arXiv:2302.07632v1 [math.AG] 15 Feb 2023

GENERALIZED LOGARITHMIC SHEAF ON SMOOTH PROJECTIVE SURFACES

S. HUH^1, S. MARCHESI^2, J. PONS-LLOPIS^3, AND J. VALLÈS^4

ABSTRACT. We define the notion of generalized logarithmic sheaves on a smooth projective surface, associated to a pair consisting of a reduced curve and some fixed points on it. We then set up the study of the Torelli property in this setting, focusing mostly in the case of the blow-up of the projective plane on a reduced set of points and, in particular, in the case of the cubic surface. We also study the stability property of generalized logarithmic sheaves as well as carrying out the description of their moduli spaces.

CONTENTS

1. Introduction 2 2. Preliminaries 4 2.1. The Key Restriction Lemma 5 2.2. Generalized logarithmic sheaves 8 3. The Torelli property for generalized logarithmic sheaves 11 3.1. Divisors D ⊂ X that contain the larger set of points Z^{′′} 12 3.2. Divisors D ⊂ X such that D ∩ Z^′ = � 12 4. Generalized logarithmic sheaves with fixed points inside the divisor 13 4.1. Conics with fixed points 14 4.2. Plane cubic curves 18 5. Generalized logarithmic shaves with fixed points outside the divisor 28 5.1. Cubic curves in |O_S(2L − E_1 − E_2 − E_3)| 29 5.2. Sextic curves in |O_S (2L)| 32 5.3. Curves from the linear system |O_S (3L)| 37 6. Final remarks and further questions 38

1SUNGKYUNKWAN UNIVERSITY, SUWON 440-746, KOREA 2 UNIVERSITAT DE BARCELONA, 08007 BARCELONA, SPAIN 2 CENTRE DE RECERCA MATEMÀTICA, 08193 BARCELONA, SPAIN 3 POLITECNICO DI TORINO, 10129 TORINO, ITALY 4 UNIVERSITÉ DE PAU ET DES PAYS DE L’ADOUR, 64013 PAU CEDEX, FRANCE E-mail addresses: sukmoonh@skku.edu, marchesi@ub.edu, juan.ponsllopis@polito.it, jean.valles@univ-pau.fr.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 14F06, 14J60, 14C34. Key words and phrases. logarithmic sheaf, Torelli problem.

SH is supported by the National Research Foundation of Korea(NRF) grant funded by the Korea government(MSIT) (No. 2018R1C1A6004285 and No. 2016R1A5A1008055). SM is partially supported by PID2020- 113674GB-I00 and by the Spanish State Research Agency, through the Severo Ochoa and María de Maeztu Program for Centers and Units of Excellence in R&D (CEX2020-001084-M) and is a member of INdAM– GNSAGA. SM and JPLl are members of INdAM– GNSAGA. JV is partially supported by PRCI ANR – FAPESP : ANR-21-CE40-0017. 1

References 39

1. INTRODUCTION

Given a smooth projective variety X and a reduced and effective divisor D with normal crossings on it, one of the sheaves that have raised particular attention during the recent years is the logarithmic sheaf or the sheaf of logarithmic differentials Ω^1_X (logD), defined as the sheaf of differential 1-forms on X with logarithmic poles along D. Its dual has also a very classical presentation: it is the logarithmic tangent sheaf associated to D, and denoted by T_X (−logD), which can be defined as the sheaf whose local sections are vector fields tangent to the divisor D. The study of logarithmic sheaves was initiated by Deligne in [5] having in mind to define a mixed Hodge structure on the complement X \D. Later on, it was generalized by Saito to arbitrary reduced divisors in [19].

Related to these vector bundles a very natural question arises immediately, namely, to which degree the logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_X (logD) determines the divisor D. Obviously, two extremal cases can appear: on one extreme, it would be possible that the logarithmic sheaf determines unambiguously the original divisor. In this case, by analogy with the famous result about the injectivity of the period map from the moduli space of algebraic curves of fixed genus, we will say that the Torelli property holds for the divisor D. Among other upshots, such a property often allows to give a nice description of the sheaves in the corresponding moduli space. The opposite extreme would appear when Ω^1_X (logD) splits as a direct sum of line bundles of the form

�_{dim(X )} i=1 O_X (a_i ).

In this case D is called a free divisor or analogously, we will say that its associated logarithmic sheaf is free.

Both situations have been identified in different settings: for instance, in [21], Ueda and Yoshinaga showed that the Torelli property holds for a smooth divisor in P^n if and only if it is not of Sebastiani-Thom type (in the sense that its defining polynomial has a presentation as the sum of two polynomials on disjoint sets of variables). For non-smooth divisors, one may call a divisor an arrangement of its irreducible components, depending on view points. Dolgachev and Kapranov showed in [6] that a general arrangement of m hyperplanes in P^n is determined by the logarithmic sheaf whenever m ≥ 2n + 3, unless the hyperplanes osculate the same rational normal curve. The result was extended to the range m ≥ n + 2 in [22]. For higher degree, Angelini showed in [1] that the Torelli property holds for a generic arrangement of n conics in P^2 whenever n ≥ 9. For irreducible singular divisors, Faenzi and the second named author proved in [9] that divisors coming from generic determinants have simple (in characteristic zero, stable) logarithmic tangent sheaves and satisfy the Torelli property.

Regarding the freeness of logarithmic tangent vector bundles, a leading conjecture by Terao, reported in [18], states that given two hyperplane arrangements A and A^′ in P^n with the same combinatorial type, if Ω^1_{Pn} (log A) is free then the same should hold for Ω^1_{Pn} (log A^′) with the same splitting type.

The goals of the present paper are mainly twofold: firstly, given a finite set of points Z ⊂ X on a surface X and a curve D ⊂ X containing Z , we introduce a natural generalization of Ω^1_X (logD) as a particular extension, denoted by Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )), of the ideal sheaf I_{Z ,D} , of Z inside D, by the cotangent bundle Ω^1_X , such that it is singular exactly along Z . We will call Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) the generalized logarithmic sheaf associated to the pair (D, Z ). Notice that when Z = �, one gets the usual logarithmic vector bundle Ω^1_X (log(D,�)) = Ω^1_X (logD). Then we propose a study of the Torelli property in this setting: namely, in which cases, for a divisor D ⊂ X containing Z , the isomorphism class of Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )), as an O_X -module, determines (D, Z ) uniquely.

This construction leads to the second goal of the present paper. Indeed, if we consider the blow-up π : ~X → X along an arbitrary finite set Z^′ and the strict transform ~D ⊂ ~X , it turns out that the push-forward π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) is exactly the aforementioned sheaf Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )), where Z = D ∩ Z^′. Therefore, as soon as the Torelli property holds for D ⊂ X , then the Torelli property holds also for ~D in ~X , but the reciprocal statement can be false. This prompted us to take up the study of the (in)dependency of the Torelli property when we change a divisor D ⊂ X by its strict transform ~D in a given blow-up ~X along Z^′ and in particular to underline the similarities and differences between the case when Z^′ ⊂ D (in Section 4) and the case when Z^′ ∩ D = � (in Section 5).

In order to launch the research following this strategy, we decided in this paper to focus on the first natural case that one can consider, namely on (generalized) logarithmic sheaves on blow-ups of P^2 and, in particular, on cubic surfaces S ⊂ P^2. In the first aforementioned case, namely when we consider just set of points in P^2 contained in the divisors under consideration, we managed to extend the main result from [20] and prove that the Torelli property does not hold for pairs (D, Z ) consisting of a smooth plane cubic curve D of Sebastiani-Thom type and a finite set of points Z ⊂ D unless in the trivial situation when Z already determines the curve itself (see Theorem 4.11). On the other hand, when the set of points has empty intersection with the curve, we placed ourselves into the classical setting of cubic curves S ⊂ P^3 seen as the blow-up S = Bl_Z P^2 → P^2 of six general points Z in P^2 and proved that the linear systems of strict transforms of lines |O_S (L)| (see Theorem 4.6), conics |O_S (2L)| (see Proposition 5.6) and cubic curves |O_S(3L)| (see Proposition 5.9) satisfy the Torelli property. In this setting, we proved that the logarithmic bundle Ω^1_S(logD) with D ∈ |O_S(L)| (resp. D ∈ |O_S (2L)|) is a μ-stable vector bundle with respect to the hyperplane section O_S(1) with Chern classes (K_S +L,7) (resp. (K_S +2L,7)) and therefore the induced map from the complete linear system PH^0(O_S(D)) to the respective moduli space of μ-stable bundles with fixed Chern classes is generically one-to-one (cf. Theorem 5.4, resp. Theorem 5.8)).

Let us explain now the structure of the paper.

In Section 2, after recalling the required concepts from the theory of logarithmic sheaves and fixing the notation, we prove a key technical result (see Lemma 2.2) which describes the restriction of logarithmic tangent sheaves to a given curve. This result will reveal itself of extreme importance in the subsequent parts of the work in order to determine the splitting type of a given sheaf when restricted to a rational curve. Furthermore, in the case where X is a smooth projective surface we introduce the notion of generalized logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) on X associated to the pair (D, Z ), being Z a fixed set of points in the divisor D. We conclude the section studying the basic properties of this sheaf.

In Section 3 we are going to set up the main problem we are interested in, namely, up to which point the generalized logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) determines the pair (D, Z ). By analogy with other well-studied settings, we are going to call it the Torelli property for generalized logarithmic sheaves. Moreover, we are going to see how the Torelli property is affected under blow-ups, depending on whether the blow-up is done on points contained (in Subsection 3.1) or not (in Subsection 3.2) in the divisors under consideration.

The first situation, namely generalized logarithmic sheaves Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) with Z ⊂ D is studied deeply in Section 4 for the particular case of X being the projective plane. The goal of this part is to give a complete picture for generalized logarithmic sheaves associated to a plane curve D with a fixed set of points. Recall that it is already known that the Torelli property holds for a curve D of degree at least 3 and not of Sebastiani-Thom type; see [21]. In particular we prove that:

• the Torelli property holds for a line with at least two of its points fixed (so determining the line itself), and • the Torelli property holds for a conic with at least three of its points fixed; see Theorem 4.6, and • the Torelli property holds for a cubic curve of Sebastiani-Thom type if and only if the fixed points determine the curve; see Theorem 4.11.

Finally, in Section 5 we tackle the opposite situation, i.e., we deal with (generalized) logarithmic sheaves of the strict transform of curves C ⊂ P^2 under blow-ups on set of points Z ⊂ P^2 with Z ∩C = �. In particular, if S ⊂ P^3 is a smooth cubic surface and D belongs to the linear systems | O_S(L) | or | O_S(2L) |, being L the pullback of a line in P^2 throughout the blow-up map, we prove (Theorem 5.4 and Theorem 5.8) that:

• the logarithmic bundle Ω^1_S(logD) is stable, with respect to the polarization H given by the hyperplane section, with Chern classes (c_1,c_2) = � K_S + j L,7 � . Furthermore, the Torelli property holds for D. Hence, the induced rational map between the moduli spaces of divisors and of stable sheaves

Ψ_j : PH^0(O_S(j L)) M^H_S (K_S + j L,7),

for j = 1,2, is generically one-to-one.

Acknowledgements. All the authors would like to thank Sungkyunkwan University for its hospitality and for providing the best working conditions. They also want to thank the referees for many useful comments.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Throughout the paper we are going to work over the field of complex numbers. Let us start recalling the construction of logarithmic sheaves; see [19] for more details. Let X be a smooth irreducible projective variety of dimension n ≥ 2, and let D = D_1 + ··· + D_m be an effective and reduced divisor on X with simple normal crossings, where each D_j is irreducible, i.e., each D_j is smooth and they intersect transversally: we also denote ∪^m_{j =1}D_j by D. Then one can consider the sheaf of differential 1-forms with logarithmic poles along D, called the logarithmic sheaf on X associated to D, denoted by Ω^1_X (logD). This sheaf turns out to be locally free, and the sections of Ω^1_X (logD) around a point x ∈ X are meromorphic 1-forms of the form ω+

�_k i=1 u_i

�_{dzi}

z_i � , where z_1 ··· z_k = 0 is the local defining equation of D. Here, ω is holomorphic 1-form and u_i ’s are holomorphic functions near x. The Poincaré residue morphism is locally defined by

res : Ω^1_X (logD) → ⊕^m_{j =1}O_{D j} �_k i=1 u_i

�_{dzi}

z_i � + �_n

i=k+1 ui d zi �→ (u1(x),... ,uk (x),0,... 0),

and it fits into the canonical exact sequence

(1) 0 −→ Ω^1_X −→ Ω^1_X (logD)^{res}−−→ ⊕^m_{j =1}O_{D j} −→ 0.

The dual of Ω^1_X (logD) is called the logarithmic tangent sheaf associated to D, denoted by T_X (−logD); it is the sheaf of holomorphic vector fields tangent to D. Then, dualising the sequence (1), we get the following:

(2) 0 −→ T_X (−logD) −→ T_X^ψ−→ ⊕^m_{j =1}O_{D j} (D_j ) −→ 0.

Remark 2.1. Before stating Lemma 2.2 let us spell out here the sequence (2). Take an open subset U ⊂ X and recall that, denoting by φ_U the equation defining D locally in U , we have

T_X (−logD)(U ) = � ∂ ∈ Der (O_X (U ),O_X (U )) | ∂(φ_U ) ∈ (φ_U ) � . Here, (φ_U ) is the ideal in O_X (U ) generated by φ_U . With this setting, the map ψ in the sequence (2) is defined by ψ(∂) = � ∂(φ_U ) � , where [−] denotes the equivalent class in O_D (U ).

2.1. The Key Restriction Lemma. We will see that one of our main concerns is to compare logarithmic sheaves. In order to do that, one of our main strategies is to study the restriction of the logarithmic sheaf to embedded curves. The following lemma will be our central tool.

Lemma 2.2 (Key Restriction Lemma). Let X be a smooth variety and D an effective and reduced divisor on X with simple normal crossings. Denoting by D_{sm} the smooth locus of the divisor, consider a smooth curve i : C �→ X such that

D ∩C = p� i=1 a_i P_i , with P_i ∈ D_{sm} and a_i ∈ Z_{>0},

and the subscheme B = (D ∩C )_{red}. Then, there exists a commutative diagram

(3)

0 0 0

0 T_C (−logB) i^∗ � T_X (−logD) � N_{logD/B} 0

0 T_C i^∗T_X N_{C|X} 0

0 O_B ⊕^m_{j =1}i^∗O_{D j} (D_j ) O_{~B} 0

0 0 0

αβψ^C

with ~B =

�_p i=1(a_i − 1)P_i . We will call the coherent sheaf N_{logD/B} the logarithmic normal sheaf of C ⊂ X with respect to the divisor D. Furthermore, if we consider a proper subset B ⊊ (D ∩ C )_{red} the statement is false, i.e, to get a commutative diagram as (3), we must consider all the (reduced) points given by the intersection of the divisor D with the curve C .

Proof. Since we are dealing with a local problem, we can restrict ourselves to the case when p = 1, namely D ∩ C = aP and B = {P} ⊂ C . Let us consider an affine open neighborhood U = Spec(C[x_1,..., x_n ]/I ) ⊂ X of P = (0,...,0) for which

C ∩U = V (x_2,... , x_n) and D ∩U = V (f (x_1,..., x_n ))

with f ∈ C[x_1,..., x_n ]/I . From the hypothesis that D ∩ C ∩ U = aP with a ≥ 1, we see that f (x_1,0,...,0) = x^a_1 , and in particular f has a presentation of the form:

f (x_1,..., x_n ) = x^a_1 + s� j =2

x_j · f_j (x_1,..., x_n )

Let us make now explicit the map ψ_C in the diagram (3) which is induced from ψ in (2). It is defined as ψ_C (U ) := ψ ⊗ id : T_X (U ) ⊗ O_C (U ) −→ O_D (D)(U ) ⊗ O_C (U ) ∂ ⊗ a �→ � a∂(f ) � where f denotes the local equation of D in U and, in this case, [−] denotes the equivalent class in O_{D∩C} (U ), i.e., modded out by the ideal (f , x_2,..., x_n ). We will now prove that ψ_C ∘ β ∘ α = 0. Because of the natural inclusion T_C ⊂ i^∗(T_X ), we can choose the local coordinates in U ∩C to be one of the local coordinates of U inside X so that

α(T_C (−logB)(U )) = C{x_1∂_{x1} } ⊂ T_C (U ).

Thus we have

x_1∂_{x1} (f ) = ax_1·x^{a−1}_1 + x_1

�_s � j =2

x_j ∂_{x1} f_j �

which, after modded out by (f , x_2,... , x_n) = (x^a_1 , x_2,..., x_n ), is zero. This means that we have an inclusion T_C (−logB) �→ i^∗ � T_X (−logD) � which gives the following commutative diagram

0 0 0 T_C (−logB) i^∗ � T_X (−logD) �

0 T_C i^∗ (T_X )

O_B ⊕^m_{j =1}i^∗ � O_{D j} (D_j ) �

0 0.

ψ_C h

It remains to prove that h is injective. In order to show this, recall that the open subset U ⊂ X satisfies B ∩U = P and C ∩ D ∩U = aP, having both schemes as support a single point. In this case, the restriction map h_{|U} is either injective or zero. The latter case is impossible; then we would have that ψ_C ∘ β = 0. However, considering the element ∂_{x1} ∈ T_C (U ) that can be seen as well as one element in a basis for T_X (U ), we have ∂_{x1} f ≡ x^{a−1}_1 ≢ 0 ( mod(x^a_1 , x_2,..., x_n )).

To prove the final part of the statement, we can restrict once again to the case D ∩C = aP, but now being B empty. In this case, Diagram (3) would imply an injection T_C �→ i^∗ � T_X (−logD) � . This is clearly a contradiction because, using the same setting and notation as in the first part of the proof, the derivation ∂_{x1} belongs to T_C (U ) but not to i^∗ � T_X (−logD) � (U ). □ Remark 2.3. Assume that dim X = 2, and so the logarithmic tangent sheaf T_X (−logD) is always locally free. Then the proof of Lemma 2.2 shows that the condition of Lemma 2.2 can be weakened. Indeed, D does not necessarily have to have simple normal crossings and C can be chosen to be an arbitrary smooth curve so that the intersection points P_i ’s do not have to be in D_{sm}.

To underline the importance of the previous result, we will recover, by means of Lemma 2.2, well known descriptions of logarithmic tangent sheaves. In particular, we will see how to recover the vector bundle by studying its restriction to lines and, more in general, to rational curves. Thanks to a well known result due to Grothendieck (see [13] and [17, I.2-I.3]), a vector bundle E on P^1 splits as a sum of line bundles. Therefore, given a vector bundle E on X and a line L ⊂ X , we have E_{|L} ∼= ⊕^r_{i=1}O_L(a^L_i ) with a^L_1 ≤ ··· ≤ a^L_r , and we call (a^L_1 ,..., a^L_r ) ∈ Z^{⊕r} the splitting type of E on L. Moreover, in case of X = P^n, there exists a non-empty open subset U of the Grassmannian of lines Gr(2,n + 1) and an ordered set of integers (a_1,..., a_r ) such that E_{|L} ∼= ⊕^r_{i=1}O_L(a_i ) for all L ∈ U . For every line L ∈ U , the given splitting is called the generic splitting type of E and the set S(E ) := Gr(2,n + 1) \U is called the set of jumping lines. A vector bundle E on P^n is said to be uniform if S(E ) = �, so, when all lines have the same splytting type. As an application, recall for example that the study of S(E ) can be used to understand the geometry of moduli space of stable vector bundles; see [2]. We will adapt, in Definition 4.1, the concept of jumping line for coherent sheaves and, indeed, the studying of their locus will allow us to recover the divisor from the sheaf of logarithmic differentials.

Example 2.4. Let D be a smooth conic in P^2 and apply Lemma 2.2 to a line L. If L is tangent to D, Lemma 2.2 produces an exact sequence

0 −→ O_L(1) −→ � T_P2 (−logD) � |L −→ O_L −→ 0,

and so we get � T_P2 (−logD) � |L ∼= O_L ⊕ O_L(1). Similarly, if L intersects D transversally, we get the same splitting. In particular, the bundle T_P2 (−logD) has the same splitting over any line, i.e. it is uniform; see [17]. By [23], T_P2 (−logD) is isomorphic to either O_P2 ⊕ O_P2 (1) or T_P2 (−1). From h^0(T_P2 ) = 8 and the sequence (2), we see that the former is impossible. Hence we have T_P2 (−logD) ∼= T_P2 (−1); see [1] for the generalization.

Example 2.5. For a divisor D = L_1 + ··· + L_m of m distinct lines in P^2, call the maximal number of lines in D passing through a point, the multiplicity of D, and denote it by m(D); for the generic case we have m(D) = 2. Pick a point p ∈ P^2 achieving m(D) and consider a general line L through p. Applying Lemma 2.2 to the pair (D,L), we obtain

0 −→ O_L ((1 − m + m(D)) −→ � T_P2 (−logD) � |L −→ O_L (2 − m(D)) −→ 0.

If m(D) is big enough so that we have 2m(D) ≥ m, the sequence splits, i.e., � T_P2 (−logD) � |L ∼= O_L ((1 − m + m(D)) ⊕ O_L (2 − m(D)).

On the other hand, we have

c_1(T_P2 (−logD)) = 3 − m,

c_2(T_P2 (−logD)) = � x∈P^2

(s(x) − 1) + 3 − 2m,

where s(x) is the number of lines in D through x. Assume further that 2m(D) ≥ m + 1 so that

c_1(T_P2 (−logD) ⊗ O_P2 (m − 1 − m(D))) ≤ 0 and c_2(T_P2 (−logD) ⊗ O_P2 (m − 1 − m(D))) = 0.

Then, by [8, Corollary 2.13] or [10, Lemma 2.4] we obtain

T_P2 (−logD) ⊗ O_P2 (m − 1 − m(D)) ∼= O_P2 ⊕ O_P2 (m + 1 − 2m(D)).

In particular, T_P2 (−logD) is a direct sum of two line bundles so that D is a free divisor by definition. For example, consider a divisor D = L_1 +···+L_m of m distinct lines, all passing through a fixed point p, i.e., m(D) = m. Since we have c_2(T_P2 (−logD) ⊗ O_P2 (−1)) = 0, we get that D is free with T_P2 (−logD) ∼= O_P2 (1)⊕O_P2 (2−m). As the second example, for fixed two distinct points p, q in P^2, consider a divisor D = pq + (L_1 + ··· + L_a) + (L^′_1 + ··· + L^′_b) of distinct m = a + b + 1 lines in P^2 such that ∩^a_{i=1}L_i = {p} and ∩^b_{j =1}L^′_j = {q}. From the argument above the divisor D is free. On the other hand, by the same method of applying Lemma 2.2, we can see that the logarithmic vector bundle associated to the divisor D^∘ = (L_1 + ··· + L_a) + (L^′_1 + ··· + L^′_b) is not uniform. Assume now that 2m(D) = m and c_2(T_P2 (−logD) ⊗ O_P2 (m(D) − 2)) = 0. Then by the same argument in the above, we get T_P2 (−logD) ∼= O_P2 (2 − m(D)) ⊕ O_P2 (1 − m(D)).

For example, a divisor of 6 lines with 4 triple points and 3 double points is free with splitting type (−1,−2).

2.2. Generalized logarithmic sheaves. Now assume that X is a smooth projective surface and D = �_m

j =1 D j ⊂ X is a divisor with each D j irreducible. Fix k distinct points Z = {p1,..., pk } ⊂

D_{sm}, with D_{sm} denoting the smooth locus of the divisor. By reordering the index, we may assume that Z_j = {p_{a j} ,..., p_{a j +1−1}} with a_1 ≤ ··· ≤ a_k and Z_j is contained in D_j so that Z = Z_1 ⊔···⊔ Z_m; if a_j = a_{j +1}, we have Z_j = �. Denoting by ~X = Bl_Z X the blow-up of X along Z , one can consider the logarithmic vector bundle Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D), where ~D = ~D_1+···+ ~D_m with ~D_j the strict transform of D_j via the blow-up π : ~X → X . Notice that ~D is still a divisor with simple normal crossings in ~X . By applying the push-forward functor π_∗ to the Poincaré residue sequence for ( ~X , ~D), one obtains (4) 0 −→ π_∗Ω^1_{~X} −→ π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) −→ ⊕^m_{j =1}O_{D j} −→ R^1π_∗Ω^1_{~X} −→ R^1π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) −→ 0.

Lemma 2.6. Let E_i = π^{−1}(p_i ) be the exceptional divisor of π at p_i .

(a) Ω^1_{~X |X} ∼= ⊕^k_{i=1}O_{Ei} (2E_i ).

(b) R^i π_∗Ω^1_{~X |X} ∼= ⊕^k_{j =1}H^i (O_{E j} (2E_j )) ⊗ O_{p j} , for i ≥ 0.

Proof. The sequence (iv) of [12, Lemma 15.4] in our setting is as follows: (5) 0 −→ T_{~X} −→ π^∗T_X −→ Q −→ 0 for the sheaf Q fitting into the sequence (i) of [12, Lemma 15.4] 0 −→ O_E (−1) −→ O^{⊕2}_E −→ Q −→ 0 with E = E_1 + ··· + E_k . Thus we have Q ∼= O_E (1). Dualizing the sequence (5), we get (6) 0 −→ π^∗Ω^1_X −→ Ω^1_{~X} −→ Ω^1_{~X |X} −→ 0,

where Ω^1_{~X |X} ∼= E xt^1_{~X} (Q,O_{~X} ) ∼= O_E (−2) ∼= ⊕^k_{i=1}O_{Ei} (2E_i ), proving the assertion (a). The assertion (b) follows directly from the definition of higher direct image R^i π_∗(−). □ Proposition 2.7. The push-forward π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) fits into an exact sequence

(7) 0 −→ Ω^1_X −→ π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) −→ ⊕^m_{j =1}O_{D j} (−Z_j ) −→ 0.

Proof. Applying the push-forward functor π_∗ to (6), together with π_∗O_{~X} ∼= O_X and R^i π_∗O_{~X} = 0 for i ≥ 1, we get an exact sequence

(8) 0 −→ Ω^1_X −→ π_∗Ω^1_{~X} −→ π_∗Ω^1_{~X |X} −→ 0,

and R^i π_∗Ω^1_{~X} ∼= R^i π_∗Ω^1_{~X |X} for i ≥ 1. Then by Lemma 2.6 we get π_∗Ω^1_{~X} ∼= Ω^1_X and R^1π_∗Ω^1_{~X} ∼=

R^1π_∗Ω^1_{~X |X} ∼= ⊕^k_{i=1}O_{pi} = O_Z .

Set E = E_i and p = p_i for some i. By tensoring the sequence (6) by O_E , we obtain

0 −→ Tor^1_{~X} (O_E (2E),O_E ) ∼= O_E (−1) −→ � π^∗Ω^1_X � |E −→ � Ω^1_{~X} � |E −→ O_E (−2) −→ 0.

Let us observe that, since � π^∗Ω^1_X � |E ∼= O ⊕2_E , it turns out that � Ω^1_{~X} � |E ∼= O_E (−2) ⊕ O_E (1) (which is

consistent with the fact that c_1 � Ω^1_{~X} � |E � = (π^∗K_X +E).E = −1). Now, given that ~D and E intersect transversally at a single point q ∈ E, we obtain the following commutative diagram

(9)

0 0 0

0 T_E (−log{q}) ∼= O_P1 (1) � T_{~X} (−log ~D) � |E N_{log ~D/{q}} 0

0 T_E ∼= O_P1 (2) � T_{~X} � |E N_{E| ~X} 0

O_q O_q

0 0.

∼=

∼=

From the middle vertical exact sequence, we obtain � Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) � |E ∼= O_{P1} (−1) ⊕ O_{P1} (1).

In particular, we have H^1 � Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D)_{|E} � = 0. Now by the Theorem on Formal Functions in [14, Section III.11] we have � R^1π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D)

�_∧ p ∼= lim_{←−} H^1 � E^{(n)}, � Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D)

�_{(n)}� , where E^{(n)} = ~X ×_X Spec(O_p /m^n_p ), with m_p the maximal ideal of the local ring, denotes the thickening of E with order n, admitting the exact sequence

(10) 0 −→ O_E (n) −→ O_E (n+1) −→ O_E (n) −→ 0, and � Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D)

�_{(n)} is the restriction to E^{(n)}; refer to [14, proof of Proposition V.3.4]. The long

exact sequence of cohomology associated to the sequence (10) tensored with Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) is as follows:

0 ∼= H^1 � Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) � |E (n) � −→ H^1 � Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D)

�_{(n+1)}� −→ H^1 � Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D)

�_{(n)}� −→ 0.

Thus we get that � R^1π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D)

�_∧ p is trivial. □

It turns out that the coherent sheaf π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) introduced in Proposition 2.7 will be the main object of study in this paper.

Definition 2.8. We will call the push-forward π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) the generalized logarithmic sheaf on X associated to the pair (D, Z ), and we will denote it by Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )). The sequence (6) is rewritten as (11) 0 −→ Ω^1_X −→ Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) −→ ⊕^m_{j =1}O_{D j} (−Z_j ) −→ 0,

and it is called the Poincaré residue sequence for Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )). When Z = �, one gets the usual logarithmic vector bundle Ω^1_X (log(D,�)) = Ω^1_X (logD).

Notice that Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) is defined as the push-forward of a torsion-free O_{~X} -sheaf with respect to a surjective map, hence, it is a torsion-free O_X -sheaf as well. The goal of the next result is to exactly determine its singular locus.

Proposition 2.9. The generalized logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) is a torsion-free sheaf which is not locally free exactly along Z . Furthermore, the canonical injection into its double is described by the following short exact sequence (12) 0 −→ Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) −→ Ω^1_X (logD) −→ O_Z −→ 0.

In particular, we have that � Ω^1_X (log(D, Z ))

�_{∨∨} ≃ Ω^1_X (logD).

Proof. Using the notation introduced at the beginning of the section, set ~D^′ = ~D +(E_1 +···+E_k ). Then by [4, Proposition 3.2 in Chapter II] one obtains an injection (13) π^∗Ω^1_X (logD) −→ Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D^′)

because π^∗Ω^1_X (logD) is locally free. Denote its cokernel by K and set ~Z = {q_1,..., q_k } where q_i = ~D ∩ E_i are the intersection points. Then we obtain the following commutative diagram

(14)

0 0 0

0 π^∗Ω^1_X π^∗Ω^1_X (logD) ⊕^m_{j =1}O_{~D j +π}−1_{(Z j )} 0

0 Ω^1_{~X} Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D^′) ⊕^m_{j =1} � O_{~D j} ⊕ (⊕_{pi ∈Z j} O_{Ei} ) � 0

0 ⊕^k_{i=1}O_{Ei} (−2) K O_{~Z} 0

0 0 0.

η_1

Note that the first horizontal sequence is the pull-back of the Poincaré residue sequence for Ω^1_X (logD) and the second horizontal sequence is the Poincaré residue sequence for Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D^′). The middle terms of these two sequences are related by the injection given by (13). Moreover, by its definition, such an injection factorizes through π^∗Ω^1_X �→ Ω^1_{~X} and therefore we obtain the commutative upper left square. We complete the diagram by the Snake Lemma. Finally, from the lower horizontal sequence, we obtain that K ∼= ⊕^k_{i=1}O_{Ei} (−1).

Now, applying the push-forward functor π_∗ to the middle vertical sequence, we obtain Ω^1_X (logD) ∼= π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D^′).

Again, take the push-forward functor π_∗ to the following exact sequence 0 −→ Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) −→ Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D^′) −→ ⊕^k_{i=1}O_{Ei} −→ 0 to obtain an injection from π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) into Ω^1_X (logD), whose cokernel K^′ is a subsheaf of ⊕^k_{i=1}π_∗O_{Ei} ∼= O_Z . From the following commutative diagram

(15)

0 0 Ω^1_X Ω^1_X

0 π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) Ω^1_X (logD) K^′ 0

0 ⊕^m_{j =1}O_{D j} (−Z_j ) ⊕^m_{j =1}O_{D j} O_Z 0

0 0, ∼=

∼= we get that K^′ is isomorphic to O_Z and the assertion follows. □ Remark 2.10. Recall that the sections of Ω^1_X (logD) around a point x ∈ X are meromorphic 1- forms of the form ω+u

�_{dz1}

z_1 � , where z_1 is the local defining equation for D in the local coordinate system 〈z_1, z_2〉. We see from Proposition 2.9 that the sections of Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) around a point x ∈ Z are meromorphic 1-forms of the same form as above with the additional condition that the holomorphic function u vanishes at x.

3. THE TORELLI PROPERTY FOR GENERALIZED LOGARITHMIC SHEAVES In this section we are going to set up the main problem we are interested in, namely, up to which point the generalized logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) defined in the previous section determines the pair (D, Z ) . By analogy with other well-studied settings, we are going to call it the Torelli problem for generalized logarithmic sheaves.

Question 3.1. Let X be a projective surface, and Z ⊂ X a finite set (possibly empty) of distinct points. For an effective line bundle L , set F(Z ,L ) ⊂ PH^0(L ⊗I_{Z ,X} ) consisting of smooth curves D from the linear system |L | passing through Z . Then the question we want to address is:

"Given two divisors D_1,D_2 ∈ F(Z ,L ) with Ω^1_X (log(D_1, Z )) ∼= Ω^1_X (log(D_2, Z )), do we have D_1 = D_2?"

If the answer is positive, then we say that the Torelli property holds for (the divisors in) F(Z ,L ).

First of all, in order to understand the dependency of the Torelli property with respect to the choice of the general set of points Z ⊂ X , let Z^′ ⊂ X be a second set of distinct points and let Z^{′′} = Z ∪ Z^′. Let us define ~X := Bl_Z X and ~X^′ := Bl_Z ′′ X . Since there exists an isomorphism between ~X \π^{−1}(Z ) and X \Z , we are going to identify the points Z^′ in X with their preimages in ~X . Let us consider the composition of blow-up morphisms:

(16) π^{′′} : ~X^{′ π′}−→ ~X^π−→ X Now we have two possibilities to study:

3.1. Divisors D ⊂ X that contain the larger set of points Z^{′′}. In this case we are considering divisors D from the linear system |L | in F(Z^{′′},L ) ⊂ F(Z ,L ). Therefore, in order to have a consistent definition for the Torelli property, we have to prove the following. Proposition 3.2. For two given divisors D_1,D_2 ∈ F(Z^{′′},L ) with Ω^1_X (log(D_1, Z^{′′})) ∼= Ω^1_X (log(D_2, Z^{′′})), we have Ω^1_X (log(D_1, Z )) ∼= Ω^1_X (log(D_2, Z )) Proof. In ~X we can consider the aforementioned short exact sequence 0 −→ Ω^1_{~X} (log( ~D, Z^′) −→ Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D) −→ O_Z ′ −→ 0 for D = D_i . Taking push-forward with respect to π, we have 0 −→ Ω^1_X (log(D, Z^{′′})) −→ Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) −→ O_Z ′ −→ 0 from the fact that R^1π_∗Ω^1_{~X} (log( ~D, Z^′)) ∼= 0 since Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D, Z^′) is locally free along Z . If we let φ : Ω^1_X (log(D_1, Z^{′′}))^{∼=}−→ Ω^1_X (log(D_2, Z^{′′})) be an isomorphism, then we can complete the following diagram

0 Ω^1_X (log(D_1, Z^{′′})) Ω^1_X (log(D_1, Z )) O_Z ′ 0

0 Ω^1_X (log(D_2, Z^{′′})) Ω^1_X (log(D_2, Z )) O_Z ′ 0 φ ψ

∼= as soon as we prove that Ext^1_X (O_Z ′ ,Ω^1_X (log(D_2, Z ))) is trivial. This follows easily from the localto-global spectral sequence taking into account that the intersection of the support of O_Z ′ and the singular points of Ω^1_X (log(D_2, Z )) is empty. Therefore, we can construct an isomorphism ψ : Ω^1_X (log(D_1, Z ))^{∼=}−→ Ω^1_X (log(D_2, Z )), as required. □ Remark 3.3. Notice that the previous proposition was already known in the particular case Z = � by Proposition 2.9.

Corollary 3.4. Let Z ⊂ Z^{′′} ⊂ X general set of points. If the Torelli property holds for F(Z ,L ), then it also holds for F(Z^{′′},L ).

The previous observations drive us to consider the following problem: given a projective surface X and an effective line bundle L on X , which is the minimal cardinality of a general set of points Z ⊂ X such that the Torelli property holds for F(Z ,L )? In Section 4 we are going to address this question in the case of arbitrary line bundles on the projective plane P^2. 3.2. Divisors D ⊂ X such that D ∩Z^′ = �. Let D ⊂ X be a divisor such that Z ⊂ D_{sm} and Z^′ ∩D = �. Let ~D (resp. ~D^′) be the strict transform of D in ~X (resp. in ~X^′), according to notation from (16).

Remark 3.5. It follows from Proposition 2.7 that π^′_∗Ω^1_{~X ′} (log ~D^′) ∼= Ω^1_{~X} (log ~D). In other words, we have the following isomorphism Ω^1_X (log(D, Z )) ∼= (π ∘ π^′)_∗Ω^1_{~X ′} (log ~D^′), where ~D^′ is the strict transform of ~D in ~X^′.

This allows us to study logarithmic bundles in more general blown-up surfaces, a problem that will be tackled in Section 5. In particular, we would like to check if the Torelli property holds for the linear system | ~D^′| on ~X^′. As an immediate consequence of Remark 3.5, we have the following result.

Lemma 3.6. If the Torelli property holds for the pair (D, Z ) on X , then the Torelli property holds for the linear system | ~D^′| on ~X^′.

On the other hand, the reciprocal implication does not hold in general, as we will see combining the previous Lemma with Remark 5.3. Indeed, in Section 5 we are going to study deeply this issues in the particular case of the smooth cubic surface S ⊂ P^3.

4. GENERALIZED LOGARITHMIC SHEAVES WITH FIXED POINTS INSIDE THE DIVISOR

In this section we will place ourselves on the setting of Subsection 3.1 for the particular case of the projective plane. In other words, we are going to consider the generalized logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_{P2} (log(D, Z )) on P^2 associated to a pair (D, Z ), where D ⊂ P^2 is a smooth curve of degree d and Z is a set of k distinct points on D. In Section 5, in order to follow the path proposed in Subsection 3.2, we are going to study an analogous setting but with respect to a set of point without intersection with the curves under consideration.

Fix k distinct points Z = {p_1,... , p_k } on P^2 in general position and set F_d (Z ) := F(Z ,O_P2 (d)) ⊂ PH^0(I_{Z ,P}2 (d)) consisting of the smooth curves of degree d passing through Z . We are going to answer to Question 3.1 in this setting.

Recall that a hypersurface D ⊂ P^n is of Sebastiani-Thom type if its defining polynomial can be written, after choosing properly a coordinate system, as a sum of two polynomials on disjoint sets of variables. For instance, any hyperplane is of Sebastiani-Thom type. Analogously, any quadric hypersurface in the projective space is of Sebastiani-Thom type, since its defining equation can be written as a sum of squares.

If d ≥ 3 we already know, by [21, Theorem 1], that the Torelli property holds for any smooth hypersurface not of Sebastiani-Thom type. Focusing on the projective plane, this implies, in particular, that for any d ≥ 3 and Z ⊂ P^2, the Torelli property holds for any pair (D, Z ), for D in the open subset U ⊂ F_d (Z ) consisting on smooth curves not of Sebastiani-Thom type. Indeed, if for two D_1,D_2 smooth curves not of Sebastiani-Thom type, the associated generalized logarithmic sheaves are isomorphic,

Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_1, Z_1)) ∼= Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_2, Z_2)),

then, taking their double duals, we obtain from Proposition 2.9 that

Ω^1_{P2} (logD_1) ∼= Ω^1_{P2} (logD_2).

The mentioned result [21, Theorem 1] implies that the curves D_1 and D_2 coincide. Furthermore, we also have that Z_1 = Z_2 because these sets are the respectively singular locus of isomorphic sheaves (see Proposition 2.9).

Let us denote the different cases to be studied by the degree of the curve and the number of fixed points, i.e., by the pair (d,k). Notice that, for Question 3.1 not to be trivial, we need to have at least two different curves in F_d (Z ). Therefore, the pair (d,k) should be chosen to satisfy h^0(I_{Z ,P}2 (d)) ≥ 2 so that the number k of fixed points does not determine completely the curve. Thus, we will first consider Question 3.1 for

(17) (d,k) ∈ {(1,0),(1,1),(2,0),(2,1),(2,2),(2,3),(2,4)}.

The three first cases on the list are easily handled. Indeed, recall that we have Ω^1_{P2} (logL) ∼= O_P2 (−1)^{⊕2}, Ω^1_{P2} (logQ) ∼= T_P2 (−2), for any line L and any smooth conic Q in P^2; see, for example, [6] and [1], or apply Lemma 2.2. Moreover, if p ∈ L is a point on a line L ⊂ P^2, then the sequence (12) gives Ω^1_{P2} (log(L,{p})) ∼= I_{{p},P}2 (−1) ⊕ O_P2 (−1).

Therefore, the Torelli property does not hold for F_1({p}).

In Section 4.1, we will deal with the rest of the cases listed in (17), that means we will consider a conic and fix at least one point on it.

Finally, in Section 4.2, we will consider cubic curves of Sebastiani-Thom type. 4.1. Conics with fixed points. We now consider the case of generalized logarithmic sheaves associated to conics. In this case, an important tool to study them will be the description of their restriction to lines. Before Example 2.4 we recalled the definition of jumping line for a vector bundle on a projective space. This notion can be generalized for arbitrary coherent sheaves. In the particular case of rank two coherent sheaves, we give the definition as follows. Definition 4.1. For a coherent sheaf E on P^2 of rank two with first Chern class c_1 ∈ {−1,0}, a line L ⊂ P^2 is said to be a jumping line of E if h^1(E (−1−c_1)_{|L}) > 0. Again we denote the set of jumping lines of E by S(E ).

Remark 4.2. Notice that, when E is a vector bundle of rank two with Chern class c_1 = −1 (resp. c_1 = 0), L is a jumping line if and only if E_{|L} ≇ O_P1 (−1) ⊕ O_P1 (resp. E_{|L} ≇ O_P1 ⊕ O_P1 ), namely E_{|L} has not the generic expected splitting type.

We will see that the case (d,k) = (2,3) plays a particular role. Let us start to describe it in the following remark.

Remark 4.3. Fix a smooth conic Q passing through three points Z = {p_1, p_2, p_3} in general position. Then, directly from Definition 2.8, the generalized logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) fits into the following exact sequence (18) 0 −→ Ω^1_{P2} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) −→ O_Q (−Z ) −→ 0, where O_Q (−Z ) is the ideal sheaf of Z inside Q. Recall that the inclusion Z ⊂ Q induces a reversed inclusion of the respective ideals, which implies the following short exact sequence 0 −→ I_{Q,P}2 −→ I_{Z ,P}2 −→ O_Q (−Z ) −→ 0.

Having that I_{Q,P}2 ≃ O_P2 (−2) and I_{Z ,P}2 admits a free resolution 0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^{⊕2} −→ O_P2 (−2)^{⊕3} −→ I_{Z ,P}2 −→ 0, we obtain, through the Mapping Cone (see [24, Section 1.5.1]), a free resolution for O_Q (−Z ): 0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^{⊕2} −→ O_P2 (−2)^{⊕2} −→ O_Q (−Z ) −→ 0.

Then, considering the resolution Ω^1_{P2} and applying the Horseshoe Lemma (see [24, Lemma 2.2.8]) to the sequence (18), we obtain the exact sequence (19) 0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^{⊕3 M}−→ O_P2 (−2)^{⊕5} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) −→ 0, that is, a Steiner type resolution; see for example [6, Definition 3.1]. Notice in principle that the Horseshoe Lemma would apply only to the associated modules of twisted global sections.

However, since the three sheaves in (18) have no global sections and H^1(Ω^1_{P2} (t)) = 0 for t > 0, the Horseshoe Lemma can be also applied to (18). In particular, Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) is a stable sheaf of rank two on P^2 with the Chern classes (c_1,c_2) = (−1,4).

Proposition 4.4. Fix a set Z = {p_1,..., p_k } ⊂ P^2 of k distinct points on a smooth conic Q ⊂ P^2. Among the extensions (20) 0 −→ Ω^1_{P2} −→ F −→ O_Q (−Z ) −→ 0, there exists a unique middle term F exactly singular along Z , namely F ∼= Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )). Proof. Let us assume that the sheaf F defined by the sequence (20) is singular along Z . Since O_Q (−Z ) is supported on a proper subvariety of P^2, we have that Hom_P2 (O_Q (−Z ),O_P2 ) = 0 and then by dualizing the exact sequence given in (20) we get 0 −→ F^∨ −→ T_P2 −→ O_Q (Z ) ⊗ O_P2 (2) −→ E xt^1_{P2} (F ,O_P2 ) ∼= O_Z −→ 0.

The latter sequence decomposes into the following two short exact sequences � � � 0 −→ F^∨ −→ T_P2 −→ O_Q ⊗ O_P2 (2) −→ 0;

0 −→ O_Q ⊗ O_P2 (2) −→ O_Q(Z ) ⊗ O_P2 (2) −→ O_Z −→ 0.

The first exact sequence is unique. Indeed, notice that every surjection of type T_P2 −→ O_Q (2) factorizes through the restriction of the tangent bundle on the conic Q, i.e., it can be described by the composition T_P2^π−→ T_P2 ⊗ O_Q ∼= O_Q ({q_1, q_2, q_3})^{⊕2 f}−→ O_Q (2), with {q_1, q_2, q_3} three points on the conic. Observe that, by the isomorphism Q ∼= P^1, the second map can be rewritten as O_P1 (3)^{⊕2 f}−→ O_P1 (4) −→ 0.

This implies that f is unique, up to isomorphism; in particular, it can be represented by two linearly independent linear forms that give a basis of H^0 � O_P1 (1) � . This implies that, again up to isomorphism, there is a unique vector bundle that is the kernel of (f ∘ π). Specifically, it is the vector bundle T_P2 (−2).

The second exact sequence is uniquely determined by the polynomial of degree k on Q vanishing along Z , which represents the injective map of the sequence.

Putting everything together, this implies the uniqueness of the sheaf F , because we can recover F as the kernel of the composition F^{∨∨} −→ E xt^1_{P2} (O_Q ⊗ O_P2 (2),O_P2 ) ∼= O_Q −→ O_Z , which is obtained from the dual of the first sequence and the twist of the second one.

Let us remark that if a sheaf F in the sequence (20) is singular along a proper subscheme Z^′ ⊂ Z then the surjection T_P2 −→ T_P2 ⊗ O_Q ∼= O_Q({q_1, q_2, q_3})^{⊕2} −→ O_Q (Z \ Z^′ ) ⊗ O_P2 (2) is no more unique. □

The following result will tell us that the jumping lines of Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) are the expected ones, i.e., the ones passing through any two points of Z and the ones passing through a point of Z and tangent to the curve Q.

Proposition 4.5. For Z = {p_1,..., p_k } ⊂ P^2 a set of k ≥ 3 distinct points in a smooth conic Q ⊂ P^2, we have S � Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z ) � = � L_{i j} | 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k � ∪ � T_i Q | 1 ≤ i ≤ k � , where L_{i j} is the line passing through p_i and p_j , and T_i Q is the tangent line of Q at p_i . Proof. From the sequence (12) we get that the lines L_{i j} ’s are jumping. Indeed, restricting (12) to L_{i j} , we get an exact sequence 0 −→ O_{pi} ⊕ O_{p j} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z ))_{|Li j} −→ O_{Li j} (−1) ⊕ O_{Li j} −→ O_{pi} ⊕ O_{p j} −→ 0.

Denoting by G the image of the middle map Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z ))_{|Li j} −→ O_{Li j} (−1) ⊕ O_{Li j} , we verify directly that h^1(Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z ))_{|Li j} ) = h^1(G ). This proves that h^1(Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z ))_{|Li j} ) ≥ 1.

Assume that k = 3 and then, as seen before, we have 0 −→ Ω^1_{P2} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) −→ O_Q (−Z ) −→ 0 and a resolution determined by a matrix of linear forms, that is a Steiner sheaf:

0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^{⊕3 M}−→ O_P2 (−2)^{⊕5} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) −→ 0.

According to Proposition 4.4, such a sheaf, singular along Z , is unique.

On the other hand, up to a projective automorphism, we may assume Q = V (x_0x_1 + x_1x_2 + x_2x_0) and consider the matrix M = � � x_0 x_1 x_2 0 0 ax_0 bx_1 ax_2 x_0 −x_2 bx_0 ax_1 ax_2 x_1 x_1 + x_2

� � t . which defines a Steiner sheaf F , that fits as well in the short exact sequences (18) and (19) replacing Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )). Then F is a non-locally free sheaf with singularity at three points p_0 = [1 : 0 : 0], p_1 = [0 : 1 : 0], p_2 = [0 : 0 : 1], and F^{∨∨} ∼= T_P2 (−2) ∼= Ω^1_{P2} (logQ). By unicity this gives F ∼= Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )). Notice that the three tangent lines V (x_i ) for i = 0,1,2 are jumping lines for F . Furthermore, we can observe that, for

u_0 = (0,1,1,0, a − b)^t , u_1 = (1,0,1, a − b,−a + b)^t , u_2 = (1,1,0,b − 1,0)^t , each Mu_i is divisible by x_j + x_k , whenever we have {i, j,k} = {0,1,2}. This implies that the three additional lines V (x_0 + x_1), V (x_1 + x_2) and V (x_2 + x_0) are also jumping lines for F ; these three additional lines are the tangent lines to D at each p_i . Let us explain why in a few words. By restriction of the free resolution of F to one of these six lines, say L, we obtain:

0 −→ O_L(−3)^{⊕3 ML}−→ O_L(−2)^{⊕5} −→ F ⊗ O_L −→ 0. In the long exact sequence of cohomology we have:

H^1(O_L(−3)^{⊕3})^{ML}−→ H^1(O_P2 (−2)^{⊕5}) −→ H^1(F ⊗ O_L) −→ 0. The Serre duality provides the isomorphisms H^1(O_L(−3)^{⊕3}) ∼= H^0(O_L(1)^{⊕3})^∨ and H^1(O_L(−2)^{⊕5}) ∼= H^0(O^{⊕5}_L )^∨, which identify H^1(F ⊗ O_L) with the kernel of the transpose matrix (M_L)^t . Since each one of the six lines gives a nonzero vector in this kernel, this proves that h^1(F ⊗ O_L) ≥ 1. Let L be a line passing through only one of the points p_i with i = 1,2,3 and not tangent to Q. Consider the following restriction diagram � Ω^1_{P2} � |L ∼= O_L(−2) ⊕ O_L(−1) //

φ **UUUUU

UUUUU

UUUUU UU � Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) � |L fflffl � Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q)) � |L ∼= O_L(−1) ⊕ O_L

Due to the Key Restriction Lemma 2.2, we have that φ defines an isomorphism between the two O_L(−1) summands. Hence � Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) � |L ∼= O_L(−1)⊕2 ⊕ O_{pi} , i.e., L cannot be a jumping line.

Therefore, we get the assertion for k = 3.

Assume now that Z is a set of k + 1 distinct points, and denote F_{k+1} and F_k , the sheaves singular along Z and along a subscheme Z^′ ⊂ Z of k points, respectively. Then we have an exact sequence 0 −→ F_{k+1} −→ F_k −→ O_{Z \Z} ′ −→ 0.

Outside Z \ Z^′ , their jumping lines coincide. So, choosing the

�_{k+1} k � = k + 1 subschemes Z^′ of length k in Z , we verify that the jumping lines are the

�_{k+1} 2 � lines joining two points from Z and the tangent lines to Q along Z (the k vertices of the k-gon) by inductive hypothesis. This concludes the assertion. □

We are ready to state the main result of this section.

Theorem 4.6. The Torelli property holds for F_2(Z ) if and only if |Z | ≥ 3;

Proof. Note that the case |Z | ≥ 5 is obvious, since any five points determine at most one smooth conic. Recall that for a set Z = {p_1,... , p_k } ⊂ P^2 of k distinct points in general position and a smooth conic Q ⊂ P^2 containing Z , we have the double dual exact sequence

(21) 0 −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) −→ Ω^1_{P2} (logQ) ∼= T_P2 (−2) −→ O_Z −→ 0,

fitting into the following commutative diagram

(22)

0 0 0 Ω^1_{P2} Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) O_Q (−Z ) 0

0 Ω^1_{P2} Ω^1_{P2} (logQ)) ∼= T_P2 (−2) O_Q 0

O_Z O_Z

0 0.

∼=

∼=

From the middle vertical sequence of (22) we get that the sheaf Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) is a kernel of a surjection T_P2 (−2) → O_Z , which induces a surjection � T_P2 (−2) � Z → O_Z on stalks. Thus we get a morphism

F_2(Z ) −→ P^1 × ··· × P^1

� � �

k copies

∼=^k� i=1 PHom(T_P2 (−2)_{pi} ,O_{pi} ).

Since F_2(Z ) is an open Zariski subset of P^{5−k} ∼= PH^0(I_{Z ,P}2 (2)), by dimension counting the map is not injective for k = 1,2, i.e., the Torelli property does not hold.

The assertion holds for k = 3,4 by Proposition 4.5, because k points on a smooth conic, determined by the singular locus of the logarithmic sheaf, together with the k tangent lines at the k points, determined by its jumping lines, fix the conic. □

As a direct consequence, we have the following result.

Corollary 4.7. Let Q be a smooth conic in F_2(Z ) for Z = {p_1, p_2, p_3}. Then the sheaf Ω^1_{P2} (log(Q, Z )) is stable. In particular, we have a generically one-to-one rational map

Φ_Z : P^2 = PH^0(I_{Z ,P}2 (2)) M_P2 (−1,4),

where M_P2 (−1,4) is the moduli space of stable sheaves of rank two on P^2 with Chern classes (c_1,c_2) = (−1,4).

Remark 4.8. The moduli space M_P2 (c_1,c_2) of semistable sheaves of rank two on P^2 with the Chern classes (c_1,c_2) is an irreducible variety of dimension 4c_2 −c^2_1 −3, and it is expressed as the following disjoint union M_P2 (c_1,c_2) = � δ≥0 M_P2 (c_1,c_2)^δ,

where M_P2 (c_1,c_2)^δ consists of the semistable sheaves F in M_P2 (c_1,c_2) with c_2(F^{∨∨}) = c_2 − δ. Notice that M_P2 (c_1,c_2)^0 consists of the locally free sheaves, and in [15] the natural map

Ψ : M_P2 (c_1,c_2) −→ � δ≥0 M_P2 (c_1,c_2 − δ)^0 × Sym^δ(P^2)

defined by sending F to a pair (F^{∨∨},coker(F → F^{∨∨})) is shown to be a morphism of projective varieties, where the target space is called the Uhlenbeck compactification. Since the image of the composite Ψ ∘ Φ_Z is a single point (T_P2 (−2), Z_{123}), we obtain a generically one-to-one rational map Φ_Z : P^2 = PH^0(I_{Z ,P}2 (2)) Ψ^{−1}((T_P2 (−2), Z_{123})).

Note that the fibre Ψ^{−1}((T_P2 (−2), Z_{123}), parametrizing the kernels of the surjection T_P2 (−2) → O_{Z123} , is isomorphic to P^1 × P^1 × P^1. It might be an interesting question to specify the linear system defining the map Φ_Z . One of the possible ingredients for answering to the question, would be to investigate the logarithmic sheaves associated to singular conics.

4.2. Plane cubic curves. As stated at the beginning of the current section, the question, regarding the Torelli problem, we will focus on Sebastiani-Thom type curves of degree three. In particular, in this section we will prove that the Torelli property does not hold for the generalized logarithmic sheaf associated to the pair (D, Z ) of a cubic curve D of Sebastiani-Thom type and a fixed set of points Z , except for the trivial case when Z already determines the curve D. More precisely, we are going to show that for any cubic curve D of Sebastiani-Thom type and any set Z of three aligned inflection points of D, the pair (D, Z ) belongs to a one-dimensional family of curves with the same generalized logarithmic sheaf.

Let D = V (f ) be a smooth cubic curve in P^2 and T_P2 (−logD) its logarithmic tangent bundle. It is well known (see for instance [20]) that T_P2 (−logD) is a stable vector bundle of rank two with Chern classes (c_1,c_2) = (0,3) that fits into an exact sequence

0 −→ O_P2 (−3) −→ O_P2 (−1)^{⊕3} −→ T_P2 (−logD) −→ 0,

By [2] its set of jumping lines S_D := S � (T_P2 (−logD)) � is a cubic curve in (P^2)^∨. Because of the above resolution we get that � T_P2 (−logD) � |L ∼= O_L(−a) ⊕ O_L(a) for a ∈ {0,1}, i.e., the jumping lines of T_P2 (−logD) are all of order 1. Even if the jumping order is at most 1, the curve of jumping lines is sometimes singular. Let us recall below the behaviour of jumping lines (see also [20, Proposition 5]). We denote by 〈∇f 〉 the vector space Vect(∂_x f ,∂_y f ,∂_z f ).

Proposition 4.9. Let L be a line in P^2 and denote by ℓ both its corresponding point in (P^2)^∨ and its defining linear form.

(1) l ∈ S_D if and only if it exists a linear form h such that (ℓ · h) ∈ 〈∇f 〉. (2) S_D is singular at ℓ if and only if (ℓ^2) ∈ 〈∇f 〉. (3) If S_D is singular, then it is a triangle.

Proof. In order to simplify the notation let us set F := T_P2 (−logD). A line L is a jumping line if H^0(F (−1) ⊗ O_L) ≠ 0. Dualizing the resolution for F (1) and restricting it to L, we obtain

0 −→ F (−1) ⊗ O_L −→ O^{⊕3}_L^{〈∇f 〉|L}−→ O_L(2) −→ 0.

The line L is a jumping line if and only if the restricted map (∇f )_{|L} is no longer an injection. This proves the first point.

According to [16, Theorem 3.7] the line L is a singular point of S_D if and only if L is again a jumping line (actually the unique jumping line) for the stable bundle E ∈ M_P2 (−1,2) defined by the exact sequence 0 −→ E −→ F −→ O_L(−1) −→ 0.

Let us precise that the surjection above is just the composition

F → F ⊗ O_L = O_L(1) ⊕ O_L(−1) → O_L(−1)

and that E is stable because H^0(E ) = 0.

Choosing a global section of T_P2 (−logD) ⊗ O_P2 (1), its zero locus is a complete intersection of two conics that are linear combinations of the derivatives of f , and L is a line meeting this locus along two points. When this induces a section of E (1), its zero locus is two points again on L. This shows that the zero locus of the chosen global section of T_P2 (−logD) ⊗ O_P2 (1) is the complete intersection of a double line supporting L by another conic. Thus we have

ℓ^2 ∈ 〈∇f 〉.

The third assertion is proved in [20, Proposition 5]. □

Remark 4.10. One can describe the jumping lines of T_P2 (−logD) ∼= Ω^1_{P2} (logD) for a cubic curve D of a Sebastiani-Thom type as before. Indeed, recall that any smooth cubic curve is projectively equivalent to a Hesse cubic of the form x^3 + y^3 + z^3 + 3ax yz = 0 for some a ∈ C (see [7]) and when D is of Sebastiani-Thom type, the corresponding Hesse equation is the Fermat curve x^3 + y^3 + z^3 = 0. In the system of conics 〈x^2, y^2, z^2〉 spanned by the partial derivatives of f , there are exactly three double lines, and this implies that S_D is the triangle defined by α_0α_1α_2 = 0. Here the line α_0 = 0 is dual to the point [x : y : z] = [1 : 0 : 0] and similarly α_1,α_2 are defined.

Indeed, each line in the triangle passes through 3 points out of ℓ_1,...,ℓ_9. We get the same assertion for smooth cubic curves defined by a_0x^3+a_1 y^3+a_2z^3 = 0 with each a_i ∈ C^×. More explicitly, we have a resolution given by

0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^M−→ O_P2 (−1)^{⊕3} −→ T_P2 (−logD) −→ 0,

with M = � x^2 y^2 z^2

�_t

. By direct computation, we have that � T_P2 (−logD) � |L ∼= � O_L(−1) ⊕ O_L(1) if L ∩ {[1 : 0 : 0],[0 : 1 : 0],[0 : 0 : 1]} ≠ �;

O^{⊕2}_L for every other line L.

In particular, the Torelli property does not hold for cubic curves of Sebastiani-Thom type.

As a direct consequence of the previous description of the jumping lines of the logarithmic sheaf associated to a Sebastiani-Thom type cubic, we can observe the following situation: whenever the set of jumping lines S_{D1} and S_{D2} of the respective logarithmic sheaves of two Sebastiani-Thom type cubics D_1 and D_2 are different, then we have that Ω^1_{P2} (logD_1) ≁= Ω^1_{P2} (logD_2). Therefore, it is enough to consider the Torelli problem for divisors which share the same triangle of jumping lines. Up to a projective transformation, we can suppose the triangle to be defined by x yz = 0 and the inflection points of the cubic on the line defined by z = 0 to be p_i = [1 : η^i : 0], for i = 0,1,2 and η a third root of the unity. In other words, one may consider the family of Sebastiani-Thom type cubics defined as

ST(3)_0 = � V (x^3 − y^3 + az^3) | a ∈ C^× � . Consider also the set of three points W = {[1 : 0 : 0],[0 : 1 : 0],[0 : 0 : 1]}, which do not belong to any curve in ST(3)_0. In the next theorem we are going to see that the generalized logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_{P2} (log(D, Z )) does not determine the cubic curve D ∈ ST(3)_0, unless Z ⊂ D already determines D unambiguously. On the other hand, in Subsection 5.3 we will see that the Torelli property holds for the strict transforms of the curves from ST(3)_0 in the blown-up surface Bl_W P^2.

Theorem 4.11. The Torelli property does not hold for pairs (D, Z ) of cubic curves D of Sebastiani- Thom type and points Z on them, unless Z determines uniquely D.

Moreover, for any cubic curve D of Sebastiani-Thom type and any set Z of three aligned inflection points of D, the pair (D, Z ) belongs to a one-dimensional family of curves that share the same generalized logarithmic sheaf.

Let D be a smooth cubic curve of Sebastiani-Thom type. As observed before, after a proper change of coordinates, we can suppose that D belongs to the one-dimensional family ST(3)_0, consisting of the cubic curves D_a of Sebastiani-Thom type, defined as

D_a = V (x^3 − y^3 + az^3)

with a ∈ C^×. All of D_a share the same three inflection points p_i = [1 : η^i : 0], for i = 0,1,2 and η a third root of unity, on the line z = 0. Furthermore, the one-dimensional family we have just considered describes all of cubics of Sebastiani-Thom type that share these inflections points with the fixed curve D.

By direct computation and as observed in Remark 4.10 (or also explained in [20, Remark 8]), all of these curves have the same associated logarithmic vector bundle.

Now we fix points Z ⊂ D and investigate the Torelli property for all possible pair (D_a, Z ). Notice that if Z contains a non-inflection point, there exists a unique curve D_a ∈ ST(3)_0 passing through Z and then the Torelli property obviously holds. Notice also that, analogously, the curve is uniquely determined when Z is formed by inflection points not contained in the line z = 0. Thus we may assume Z ⊂ {p_0, p_1, p_2}, i.e., a subset of the three inflection points on the line z = 0.

Remark 4.12. We are aware that, if we prove that the Torelli property does not hold for the pair (D,{p_0, p_1, p_2}), i.e., considering all three inflection points, then, due to Proposition 3.2, the Torelli property does not hold automatically for (D, Z ) for any Z ⊂ {p_0, p_1, p_2}. Nevertheless, we will see that the proposed method of the proof is constructive, in the sense that we start by fixing one inflection point and afterwards we add a second and a third one, relating the given generalized logarithmic sheaves from two consecutive steps.

(A) Case |Z | = 1

Let us first consider all possible pairs (D_a, Z ), being Z = {p_0} (recall p_0 = [1 : 1 : 0]), for any cubic curve D_a in the family described above.

Then, in this case, Theorem 4.11 follows from the following result, that shows how the defining matrix of the associated generalized logarithmic sheaf is independent of the value of a.

Proposition 4.13. The minimal free resolution of Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})), for any a ∈ C^×, is of the form

0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^{⊕2 Ñ}−→ O_P2 (−2)^{⊕2} ⊕ O_P2 (−1)^{⊕2} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) −→ 0,

with

Ñ = � y − x z 0 0 0 x + y y^2 z^2

�_t . Proof. We start by applying the Horseshoe Lemma (see [24, Lemma 2.2.8]), which can be applied as in Remark 4.3, to the short exact sequence

(23) 0 −→ Ω^1_{P2} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) −→ I_{{p0},Da} −→ 0

in order to find a resolution for Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})). From the short exact sequence

0 −→ I_{Da ,P}2 −→ I_{{p0},P}2 −→ I_{{p0},Da} −→ 0,

that relates the two ideal sheaves I_{Da ,P}2 and I_{{p0},P}2 , respectively of the cubic curve and of one point in P^2, with I_{{p0},Da} , the ideal sheaf of the point in the curve, it is possible to construct the following resolution of I_{{p0},Da} ,

0 −→ O_P2 (−3) ⊕ O_P2 (−2)^{M0}−→ O_P2 (−1)^{⊕2} −→ I_{{p0},Da} −→ 0,

where

M_0 = � x^2 + x y + y^2 az^2 −z x − y

�_t . From this, applying the Horseshoe Lemma at the sequence (23), we get the resolution

(24) 0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^{⊕2} ⊕ O_P2 (−2)^N−→ O_P2 (−2)^{⊕3} ⊕ O_P2 (−1)^{⊕2} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a ,{p_0})) −→ 0 with N = � � x y z 0 0 l_1 l_2 l_3 x^2 + x y + y^2 az^2 m_1 m_2 m_3 −z x − y

� � t

with m_i forms of degree zero and l_i forms of degree one, for i = 1,2,3.

Notice that, being Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) not locally free along p_0 (see Proposition 2.9), the evaluation of N at the point p_0 = [1 : 1 : 0] cannot have maximal rank. This directly implies that m := m_1 = m_2 and m_3 = 0.

Our next goal is to prove that the coefficients m_1 and m_2 are different from zero, which implies that the resolution (24) can be “simplified”. Suppose it cannot be, i.e., let us suppose that m_1 = m_2 = m_3 = 0. Under such assumption, we have the following commutative diagram

(25)

0 0 0

0 O_P2 (−2) O_P2 (−1)^{⊕2} I_{{p0},P}2 0

0 O_P2 (−3)^{⊕2} ⊕ O_P2 (−2) O_P2 (−2)^{⊕3} ⊕ O_P2 (−1)^{⊕2} Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0}))0

0 O_P2 (−3)^{⊕2} O_P2 (−2)^{⊕3} G 0

0 0 0 A B

for A = � −z x − y � and B = � x y z l_1 l_2 l_3 � . Furthermore, considering the rank 1 coherent sheaf G

obtained in the previous diagram, take its associated canonical exact sequence defined by

(26)

0 T_G G G^{∨∨} Q 0

I_{Δ,P}2 (−α) 0 0

being T_G the maximal torsion subsheaf of G and G^{∨∨} the double dual of G which is known to be reflexive and, therefore, a locally free sheaf in this case (see [17, Section II.1]). This implies that the splitting of the exact sequence gives us a sheaf of ideals I_{Δ,P}2 (−α), with Δ a 0-dimensional scheme in the projective plane and α ≥ 0.

Restricting the right vertical sequence in Diagram (25) and Sequence (26) to the generic line L (not passing through {p_0}) in the projective plane, we obtain the following composition of surjections � Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) � |L ≃ � Ω^1_{P2} (logD_a) � |L ≃ O^{⊕2}_L ↠ G_{|L} ↠ � I_{Δ,P}2 (−α) � |L ≃ O_L(−α).

This implies that, necessarily, α = 0 and therefore T_G is supported on a 0-dimensional scheme. From the fact that H^0 (G ) = 0, computed directly from the bottom row of Diagram (25), we get

T_G = 0 and hence G ≃ I_{Δ,P}2 . From such isomorphism, dualizing the right vertical sequence in Diagram (25), we would get 0 → O_P2 → � Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0}))

�_∨ ≃ T_P2 (−logD_a), which leads to contradiction, because the logarithmic tangent bundle associated to a Sebastiani- Thom cubic has no global section.

As a consequence, m = m_1 = m_2 ≠ 0 and we can simplify the resolution in (24) to get 0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^{⊕2 ~N}−→ O_P2 (−2)^{⊕2} ⊕ O_P2 (−1)^{⊕2} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a ,{p_0})) −→ 0 with ~N = � y − x z 0 0 l_2 − l_1 l_3 x^2 + x y + y^2 +^{l1z}_m −^{l3x}_m az^2 +^{l1 y}_m −^{l2x}_m �t . This matrix, and in particular its non zero entries in the first row, implies an injective map 0 → I_{{p0},P}2 (−1) → Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})), for which we can consider the associated injective map of graded modules 0 → I := ⊕H^0_∗(I_{{p0},P}2 (−1))^{^φ}−→ F := H^0_∗(Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) and denote by K its cokernel module. From the description of the matrix ~N, it is possible to apply the mapping cone procedure to obtain a graded free resolution of the module K, that is of the form 0 −→ S(−3)

(q_1 q_2)

−−−−−−→ S(−1)^{⊕2} −→ K −→ 0 where q_1 = x^2 + x y + y^2 +^{l1z}_m −^{l3x}_m and q_2 = az^2 +^{l1 y}_m −^{l2x}_m . Therefore, K is the graded ideal I_Q of the complete intersection Q defined by the two conics q_1 and q_2, twisted by one. Sheafifying the considered short exact sequence of modules, we have that the sheaf Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0}) can also be described as an extension (27) 0 −→ I_{{p0},P}2 (−1)^φ−→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0}) −→ I_{Q,P}2 (1) −→ 0, where Q is the 0-dimensional scheme of length 4 obtained before. Moreover, because of the resolution of Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0}), the two forms q_1 and q_2 cannot have a linear common factor. Dualizing Sequence (27), we obtain a long exact sequence

(28)

0 −→ O_P2 (1) −→ Ω^1_{P2} (logD_a) −→ O_P2 (1) −→ E xt^1_{P2} (I_{Q,P}2 (1),O_P2 ) −→ E xt^1_{P2} (Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a ,{p_0}),O_P2 )^ψ−→ E xt^1_{P2} (I_{{p0},P}2 (−1),O_P2 ) −→ E xt^2_{P2} (I_{Q,P}2 (1),O_P2 ) ∼= 0.

Furthermore, being p_0 and Q two 0-dimensional schemes in the projective plane, we have that E xt^1_{P2} (I_{Q,P}2 (1),O_P2 ) ∼= E xt^2_{P2} (O_Q ,O_P2 ) ∼= O_Q . and E xt^1_{P2} (I_{{p0},P}2 (−1),O_P2 ) ∼= E xt^2_{P2} (O_{p0} ,O_P2 ) ∼= O_{p0} .

Consider now the short exact sequence (given by Proposition (2.9) (29) 0 −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0}) −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a) ≃ T_P2 (−logD_a) −→ O_{p0} −→ 0.

and, dualizing it, we obtain that E xt^1_{P2} (F ,O_P2 ) ∼= O_{p0} as well.

Putting everything together, we get that the map ψ in (28) is an isomorphism and the splitting of the sequence (28) gives us (30) 0 −→ O_P2 (−1) −→ Ω^1_{P2} (logD_a) −→ I_{Q,P}2 (1) −→ 0.

Recall that the resolution of Ω^1_{P2} (logD_a) was of the form

0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^{M1}−→ O_P2 (−1)^{⊕3} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (logD_a) −→ 0.

with M_1 = � x^2 y^2 z^2

�_t . From this fact and the exact sequence (30), it is possible to apply the mapping cone to find a resolution of I_{Q,P}2 (1), which implies that Q is a zero-dimensional scheme of length 4 whose ideal I_Q is defined by two of the entries in M_1. Since this ideal should also be defined by the conics in the matrix ~N we can conclude, comparing coefficients, that the only possibility is I_Q = (y^2, z^2) and that the matrix ~N can be taken of the form

~N = � y − x z 0 0 0 x + y y^2 z^2

�_t . □

(B) Case |Z | = 2

Without loss of generality we may assume that Z = {p_0, p_1} and consider the short exact sequence (see the proof of Proposition 3.2)

0 −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0, p_1})) −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0}))^g−→ O_{p1} −→ 0.

Consider the injective map φ in Sequence (27) to construct the following composition

ρ : I_{{p0},P}2 (−1)^φ→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0}))^g−→ O_{p1} .

We will now discuss the two subcases given by ρ being or not zero.

(Case B-1)

Assume first that ρ is not zero. Then it is surjective and its kernel is isomorphic to I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1). This produces, because of the vanishing Ext^1_{P2} (O_{p1} ,I_{Q,P}2 (1)) = 0, a commutative diagram 0 0 0 I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1) Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a ,{p_0, p_1})) I_{Q,P}2 (1) 0

0 I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1) Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a ,{p_0})) I_{Q,P}2 (1) ⊕ O_{p1}0

O_{p1} O_{p1}

0 0,

∼=

∼=

being Q the same 0-dimensional scheme as in Sequence (27).

Apply now the functor Hom_P2 (−,I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1)) to the right vertical sequence to have a surjection (31) Ψ : Ext^1_{P2} (I_{Q,P}2 (1) ⊕ O_{p1} ,I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1)) −→ Ext^1_{P2} (I_{Q,P}2 (1),I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1)) whose kernel Ext^1_{P2} (O_{p1} ,I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1)) is one-dimensional.

To ensure that the Torelli property does not hold also for this case, it is sufficient to prove the following result.

Lemma 4.14. There exists, for any a ∈ C^× fixed, a unique presentation of Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) as an extension element, up to a scalar, in Ext^1_{P2} (I_{Q,P}2 (1) ⊕ O_{p1} ,I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1)).

Indeed, fix two different cubics D_{a1} and D_{a2} , sharing the same inflection points p_0 and p_1. Their associated logarithmic sheaves Ω^1_{P2}(log(D_{a1} ,{p_0, p_1})) and Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_{a2} ,{p_0, p_1})) are given respectively (seen as elements of the extension groups) as the image by Ψ of the generalized logarithmic sheaves Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_{a1} ,{p_0})) and Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_{a2} ,{p_0})). We have, by Case (A), that

Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_{a1} ,{p_0})) ≃ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_{a2} ,{p_0}))

and, being Ψ surjective, we get that

Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_{a1} ,{p_0, p_1})) ≃ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_{a2} ,{p_0, p_1}))

as well.

Proof of Lemma 4.14. Recall that there exists a unique extension in Ext^1_{P2} (I_{Q,P}2 (1),I_{{p0},P}2 (−1)), up to a scalar, that corresponds to the logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})). This follows because, by Proposition 4.13, the sheaf is uniquely determined by the matrix

~N = � x − y z 0 0 0 x + y y^2 z^2

�_t . Let us start considering the diagram 0 I_{{p0,p1},P2} (−1) Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) I_{Q,P2} (1) ⊕ O_{p1} 0

Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) I_{Q,P}2 (1) 0.

~φ_1 ~φ_2Id φ_2

Since Hom_P2 (I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1),I_{Q,P}2 (1)) = 0, Ext^1(O_{p1} ,I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1)) ∼= C and that Ω^1_{P2}(log(D_a ,{p_0})) is torsion-free, we can complete the previous diagram to have the following one

0 I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1) Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) I_{Q,P}2 (1) ⊕ O_{p1} 0

0 I_{{p0},P}2 (−1) Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) I_{Q,P}2 (1) 0

O_{p1} .

~φ_1 i ~φ_2Idφ1 φ2

Begin φ_1 and φ_2 uniquely determined by the matrix ~N, we obtain from the diagram that ~φ_1 = φ_1 ∘ i is also uniquely determined and, writing ~φ_2 = ( ~φ_{2,1}, ~φ_{2,2}), φ̃_{2,1} = φ_2 is also uniquely determined.

To conclude, let e ∈ Ext^1_{P2} (I_{Q,P}2 (1),I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1)) correspond to the extension that defines Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0, p_1})). Clearly, taking the map Ψ defined in (31), Ψ^{−1}(e) is not unique, but any element in this preimage corresponds to an extension F of the form o −→ I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1) −→ F^{~ζ}−→ I_{Q,P}2 (1) ⊕ O_{p1} −→ 0 with ~ζ = (~ζ_1, ~ζ_2). Notice that for ~ζ_1 = φ_2 is fixed and ~ζ_2 is determined by the extension 0 −→ I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1) −→ G −→ O_{p1} −→ 0 in Ext^1_{P2} (O_{p1} ,I_{{p0,p1},P}2 (−1)) ∼= C.

We can therefore conclude that the only logarithmic sheaf in Ψ^{−1}(e) is Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})). □

(Case B-2) Let us assume that ρ is zero. Then the induced composition ~ρ : O_P2 (−1) → Ω^1_{P2} (logD_a) → O_{p1} is also zero and we can obtain the following commutative diagram

0 0 0 O_P2 (−1) Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_1})) I_{Q∪{p1},P}2 (1)0

0 O_P2 (−1) Ω^1_{P2} (logD_a) I_{Q,P}2 (1) 0

O_{p1} O_{p1}

0 0.

∼=

∼=

We will conclude this case by showing, in the subsequent result, that an exact sequence as upper horizontal one in the diagram is impossible. Observe that the following lemma also holds if we replace p_0 by p_1.

Lemma 4.15. With the notation in the above, one cannot have an exact sequence 0 −→ O_P2 (−1) −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) −→ I_{Q∪{p0},P}2 (1) −→ 0.

Proof. Applying the functor Hom_P2 (O_P2 (−1),−) to the resolution, proven in Proposition 4.13, 0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^{⊕2 N}−→ O_P2 (−2)^{⊕2} ⊕ O_P2 (−1)^{⊕2} −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) −→ 0, we can assure that the injection O_P2 (−1) �→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) lifts to an injection O_P2 (−1) �→ O_P2 (−2)^{⊕2} ⊕ O_P2 (−1)^{⊕2}.

Therefore, we get the following short exact sequence 0 −→ O_P2 (−3)^{⊕2 M2}−→ O_P2 (−2)^{⊕2} ⊕ O_P2 (−1) −→ I_{Q∪{p0},P}2 (1) −→ 0.

Here, the matrix M_2 comes from the matrix ~N = � y − x z 0 0 0 x + y y^2 z^2

�_t , deleting one of the two last columns after eventual combinations of its columns. This means that M_2 has the following form:

M_2 = � y − x z ∗ 0 x + y ∗

�_t , because, as mentioned before, we have to cancel a combination

ℓ_1 � y − x 0 � + ℓ_2 � z x + y � + α_1 � 0 y^2 � + α_2 � 0 z^2 �

with ℓ_i a linear form and α_j a constant, corresponding to the deleted O_P2 (−1)-factor.

Consider now the two ideals defining p_0 and Q, respectively,

I = (y − x, z), J = (y^2, z^2),

and so the saturation of their product is as follows

Sat(I · J) = Sat(I ∩ J) = (z^2, y^2z, x y^2 − y^3).

Then, using Macaulay 2, one can obtain the syzygy matrix N_0 = � y − x z 0 z 0 −y^2

�_t fitting into the

following diagram 0 O_P2 (−3) O_P2 (−2)^{⊕2} ⊕ O_P2 (−1) O_P2 (1)

I_{Q∪{p0},P}2 (1)

N_0 Sat(I·J)

Combining the two obtained resolutions for I_{Q∪{p0},P}2 (1), we get the following diagram 0 O_P2 (−3) O_P2 (−2)^{⊕2} ⊕ O_P2 (−1) I_{Q∪{p0},P}2 (1)0

0 O_P2 (−3) O_P2 (−2)^{⊕2} ⊕ O_P2 (−1) I_{Q∪{p0},P}2 (1)0

ψ_2N ψ_1

∼=

N_0

If ψ_2 is not an isomorphism, then we have Coker(ψ_2) ∼= Coker(ψ_1) ∼= O_P2 (−3), which is absurd. Thus each ψ_i , for i = 1,2, is an isomorphism and hence represented by the following two invertible matrices C = � � μ_1 μ_2 0 μ_3 μ_4 0 ℓ_1 ℓ_2 α

� �, D = � λ_1 λ_2 λ_3 λ_4 � . By direct computation, the commutativity condition CN = N_0D gives λ_2 = λ_4 = 0, contradicting the invertibility of D. □

(C) Case |Z | = 3 From the exact sequence

(32) 0 −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0, p_1, p_2})) −→ Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) −→ O_{p1} ⊕ O_{p2} −→ 0,

we can consider again a composition ρ : I_{{p0},P}2 (−1) → Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) → I_{Q,P}2 (1) as in Case (B). Similarly as in (Case B-2) if ρ is not surjective we get a contradiction, therefore we may

28 GENERALIZED LOGARITHMIC SHEAF ON SMOOTH PROJECTIVE SURFACES

assume that ρ is surjective. This implies the following commutative diagram

0 0 0 I_{{p0,p1,p2},P}2 (−1) Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0, p_1, p_2})) I_{Q,P}2 (1) 0

0 I_{{p0,p1,p2},P}2 (−1) Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})) I_{Q,P}2 (1) ⊕ O_{p1} ⊕ O_{p2}0

O_{p1} ⊕ O_{p2} O_{p1} ⊕ O_{p2}

0 0.

∼=

∼=

Applying the same technique as in (Case B-1), one can show that there exists a unique extension in Ext^1_{P2} (I_{Q,P}2 (1) ⊕ O_{p1} ⊕ O_{p2} ,I_{{p0,p1,p2},P}2 (−1)), up to an extension inside Ext^1_{P2} (O_{p1} ⊕ O_{p2} ,I_{{p0,p1,p2},P}2 (−1)), that represents the generalized logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_{P2} (log(D_a,{p_0})). Finally, by the same argument as in (Case B-1) we can see that the Torelli property does not hold for (D_a,{p_0, p_1, p_2}).

5. GENERALIZED LOGARITHMIC SHAVES WITH FIXED POINTS OUTSIDE THE DIVISOR

In the previous section we were studying the Torelli property for the generalized logarithmic sheaf Ω^1_{P2} (log(C , Z )) associated to curves C ⊂ P^2 and set of points Z contained in C . In particular we payed particular attention to the case of lines, conics (Subsection 4.1) and cubic curves (Subsection 4.2). In this section we are going to address the issues raised in Subsection 3.2 for a similar set of cases to underline the similarities and differences between the setting in Subsection 3.1 (blowing up a set of points contained in the curves under consideration) and Subsection 3.2 (blowing up a set of points with empty intersection with the curves under consideration). Namely, we are going to study the Torelli property for linear systems associated to the strict transforms of lines (Subsection 5.1), conics (Subsection 5.2) and cubic curves (Subsection 5.3) on surfaces S obtained by blowing-up points outside of the curves under consideration. Indeed, thanks to Remark 3.5 we decided to place ourselves on the classical case S ⊂ P^3 a smooth cubic surface.

In order to state better the problems that we are going to face, let us start recalling some classical facts. Associated to a disjoint set of six lines E_i in S let π : S → P^2 be the blow-up morphism of P^2 along the set of six general points p_i = π(L_i ).

Recall that the exceptional divisors E_i := π^{−1}(p_i ) associated to the points p_i together with L a divisor class in π^∗O_P2 (1), freely generate Pic(S) ∼= Z〈L,E_1,...,E_6〉 ∼= Z^{⊕7} with intersection numbers L^2 = 1, L.E_i = 0, E_i .E_j = 0 and E^2_i = −1 for each i ≠ j . The anticanonical line bundle O_S(−K_S) ∼= O_S(3L −

�_6 i=1 E_i ) turns out to be very ample so that it induces an embedding ι : S �→ P^3 as a smooth cubic surface. It is classically known that there are exactly 27 lines in S ⊂ P^3:

(i) E_i for 1 ≤ i ≤ 6;

(ii) L_{i j} the unique element in |O_S (L − E_i − E_j )| for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 6; (iii) ^L_i the unique element in |O_S(2L + E_i −

�_6 k=1 E_k )| for 1 ≤ i ≤ 6.

Furthermore, recall the following.

Remark 5.1. Denoting by π : ~P^2 → P^2 the blow up of P^2 at k distinct points p_1,..., p_k , let L be a divisor class in π^∗O_P2 (1) and E_i be the exceptional divisor over p_i for each i. Then, for a line bundle L = O_{~P}2 � aL +

�_k i=1 b_i E_i � on ~P^2 with a,b_i ∈ Z, we have

(i) π_∗L ∼= O_P2 (a) ⊗ � b_i <0(Ip_i ,P^2 )

(−b_i ) � . (ii) R^1π_∗L ∼=

�_b

i >2 � O_P2 � I^{bi −2}_{pi} � . Indeed, we get (i) from the projection formula and the fact that π_∗O_{~P}2 (tE_i ) ∼= O_P2 for t ≥ 0 or (I_{pi ,P}2 )^{⊗(−t)} for t < 0. The part (ii) is obtained by applying the Theorem on Formal Function in [14, III.11] to the line bundle L ; refer to [3, Proposition 1.3.7].

In this setting, we are going to study the Torelli property for different effective linear systems |O_S (D)| and its relationship with the Torelli property for F(Z^′,π(D)) on P^2 where Z^′ is the intersection of π(D) with Z := {p_1,... , p_6}. In particular, we will now pay our attention to the following effective linear systems, which are analogous to the ones considered in the previous section.

Firstly, in Subsection 5.1 we will study the logarithmic sheaf associated to a divisor from the linear system |O_S (L)| defined as strict transforms of lines in P^2. We will notice that, through a Cremona transformation, the problem is equivalent to considering the divisors D ∈ |O_S (2L − E_1 − E_2 − E_3)|, namely, a cubic curve D in the surface S which is projected on a conic C in P^2 passing through the three fixed points Z^′ = {p_1, p_2, p_3}. Recall that the Torelli property holds for (C , Z^′) (see Theorem 4.6) and hence, by Lemma 3.6, it turns out that the Torelli property also holds for D in S.

Next, in Subsection 5.2 we will consider the logarithmic sheaf associated to a divisor D ∈ |O_S(2L)|. The reader should confront it with the results from Subsection 4.1: the projection π(D) of D to P^2 is a conic which does not pass through any blown-up point, i.e., a generic one. We have already noticed that π_∗Ω^1_S(logD) ∼= Ω^1_{P2} (logπ(D)) and the Torelli property does not hold for |O_P2 (π(D))|. However, we will see that the Torelli property holds for |O_S (2L)| in the cubic surface S.

Finally, in Subsection 5.3 we are going to show that the Torelli property holds for the linear system |O_S(3L)|.

In order to perform some computations throughout this section, we need to recall the behaviour of the restriction of the cotangent bundle Ω^1_S to different type of curves.

Lemma 5.2. We have: • � Ω^1_S � |C ∼= O_{P1} (−2) ⊕ O_{P1} (1) for any line C ⊂ S; • � Ω^1_S � |C ∼= O_{P1} (−2) ⊕ O_{P1} (−1) for any smooth C ∈ |O_S (L)|; • � Ω^1_S � |C ∼= O_{P1} (−2) ⊕ O_{P1} for any smooth C ∈ |O_S(L − E_i )|, with i = 1,...,6; • � Ω^1_S � |C ∼= O_{P1} (−2)⊕O_{P1} (−4+|I |) for any smooth C ∈ |O_S(2L−�_{i∈I} E_i )|, with I ⊂ {1...,6},1 ≤ |I | ≤ 4.

Proof. Consider the relative cotangent short exact sequence

0 −→ O_S(−C )_{|C} −→ � Ω^1_S � |C −→ Ω^1_C −→ 0,

from which follow all the stated restrictions, because C is rational and so Ω^1_C ∼= O_P1 (−2). □

5.1. Cubic curves in |O_S(2L−E_1−E_2−E_3)|. Recalling that, by Lemma 3.6 and Theorem 4.6, these divisors satisfy the Torelli property, we will observe that the considered class is equivalent to the class |O_S (L)| after a Cremona transformation. Therefore we will study the stability property for the logarithmic bundles associated to the latter divisors and describe the injective moduli map induced by the Torelli property.

Remark 5.3. Consider the following new set of 6 divisors Ẽ_1 := L_{23}, Ẽ_2 := L_{13}, Ẽ_3 := L_{12} Ẽ_4 := E_4, Ẽ_5 := E_5, Ẽ_6 := E_6,

which satisfies L̃^2 = 1,Ẽ^2_i = −1,L̃.Ẽ_i = 0 for L̃ := D ∈ |O_S(2L − E_1 − E_2 − E_3)|. Therefore they represent the set of exceptional divisors coming from a different blow-up of 6 points in P^2, say π̃ : S → P^2, defined by the linear system |O_S(L̃)|. This gives a Cremona transformation: S

P^2 P^2. ππ̃

Noticing that H̃ := 3L̃ −^6 � i=1 Ẽ_i = 3L −^6 � i=1 E_i = H,

we are not considering only the same surface, but the same embedding as well. In particular, the study on the logarithmic vector bundle Ω^1_S(logD) can be replaced by the study on Ω^1_S(logD^′) with smooth D^′ ∈ |O_S(L)|. On the other hand, we get that π_∗Ω^1_S(logD^′) ∼= Ω^1_{P2} � logπ(D^′) � ∼ = O_P2 (−1)^{⊕2}.

To conclude this part, we show that the logarithmic vector bundles Ω^1_S(logD), with D ∈ |O_S(L)|, are stable with respect to the hyperplane section.

Theorem 5.4. Given a twisted cubic curve D ∈ |O_S (L)|, the logarithmic bundle Ω^1_S(logD) is a μstable vector bundle with respect to O_S(H) and with Chern classes (c_1,c_2) = (K_S + L,7). Therefore, the induced rational map Ψ_1 : PH^0(O_S(L)) ∼= P^2 M^H_S (K_S + L,7) is generically one-to-one.

The proof of Theorem 5.4, as well as the proof of Theorem 5.8, will follow the subsequent strategy. We suppose the existence of a μ-destabilizing sheaf of rank one with respect to the polarization H, which can be assumed to be a line bundle; this follows from [17, Theorem II.1.2.2]. This provides us a list of possible destabilizing line bundles, listed in terms of their first Chern class. Using several techniques, from geometric properties of the curve to the restriction on a rational curve provided by the Key Restriction Lemma 2.2, we show that all the items of the list lead to contradiction, proving therefore the stability of the logarithmic vector bundle. Proof. Assume that Ω^1_S(logD) is not μ-stable with respect to O_S(H). Considering a destabilizing line bundle

O_S � aL + 6� i=1 b_i E_i � �→ Ω^1_S(logD),

we have

(33) 3a + 6� i=1 b_i = μ � O_S(aL + 6� i=1 b_i E_i ) � ≥ μ � Ω^1_S(logD) � = 0

Thanks to Lemma 2.2, we know that for a generic element C ∈ |O_S(2L−E_1−E_2−E_3−E_4)|, we have that � Ω^1_S(logD) � |C ≃ O^{⊕2}_{P1} . This implies that the restriction of O_S(aL +

�_6

i=1 b_i E_i ) to C must also have non-positive degree, i.e., 2a + b_1 + b_2 + b_3 + b_4 ≤ 0. By analogous computation we obtain that 2a + b_1 + b_2 + b_5 + b_6 ≤ 0 and 2a + b_3 + b_4 + b_5 + b_6 ≤ 0. Summing up the three inequalities together with (33), we get that

(34) 3a + 6� i=1 b_i = 0

Again by Lemma 2.2, we know that for the generic element C ∈ |O_S (L−E_i −E_j )|, with 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 6, we have that � Ω^1_S(logD) � |C ≃ O_P1 (−1) ⊕ O_P1 (1). Restricting the destabilizing bundle to C , we get

a + b_i + b_j ≤ 1 for any 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 6.

Moreover, from −a − b_5 − b_6 = 2a + b_1 + b_2 + b_3 + b_4 ≤ 0 we get that a + b_5 + b_6 ≥ 0 as well, and more in general

(35) a + b_i + b_j ≥ 0 for any 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 6.

But this implies, combined with the equality in (34), that the inequalities in (35) are all actually equalities. Thus there exists a positive integer k such that

a = −2k, and b_i = k for any 1 ≤ i ≤ 6,

i.e., any destabilizing sheaf is of the form O_S(−2kL +

�_6

i=1 kE_i ) for a positive integer k. Now consider the line ^L_i , the unique line in the system |O_S (2L + E_i −

�_6

j =1 E j )|. By Lemma 2.2 we

have that � Ω^1_S(logD) � |^L_i ≃ OP^1 ⊕ OP^1 (1). Restricting the destabilizing bundle, we also get that � O_S(−2kL + 6� i=1 kE_i ) � |^L_i

≃ O_P1 (k)

and this implies k ≤ 1, and so k ∈ {0,1}. Assume that k = 0 and apply the push-forward functor π_∗ to the injection O_S �→ Ω^1_S(logD). Then we get an injection

O_P2 ≃ π_∗O_S �→ Ω^1_S(logD) ≃ O_P2 (−1)^2,

where the last isomorphism is due to Remark 5.3, and this gives a contradiction. Finally assume that k = 1 and so we have O_S(−2L +

�_6

i=1 E_i ) as the only possible destabilizing bundle.

Compositing it with the Poincaré residue map for Ω^1_S(logD), we obtain a nontrivial map

O_S(−2L + 6� i=1 E_i ) → O_D ,

unless the destabilizing bundle maps into Ω^1_S, contradicting its stability with respect to O_S(H); see [11]. From the isomorphism

Hom_{OS} � O_S(−2L + 6� i=1 E_i ),O_D � ∼= Hom_{OD} � O_D (−2L + 6� i=1 E_i ),O_D � ,

32 GENERALIZED LOGARITHMIC SHEAF ON SMOOTH PROJECTIVE SURFACES

this nontrivial map factors through the sheaf O_S(−2L+

�_6 i=1 E_i )_{|D} , and so we obtain the following commutative diagram

0 0 O_S(−3L +

�_6 i=1 E_i )

O_S(−2L +

�_6 i=1 E_i ) O_S(−2L +

�_6 i=1 E_i )

0 Ω^1_S Ω^1_S(logD) O_D 0, ∼=

from which we obtain a nonzero map O_S(−3L +

�_6

i=1 E_i ) ∼= O_S(−H) �→ Ω^1_S. On the other hand, by straightforward computation we have H^0 � Ω^1_{P3} (1) � |S � = H^1 (O_S(−2H)) = 0 and, from the following canonical short exact sequence,

0 → O_S(−2H) → � Ω^1_{P3} (1) � |S → Ω^1_S(H) → 0,

we get that H^0 � Ω^1_S(H) � = 0, giving a contradiction. Therefore Ω^1_S(logD) is stable. □

Let us now describe the space of irreducible cubics in |O_S(L)|. Indeed, the map Ψ_1 is defined on such locus and the description of its complementary provides a comprehension of the indeterminacy locus of Ψ_1 itself.

Lemma 5.5. There exist six curves C_1,...,C_6 ⊂ |O_S (L)| ∼= P^2 such that the points in the complement |O_S (L)| \ � ∪^6_{i=1}C_i � correspond to the twisted cubics in the system. The curves C_i ’s satisfy the following:

• each curve C_i is isomorphic to P^1;

• For i ≠ j , the intersection C_i ∩C_j is a single point corresponding to the union of three lines L_{i j} ∪ E_i ∪ E_j .

Proof. We have the rational map φ : P^2 S ⊂ P^3 given by four cubic forms on P^2 vanishing at Z . If ℓ ∈ |O_P2 (1)| ∼= |O_S(L)| is a line, not passing through any of the p_i , then φ_{|ℓ} is an isomorphism and φ(ℓ) is a twisted cubic curve. If ℓ passes through one of the points, say p_i , then the corresponding curve in S is L^′ ∪ E_i with L^′ ∈ |O_S(L − E_i )| ∼= P^1. Here, φ(ℓ \ {p_i }) is an irreducible conic, except for the union of the two lines L^′ = L_{i j} ∪ E_j when ℓ also passes through p_j . □

5.2. Sextic curves in |O_S(2L)|. Consider D ∈ |O_S(2L)|, whose projection is a conic C in P^2 not passing through any blown-up point and hence the Torelli property does not hold for C . However, we will prove that the Torelli property holds for D in the cubic surface and hence we prove that the Torelli property can be achieved after blow-up.

Proposition 5.6. Let D_1 and D_2 be any two distinct elements in the linear class |O_S(2L)|. Then

Ω^1_S(logD_1) ≁= Ω^1_S(logD_2),

i.e., the Torelli property holds for the divisors in |O_S(2L)|.

Proof. Consider the rational curve D ∈ |O_S(2L)|, of degree 6. Let Q = π(D) ⊂ P^2 be the conic coming from the projection. Denote the 6 blown-up points by Z = {p_1,..., p_6}, therefore Z ∩Q = �. Now pick a smooth conic i : C �→ S from the complete linear system |O_S (L − E_1)| so that π(C ) is a line through p_1. Set C ∩ D = {q_1, q_2}; notice that q_1 = q_2 when the line π(C ) is tangent to the conic Q at π(q_1). If q_1 ≠ q_2, the upper horizontal sequence of the diagram (3) gives

0 −→ T_C � −log{q_1, q_2} � −→ i^∗T_S(−logD) −→ O_C −→ 0

so that we have � T_S(−logD) � |C ∼= O ⊕2_C . On the other hand, if q_1 = q_2, the diagram produces an exact sequence 0 −→ T_C � −log{q_1} � −→ i^∗T_S(−logD) −→ O_C (−q_1) −→ 0

so that we have � T_S(−logD) � |C ∼= O_C �−q_1�⊕O_C �q_1�. Thus to the sextic D ∈ |O_S (2L)| we associate two (tangent) lines to the conic Q = π(D) passing through p_1, as its jumping lines. By replacing p_1 by the other points in Z , we get 12 jumping lines, tangent to Q and this uniquely determines Q and D as well. Hence, D can be recovered from Ω^1_S(logD). □

Now, using an analogous argument as in Proposition 5.4, we can show the stability of logarithmic vector bundles associated to the curves D ∈ |O_S(2L)| and induce an analogous moduli map. To do so, let us explicit the following geometry property of conics in the projective plane.

Remark 5.7. Consider the dual plane (P^2)^∨ and its Veronese embedding ι : (P^2)^∨ �→ V ⊂ (P^5)^∨, where (P^5)^∨ parametrizes the conics in P^2. Fix a smooth conic C ⊂ P^2. Then the double lines in P^2 tangent to C forms a quartic curve ι(C^∨), where C^∨ is the dual conic of C . We say that a conic C^′ is tetra-tangent to C if the intersection C^′ ∩ C supports only one point. Then the set T_4(C ) ⊂ (P^5)^∨ of tetra-tangent conics to C is a cone over ι(C^∨) with the vertex point [C ] ∈ (P^5)^∨. For two points Z = {p_1, p_2} with Z ∩C = �, let H_i be the subspace of conics passing through p_i . Then the intersection T_4(C )∩ H_1 ∩ H_2 consists of 4 points. In particular, there exist no 4 smooth conics C_1,...,C_4 ∈ H_1 ∩ H_2 that are tetra-tangent to a smooth conic C , when C is tangent to the line p_1p_2. Indeed, the singular conic supporting the line p_1p_2 would be another conic tetratangent to C , giving a contradiction.

On the other hand, for any smooth tetra-tangent conic C^′ to C , there is no triangle q_1q_2q_3 that is inscribed in C^′ and circumscribing C , i.e., C is not Poncelet related to any smooth tetratangent conics to C . Without loss of generality, set C = V (2x_0x_1 + x^2) and assume that C^′ is contained in the ruling over the double line V (x^2_0), i.e., C^′ = (2x_0x_1 + x^2 + αx^2_0) for some α ≠ 0. Setting A and A^′ be the corresponding symmetric matrices to C and C^′, we have

det(t_0 A + t_1 A^′) = det � � t_1α t_0 + t_1 0 t_0 + t_1 0 0

0 0 t_0 + t_1

� � = −(t_0 + t_1)^3

Then we get the assertion by [7, Theorem 2.3.14]; in the notation of [7, Theorem 2.3.14] we have (Θ,Θ^′,△^′) = (−3,−3,−1) so that we have Θ^{′2} − 4Θ△^′ = −3 ≠ 0.

Theorem 5.8. Given a smooth sextic curve D ∈ |O_S (2L)| the logarithmic bundle Ω^1_S(logD) is μstable with respect to O_S(H) and with Chern classes (c_1,c_2) = (K_S + 2L,7). Therefore the induced rational map Ψ_2 : PH^0(O_S(2L)) ∼= P^5 M^H_S (K_S + 2L,7)

is generically one-to-one.

Proof. Assume that Ω^1_S(logD) is not μ-stable with respect to O_S(H). Considering a destabilizing line bundle L := O_S � aL + 6� i=1 b_i E_i � �→ Ω^1_S(logD),

we have

(36) 3a + 6� i=1 b_i = μ � O_S(aL + 6� i=1 b_i E_i ) � ≥ μ � Ω^1_S(logD) � = 3 2 . Using Lemma 2.2 as in Proposition 5.4, we get the following inequalities, where the left column stands for the linear systems that the curve C belongs to: note that C is a rational curve to which the destabilizing line bundle is restricted. Linear systems Inequalities L a ≤ 0 E_i b_i ≥ −1 L − E_i a + b_i ≤ 0 L − E_i − E_j a + b_i + b_j ≤ 2

TABLE 1 Note also that the last inequality can become an equality, only when C is tangent to D. Now consider the line C = ^L_i from |O_S(2L + E_i −

�_6

j =1 E j )|.

(a) Assume first that the intersection of the line ^L_i with D supports at least three points for each i, i.e., either ^L_i is not tangent to D or ^L_i ∩ D = {2q_1, q_2, q_3} with three distinct points q_1, q_2, q_3. Applying Lemma 2.2, we get 2a − b_i +

�_6

j =1 b j ≤ 2, from which we get 3 2 ≤ 3a + 6� j =1

b_j ≤ 2 + (a + b_i ) ≤ 2.

This implies that 2a − b_i +

�_6

j =1 b j = 2 and a + bi = 0 for each i. Then the only possibility would

be (a,b_1,...,b_6) = (0,...,0), which contradicts the inequality (36).

(b) Now assume that the intersection ^L_i ∩ D supports two points for some i, say i = 6, but not one point for any i. Then, applying Lemma 2.2 to ^L_6, we get 2a +

�_5

j =1 b j ≤ 3 and so

2 ≤ 3a + 6� j =1

b_j = (a + b_6) + (2a + 5� j =1

b_j ) ≤ 3

would imply that b_6 ∈ {−a,−a − 1}, due to a + b_6 ≤ 0. Thus, in general, combining the results in (a), we get b_i ∈ {−a,−a − 1} for any i = 1,...,6. Calling δ the number of i’s with b_i = −a − 1, we get

2 ≤ −3a − δ = 3a + 6� j =1

b_j ≤ 3,

implying −3 ≤ a ≤ −1. If a = −3, we get that b_i = 2 for each i, i.e., δ = 6, contradicting the inequality 2a +

�_5

j =1 b j ≤ 3. If a = −2, we get δ ∈ {3,4}. Since we have −bi +

�_6

j =1 b j ≤ 7 for

any i, the only possibility is that δ = 4. In particular, in addition to ^L_6, there would exist three more lines ^L_{i1} ,..., ^L_{i3} with 1 ≤ i_1 < ··· < i_3 ≤ 5 such that each intersects D in at most two points.

Without loss of generality, set (b_1,...,b_6) = (2,2,1,1,1,1) so that each of ^L_3,... , ^L_6 intersects D at most two points, and L_{12} is tangent to D. Then we obtain an exact sequence 0 −→ L −→ Ω^1_S(logD) −→ I_{Γ,S}(L − E_1 − E_2) −→ 0, for a zero-dimensional subscheme Γ ⊂ S of length 5, whose restriction to the exceptional divisor E_i with i = 3,4,5,6 gives 0 −→ O_{Ei} (−1 + c) −→ O_{Ei} (1) ⊕ O_{Ei} (−2) −→ O_{Ei} (−c) −→ 0 for c = length(E_i ∩D), because � Ω^1_S(logD) � |E_i

∼= �Ω1_S�_{|Ei} . Then we have c = 2, i.e., each E_i contains exactly two points of Γ, and this is impossible.

Now we assume the remaining case that a = −1 and so δ ∈ {0,1}, i.e., the possible destabilizing line bundle is either O_S � −L + 6� j =1

E_j � or O_S � −L − E_i + 6� j =1

E_j � . for some i. In the former case, as in the last part of the proof of Proposition 5.4 we get a commutative diagram

0 0 O_S(−3L +

�_6

i=1 E_i )

O_S(−L +

�_6 i=1 E_i ) O_S(−L +

�_6 i=1 E_i )

0 Ω^1_S Ω^1_S(logD) O_D 0, ∼=

from which we obtain a nonzero map O_S(−3L +

�_6

i=1 E_i ) ∼= O_S(−H) �→ Ω^1_S, contradicting the vanishing H^0(Ω^1_S(H)) = 0. In the latter case, we similarly obtain a nonzero map

O_S � −3L − E_i + 6� j =1

E_j � �→ Ω^1_S.

On the other hand, we have H^0(Ω^1_S(H + E_i )) = 0 by an analogous computation as at the end of the proof of Theorem 5.4, giving a contradiction.

(c) Finally we assume that ^L_i ∩ D supports a point for some i, say i = 6, i.e., ^L_6 is quadtangent to D. Then we get an inequality 2a +

�_5

j =1 b j ≤ 4, and as in (b) we get −5 ≤ a ≤ −1 with

b_i ∈ {−a,−a − 1,−a − 2} for each i. Note that in general we have

(37) 2a − b_i + 6� j =1

b_j ≤ 4

for any i. Setting δ_t to be the number of i’s with b_i = −a − t for t ∈ {0,1,2}, we have

2 ≤ 3a + 6� j =1

b_j = −3a − δ_1 − 2δ_2 ≤ 4.

If a = −5, then we have 11 ≤ δ_1 + 2δ_2 ≤ 13, implying that (δ_1,δ_2) ∈ {(0,6),(1,5)}. In each case we have a contradiction to the inequality (37). Similarly, we can obtain the list of possible pairs (δ_1,δ_2) together with values of b_i ’s (see Table 2).

a (δ_1,δ_2) {b_1,...,b_6} a = −4 (0,5) {4,2,2,2,2,2}

(2,4) {3,3,2,2,2,2} a = −3 (1,3) {3,3,2,1,1,1}

(3,2) {3,2,2,2,1,1} (5,1) {2,2,2,2,2,1} (6,0) {2,2,2,2,2,2} a = −2 (2,1) {2,2,2,1,1,0}

(3,0) {2,2,2,1,1,1} (4,0) {2,2,1,1,1,1} a = −1 (0,0) {1,1,1,1,1,1}

(1,0) {1,1,1,1,1,0}

TABLE 2

Recall that we have the following two conditions satisfied.

• If a + b_i + b_j = 2, then the line π(L_{i j} ) is tangent to π(D). • If 2a − b_i +

�_6

j =1 b j = 4, then the conic π(^Li ) is tetra-tangent to π(D).

Note that the last three cases in Table 2 are impossible by the last argument in (b). Assume that (a,δ_1,δ_2) = (−4,0,5) and set b_1 = 4. Then the five lines L_{12},L_{13},...,L_{16} would be tangent to D. It is impossible, because the six points p_1,..., p_6 are in general position. The case (a,δ_1,δ_2) = (−3,1,3) is not possible, because of the inequality a + b_i + b_j ≤ 2 in Table 1. Also by Remark 5.7 the cases (a,δ_1,δ_2) ∈ {(−4,2,4),(−2,2,1),(−2,3,0),} are not possible. In case (a,δ_1,δ_2) = (−3,3,2), assuming (b_1,...,b_6) = (3,2,2,2,1,1), the lines L_{12},L_{13},L_{14} would be tangent to D. Then three points p_1 and two of p_2, p_3, p_4 are collinear, a contradiction. Thus there are two cases left; (a,δ_1,δ_2) ∈ {(−3,5,1),(−3,6,0)}, and we may assume (a,b_1,...,b_6) ∈ {(−3,2,2,2,2,2,1),(−3,2,2,2,2,2,2)}.

In case of (a,b_1,...,b_6) = (−3,2,2,2,2,2,2), we may consider an exact sequence

(38) 0 −→ O_S � −3L + 6� j =1

2E_j � −→ Ω^1_S(logD) −→ I_{p,S} � 2L − 6� j =1

E_j � −→ 0,

where p is a point in S. Restricting the sequence (38) to E_j , we get that p ∉ E_j for any j , because � Ω^1_S(logD) � |E_j

∼= �Ω1_S�_{E j} ∼= O_{E j} (−2) ⊕ O_{E j} (1). Similarly, if we restrict the sequence (38) to ^L_j , we get � Ω^1_S(logD) � |^L_j

∼= O_{^L j} (4 + c) ⊕ O_{^L j} (−1 − c),

where c = 1 if p ∈ ^L_j , or c = 0 otherwise. On the other hand, applying Lemma 2.2, we also obtain � Ω^1_S(logD) � |^L_j

∼= O_{^L j} (k − 2) ⊕ O_{^L j} (5 − k),

where k is the number of distinct points in Supp(D ∩ ^L_j ). Thus we get that (c,k) = (0,1), and in particular p is not contained in ^L_j for any j . Now pick a unique smooth curve C = C_{1234} ∈ |O_S(2L − E_1 − E_2 − E_3 − E_4)|, also passing through p. Then we get � Ω^1_S(logD) � |C ∼= O_C (3) ⊕ O_C (−1) from the sequence (38), while we also get an exact sequence

0 −→ O_C (4 − k) −→ � Ω^1_S(logD) � |C −→ O_C (k − 2) −→ 0

from Lemma 2.2, where k is the number of distinct points in Supp(D ∩C ). So the only possibility is k = 1, i.e., C is tetra-tangent to D. Similarly we can obtain

�_6

4=15 � smooth curves C_{i1i2i3i4} that are tetra-tangent to D, all passing through p, for any 1 ≤ i_1 < i_2 < i_3 < i_4 ≤ 6. In particular, in the 3-dimensional family of conics through p and p_1, we have the following 10 tetra-tangent conics to D:

C_{1234},C_{1235},C_{1236},C_{1245},C_{1246},C_{1256},C_{1345},C_{1346},C_{1356},C_{1456}.

This gives a contradiction, because there are at most 4 tetra-tangent conics to D in the family by Remark 5.7.

Finally assume that (a,b_1,...,b_6) = (−3,2,2,2,2,2,1) and consider an exact sequence

(39) 0 −→ O_S � −3L + 5� j =1

2E_j + E_6 � −→ Ω^1_S(logD) −→ I_{Γ,S} � 2L − 5� j =1

E_j � −→ 0,

where Γ is a zero-dimensional subscheme of S with length 3, say Γ = {p, q,r }. Similarly as above, by considering the restriction of the sequence (39) to each E_j , we may assume that q,r ∈ E_6 and p ∉ E_j for any j . Applying the push-forward functor π_∗ to the sequence (39), we get

(40) 0 −→ O_P2 (−3) −→ Ω^1_{P2} (logπ(D)) ∼= T_P2 (−2) −→ I_Γ′_{,P}2 (2) −→ 0,

where Γ^′ = {p_1,..., p_5,π(p),π(q) = π(r )}. Using Lemma 2.2, we get that the six points Z^′ = {p_1,..., p_5,π(p)} are not contained in any conic so that we can consider the blow-up of P^2 at Z^′ to obtain another smooth cubic surface π^′ : S^′ → P^2 with the exceptional divisors E^′_1,...,E^′_5,E^′_p . Now taking the pull-back of the sequence (40) together with the logarithmic bundle Ω^1_{S′} (logD^′), where D^′ is the strict transform of π(D) in S^′, we obtain the following commutative diagram

(41)

0 0 0 O_S′ (−3L^′) (π^′)^∗Ω^1_{P2} (logπ(D)) I_q′_{,S}′ (2L^′ − E^′) 0

0 O_S′ (−3L^′ + 2E^′) Ω^1_{S′} (logD^′) I_q′_{,S}′ (2L^′ − E^′) 0

O_E ′ (2E^′) O_E ′ (2E^′)

0 0,

∼=

∼=

where L^′ is a divisor class in (π^′)^∗O_P2 (1), E^′ = E^′_1 + ··· + E^′_5 + E^′_p , and q^′ = (π^′)^{−1}(π(q)). From the previous argument for (a,b_1,...,b_6) = (−3,2,2,2,2,2,2), the middle horizontal sequence cannot occur, a contradiction. □

5.3. Curves from the linear system |O_S(3L)|. In this last subsection we want to extend the analogy with the last of the cases studied in Section 4, namely for cubic curves C ⊂ P^2. Recall that we proved in Theorem 4.11 that the Torelli property does not hold for pairs (C , Z ) of cubic curves C of Sebastiani-Thom type and a set of points Z ⊂ C , unless Z determines uniquely the curve C . Now we are going to prove that the situation is completely opposite when C ∩ Z = �. We are going to keep using the following notation from Remark 4.10: recall that ST(3)_0 denotes the set of Sebastiani-Thom type cubics defined as

ST(3)_0 = � V (x^3 − y^3 + az^3) | a ∈ C^× � . Consider also the set of three points W = {[1 : 0 : 0],[0 : 1 : 0],[0 : 0 : 1]}, which do not belong to any curve in ST(3)_0. Let Z ⊂ P^2 be the union of W with another three generic points in P^2 and let π : S = Bl_Z (P^2) → P^2 be the cubic surface obtained blowing-up P^2 at Z .

Proposition 5.9. For any two distinct cubic curves D_1,D_2 ∈ ST(3)_0, we have

Ω^1_S(log ~D_1) ≁= Ω^1_S(log ~D_2),

where ~D_i , i = 1,2, denotes the strict transform of D_i along the blow-up π : S = Bl_Z (P^2) → P^2.

Proof. Fix a curve D ∈ ST(3)_0, and pick an irreducible curve C ∈ |O_S(L − E_i )| for each i = 1,2,3. Applying Lemma 2.2 to T_S(−log ~D), we obtain � Ω^1_S(log ~D) � |C ∼= O_C (1) ⊕ O_C ,

unless the intersection C ∩ ~D supports only one point, when the restriction becomes O_C (2) ⊕ O_C (−1). In other words, we can recover the nine inflection lines of D from the logarithmic bundle Ω^1_S(log ~D). Thus the assertion follows from the fact that the set of nine inflection lines determines uniquely the cubic curve. □

6. FINAL REMARKS AND FURTHER QUESTIONS

In this section we would like to underline a couple of research lines that, in our opinion, naturally arise from this work and would be interesting to study.

(i) One direction of study is to give a complete description of the map

Ψ : |O_X (D)| M_X (c_1,c_2)

between the linear system of given divisor D in a surface X and the moduli space of stable sheaves (with the appropriate Chern classes), defined by assigning the logarithmic vector bundle. In this work, we have studied the stability and the Torelli property in order to ensure the existence and the generic injectivity of the map. Nevertheless, it would be also interesting to determine and describe its indeterminacy locus and propose an extension of the map itself on the whole linear system.

(ii) One of the main ideas promoted in this article is that the splitting type of a logarithmic sheaf on a rational curve is special whenever the curve is somewhat tangent to the fixed divisor. On the other hand, we have seen examples in which this special behaviour is not detected; see Example 2.4. Nevertheless, we provide evidence that, after blowing up the ambient surface, this special behaviour is always detected. This leads us to proposing the following.

Question 6.1. Given any reduced Cartier divisor D on a smooth surface X , is it possible to always find a finite set of points Z ⊂ X \ D such that, being π : ~X → X the blow-up along Z and ~D the strict transform of D, ~D satisfies the Torelli property?

(iii) Finally, another possible interesting direction is to deal with the higher dimensional cases. The first issue would be to give an extended definition of generalized logarithmic sheaf, taking into consideration all the possible variations that depend on the choice of the center of the blow-up. Moreover, it would be also necessary to obtain a generalization of the Key Restriction Lemma 2.2, which does not only extend it in dimension but also loose the hypothesis on the divisor.

REFERENCES

1. E. Angelini, Logarithmic bundles of hypersurface arrangements in P^n, Collect. Math. 65, no. 3, (2014), 285–302. 2. W. Barth, Moduli of vector bundles on the projective plane, Invent. Math. 42 (1977), 63–91. 3. P. Coronica, Semistable vector bundles on bubble tree surfaces, SISSA (2015), PhD thesis. 4. P. Deligne, Equations différentielles à points singuliers réguliers, Springer Lect. Notes Math. 163, (1970). 5. P. Deligne, Théorie de Hodge II, Inst. Hautes Études Sci. Publ. Math. 40, (1971), 5–58. 6. I. Dolgachev and M. Kapranov, Arrangements of hyperplanes and vector bundles on P^n , Duke Math. J. 71, no. 3, (1993), 633–664.

7. I. Dolgachev, Classical algebraic geometry: A modern view, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, (2012). 8. G. Elencwajg and O. Forster, Bounding cohomology groups of vector bundles on P^n , Math. Ann. 246, (1979/80), 251–270.

9. D. Faenzi and S. Marchesi, On Stability of Logarithmic Tangent Sheaves: Symmetric and Generic Determinants, Int. Math. Res. Not. 23, (2022), 18589–18631 10. D. Faenzi and J. Vallès, Logarithmic bundles and Line arrangements, an approach via the standard construction, J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2) 90, no. 3, (2014), 675–694.

11. R. Fahlaoui, Stabilité du fibré tangent des surfaces de Del Pezzo, Math. Ann. 283, (1989), 171–176. 12. W. Fulton, Intersection Theory, Springer Verlag, (1984).

13. A. Grothendieck, Sur la classification des fibrés holomorphes sur la sphère de Riemann, Amer. J. Math. 79, (1957), 121–138.

14. R. Hartshorne, Algebraic geometry, Springer-Verlag, New York-Heidelberg, Graduate Texts in Mathematics 52, (1977).

15. J. Li, Compactification of moduli space of vector bundles over algebraic surface, in “Collection of papers on geometry, analysis and mathematical physics", World Sci. Publ., River Edge, (1997), 98–113.

16. M. Maruyama, Singularities of the curve of jumping lines of a vector bundle of rank 2 on P^2, Algebraic geometry (Tokyo/Kyoto, 1982), 370–411, Lecture Notes in Math., 1016, Springer, Berlin, (1983).

17. C. Okonek, M. Schneider, and H. Spindler, Vector bundles on complex projective spaces, Progress in Mathematics, 3, Birkhäuser Boston, Mass., (1980).

18. P. Orlik and H. Terao, Arrangements of hyperplanes, volume 300 of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer- Verlag, Berlin, (1992).

19. K. Saito, Theory of logarithmic differential forms and logarithmic vector fields, J. Fac. Sci. Univ. Tokyo Sect. IA Math., 27, no. 2, (1980), 265–291.

20. K. Ueda and M. Yoshinaga, Logarithmic vector fields along smooth plane cubic curves, Kumamoto J. Math. 21, (2008), 11–20.

21. K. Ueda and M. Yoshinaga, Logarithmic vector fields along smooth divisors in projective space, Hokkaido Math.

J. 38, (2009), 409–415.

22. J. Vallès,Nombre maximal d’hyperplans instables pour un fibré de Steiner, Math. Z. 233, (2000), 507–514. 23. A. Van de Ven, On uniform vector bundles, Math. Ann. 195, (1972), 245–248.

24. C. Weibel, An introduction to homological algebra, Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics, 38 (1994).