arXiv:2203.15951v2 [math.RA] 25 Aug 2023

TRANSCENDENTAL SPLITTING FIELDS OF DIVISION ALGEBRAS
DANIEL KRASHEN AND MAX LIEBLICH

AssTrACT. We examine when division algebras can share common splitting fields of certain
types. In particular, we show that one can find fields for which one has infinitely many
Brauer classes of the same index and period at least 3, all nonisomorphic and having the
same set of finite splitting fields as well as the same splitting fields of transcendence degree
1 and genus at most 1. On the other hand, we show that one fixes any division algebra over
a field, then any division algebras sharing the same splitting fields of transcendence degree
at most 3 must generate the same cyclic subgroup of the Brauer group. In particular, there
are only a finite number of such division algebras. We also show that a similar finiteness
statement holds for splitting fields of transcendence degree at most 2.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we pursue the question of how much information about a Brauer class
can be obtained from knowledge of its splitting fields of various types. In recent years,
we have seen a number of examples in the literature both of division algebras sharing all
of their maximal subfields, and even sharing all of their finite dimensional splitting fields
without being isomorphic or without being powers of one another in the Brauer group
(see [GS10, RR10, [CRR20, CRR16, [CRR15| [CRR13} [CRR12, KM11, KMR*21]).

To describe these kinds of results, it is useful to consider partial orders on the collection
of Brauer classes. For a field k, and a collection of field extensions 7" of k we write @1 < » a»
for Brauer classes ay, a, € Br(k) if for every K € % splitting a;, we have that K also splits
a,. We can then consider the “upper genus of a; with respect to .2, written [a;, ) »
consisting of all the classes a, such that a; < a,. Note that this is a subgroup of the
Brauer group of k.

How does one expect this to behave in general? In the particular case of the number
fields and finite field extensions, this is easy to describe —a field extension E/F of a number
tield F splits a Brauer class @ whenever its composita EF, with respect to completions F,
of F have local degree a multiple of the ramification degree (order of the Hasse invariant)
of o at v. In particular, one then finds that [, c0) consists of exactly those Brauer classes
whose Hasse invariants divide those of a. In particular, this is a finite group.

It is natural to ask in which general situations these upper genera are finite. We show
that this holds if one considers the collection of finitely generated field extensions of
transcendence degree at least 2 (Theorem [6.7) over a field of characteristic 0, and in
the case of transcendence degree at least 3, it consists of precisely the cyclic subgroup
generated by the Brauer class (Theorem [6.6).

From the other direction, it is natural to ask how large upper genera can be for field
extensions of transcendence degree at most 1. For finite extensions, examples of infinite
upper genera are given in [KMR"21, Theorem G]. In general, this question is still open

(see Question £.3), however, as these are represented by function fields of curves, one
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can subdivide this question according to the genus of the curves in question. For curves
of genus 0, upper genera consist of singletons, as noted in Proposition We show in
Theorem[5.2lthat one can construct examples of infinite collections of Brauer classes over a
tield which share all the same finite splitting fields and splitting fields which are function
tields of curves of genus at most 1.

The authors are very grateful to the anonymous referee for many helpful comments and
corrections, in particular in helping us find an error in the original version of this paper,
which contained an incorrect proof of an affirmative answer to Question 5.3

2. PRELIMINARIES ON OBSTRUCTIONS AND SPLITTINGS

Splittings of Brauer classes by functions fields are governed by specializations of geo-
metric Brauer classes. Therefore, in order to approach our results, it will be useful to first
review this connection.

Suppose that X is a smooth, projective, geometrically connected variety over a field k.
We may describe the relative Brauer group Br(X/k) in terms of obstruction classes for line
bundles (see also [CK12,Ma22]]). Note that this relative Brauer group can also be identified
with Br(k(X)/k) since Br(X) — Br(k(X)) is injective by [Gro68, Cor. 1.8]. Throughout, for
any scheme Y, we will write Br(Y) to denote the cohomological Brauer group H?(Y, G,,).

We will have use to extend our discussion to the relative situation, so let us begin by
assuming we have a projective morphism 7t : 2~ — S over some base scheme S such that nt
is cohomologically flat in dimension 0 (see [BLR90, page 206]), that is, so that 7,04 ~ O
holds universally after base change. For any morphism T — S, we may consider the
Leray-Serre spectral sequence for étale cohomology (natural in T):

HY(T,R'n,G,,) = H'Y(Z71,Gy).
This gives an exact sequence of low degree terms
(1) Picy;/r(T) = Picys(T) — Br(T) — Br(Z7)

where Picy /s denotes the sheafification of the Picard functor [BLR90, page 201] (note
that one can use the étale topology instead of the flat topology since 7 is proper as
discussed in [BLR90, page 203]). We may therefore describe the relative Brauer group
Br(27/T) = ker (Br(T) — Br(27)) as the image of the map from the sections of the Picard
sheaf.

In particular, if we consider a smooth geometrically integral projective variety X over
a field k, the Picard sheaf Picx/ is represented by a group scheme locally of finite type
over k which we will denote Picx ([FGIT05, Chapter 9, Corollary 9.4.18.3]), and if we let
T = Picx, we obtain a natural Brauer class € Br(Picx) such that the map Picx(k) — Br(k)
in sequence(llis given by specialization. This can be seen via the map of spectral sequences
induced by pulling back with respect to a map x : Speck — Picx (i.e. x € Picx(k)):

HP (Picx, R171,G,,) == H"*(Xpicy, G

| |

HP (k, R17t,G,y) =—— H"*1(X, G,).
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giving a commutative diagram with exact rows:

2) Picx(Picx) — Br(Picx) — Br(Xpicy)

| l |

Picx (k) —— Br(k) Br(X).

Since the pullback x* : Picx(Picx) — Picx(k) takes the identity morphism idpi., to x,
it follows that the image of idpi,, in Br(Picx) describes a Brauer class on Picx whose
specializations at rational points (i.e. pullbacks via x* : Br(Picx) — Br(k)) exactly describe
the Brauer classes split when base changed from k to X.

Definition 2.1. We call this class p € Br(Picx) the canonical obstruction class for X/k.

Remark 2.2. It follows that the map Picx(k) — Br(k) from the bottom of diagram 2 has the
interpretation both as the homomorphism coming from the Artin-Leray spectral sequence as well as
arising from taking at point x € Picx (k) to B|., the specialization of the Brauer class . Consequently,
this class B has the property that specialization to rational points gives a homomorphism Picx (k) —

Br(k).
Summarizing this discussion, we have:

Proposition 2.3. Let X be a smooth projective variety, and let Picx be the Picard scheme for
X. Then there is a Brauer class fx € Br(Picx), called the canonical obstruction class, such that
specialization

Picx(k) — Br(k)
X — ﬁX|x

induces a homomorphism from Picx (k) to Br(k) whose image is exactly the relative Brauer group
Br(k(X)/k) = Br(X/k).

3. SPECIALIZATIONS OF BRAUER CLASSES

As we have remarked in Proposition 2.3} splittings by function fields can be described
by specializations of Brauer classes on schemes (i.e. the Picard scheme). For this reason,
to understand how to construct situations where certain transcendental field extensions
split a Brauer class a, we begin by investigating how to construct situations to make a
class a a specialization of a particular geometric Brauer class.

Definition 3.1. Let k be a field. A pointed Brauer class over k is a triple (B, X, x) consisting of
a geometrically integral variety X /k with a k-rational point x, and a Brauer class p € Br(X) such
that B, = 0.

Remark 3.2. We note that if b = (B, X, x) is a pointed Brauer class, then € im(Br(k) — Br(X))
if and only if B = 0, since evaluation at x gives a section, and by hypothesis B|, = 0.

Remark 3.3. If Pic}, denotes the identity component of the Picard variety of X, and if this is a
smooth projective variety (for example, in the case that X is a curve) then since the identity element
of Pic% (k) is sent to the identity in Br(k) (by Remark2.2), it follows that (Bx, Pic%,0) is a pointed
Brauer class.
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Definition 3.4. We let Gy denote the set of all pointed Brauer classes over k. Forb = (B, X, x) € By,
we write per(b) for per(B) (the period of B), and if L/k is a field, we write by, for (Br, X1, x1.).

Definition 3.5. Let k be a field and (B, X, x) € By a geometric Brauer class over k. We say that
o € Br(k) is a specialization of (B, X, x) and write a € (B, X, x) if a = p|, for some y € X(k).

We note that this property is clearly preserved under arbitrary field extensions — if
aebebythenap € by € B, for any L/k.

We will need to consider how a given Brauer class over k may be obtained by special-
ization of geometric Brauer classes. As nontrivial geometric Brauer classes are necessarily
nonconstant by Remark 3.2} it is not clear whether or not clear, a priori, whether or not a
general Brauer class over k can be obtained in this fashion.

Proposition 3.6. Let k be a field, and suppose that a, p € Br(k), per()| per(a) and b € By with
a € b. Then we may find an inert field extension E /k such that B € bg.

This result will follows immediately from the next lemma, observing that a € b implies
per a| per b and hence per 8| per b as well.

Lemma 3.7. Let k be a field, and suppose that p € Br(k) Brauer class. Suppose that b € By with
per(B) | per(b). Then we may find a geometrically integral variety Y (B, b) with function field
k(B, b) such that Br(k) — Br(k(p, b)) is injective and that Bigp) € bigp)-

Proof. Write b = (6, X, x). Without loss of generality, we may assume that  and hence 6 are
nonzero. Since X has a smooth k-rational point, it follows that Br(k) — Br(X) — Br(k(X))
is injective. Consider the Brauer class y = 6 —fx € Br(X). Let Y, — X be the Severi-Brauer
scheme of y and letk(B, b) be its function field. Let x’ € X(k(X)) be the generic point of X, and
x € X(k(B, b)) the corresponding point defined by pullback. By Remark[3.2] as 6 is nonzero,
it and therefore also 6, are not in the image of Br(k). Since per(fx) = per(f)| per(dy), no
nontrivial multiple of y = 0. — B(x) is in the image of Br(k) — Br(k(X)). As the kernel of the
map Br(k(X)) — Br(k(B, b)) is generated by the class y by [Ami55], it follows that the kernel
of the composition Br(k) — Br(k(X)) — Br(k(p, b)) is trivial. Finally, since (y ) = 0 by
construction, it follows that B4 = 0, as claimed. O

4. SPLITTING BRAUER CLASSES WITH COLLECTIONS OF FIELD EXTENSIONS

In this section we collect some useful language and observations for working with col-
lections of field extensions and partial orders of Brauer classes by their splitting properties.
We write per(a) to denote the period of a Brauer class a.

Definition 4.1. We say that a field extension L/k is inert if L/k is regular (that is, if L @ k is
again a field) and if Br(L/k) = 0.

Notation 4.2. Let F/k be regular and E/k any field extension. Then F ®y L is a domain, and we
write F - L for the fraction field of F ® L (or we will just write FL instead of F -y L when k is clear
from the context).

Notation 4.3. Let 2% be a collection of field extensions of k, and suppose F/k is reqular. We write
H -« L (or H'L) to denote the collection of fields of the form K - L for K € JZ".
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Definition 4.4. Let </, o/, < Br(k) be nonempty collections of Brauer classes over k. We say that
per(.a)| per(<h) if per aq| pera, for all ay € o4 and o, € <fh. We say that per <y = per <% if
per ay = per ay for every a; € 7 (and hence all periods of all Brauer classes in both sets coincide).

Definition 4.5. For a collection of field extensions % and Brauer classes an, oy € Br(k), we say
a1 <y aqifforevery L € A, if (a1)L = 0 then (az)L = 0. For o4, o < Br(k) we say o/ < <
if n <y ap whenever ay € oA, ay € ah. Finally, we write o ~ y b if & < b and
o <y .

In other words, a; < a5 is every splitting field in .%#" of a; also splits a,. We will be
interested in, for example, %" being the finite extensions of k, or the finitely generated
tield extensions of a given transcendence degree, or the function fields of curves of genus
1. In each of these cases, the class J#" naturally can be thought of as “varying” with kin a
natural way. This leads us to the following definition:

Definition 4.6. Let k be a field. A class J# of field extensions of k is a rule which associates to every
field extension F /k a set % (F) whose elements are field extensions of F, such that if E € . (F) and
L/F is any regular field extension, then every E -¢ L is (isomorphic to) a field in J (L).

The particular classes of fields we will consider, as have been described already above,
satisfy an additional property. Essentially this property says that they are determined by
finitely generated subfields.

Definition 4.7. Let J# bea class of field extensions of k. We say that ¥ is regularly compact if for
any sequence of field extensions Fy ¢ F1 < F, < - - - of k, with F,,.1/F, a reqular extension for each
n, and for every K € A (| JFy), there exists K' € J (F,,) for some m such that K = K" -¢, (| Fn).

Example 4.8. Let JZ (F) be the collection of field extensions of the form F(X), where X/F is a
smooth geometrically integral curve of genus 1. Then ¢ (F) is regqularly compact.

To see this, suppose we have K € JZ (| JF,,). Then K is the function field of some curve
X which may be written as the zeros to some system of polynomials fi, ..., fy in some
projective space. The coefficients of these polynomials lie in the field [ J F,,, but as there are
only finitely many coefficients, they lie in a subfield F,,. We therefore see that the curve
X is the base change of a curve X' defined over F,, and if we set K' = F,,(X’), we have
K =K' g, (UF,) as in the definition. Similar arguments yield the following examples as
well:

Example 4.9. Let J¢ (F) be the collection of field extensions of the form F(X), where X/F is a
smooth projective variety admitting a rational point over F. Then J¢ (F) is reqularly compact.

Example 4.10. Let % (F) be the collection of finite field extensions of F. Then J¢ (F) is reqularly
compact.

Lemma 4.11. Let 2 be any regularly compact class of fields and o € Br(k). Then the class
defined by & (F) = {K €  (F) | ax = 0} is also regularly compact.

Proof. Indeed, if K € Z (| JF,) and ax = 0, we find that by definition we may find m so

that K = K" ¢, ({JF,) for some m, and K’ € ¥ (F,,). But note that we can also write K =

Uysm K £, Fn- Let X, be a Severi-Brauer variety of some central simple algebra representing

the class a. As ax = 0, we see that X,(K) # J. As the finitely many coordinates of such

a rational point must lie on one of the fields K -r,, F,, we find that K" -5, F, € £ (F,) and

K=K, (JF,) = (K £, Fy) ‘¢, ((JF,) as desired. O
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Lemma 4.12. Suppose o/, % < Br(k) are subsets of the Brauer group, % and is a reqularly
compact class of field extensions of k. Suppose that for every F/k and a € o7 ,p € %,K € K (F)
with ax = 0, we may construct an inert extension F' with Bx..p = 0. Then we may construct an

inert extension F/F with Ay < () B

To prove this, we will make use of the following Lemma, which follows a well known
pattern. We include a proof for convenience.

Lemma 4.13. Let k be a field, E/k a field extension, I a filtered index set (i.e. a directed partially
ordered set) and suppose we have a collection of field extensions E; for i € I such that E; < E; for
i < jwith ) Ei = E. IfE;/k is inert for each i € I then E/k is also inert.

Proof. Suppose the map Br(k) — Br(E) was not injective and let  be in the kernel. Choose a
central simple k-algebra B representing the class of §, and an isomorphism B&E ~ End(V).
This isomorphism only will require finitely many field elements of E to express, and hence
can only involve elements in finitely many of the subfields E;. Letting j be the maximum
this finite set of such i, we find that =0 contradicting the fact that E;/k is inert. O

Proof of Lemma As in the statement, let us suppose we have constructed inert exten-
sions F' = F(K,a,B)/F with Bk, = 0 for every F/k and a € o7, € %,K € J# (F) with
ag = 0. We first will show that we can construct an inert field extension F(.e/, %)/F such
that for every K € Z (F) with ax = 0 for some a € </, we have fx..r.s,%) = 0. We construct
this field as follows. Let .7 < J (F) x o/ x % be those triples (K, a, f) such that ax = 0.
Choose a well ordered set (2 with an initial element ¢, and a bijection

(P:Q_;,__’y,
w — (Ky, ap, Bo) € # (F) x o x AB.

where O, = Q\{F}. We will define an increasing collection of inert field extensions F,
(transfinite) inductively as follows. We begin by F = F. In general, we define F =
U,~. Fa, and as these are inert and in particular regular over F, we find K ¢ F, € % (F.,)
and (ay)x e, = ((@w)x)xrr, = 0. Therefore, by hypothesis, there exists an inert extension
F, =F (K- F,, a,, B, such that (B,)r, = 0. We let F(«/, #) = | ey Fo, Which is inert by
Lemma[4.13]

Let us check that whenever K € JZ (F) with @ € & and ax = 0, we have Bk r(,2)
as claimed. For such a choice (K, a, ) € .7, say (K a,B) = (K, 0w, o) for some w € Q.
By construction, we have fx..r = 0 and F,, ¢ F(/, #). Therefore we have K -r F,, <
K -rF(a/, %) showing Bx..r(,2) = 0.

We complete the proof with a second inductive procedure, this time constructing a
sequence of fields F, for n € Z,, starting with Fy = F and with F,1/F, inert by setting

F,y1 = Fu(,, $Br,). Let F = \UF,, which is inert by Lemma Let us now check that
Ay < 4 ) Py For this, suppose K € A (F) with ax = 0 for some a and let § € Z. We claim
that fx = 0 as well.

By the regular compactness of JZ from Lemma 41T, we may find m and K’ € JZ (F,,)
with K = K’ -pmfand ag = 0. But therefore fx.,. (7,2 = Py, Fny = 0.ButasK'-p Fypq <

K" g, F= K, we have Bx = 0 as desired. O
6



5. ORDERING OF BRAUER CLASSES BY SPLITTING

In this section, we now complete our construction of collections of algebras with com-
mon finite splitting fields and common splitting fields arising as function fields of curves
of genus at most 1 (see Theorem [5.2).

We consider the following classes of field extensions of a field k:

e 4°(F) = {F(X) | X/F is a smooth projective curve of genus 0},

e ¥'(F) = {F(X) | X/F is a smooth projective curve of genus 1},

o ¥<'(F) = {F(X) | X/F is a smooth projective curve of genus at most 1},

o Zin(F) = {K/F finite},

« 9'\F7in(F) = 4'(F) v Zin(F),

« 9=\Fin(F) = 9=\(F) v Zin(F),
and following the ideas of Example 4.8 and Example it is not hard to see that all of
these classes are regularly compact.

Let us start by briefly describing the situation concerning splitting algebras by function

fields of genus 0 curves.

Proposition 5.1. Let a,f € Br(k) with o # 0, and suppose C is a genus 0 curve with k(C)
splitting . Then a must be represented by a quaternion algebra and if k(C) also splits p then either
p = 0or B = a. In particular, we find that o <40y % always holds (trivially) when o/ consists
entirely of classes of period greater than 2.

Proof. As curves of genus 0 are plane conics, they can be identified with Severi-Brauer
varieties of quaternion algebras, say C = X for some quaternion algebra Q. As Br(k(Xy)/k)
consists of 0 and the class of Q, it follows that [Q] = a and p € Br(k(Xp)/k) is 0 or a as
claimed. O

Theorem 5.2. Let <fj, o5 < Br(k) be collections of Brauer classes such that per(a,)| per(a;)
whenever ay € <, € . Thenwe may find an inert field extension F /k such that (24)r <g1zin(r)
(A)E.

Consequently, given any collection of Brauer classes <7 , with all elements having the same period
n > 1, we may find an inert extension F/k such that all the classes in </ share the same set of
splitting fields in ¢ Zin(F). Furthermore, if n > 2, we find that all the classes in </ share the
same set of splitting fields in Y<'Fin(F) as well.

Note that the latter statement follows from taking </ = & = ., combined with
Proposition

Question 5.3. Can Theorem 5.2l be extended to curves of higher genus as well?
To prove Theorem 5.2, we start with a few preliminary results.

Lemma 5.4. Suppose ay,a, € Br(k) with peray|peray, and C/k is a genus 1 curve with
(a1)k(c) = 0. Then there exists an inert extension E /k with (a,)gc) = 0.

Proof. Write b for the pointed Brauer class (B¢|j., Jc, 0). By Proposition[2.3} since a1k(C) = 0,

it follows a; € b is a specialization, and hence per a;| per b and consequently per a,| perb

as well. By Proposition [3.6] we may find an inert field extension E/k such that (a,)r € b.

But (a,)r € bg means a; is a specialization of (8¢c)r = B¢, and hence a € Br(E(C)/E) again

by Proposition 2.3 O
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Lemma5.5. Let k be afield, iy, oy € Br(k) with per(a,)| per(aq). Let K/k be a finite field extension
with (ay)x = 0. Then we may find an inert field extension E/k such that (az)k.e = (@2)kee = 0.

Proof. Let K be a finite splitting field of a;. By [RKMR"21, Lemma 7.4, Corollary 7.6], we
may find a regular field extension kg(a,) such that the compositum Kk (a) (equal in this
case to the tensor product) splits a, and Br(kx(az)/k) = 0 as claimed. m]

Proof of Theorem By Lemma[.12lwe need only show thatif we are givena; € «7,i = 1,2
and K € ¢'Zin(F) for some field extension F/k, with (a;)x = 0, we can find E/F inert with
(a2)k,e = 0 as well. But in the case K € ¢4 ! (F), this follows from Lemma and in the
case K € .Zin(F) this follows from Lemma O

6. FINITENESS OF HIGHER UPPER GENERA

Let ay, a € Br(k), and suppose n = ind(a;). Then ay <i(,—1y a, if and only if a, is in the
cyclic subgroup generated by «;. This is because the function field of the Severi-Brauer
variety of a; has transcendence degree n — 1 and hence must also split a,. But the only
algebras split by this function field lie in the cyclic subgroup generated by a; by [Ami55].

On the other hand, for a class a € Br(k), and a given integer i, we may still ask for which
B we have a <i; B. This motivates the following definition:

Definition 6.1. Let o € Br(k). We define the i'th upper genus of o, denoted [, 0); to be the set of
B € Br(k) such that B <y .

Definition 6.2. Let a € Br(k). We say that « is i-minimal if [, o0); consists precisely of the cyclic
subgroup of Br(k) generated by a.

Proposition 6.3. Given a class a € Br(k), there is a smooth projective variety Y of dimension at
most 3 such that for every field extension L/k, Br(L(Y)/L) is exactly the cyclic subgroup generated
by ar.

Proof. If k is finite there is nothing to prove, as Br(k) = 0. Thus, we assume that k is infinite.

Consider the Severi-Brauer variety X for a. If dimX < 3, we may set Y = X and be

done by [Ami55]. Otherwise, let Y < X be a smooth complete intersection of dim X — 3

anti-canonical divisors in X, which is possible by Bertini’s theorem (since k is infinite).
We will show that the map of group schemes

(3) PiCX — PiCy
is an isomorphism. It follows that map
Z = PICX(k) — Ple(k)

is an isomorphism. Since the relative Brauer group is generated by obstructions associated
to sections of the Picard scheme and Br(k(X)/k) = (a), we conclude that Br(k(Y)/k) = ().
Since our statements are independent of L, this gives the desired conclusion.

For technical reasons, we briefly recall that the deformation theory of invertible sheaves
on a scheme Z has tangent space H'(Z, ;) and obstruction space H*(Z, 0;). In particular,
if Z — § is proper, of finite presentation and cohomologically flat in dimension 0, and if
Hi(Z,, 07,) = 0fori = 1,2 and all points s € S, then Pic; /s is étale. Moreover, if, in addition,
Z is smooth over S and S is integral, then Picy/s is also universally closed over S.
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This has two consequences. First, to show that (3) is an isomorphism of group schemes,
it suffices to show that the map

Pic(X ® k) — Pic(Y ® k)

is an isomorphism of groups. This means that we can reduce the desired claim to the case
that k is algebraically closed, and hence that X = IP".

Second, the deformation theory calculations allow us to reduce the question to charac-
teristic 0. Assume that W is a complete local ring with fraction field of characteristic 0, and
let Y = IP}, be a flat complete intersection of dimension at least 3. Consider the restriction
map

PiC]pn/W — Png/w .
By the above considerations, this is an isomorphism if and only if it is an isomorphism over
the algebraic closure of the fraction field of W. But this follows from the Grothendieck-
Lefschetz Theorem [Har70, Corollary 3.3].

Finally, let W be the Witt vectors of k and assume that X = IP". Since Y is a complete
intersection we can lift it to a smooth relative complete intersection Y < IPj,. By the
previous paragraph, we conclude that (3)) is an isomorphism, as desired. |

Proposition 6.4. Let o € Br(k) be a Brauer class, and suppose that k is an uncountable field of
characteristic 0. Then we may find a smooth projective variety Z of dimension at most 2 such that
for every field extension L/k, Br(L(Z)/L) is exactly the cyclic subgroup generated by ay.

Proof. Via Proposition [6.3] without loss of generality, we may assume that we have Y
of dimension 3 such that Pic(Y;) = Z, whose generator corresponds to an a-twisted
sheaf. If Y7 is a Severi-Brauer variety, then by Noether-Lefschetz, if Z < Y is a very
general hyperplane section with respect to a projective embedding of Y, pullback gives
an isomorphism Pic Y — Pic Z.

In the case Y is not a Severi-Brauer, choose an ample line bundle .# on Y. By [LM07,
Theorem 2], if we choose d sufficiently large, then Z cut out by a very general section of
#®, we have Pic Y — PicZ is again an isomorphism.

It follows again that Pic Z is generated by an a-twisted sheaf, and hence the relative
Brauer group Br(k(Y)/k) is exactly the cyclic subgroup generated by a. O

Proposition 6.5. Suppose that a is a Brauer class over a field k of characteristic 0. Then we may
find a smooth projective surface Y /k such that a € Br(Y /k) and Br(Yy /L) is finite for every field
extension L/k.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume k is infinite. Consider the Severi-Brauer
variety X for a. If dimX < 2, we may set Y = X and be done by [Ami55]. Otherwise,
fix a projective embedding X — PPV for some N. Let Y = X be a smooth linear section
of X of dimension 2 (we can find such a subvariety since k is infinite). By the Lefschetz
hyperplane Theorem [GH94, page 156], the map the first Betti numbers of X¢ and Y¢
coincide and hence vanish (where C denotes an algebraic closure of k). It follows that
the Albanese variety for Y, and hence the Picard variety for ¥ must be trivial, which
implies that the Picard group and Neron-Severi groups for Y agree. In particular, Pic(Y)
is a finitely generated group [Gro71, Theorem 5.1, Exp XIII, p. 650]. If g is the canonical
obstruction class for Y, then for any field extension L/k, the class f is determined by its

values on the generators of Picy(L), which are finite. The relatives Brauer group Br(Y; /L)
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is, by Proposition 2.3 generated by the values of f at these generators, and therefore is
finite. O

Theorem 6.6. Let a € Br(k) be a nontrivial Brauer class and k a field of characteristic 0. Then
[, 00)3 is always finite and equal to the cyclic subgroup generated by a. If k is also uncountable,
then [a, 0); = {(a) as well.

Proof. By Proposition[6.3) we may find Y of dimension at most 3 such that Br(k(Y) /k) = ().
But therefore [, c0)3 < Br(k(Y)/k). Butsince [a, 0)3 is a subgroup of Br(k) containing «, the
result follows. The case of an uncountable field follows similarly from Proposition[6.4 O

Theorem 6.7. Let o € Br(k) be a nontrivial Brauer class over a field k. Then |a, ) is always
finite.

Proof. By Proposition [6.5, we may find Y of dimension at most 2 such that Br(k(Y)/k) is
finite and contains a. But since [a, @), is contained in Br(k(Y) /k), the result follows. O
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