(k − 3) > 5k − 11 and, as before, we would conclude that at least one of these sets lies

on a curve of degree 2. If k = 7 (m = 24), we can find again a contradiction by Corollary 2.7. The

computation is the same as the one at the end of Lemma 4.14, since now k− 3 = 4 > 3 and at least

one of the two curves must contains at most 12 points of Γ.

Let us consider the case of two irreducible curves of degree 3, D1 and D2. It is easy to see that

in P
4 this is not possible. Indeed, on a such curve we can have at most 4 points of Γ, so |Γ| would

be at most 8.

In order to deal with this configuration in P
3, let us consider the set Γ\(D1 ∪D2) of points of Γ

not on these two curves. If Γ\(D1 ∪D2) 6= ∅, then it is CB(k− 4) and so it must contain at least 5

points. Thus it can not lie neither on a line nor on an irreducible conic. Furthermore, it can not lie

even on two lines, otherwise the set of points of Γ on each of them would be CB(k − 5). If k ≥ 8

(that is, degC = 9) we could have also the following further possibilities: (a) three lines ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3;

(b) a line ℓ and an irreducible conic C2; (c) another irreducible curve D3 of degree 3.

Case (a) does not occur since, by Proposition 2.2, any set Γ ∩ ℓi, for i = 1, 2, 3, would be

CB(k − 6). Also case (b) does not occur by the same reason. Namely, the set Γ ∩ ℓ would be
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CB(k − 5). As for case (c), we note that the sets Γ ∩ D3, Γ ∩ D3 and Γ ∩ D3 are CB(k − 4) by

Remark 4.6 and not all of them can have cardinality greater then or equal to 2(k − 4) + 2 (since,

otherwise, |Γ| ≥ 6(k − 4) + 6 > 5k − 11 ≥ |Γ|). Thus, by Proposition 2.4, at least one of these sets

would lie on a line and we would have the configuration of one of the previous cases.

Finally, let us suppose Γ\(D1 ∪D2) = ∅, i.e. the non-empty components of C (with respect to

the points of Γ) are only the two irreducible curves of degree 3. We can prove this case does not

occur by the same argument in case (c). More precisely, the sets Γ∩Di, for i = 1, 2, are CB(k− 2)

and, arguing as before, we see that at least one of these sets must lie on a curve of lower degree.

But this is not possible by Lemma 4.14. �

Lemma 4.16. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.3, let C be the curve of Lemma 4.7. Then in

the decomposition of C can not appear simultaneously an irreducible curve C3 of degree 3 and an

irreducible curve C4 of degree 4 containing points of Γ.

Proof. This configuration does not occur in P
4 since, by Remark 4.6 and Proposition 2.2, the set

Γ ∩ C3 would be at least CB(k − 3), which is impossible by Remark 4.5.

In P
3 with k = 7 the curve C has degree 8 (see Lemma 4.7). Let us suppose that C = C3∪C4∪ℓ,

with ℓ a line. If Γ∩ ℓ 6= ∅, then this set would be CB(k− 5) by Remark 4.6, but this is not possible

by Remark 4.5. If k ≥ 8, then the curve C has degree 9. If in the decomposition of C it appears

an irreducible conic that intersects Γ, then the same argument made for case k = 7 shows that this

intersection must be CB(k− 5); again impossible by Remark 4.5. If, instead, in the decomposition

of C there appear two skew lines, ℓ1 and ℓ2, intersecting Γ, then each set Γ ∩ ℓi, for i = 1, 2, would

be CB(k − 6); once again impossible by Remark 4.5.

So we can have only points of Γ on C3 and on C4. It follows that the points on C3 are

CB(k− 3) and that the points on C4 are CB(k− 2). These sets of points can not have at the same

time cardinality greater than or equal to 3(k − 3) and 4(k − 3) respectively, otherwise their sum

would overcome the maximal cardinality of Γ. Thus, either the points on C3 lie on a curve of degree

lower that 3, or the points on C4 lie on a curve of degree lower that 4. Both these situations are

not allowed by one of the previous lemmas. �

Putting all these lemmas together, we can now prove Proposition 4.3.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. Lemma 4.7 ensures that Γ lies on a curve C of degree 8 or 9, but Lemmas

4.9 and 4.12 imply that Γ can not intersect C in an irreducible component of degree greater than 4

(in particular, C can not be irreducible). The components of C containing points of Γ can not be

only lines and conics by Lemma 4.13. So we have that among these components it must appear at

least one of degree 3 or 4. Actually, by Lemmas 4.14, 4.15 and 4.16, Γ is contained in exactly one

of these components. �

4.2. Proof of the main theorem. We can finally prove Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. If n = 2 the assertion follows by [LP, Lemma 2.5]. The cases n = 3 and

n = 4 with α ≤ 4, where α is defined as in (4.1), are proved in Proposition 4.3. Let us suppose now

n ≥ 3 and let us define α as in (4.1) if n ∈ {3, 4} (i.e. the maximum number of points of Γ lying on

a hyperplane). If n ≥ 5, let us define α as

α := max number of points of Γ lying on a same 4-plane. (4.5)
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In this last case obviously α ≥ 5, but we can now assume α ≥ 5 even in the cases n ∈ {3, 4}.

Let us fix a linear subspace H, of the right dimension, that contains α points of Γ and let

ΓH = Γ ∩ H. If α = m we are in one of the cases already dealt with. We can therefore assume

α < m and then we have m − α points of Γ outside from H. Let us denote by Γ′ the set of these

points. The set Γ′ is CB(k − 1) by Proposition 2.2 and then m − α ≥ k + 1 by Remark 2.4.

Furthermore, m− α ≤ 5k − 11− α ≤ 5(k − 1)− 11 and so, by induction on k, Γ′ lies on a reduced

curve C4 of degree 4.

We claim that ΓH is CB(k − s) with s ≤ 4. Indeed, if C4 is irreducible, then it is contained in

a linear subspace of dimension 2 ≤ t ≤ 4. By Remark 4.6, the curve C4 is cut out by hypersurfaces

of degree 6 − t ≤ 4, thus ΓH is CB(k + t− 6). If the curve C4 decomposes in an irreducible curve

C3 of degree 3 and a line ℓ, by the same reason, the set ΓH is either CB(k+ t− 5), with 2 ≤ t ≤ 3,

if Γ′ does not intersect ℓ, or CB(k+ t− 6) otherwise. Finally, if C4 decomposes in lines and conics,

then the set Γ′ lies at most on 4 distinct linear subspaces and hence, by Proposition 2.2, ΓH is at

least CB(k − 4). This proves the claim.

Now, if m − α ≥ 3(k − 1), then α = m − (m − α) ≤ 2k − 8 < 2(k − s) + 1 with s ≤ 4, thus

ΓH lies on a line by Remark 2.4. But, by the very definition of α, it must be m = α and this is

impossible since we have points of Γ outside from H. If, instead, m−α ≤ 3(k− 1)− 1, by Theorem

3.1, the set Γ′ lies on a reduced curve of degree 2 and thus, by Proposition 2.2, ΓH is CB(k− 1) or

C(k − 2), depending on whether Γ′ lies on one or two linear subspaces. If also ΓH lies on a curve

of degree 2 the theorem is proved. Otherwise, by Theorem 3.1, it must be at least α ≥ 3(k − 2)

and then m − α ≤ 2k − 5 < 2(k − 1) + 1, so Γ′ lies on a line. This implies that ΓH is certainly

CB(k − 1) and it must lie on a curve of degree 3, because otherwise, by Theorem 3.2, we would

have α ≥ 4(k− 1)− 4 and consequently m−α ≤ k− 3; this is impossible since we pointed out that

m− α ≥ k + 1. Thus Γ lies on a curve of degree 4. �

Remark 4.17. As [SU, Theorem 1.9], compared with Theorem 3.1, shows, bound (1.1) for h = 3

is not sharp, at least not for all the values of k. In fact, we already noted that for k ∈ {1, 2} the

bound 5
2k+1 is better. Besides, the latter is been found on the trace of the bound 2k+1 in [BCD,

Lemma 2.4], that, in this case, coincides with (1.1) for h = 2. It is therefore natural suppose that it

is possible to find a bound of the form α · k+ 1, with α depending on h, for the cardinality of a set

Γ that is CB(k), which forces Γ to lie on on a curve of degree h− 1. In addition, this bound should

improve (1.1) for a range of low values of k which should enlarge as h growing. It is moreover an

interesting question understanding, in case of affirmative answer, if there exists a function of h that

describe α(h) (see also [LU, Questions 7.3 and 7.4]).

Remark 4.18. We expect that the answer to Question 1.1 would be affirmative in any P
n even for

values of h higher than 5. The techniques used in this paper involve, on the one hand, the study of

cases in which a curve of degree h − 1 may reduce and, on the other hand, they require the study

of a suitable curve of higher degree passing though all the points of Γ. For both of these situations

the number of cases to be analysed grows very quickly with the increase of h. For this reason, we

believe that these techniques, although they could work, are not the most appropriate to deal with

this issue.
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5. Applications

Aim of this section is to prove Theorems B, C and to state and prove the results about complete

intersection varieties we mentioned in the introduction.

5.1. Linear series on curves. In order to prove Theorem B, we need the following lemma about

the Cayley-Bacharach property for a general divisor on a suitable linear series on a curve that moves

on a smooth surface in P
3.

Lemma 5.1. Let S ⊂ P
3 be a smooth surface, C an integral curve on S and grn a base point free

special linear series on C that is not composed with an involution if r ≥ 2. Then the general divisor

D ∈ grn satisfies the Cayley-Bacharach property with respect to the dualizing sheaf of C. Moreover,

if |OC ⊗OS(C)| is base point free then D also satisfies the Cayley-Bacharach property with respect

to |KS |.

Proof. See [LP, Lemma 3.1]. �

Combining the previous lemma with Theorem 4.1 we can extend [LP, Theorem 1.5] proving

Theorem B.

Proof of Theorem B. By Lemma 5.1, the general divisor D ∈ grn is CB(d − 4). By [LP, Lemma

2.5] and Theorem 4.1 there exists an integer h, with 1 ≤ h ≤ 4, such that h(d − h − 1) ≤ n ≤

(h+1)(d−h− 2)− 1 and D lies on a curve E of degree h. Since S is smooth and of general type, it

does not contain infinitely many curves of degree h ≤ 3. Thus, by Bezout’s theorem, we also have

n ≤ hd when h ≤ 3. Indeed, if n ≥ hd + 1, then a component of E would be contained in S and,

since the grn is base point free, S would be covered by the family of such components. Moreover,

the same argument holds in the case h = 4 when the curves of the family covering the surface S

are not degenerate. Finally, if the degree is h = 4 and the curves of the family are degenerate, then

the gonality of these curves is at most 3; i.e., using the terminology of [BDELU], cov.gon(X) ≤ 3.

By [BDELU, Theorem A] it follows that cov.gon(X) ≥ d− 2, and hence d ≤ 5. But since we are in

the case h = 4, (1.2) implies that d ≥ 11, a contradiction. �

5.2. Correspondences with null trace. Theorem C concerns correspondences with null trace.

Before presenting the proof of the theorem, we briefly describe this notion referring the reader to

[LP] and [B] for further details.

Let X,Y be two projective varieties of dimension n, with X smooth and Y integral. A

correspondence of degree d on Y × X is an integral n-dimensional variety Σ ⊂ Y × X such

that the projections π1 : Σ → Y, π2 : Σ → X are generically finite dominant morphisms and

degπ1 = d. Let U ⊂ Yreg be an open subset such that dimπ−1
1 (y) = 0 for every y ∈ U . Associate

to Σ there is a map γ : U → X(d), where X(d) is the d-fold symmetric product1, defined by

γ(y) = P1 + · · · + Pd, where π−1
1 (y) = {(y, Pi)|i = 1, . . . , d}. In [M, Section 2] Mumford defines a

trace map Trγ : Hn,0(S) → Hn,0(U) (see also [LP, Section 2] and [B, Section 4]) linked to the map

γ. We say that Σ is a correspondence with null trace if Trγ = 0.

We are now ready to prove the following proposition that is a slightly stronger version of

Theorem C.

1Let Sd be the symmetric group of d elements. The d-fold symmetric product of a variety X is X(d) = Xd/Sd.
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Proposition 5.2. Let n ≥ 3 and let X ⊂ P
n be a smooth hypersurface of degree d ≥ n+2. Let Γ be

a correspondence of degree m with null trace on Y ×X. If m ≤ h(d− n− h+ 2)− 1 for 2 ≤ h ≤ 5,

then the only possible values of m are (s− 1)(d − n− s+ 3) ≤ m ≤ (s− 1)d for 2 ≤ s ≤ h.

Proof. The crucial point is that having null trace imposes a Cayley-Bacharach condition upon a

correspondence. More precisely, since KX = (d − n − 1)H, where H is an hyperplane section,

then by [B, Proposition 4.2] the set Γ = π2(π
−1
1 (y)) = {P1, . . . , Pm} is CB(d− n− 1), thus we get

m ≥ d− n+ 1 by Lemma 2.1. Let us suppose now, by contradiction, that

(h− 1)d + 1 ≤ m ≤ h(d− h− n+ 2)− 1 (5.1)

for 2 ≤ h ≤ 5. By Theorem A, Γ lies on a curve of degree h−1. By Bezout’s theorem this curve must

have a component E of degree e ≤ 4 contained in X. As the fiber π−1
1 (y) is general, X is covered by

a family of curves of degree e. If e ≤ 3, the curves of the family would be either rational or elliptic

and this is non possible since X is smooth and of general type. The same holds if e = 4 and the

curves of the family are non-degenerate. On the other hand, if e = 4 and the curves of the family

are degenerate, these have gonality at most 3, i.e., using as above the terminology of [BDELU],

cov.gon(X) ≤ 3. By [BDELU, Theorem A], it follows that cov.gon(X) ≥ d − n + 1, and hence

d ≤ n+ 2. But since we are in the case h = 5, (5.1) implies that d ≥ 5n+ 17, a contradiction. �

5.3. Plane configurations. Followig [LU], we call a union P = P1 ∪ · · · ∪ Pr ⊂ P
n of positive-

dimensional linear spaces a plane configuration of dimension dim(P) =
∑

dim(Pi) and length

ℓ(P) = r.

Remark 5.3. In [LU, Conjecture 1.2], Levinson and Ullery conjectured that given a set Γ ⊂ P
n of

distinct points CB(k), if |Γ| ≤ (t+1)k+1, then Γ lies on a plane configuration P = P1 ∪ · · · ∪Pr of

dimension t. In the same paper they proved the conjecture for some lower values of t and k, given

at the same time an upper bound for the length of P. In particular, they proved the conjecture

for any k ≤ 2 and any t ≤ 3 (cf. [LU, Theorem 1.3 (i) and (ii)]) and in the case t = 4 and k = 3

(cf. [LU, Theorem 1.3 (iii)]). Theorems 4.1 extends [LU, Theorem 1.3]. Indeed, for k ≥ 13, it

ensures that if |Γ| ≤ 5k − 11, then Γ lies on a plane configuration of dimension 4 (with k ≤ 12 we

have 5k − 11 ≤ 4k + 1 and so Γ would lie, a fortiori, on a plane configuration of dimension 3 by

[LU, Theorem 1.3(ii)]). However, we would like to point out that Theorem 4.1 does not prove [LU,

Conjecture 1.2] in the cases t = 4 and k ≥ 13. In fact, with t = 4 we have 5k − 11 < 5k + 1, that

is, the upper bound for |Γ| in our theorem is less than the one that appears in the conjecture (even

if, by contrast, we get a stronger thesis).

Applying [LU, Conjecture 1.2] in the case t = 3 (which has been proved in [LU, Theorem 1.3

(ii)]), in [LU, Theorem 1.4] the authors study the geometry of fibers of some maps from complete

intersections varieties. Namely, they prove that if X ⊂ P
n+2 is a complete intersection of a quartic

and a hypersurface of degree a ≥ 4n − 5 and f : X 99K P
n is a finite rational map of degree at

most 3a, then the general fiber of f lies on a plane configuration of dimension 3. By leveraging

the extension of [LU, Theorem 1.3] stated in Remark 5.3, we can give some conditions for the

4-dimensional plane configuration case. In fact, we can prove the following more general result.

Proposition 5.4. Let X ⊂ P
n+2 be a smooth complete intersection of hypersurfaces Ya and Yb, of

degrees a and b respectively. Then for any correspondence on X of degree m with null trace such

that m ≤ 5(a+ b− n)− 26, the general fiber lies on a plane configuration of dimension 4.
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Proof. Let Γ be a general fiber of the correspondence. Then, by [B, Proposition 4.2], Γ satisfies

the Cayley-Bacharach condition with respect to KX ; that is, Γ is CB(a+ b− n− 3) since X is the

complete intersection of Ya and Yb. Hence the proposition follows by Remark 5.3. �

In particular, since a dominant rational map X 99K P
n of degree m, from an n-dimensional

variety X, gives rise to a correspondence of degree m with null trace (see [B, Example 4.6]2), we

get the following corollary that partially extends [LU, Theorem 1.4(a)].

Corollary 5.5. Let n ≥ 6 and let X ⊂ P
n+2 be the complete intersection of a quartic hypersurface

and a hypersurface of degree
⌈
5
2n + 3

⌉
≤ a ≤ 4n − 6. If f : X 99K P

n is a finite rational map of

degree at most 3a, then the general fiber of f lies on a plane configuration of dimension 4.

Proof. Let Γ be a general fiber of f . Then, by [B, Proposition 4.2], Γ satisfies the Cayley-Bacharach

condition with respect to KX ; that is, Γ is CB(a− n+ 1) since X is a complete intersection. The

assumption a ≥
⌈
5
2n + 3

⌉
ensures that 3a ≤ 5(a − n + 1) − 11. Hence the corollary follows by

Proposition 5.4. �

Remark 5.6. The previous corollary even holds without the assumption a ≤ 4n − 6. Nevertheless,

if a ≥ 4n − 5, then [LU, Theorem 1.4 (a)] ensures that the fiber Γ lies on a plane configuration of

dimension 3. Moreover, condition n ≥ 6 just needs to guarantee that
⌈
5
2n+ 3

⌉
≤ 4n− 6.

Remark 5.7. The assumptions a ≥
⌈
5
2n+3

⌉
and n ≥ 6 in Corollary 5.5 ensure that a− n+1 ≥ 13.

Hence [LU, Theorem 1.4(a)] does not imply that the fiber of f lies on a plane configuration of

dimension 3 (cf. Remark 5.3). Corollary 5.5 is therefore a real extension of [LU, Theorem 1.4(a)].

Remark 5.8. Clearly, Corollary 5.5 holds for any X ⊂ P
n+2 complete intersection of hypersurfaces

Ya and Yb of degrees a and b respectively and for any finite rational map f : X 99K P
n of degree

m ≤ 5(a+ b− n)− 26. However, the formulation of Corollary 5.5 allows to deduce an analogues of

[LU, Theorem 1.4(b)]. Namely, in this setting the conclusion of the corollary holds for any dominant

rational map f : X 99K P
n of minimum degree. In fact, since n ≥ 6 the quartic hypersurface contains

a line ℓ (see e.g. [CK]). Now, if the hypersurface Y of degree a does not contain the line ℓ, then

X ∩ ℓ has length a, so projection from ℓ yields a dominant rational map X 99K P
n of degree 3a. If,

instead, ℓ ⊂ Y , we can still consider the projection from ℓ, but in this case it has degree 3(a − 1);

in any case less that 3a.

Remark 5.9. Analogously, following [B, Example 4.7], it is possible to define a correspondence

of degree d with null trace from a family of d-gonal irreducible curves covering an n-dimensional

variety X. This leads us to apply Proposition 5.4 in the following way. Let X ⊂ P
n+2 be the

complete intersection of hypersurfaces Ya and Yb, of degrees a and b respectively. Let T be a

(n − 1)-dimensional smooth variety and let E = {Et}t∈T be a family of irreducible d-gonal curves

covering X, i.e. for any general point x ∈ X there exists t ∈ T such that x ∈ Et and for any t ∈ T

there exists an holomorphic map ft : Et → P
1 of degree d. If d ≤ 5(a + b− n)− 26, then the fiber

f−1
t (z) = {P1, . . . , Pd} lies on a plane configuration of dimension 4 for any t ∈ T and for any z ∈ P

1.

2Here the example is provided for C(k), but the argument works for the wider n-dimensional variety.
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