
ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

01
15

1v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

A
G

] 
 1

 J
ul

 2
02

4

ON ANTI-AMPLE VECTOR BUNDLES AND NEF AND BIG VECTOR

BUNDLES

INDRANIL BISWAS, FATIMA LAYTIMI, D. S. NAGARAJ, AND WERNER NAHM

Abstract. We prove that the direct image of an anti-ample vector bundle is anti-ample
under any finite flat morphism of non-singular projective varieties. In the second part
we prove some properties of big and nef vector bundles. In particular it is shown that
the tensor product of a nef vector bundle with a nef and big vector bundle is again nef
and big. This generalizes a result of Schneider.

1. Introduction

All the varieties considered in this article are defined over the field C of complex num-
bers.

Let π : X −→ Y be a finite flat morphism between non-singular projective varieties.
If E is an ample vector bundle on X, in general the direct image vector bundle π∗E need
not be ample. However we prove that the dual of an ample bundle behaves well under
direct image. More precisely, the following is proved.

Theorem 1.1. Let π : X −→ Y be a finite surjective morphism between non-singular
projective varieties. If E is an anti-ample (respectively, anti-nef) vector bundle on X,

then the direct image bundle π∗E is an anti-ample (respectively, anti-nef) vector bundle
on Y .

It may be mentioned that in general direct image of a non anti-ample bundle may be
anti-ample (see Remark 2.3).

In the second part we establish some basic properties of big vector bundles and also nef
and big vector bundles.

Theorem 1.2. If E and F are big vector bundles on a projective variety X, then the
tensor product E ⊗ F is also big.

Theorem 1.3. If E is a big vector bundle on a projective variety X, then the symmetric
power Sm(E) is big for all m > 0.

The following result is a generalization of a theorem of M. Schneider [3] (see Remark
3.6).

Theorem 1.4. If E and F are nef vector bundles on a projective variety X, and one of
them is also big, then E ⊗ F is nef and big.
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2. Direct image of anti-ample bundles

For standard notation and facts about vector bundles used here we refer to [4], [5].

Definition 2.1. A vector bundle E on a projective variety over C is said to be anti-ample
(respectively, anti-nef) if the dual vector bundle E∗ is ample (respectively, nef).

Lemma 2.2. Let X and Y be non-singular irreducible projective curves and π : X −→ Y

a nonconstant morphism. Then for any anti-nef bundle E on X, the direct image π∗E is
an anti-nef vector bundle.

Proof. By the dual version of the criterion of nef-ness of a vector bundle (see, [5, Propo-
sition 16.1.18 (i)]) it is enough to prove the following: For any nonconstant morphism
f : C −→ Y from any irreducible smooth projective curve C, and any line subbundle
φ : L →֒ f ∗π∗(E) on C, the inequality

degree(L) ≤ 0 (2.1)

holds.

There is a non-singular projective curve C̃ together with nonconstant morphisms

π̃ : C̃ −→ C and f̃ : C̃ −→ X

satisfying the condition f ◦ π̃ = π ◦ f̃ ; for example, take C̃ to be the normalization of
any irreducible component of dimension one of the fiber product C ×Y X . For any line
subbundle

φ : L −→ f ∗π∗E, (2.2)

we have the line subbundle

π̃∗φ : π̃∗L −→ π̃∗f ∗π∗E

of π̃∗f ∗π∗E −→ C̃. Consider the fiber product

C ×Y X
p

−→ Xyq
yπ

C
f

−→ Y

(2.3)

We have q∗(p
∗E) = f ∗(π∗E). Hence φ in (2.2) produces a homomorphism

φ̂ : q∗L −→ p∗E (2.4)

(see [2, p. 110]). Consider the map (π̃, f̃) : C̃ −→ C ×Y X . Let

(π̃, f̃)∗φ̂ : (π̃, f̃)∗q∗L −→ (π̃, f̃)∗p∗E (2.5)

be the pullback of φ̂ (see (2.4)). The vector bundle (π̃, f̃)∗p∗E is anti-nef because E is

anti-nef and p◦(π̃, f̃) is a finite morphism. Since (π̃, f̃)∗p∗E is anti-nef, its line subbundle

(π̃, f̃)∗q∗L in (2.5) satisfies the following condition:

degree((π̃, f̃)∗q∗L) ≤ 0.

This implies that (2.1) holds. This completes the proof. �
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Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let π : X −→ Y be a finite surjective morphism of non-singular
irreducible projective varieties. Let E be a vector bundle on X .

First assume that E is anti-nef. To prove that π∗E is anti-nef, it suffices to show the
following:

If f : C −→ Y is any nonconstant morphism from any irreducible smooth projective
curve C, then f ∗(π∗E) is anti-nef.

Let

C ×Y X
p

−→ Xyq
yπ

C
f

−→ Y

(2.6)

be the fiber product. Let ϕ : Z −→ C ×Y X be the normalization. Note that we have

q∗p
∗E ⊂ (q ◦ ϕ)∗(ϕ

∗p∗E) (2.7)

because the following diagram is commutative

Z
ϕ

−→ C ×Y Xyq ◦ ϕ
yq

C
Id
−→ C

The vector bundle ϕ∗p∗E is anti-nef because E is anti-nef and p ◦ ϕ is a finite map
onto its image. Therefore, from Lemma 2.2 we conclude that (q ◦ ϕ)∗(ϕ

∗p∗E) is anti-nef.
This implies that its subsheaf q∗(p

∗E) (see (2.7)) is also anti-nef. But q∗(p
∗E) = f ∗(π∗E)

because the diagram in (2.6) is Cartesian. Hence f ∗(π∗E) is anti-nef. This implies the
π∗E is anti-nef.

Now assume that E is anti-ample.

Let D be an ample divisor on Y . The Q–twisted vector bundle E〈 1
m
π∗(D)〉 is again an

anti-ample bundle on X for all large integers m (here we are using the notion of Q–twisted
bundle as in [5, Ch. 6.2]). Hence we conclude that the Q-twisted bundle

π∗

(
E〈

1

m
π∗(D)〉

)
= π∗(E)〈

1

m
D〉

is anti-nef for large m. Since the Q–divisor − 1
m
D is anti-ample, we conclude that the

vector bundle

π∗(E) = ((π∗E)〈
1

m
D〉)〈−

1

m
D〉

is anti-ample. �

Remark 2.3. Let C be a non-singular curve of genus 1, and let π : C −→ P1 be a
morphism of degree two. If L is any nontrivial line bundle on C of degree 0, then it can
be seen that L is anti-nef but it is not anti-ample, while

π∗(L) = OP1(−1)⊕2

is anti-ample.
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3. big and nef vector bundles

The characterization 2.2.7 of big line bundle in [4] is equivalent to the following:

Definition 3.1. A line bundle L on a projective variety X is big if and only if there is
an ample line bundle A on X and a positive number m such that

H0(X, Lm ⊗A∗) 6= 0.

A vector bundle E is big if and only if OP(E)(1) is big.

We need to recall a theorem from [4].

Theorem 3.2 ([4, Theorem 2.2.16]). A nef line bundle L on a non-singular projective
variety X of dimension n is big if and only if c1(L)

n > 0, where c1(L) is the first Chern
class of L

For a vector bundle this bigness criterion translates into the following:

A nef vector bundle E on a non-singular projective variety X of dimension n is big if
and only if (−1)nsn(E) > 0, where sn(E) is the top Segre class of E.

The following two propositions will be needed in the proofs of the remaining theorems.

Proposition 3.3. Let E be a big vector bundle on X, and let B be any line bundle on
X. Then there is an integer m ≥ 1 such that

H0(X, Sm(E)⊗B) 6= 0.

Proof. Since E is a big vector bundle on X , we deduce from the definition of bigness that
there is an ample line bundle A on X such that

H0(X, Sj(E)⊗ A∗) 6= 0

for some integer j ≥ 1. Since A is ample, there is an integer l ≥ 1 such that

H0(X, Al ⊗ B) 6= 0.

If s is a non-zero section of Sj(E) ⊗ A∗, and t is a non-zero section of Al ⊗ B, then
s̃l⊗ (π∗t) is a non-zero section of the line-bundle OP(E)(jl)⊗ (π∗B), where s̃ is the section
of OP(E)(j)⊗ π∗(A∗) corresponding to the section s and π : P(E) −→ X is the natural
projection map. The non-zero section s̃l ⊗ π∗(t) of OP(E)(jl) ⊗ (π∗B) corresponds to a
non-zero section of Sjl(E)⊗B. This completes the proof. �

Proposition 3.4. Let E be a vector bundle on X, and let A be any ample line bundle on
X. The vector bundle E is big if and only if

H0(X, SmE ⊗ A∗) 6= 0

for some m ≥ 1.

Proof. The condition
H0(X, Sm(E)⊗ A∗) 6= 0

is equivalent to the condition

H0(P(E), OP(E)(m)⊗ π∗(A∗)) 6= 0,

where π as before is the projection of P(E) to X . If s is a non-zero section of OP(E)(m)⊗
π∗(A∗) then sj is a non-zero section of OP(E)(mj)⊗ (π∗A∗)j for all integer j ≥ 1. On the
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other hand, OP(E)(1)⊗π∗(Al) is ample on P(E) for some integer l > 0 (see [2] Proposition
7.10(b)). In view of Definition 3.1, this implies that E is a big vector bundle.

Conversely, if E is big, setting B = A∗ in Proposition 3.3 we obtained the required
non-vanishing result in the statement of the proposition. �

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let A be an ample line bundle on X . Since E and F are
assumed to be big, there exist positive integers m and n such that

H0(Sm(E)⊗A∗) 6= 0

and
H0(X, Sn(F )⊗ A∗) 6= 0.

The theorem follows immediately from Proposition 3.4 if we prove that

H0(X, St(E ⊗ F )⊗ (As)∗) 6= 0 (3.1)

for some integers t, s ≥ 1.

Now, (3.1) is a consequence of the following:

Lemma 3.5. Let L be a line bundle and E and F are vector bundles. Let m1, m2 be
positive integers such that Sm1(E) ⊗ L and Sm2(F ) ⊗ L have nonzero sections. Then
Sm1m2(E ⊗ F )⊗ Lm1+m2 has a nonzero section.

Proof. Let s1 (respectively, s2) be a non-zero section of Sm1(E)⊗L (respectively, Sm2(F )⊗
L). By the usual polarization argument, there are vectors v1 ∈ E∗

x and w1 ∈ L∗

x

(respectively, v2 ∈ F ∗

x and w2 ∈ L∗

x) such that

〈v⊗mi

i ⊗ wi, si(x)〉 6= 0

for i = 1, 2. There are the standard natural maps

Sm1(E)⊗ L →֒ E⊗m1 ⊗ L

and
Sm2(F )⊗ L →֒ F⊗m2 ⊗ L,

and isomorphisms
(E⊗m1 ⊗ L)⊗m2 ≃ E⊗m1m2 ⊗ Lm2 ,

(F⊗m2 ⊗ L)⊗m1 ≃ F⊗m1m2 ⊗ Lm1 ,

(E⊗m1m2 ⊗ Lm2)⊗ (F⊗m1m2 ⊗ Lm1) ≃ (E ⊗ F )⊗m1m2 ⊗ Lm2 ⊗ Lm1 ,

and also there is the surjective map

(E ⊗ F )⊗m1m2 ⊗ Lm1+m2 ։ Sm1m2(E ⊗ F )⊗ Lm1+m2 .

Applying these maps in sequence to s1, s2 we get a section s of

Sm1m2(E ⊗ F )⊗ Lm1+m2 .

It suffices to show that
s 6= 0. (3.2)

Note that (3.2) holds because

〈(v1 ⊗ v2)
⊗m1m2 ⊗ wm2

1 ⊗ wm1

2 , s(x)〉 =

〈v⊗m1

1 ⊗ w1, s1(x)〉
m2〈v⊗m2

2 ⊗ w2, s2(x)〉
m1 6= 0.

This completes the proof of the lemma. �
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As noted before, Lemma 3.5 completes the proof of Theorem 1.2. �

Proof of the Theorem 1.3: Since E is big, there is an ample line bundle A on X and
an integer j > 0, such that Sj(E) ⊗ A∗ has a non-zero section s (see Proposition 3.4).
Then sm is a non-vanishing section of Smj(E) ⊗ (A∗)m. Since the natural map from
Smj(E) ⊗ (A∗)m to Sj(Sm(E)) ⊗ (A∗)m is injective, it follows that Sj(Sm(E)) ⊗ (A∗)m

has a non-zero section. In view of Proposition 3.4, this implies that Sm(E) is big. �

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Assume that E is big. Let A be an ample line bundle on X

such that

H0(X, Sm(E)⊗ A∗) 6= 0 (3.3)

for some m > 0. Let

f : X̃ −→ X

be a finite ramified covering map such that there is a line bundle Ã on X̃ for which

f ∗A = Ã2m [4, Theorem 4.1.10 (Bloch-Gieseker covering)]. Then (3.3) implies that

H0(X, Sm(f ∗(E)⊗ Ã∗)⊗ (Ã∗)m) 6= 0.

Thus the vector bundle f ∗(E)⊗ Ã∗ is big. On the other hand, since the vector bundle F

in Theorem 1.4 is nef, and Ã is ample, we conclude that Ã⊗ f ∗F is ample, and hence it

is big. Since f ∗(E)⊗ Ã∗ and Ã⊗ f ∗F are big, Theorem 1.2 says that

f ∗(E)⊗ Ã∗ ⊗ Ã⊗ f ∗F = f ∗(E ⊗ F )

is also big.

The tensor product of nef vector bundles is nef (see [5, Theorem 6.2.12]), and the
pullback of a nef vector bundle — under a surjective morphism — is nef, we conclude
that f ∗(E ⊗ F ) is nef. Hence f ∗(E ⊗ F ) is nef and big. If the pullback Φ∗W of a vector
bundle W by a finite surjective morphism Φ is nef, then W is nef. Consequently, E ⊗ F

is nef. Also, the pullback by finite covers does not change the sign of the Segre class, so
that E ⊗ F is nef and big (see Theorem 3.2). �

Remark 3.6. In [3] it is shown that tensor product of a nef line bundle with a nef
vector bundle is nef and big, provided one of them is also big. Hence Theorem 1.4 is a
generalization of Schneider’s result.
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Mathématiques - bât. M2, Université Lille 1, F-59655 Villeneuve d’Ascq Cedex, France

Email address : fatima.laytimi@univ-lille.fr

Indian Institute of science education and research, Tirupati, Srinivasapuram-Jangalapalli
Village, Panguru (G.P) Yerpedu Mandal, Tirupati - 517619, Chittoor Dist., Andhra
Pradesh India

Email address : dsn@labs.iisertirupati.ac.in

Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies, 10 Burlington Road, Dublin 4, Ireland

Email address : wnahm@stp.dias.ie


	1. Introduction
	2. Direct image of anti-ample bundles
	3. big and nef vector bundles
	References

