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FINITISTIC DIMENSIONS OVER COMMUTATIVE DG-RINGS

ISAAC BIRD, LIRAN SHAUL, PRASHANTH SRIDHAR, AND JORDAN WILLIAMSON

Abstract. In this paper we study the finitistic dimensions of commutative noetherian non-positive DG-

rings with finite amplitude. We prove that any DG-module M of finite flat dimension over such a DG-ring

satisfies proj dimA(M) ≤ dim(H0(A)) − inf(M). We further provide explicit constructions of DG-modules

with prescribed projective dimension and deduce that the big finitistic projective dimension satisfies the

bounds dim(H0(A)) − amp(A) ≤ FPD(A) ≤ dim(H0(A)). Moreover, we prove that DG-rings exist which

achieve either bound. As a direct application, we prove new vanishing results for the derived Hochschild

(co)homology of homologically smooth algebras.
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1. Introduction

Recent years have seen an explosion in the use of differential graded (DG) techniques in commutative algebra.

The study of DG-rings encompasses the affine theory of derived algebraic geometry, but also feeds back into

commutative algebra via the viewpoint that DG-rings are resolutions of ordinary rings. In this paper, we

continue the study of DG-rings via their homological dimensions, in particular, finding bounds on projective

dimensions and thus on the finitistic dimensions of such DG-rings.

Of the homological invariants of modules, projective dimension is classically the one of most interest, both

in terms of understanding the structure of the module category, and in attaching a numerical invariant to

a ring (the global dimension). In general, however, projective dimension is not adequate to understand

the structure of a module category, nor provide a meaningful ring invariant. For example, the Auslander-

Buchsbaum-Serre theorem shows that the global dimension of a commutative noetherian ring of finite Krull

dimension is finite if and only if the ring is regular, and thus there are commutative rings whose module

categories have extremely simple structures but infinite global dimension.

Therefore, instead one seeks an alternative numerical invariant which captures the complexity of rings. One

can study the subcategory of modules that have finite projective dimension, and from this one may define the
1
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big (resp., small) finitistic projective dimension of the ring to be the supremum of the projective dimensions

of all modules (resp., finitely generated modules) of finite projective dimension. Bass attached two questions

to these invariants:

(1) do the big and small finitistic projective dimensions coincide?

(2) are these finitistic dimensions finite?

In the case of commutative noetherian rings, in general both questions have definitive negative answers.

The Auslander-Buchsbaum formula shows that over a commutative noetherian local ring, the small fini-

tistic projective dimension is equal to the depth of the ring. The big finitistic projective dimension of a

commutative noetherian ring is equal to its Krull dimension, due to results of Bass [3] and subsequently

Raynaud–Gruson [17]. In particular, we see that for commutative noetherian local rings, the two finitistic

projective dimensions coincide if and only if the ring is Cohen-Macaulay, and that the big finitistic projective

dimension is finite if and only if the Krull dimension is finite.

In contrast with the commutative case, the study of the finitistic projective dimension is a very active area of

research in noncommutative algebra, and problems related to the finitistic dimensions of finite dimensional

algebras are among the most important open problems in noncommutative algebra. In particular, the answer

to the second question above is unknown in this setting. See the survey [28] for details.

In this paper, we answer the analogous questions for commutative noetherian DG-rings. Throughout we

work with non-positively graded commutative noetherian DG-rings of finite amplitude (in cohomological

notation). We note that by [12, Theorem 0.2] and [26, Theorem 7.21], such DG-rings never have finite global

dimension. Our first main result, which appears as Theorem 5.2 in the main body, provides an upper bound

on the projective dimension of any bounded DG-module of finite flat dimension.

Theorem A. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology. If M ∈ Db(A) has

flat dimA(M) < ∞, then proj dimA(M) ≤ dim(H0(A)) − inf(M).

The proof of the above theorem is the cumulation of Sections 3-5. The proof builds on various amplitude

inequalities proved in Section 3, which are of independent interest. These enable us to prove a special case

of Theorem A, namely in the case when the DG-ring at hand is local and admits a dualizing DG-module, see

Proposition 4.3. Since the derived completion of a DG-ring admits such a dualizing DG-module, we can use

faithfully flat descent to pass to the remaining part of the proof, which is the passage from local to global,

see Section 5.

We make an important further comment: those familiar with projective dimensions of complexes over rings

may wonder whether the same result for complexes combined with a reduction argument will provide a proof

of the above theorem. This method does not work since one cannot control the infimum of the reduction in

general, as discussed in more length in Remark 5.3.

Having obtained an upper bound on the projective dimension of DG-modules of finite projective dimension,

we turn our attention to constructing DG-modules of prescribed projective dimension. This is our second

main result and appears in the text as Theorem 6.5.

Theorem B. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology such that d = dim(H0(A)) ≤

∞. Then for any 0 ≤ n ≤ d there is an M ∈ Db(A) with sup(M) = 0, inf(M) ≥ inf(A) and proj dimA(M) =

n.

In particular, we are able to find a DG-moduleM with proj dimA(M) = dim(H0(A)) and inf(M) ≥ − amp(A).

The proof of this theorem builds on results of Shaul regarding the Cohen-Macaulay loci of DG-rings [21, 24].

Using the above two theorems, we can tackle Bass’s questions regarding finitistic projective dimension in the

DG-setting. As with complexes, the projective dimension of a DG-module can be arbitrarily large, and thus
2



we must normalize the definition of the finitistic projective dimension. To this end we consider the number

FPD(A) = sup{proj dimA(M) + inf(M) | M ∈ Db(A) such that proj dimA(M) < ∞},

which encompasses the classical case when A is a discrete ring. The following result is the main result of our

paper in relation to finitistic dimensions, and appears as Theorem 7.2 in the body of the text.

Theorem C. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology such that dim(H0(A)) <

∞. Then there are inequalities

dim(H0(A))− amp(A) ≤ FPD(A) ≤ dim(H0(A)).

Note that if A is an ordinary ring (i.e., a DG-ring concentrated in one degree), then the above theorem

encompasses the classic results of Bass [3] and Raynaud–Gruson [17]. However, this is where the similarity

to the world of ordinary rings ends, for the inequalities cannot be improved upon. Infact, in Theorem 8.5 we

show that is possible for any d ≥ 0 and n > 0, to construct commutative noetherian DG-rings A and B such

that amp(A) = amp(B) = n and dim(H0(A)) = dim(H0(B)) = d, but FPD(A) = d − n and FPD(B) = d.

Thus either bound can be achieved in the DG-setting, and moreover, this dichotomy occurs for any dimension

and amplitude.

The above theorem also enables us to consider the first of Bass’s questions in the DG-world: when is

fpd(A) = FPD(A)? This appears in Section 7 of the body of the paper. In the local case, we may use the

DG-version of the Auslander-Buchsbaum formula to deduce, as in Proposition 7.5, that

fpd(A) = seq. depthA(A)− amp(A).

and thus a commutative noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology is local-Cohen-Macaulay if and

only if fpd(A) = dim(H0(A)) − amp(A). In particular, we see that in the world of commutative noetherian

local DG-rings a direct analogue of the answer for Bass’s first question is not forthcoming: it remains an

open question whether FPD(A) = fpd(A) if and only if A is local-Cohen-Macaulay.

In Section 7 we also consider the DG-versions of the finitistic flat and finitistic injective dimension, and

consider how they relate to each other and to the finitistic projective dimension discussed above. In Section 8,

alongside the aforementioned Theorem 8.5, we consider some examples. In particular, we show that for

Gorenstein local DG-rings A with H0(A) also Gorenstein, one obtains sharper bounds in Theorem A, and

as such FPD(A) = dim(H0(A))− amp(A). Finally in Section 9, we consider an application to homologically

smooth maps, as introduced by Kontsevich, giving new vanishing results for the derived Hochschild homology

and cohomology.

Acknowledgements. The second-named author thanks Jan Trlifaj for helpful discussions. Isaac Bird,

Liran Shaul and Jordan Williamson were supported by the grant GA ČR 20-02760Y from the Czech Science

Foundation. Prashanth Sridhar was supported by the grant GA ČR 20-13778S from the Czech Science

Foundation.

2. Homological dimensions over DG-rings

2.1. Setup and conventions. Throughout we will be working with commutative noetherian DG-rings.

Recall that a DG-ring is a graded ring A with a differential d : A → A of codegree 1 which satisfies the

Leibniz rule. We say that A is commutative if it is graded-commutative and moreover a2 = 0 if a has odd

codegree. In this paper, all DG-rings will be assumed to be non-positive meaning that Ai = 0 for i > 0. We

refer the reader to [27] for more information regarding DG-rings.

A DG-module M over A is a graded A-module together with a differential of codegree 1 satisfying the

Leibniz rule. The DG-A-modules form an abelian category, and by inverting the quasi-isomorphisms we

obtain the derived category D(A) which is triangulated. When A is commutative, the derived category
3



D(A) is moreover tensor-triangulated, and we write − ⊗L

A − for its monoidal product, and RHomA(−,−)

for the internal hom. Due to our cohomological notation, we denote ExtiA(M,N) = Hi(RHomA(M,N)) and

TorAi (M,N) = H−i(M ⊗L

A N).

For any M ∈ D(A), we define

sup(M) = sup{i | Hi(M) 6= 0} and inf(M) = inf{i | Hi(M) 6= 0}.

We write D+(A) (resp., D−(A)) for the full subcategory of D(A) consisting of the DG-modules M with

inf(M) < ∞ (resp., sup(M) < ∞). We also define amp(M) = sup(M) − inf(M) and write Db(A) for the

full subcategory of D(A) on those DG-modules M with amp(M) < ∞. We denote the full subcategory

of M ∈ D(A) for which each Hi(M) is a finitely generated H0(A)-module by Df(A). We define Db
f (A) =

Db(A) ∩ Df(A) and similarly for D+
f (A) and D−

f (A). We also write D0(A) for the full subcategory of D(A)

consisting of those DG-modules M with amp(M) = 0.

If A is a commutative DG-ring, then H0(A) is itself a commutative ring and there is a canonical map

A → H0(A) of DG-rings. We say that A is noetherian if H0(A) is noetherian and for all i < 0, the H0(A)-

module Hi(A) is finitely generated. Ideals of H0(A) are denoted by ā, following the conventions of [26]. If

H0(A) is a local ring with maximal ideal m̄, then we say that (A, m̄) is a local DG-ring.

The canonical map A → H0(A) induces two functors D(A) → D(H0(A)), namely reduction and coreduction.

These are given, respectively, by

H0(A)⊗L

A − and RHomA(H
0(A),−).

Both functors play a crucial role throughout our study.

2.2. Homological dimensions. We now recall the central players of our study, which are homological di-

mensions of DG-modules over DG-rings. These definitions extend those made in [1] for unbounded complexes

over discrete rings to the DG-setting.

Definition 2.1. Let A be a DG-ring and M ∈ D(A).

(i) The injective dimension of M is defined by

inj dimA(M) = inf{n ∈ Z | ExtiA(N,M) = 0 for any N ∈ Db(A) and any i > n− inf(N)}.

(ii) The flat dimension of M is defined by

flat dimA(M) = inf{n ∈ Z | TorAi (N,M) = 0 for any N ∈ Db(A) and any i > n− inf(N)}.

(iii) The projective dimension of M is defined by

proj dimA(M) = inf{n ∈ Z | ExtiA(M,N) = 0 for any N ∈ Db(A) and any i > n+ sup(N)}.

It is sufficient to test these against modules (i.e., DG-modules with amplitude 0) by a simple inductive

argument as we now show.

Proposition 2.2. Let A be a DG-ring and M ∈ D(A). Then we have:

(i) inj dimA(M) = inf{n ∈ Z | ExtiA(N,M) = 0 for any N ∈ D0(A) and any i > n− inf(N)};

(ii) flat dimA(M) = inf{n ∈ Z | TorAi (N,M) = 0 for any N ∈ D0(A) and any i > n− inf(N)};

(iii) proj dimA(M) = inf{n ∈ Z | ExtiA(M,N) = 0 for any N ∈ D0(A) and any i > n+ sup(N)}.

Proof. Since the proofs are similar for all three cases, we prove only the injective dimension case. We must

show that if ExtiA(N,M) = 0 for all i > n − inf(N) where amp(N) = 0 then ExtiA(N,M) = 0 for all

N ∈ Db(A) and i > n− inf(N). We argue by induction on amp(N) = 0. The base case is clear, so suppose

the claim holds whenever amp(N) < k.
4



Fix an N with amp(N) = k. By taking truncations, there is a triangle

N ′ → N → N ′′

where amp(N ′) < k, amp(N ′′) < k, inf(N ′) ≥ inf(N) and inf(N ′′) ≥ inf(N). Applying RHomA(−,M) to

the above triangle and applying the long exact sequence in cohomology we obtain

· · · → ExtiA(N
′′,M) → ExtiA(N,M) → ExtiA(N

′,M) → · · · .

Suppose i > n − inf(N). By the properties of N ′ and N ′′ as above, it follows that i > n − inf(N ′) and

i > n− inf(N ′′) and hence by inductive hypothesis we are done. �

We note that an alternative proof of the projective case can be found at [15, Theorem 2.22]. As mentioned

above, the homological dimensions behave very well with respect to reduction and coreduction, as the

following corollary illustrates.

Corollary 2.3. Let A be a DG-ring and M ∈ D(A). Then we have:

(i) proj dimA(M) = proj dimH0(A)(H
0(A)⊗L

A M);

(ii) flat dimA(M) = flat dimH0(A)(H
0(A)⊗L

A M);

(iii) inj dimA(M) = inj dimH0(A)(RHomA(H
0(A),M)).

Proof. This follows from adjunction and Proposition 2.2. �

We also note the following, which follows immediately from the definitions.

Lemma 2.4. Let A be a DG-ring.

(i) For any M ∈ D(A) and n ∈ Z we have proj dimA(M [n]) = proj dimA(M) + n.

(ii) For any M,N ∈ D(A) we have proj dimA(M ⊕N) = max(proj dimA(M), proj dimA(N)).

A natural question is to wonder which objects in D(A) correspond to the projective (or flat, or injective)

modules over H0(A). We let

Proj(A) = {M ∈ D(A) : M = 0 or proj dimA(M) = 0 = sup(M)}.

The crucial fact about Proj(A), as illustrated in [15, Lemma 2.8], is that H0(−) : Proj(A) → Proj(H0(A)) is

an equivalence of categories. In particular, Proj(A) is closed under coproducts, extensions, and summands.

Combining these facts, the following lemma is trivial.

Lemma 2.5. Let A be a DG-ring, and let P ∈ Proj(A). Suppose we are given a distinguished triangle

N
α
−→ P

β
−→ M → N [1]

in D(A), and suppose that sup(M) = 0 and Ext1A(M,N) = 0. Then M ∈ Proj(A).

We similarly let Flat(A) = {M ∈ D(A) : M = 0 or flat dimA(M) = 0 = sup(M)}. If F ∈ Flat(A) then

H0(F ) is a flat H0(A)-module and

(2.6) Hn(F ⊗L

A M) = H0(F )⊗H0(A) H
n(M).

Finally, we recall some other important tools, namely the DG-versions of the tensor and hom evaluation

morphisms. There are natural morphisms

τ : RHomA(L,M)⊗L

A N → RHomA(L,M ⊗L

A N)

and

η : L⊗L

A RHomA(M,N) → RHomA(RHomA(L,M), N)

in D(A) called the tensor evaluation and hom evaluation respectively.
5



Lemma 2.7. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology. The tensor evaluation

morphism τ is an isomorphism if any of the following conditions hold:

(i) L ∈ Db
f (A) and proj dimA(L) < ∞;

(ii) N ∈ Db
f (A) and proj dimA(N) < ∞;

(iii) L ∈ D−

f (A), M ∈ D+(A) and flat dimA(N) < ∞;

(iv) proj dimA(L) < ∞, M ∈ D−(A) and N ∈ D−

f (A).

Furthermore, the hom evaluation morphism η is an isomorphism provided either of the following conditions

hold:

(i) L ∈ D−

f (A), M ∈ D+(A) and inj dimA(N) < ∞;

(ii) L ∈ Db
f (A) and proj dimA(L) < ∞.

Proof. We prove the isomorphisms for τ , as the ones for η are essentially identical in approach. For part (i),

the assumptions imply that L is compact in D(A) and then this is a standard property of compact objects.

Part (ii) is similar. The assumptions in (iii) show that both RHomA(−,M)⊗L

A N and RHomA(−,M ⊗L

A N)

are contravariant way-out right functors. Since the map is an isomorphism for L = A the result follows from

the way-out lemma. Part (iv) is proved in a similar way to part (iii). �

3. Amplitude bounds on derived homomorphisms

3.1. Bounds on suprema and infima. As projective and injective dimension of DG-modules can be

determined by the vanishing of Ext functors, having bounds on the suprema and infima of particular DG-

modules, and some associated complexes, is of great use. In this subsection, we prove some inequalities that

will be of particular use throughout.

We first recall from [19, Proposition 3.3] and [26, Proof of Proposition 3.1] how reduction and coreduction

interact with sup and inf.

Lemma 3.1. Let A be a DG-ring.

(i) If M ∈ D+(A), then inf(RHomA(H
0(A),M)) = inf(M) and moreover

Hinf(M)(RHomA(H
0(A),M)) = Hinf(M)(M).

(ii) If M ∈ D−(A), then sup(H0(A)⊗L

A M) = sup(M) and moreover

Hsup(M)(H0(A)⊗L

A M) = Hsup(M)(M).

The above lemma can be used to obtain bounds on the cohomology of the derived tensor product and derived

Hom functor.

Lemma 3.2. Let A be a commutative DG-ring.

(i) Suppose M ∈ D
−(A), N ∈ D

+(A), and let s = sup(M) and i = inf(N). Then

inf (RHomA(M,N)) ≥ i − s.

Moreover

Hi−s (RHomA(M,N)) ∼= HomH0(A)(H
s(M),Hi(N)).

(ii) Let M,N ∈ D−(A). Then sup(M ⊗L

A N) ≤ sup(M) + sup(N). Moreover

Hsup(M)+sup(N)(M ⊗L

A N) = Hsup(M)(M)⊗H0(A) H
sup(N)(N).

Proof. We prove only the first item, as the second follows from a similar argument. By adjunction, there is

an isomorphism

RHomA(H
0(A),RHomA(M,N)) ∼= RHomH0(A)(M ⊗L

A H0(A),RHomA(H
0(A), N))

6



in D(H0(A)). Therefore, we obtain that

inf (RHomA(M,N)) = inf(RHomA(H
0(A),RHomA(M,N))) by Lemma 3.1,

= inf
(
RHomH0(A)(M ⊗L

A H0(A),RHomA(H
0(A), N))

)
by adjunction,

≥ inf(RHomA(H
0(A), N))− sup(M ⊗L

A H0(A)) by [8, Lemma 2.1],

= inf(N)− sup(M) by Lemma 3.1.

This proves the first part of (i). For the second part, by applying Lemma 3.1 and [8, Lemma 2.1] we obtain

isomorphisms

Hi−s (RHomA(M,N)) = Hi−s
(
RHomH0(A)(M ⊗L

A H0(A),RHomA(H
0(A), N))

)

= HomH0(A)(H
s(M ⊗L

A H0(A)),Hi(RHomA(H
0(A), N)))

= HomH0(A)(H
s(M),Hi(N))

as required. �

At certain stages, we will assume that our commutative DG-ring A admits a dualizing DG-module. Recall

that R ∈ D(A) is a dualizing DG-module provided the following properties hold:

(i) R ∈ D+
f (A);

(ii) the natural map A → RHomA(R,R) is an isomorphism;

(iii) inj dimA(R) < ∞.

We note that the shift of any dualizing DG-module is also a dualizing DG-module, and moreover if A is

local then dualizing DG-modules over A are unique up to shift. Therefore, we say that R is normalized if

inf(R) = −dim(H0(A)). We refer the reader to [9, 26] for more details.

The following proposition will be of use in subsequent sections.

Proposition 3.3. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology admitting a dual-

izing DG-module R. Then for any M ∈ D
+(A) we have

inf (RHomA(R,M)) ≤ inf(M)− inf(R).

Proof. Write i = inf(M) and consider the H0(A)-module Hi(M), which is a non-zero module over the

noetherian ring H0(A). Hence there is a prime ideal p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A)) such that p̄ ∈ Ass(Hi(M)). We note

that Rp̄ is a dualizing DG-module over Ap̄, which, consequently, is non-zero; this implies that inf(R) ≤

inf(Rp̄) ≤ sup(Rp̄). Using Lemma 2.7 and adjunction, we have isomorphisms

RHomA(R,M)⊗L

A Ap̄
∼= RHomA(R,M ⊗L

A Ap̄) ∼= RHomAp̄
(Rp̄,Mp̄),

and by our choice of p̄ it follows that i = inf(Mp̄). Let s = sup(Rp̄). By Lemma 3.2, we know

inf
(
RHomAp̄

(Rp̄,Mp̄)
)
≥ i− s

and that

Hi−s
(
RHomAp̄

(Rp̄,Mp̄)
)
∼= HomH0(Ap̄)(H

s(Rp̄),H
i(Mp̄)).

By [25, tag 0310], it holds that p̄H0(Ap̄) ∈ Ass(Hi(Mp̄)), while the fact that Rp̄ is a dualizing DG-module

implies that Hs(Rp̄) is a non-zero finitely generated H0(Ap̄)-module. Since p̄H0(Ap̄) ∈ Ass(Hi(Mp̄)), there

is an injective map

HomH0(Ap̄)(H
s(Rp̄),H

0(Ap̄)/p̄H
0(Ap̄)) → HomH0(Ap̄)(H

s(Rp̄),H
0(Ap̄))

and the former is nonzero by Nakayama’s lemma. Therefore

HomH0(Ap̄)(H
s(Rp̄),H

i(Mp̄)) 6= 0,
7



which shows that inf
(
RHomAp̄

(Rp̄,Mp̄)
)
= i− s. We therefore obtain that

inf (RHomA(R,M)) ≤ inf
(
RHomAp̄

(Rp̄,Mp̄)
)
= i− s ≤ inf(M)− inf(R)

as required. �

We note the preceding result, for complexes over rings, can be found at [8, Proposition 2.2]. We obtain the

following corollary.

Corollary 3.4. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology, and let R be a

dualizing DG-module over A. Let M ∈ Db(A) be a DG-module over A of finite flat dimension. Then

inf(R⊗L

A M) ≥ inf(R) + inf(M).

Proof. Observe that

M ∼= RHomA(R,R)⊗L

A M ∼= RHomA(R,R⊗L

A M)

where the latter follows from Lemma 2.7. It follows from Lemma 3.2 that

infM = inf
(
RHomA(R,R⊗L

A M)
)
≤ inf(R⊗L

A M)− inf(R),

proving the claim. �

3.2. Bounds for DG-modules of finite flat dimension. We now turn our attention to the goal of proving

the main theorem of this section, which provides a bound on the supremum of the derived homomorphisms

between two DG-modules of finite flat dimension. Before stating and proving this theorem, we prove some

intermediary results concerning injective dimension. To this end, we need a DG-version of the following fact:

if A is a noetherian ring, F is a flat module and E is an injective module, then E⊗AF is also injective. This

is obtained by the following formulation of Baer’s criterion for DG-modules.

Lemma 3.5. Let A be a DG-ring, and let M ∈ Db(A). Then there is an equality

inj dimA(M) = sup{n | ExtnA(H
0(A)/Ī,M) 6= 0, for some left ideal Ī ⊆ H0(A)}.

Proof. By Corollary 2.3 there is an equality inj dimA(M) = inj dimH0(A)

(
RHomA(H

0(A),M)
)
. Combining

this with [1, Corollary 2.5.I], we have

inj dimA(M) = sup{n | ExtnH0(A)(H
0(A)/Ī,RHomA(H

0(A),M)) 6= 0, for some left ideal Ī ⊆ H0(A)}

and therefore the result follows by adjunction. �

The following lemma yields the aforementioned DG-version of how injective dimension and flat dimension

interact through tensor product.

Proposition 3.6. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring, and let J, F ∈ Db(A). Assume that J has

finite injective dimension over A and that F has finite flat dimension over A. Then

inj dimA(J ⊗L

A F ) ≤ inj dimA(J) + sup(F ).

Proof. Let Ī ⊆ H0(A) be an ideal. The fact that A is noetherian and F has finite flat dimension over A

implies by Lemma 2.7 that RHomA(H
0(A)/Ī, J ⊗L

A F ) ∼= RHomA(H
0(A)/Ī, J)⊗L

A F. On the other hand, by

definition we have that sup
(
RHomA(H

0(A)/Ī, J)
)
≤ inj dimA(J). Combining this with Lemma 3.2(ii) we

have isomorphisms

sup
(
RHomA(H

0(A)/Ī, J ⊗L

A F )
)
= sup

(
RHomA(H

0(A)/Ī, J)⊗L

A F
)

≤ sup
(
RHomA(H

0(A)/Ī, J)
)
+ sup(F )

≤ inj dimA(J) + sup(F ).
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Therefore, for all ideals Ī ⊆ H0(A) and for all n > inj dimA(J) + sup(F ) we see

ExtnA(H
0(A)/Ī, J ⊗L

A F ) = 0.

Applying Lemma 3.5 to this vanishing implies that inj dimA(J⊗
L

AF ) ≤ inj dimA(J)+sup(F ) as required. �

Over a commutative noetherian local ring A, it is particularly helpful to know the injective dimension of a

dualizing complex R, should it exist. In this case, it is well known (see, for example [25, tag 0BUJ]) that

inj dimA(R) = inf(R) + dim(A). The next result provides an analogy to this result in the DG-setting.

Lemma 3.7. Let (A, m̄) be a noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology, and let R be a dualizing

DG-module over A. Then

inj dimA(R) = inf(R) + dim(H0(A)).

Proof. The fact that A has bounded cohomology implies by [26, Corollary 7.3] that R is bounded. By

Corollary 2.3 we know that

inj dimA(R) = inj dimH0(A)

(
RHomA(H

0(A), R)
)
.

By [26, Proposition 7.5], RHomA(H
0(A), R) is a dualizing complex over H0(A) and hence, combining the

above with the aforementioned result for rings, we obtain that

inj dimA(R) = inj dimH0(A)(RHomA(H
0(A), R)) = inf

(
RHomA(H

0(A), R)
)
+ dim(H0(A)).

Finally, note that

inf
(
RHomA(H

0(A), R)
)
= inf(R),

by Lemma 3.1, hence proving the result. �

We may now give the main theorem of this section, which will be of significant use in what follows. This

extends [8, Theorem 2.6] to the DG-setting.

Theorem 3.8. Let (A, m̄) be a noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology, and suppose A has a

dualizing DG-module R. Let M,N ∈ Db(A) be two DG-modules of finite flat dimension over A. Then

sup (RHomA(M,N)) ≤ sup(N)− inf(M) + dim(H0(A)).

Proof. By definition of dualizing DG-module, Lemma 2.7, and adjunction, we have isomorphisms

RHomA(M,N) ∼= RHomA(M,N ⊗L

A RHomA(R,R))

∼= RHomA(M,RHomA(R,N ⊗L

A R))

∼= RHomA(M ⊗L

A R,N ⊗L

A R)

in D(A). By Corollary 3.4, we know that inf(M ⊗L

A R) ≥ inf(R) + inf(M).

By applying Proposition 3.6 and Lemma 3.7 in turn it follows that

inj dimA(N ⊗L

A R) ≤ inj dimA(R) + sup(N) = sup(N) + inf(R) + dim(H0(A)).

Combining these observations, it follows that

sup (RHomA(M,N)) = sup
(
RHomA(M ⊗L

A R,N ⊗L

A R)
)

≤ inj dimA(N ⊗L

A R)− inf(M ⊗L

A R)

≤ sup(N) + inf(R) + dim(H0(A)) − inf(R)− inf(M)

= sup(N)− inf(M) + dim(H0(A))

where the first inequality holds by definition of injective dimension. �
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4. Bounding projective dimension over local DG-rings

In this section we prove a bound on the projective dimension of DG-modules with finite flat dimension under

the assumption that the DG-ring is local. More precisely, we will prove the following.

Theorem 4.1. Let (A, m̄) be a commutative noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology. Let M ∈

Db(A), and suppose that flat dimA(M) < ∞. Then proj dimA(M) ≤ dim(H0(A))− inf(M).

In the next section we will globalize this result, see Theorem 5.2.

A key tool in abelian categories is dimension shifting. The following lemma illustrates an analogous construc-

tion exists in D(A), and has many of the desired properties. It will be of fundamental use in the subsequent

proof.

Proposition 4.2. Let A be a DG-ring, and let M ∈ D
−(A) be a non-zero DG-module.

(1) There exists a map f : P → M [sup(M)] in D(A) such that P ∈ Proj(A) and H0(f) is surjective.

(2) If we embed such a map f in a distinguished triangle

N → P
f
−→ M [sup(M)] → N [1]

in D(A), then for any L ∈ D−(A) and any n > sup(L) there are natural isomorphisms

ExtnA(N,L) ∼= Extn+1
A (M [sup(M)], L) ∼= Ext

n+1−sup(M)
A (M,L).

Proof. For any projective H0(A)-module P̄ , the functor HomH0(A)(P̄ ,H0(−)) : D(A) → Mod(H0(A)) is homo-

logical and product-preserving, so part (1) follows by applying Brown representability. For part (2), applying

the functor RHomA(−, L) and taking the long exact sequence in cohomology we obtain an exact sequence

· · · → ExtnA(P,L) → ExtnA(N,L) → Extn+1
A (M [sup(M)], L) → Extn+1

A (P,L) → · · · .

Since P ∈ Proj(A), the outer terms vanish for n > sup(L) proving (2). �

We are now in a position to turn our attention to the proof of Theorem 4.1. The subsequent proposition

provides the main body of the proof.

Proposition 4.3. Let (A, m̄) be a commutative noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology which

has a dualizing DG-module. Let M ∈ Db(A) with amp(M) ≥ amp(A), and suppose that flat dimA(M) < ∞.

Then proj dimA(M) ≤ dim(H0(A))− inf(M).

Proof. By replacing M by M [sup(M)] and using Lemma 2.4, it suffices to prove the claim when sup(M) = 0.

In this case, we must show that proj dimA(M) ≤ dim(H0(A)) + amp(M). To simplify notation we write

N = amp(M).

We construct an sppj resolution of M , in the sense of [15, Definition 2.17]. By Proposition 4.2(1) we may

choose a map f0 : P0 → M in D(A) such that P0 ∈ Proj(A) and H0(f0) : H
0(P0) → H0(M) is surjective.

As P0 ∈ Proj(A), it follows that sup(P0) = 0, and that amp(P0) ≤ amp(A) as Hi(P0) = Hi(P0 ⊗L

A A) =

H0(P0)⊗H0(A) H
i(A) by Equation (2.6). We may extend the map f0 to a distinguished triangle

M0
g0
−→ P0

f0
−→ M → M0[1].

As both P0 and M have finite flat dimension, it follows that M0 has finite flat dimension.

For any i, we have an exact sequence

(4.4) . . . → H−(i+1)(M) → H−i(M0) → H−i(P0) → . . .

The fact that sup(P0) = sup(M) = 0 and that H0(f0) is surjective implies that sup(M0) ≤ 0.
10



If i > N , we claim that H−i(M0) = 0. Firstly, H−i(P0) = 0 since i > N ≥ amp(A) ≥ − inf(P0). On the

other hand, since i > N ≥ amp(M), we also deduce that H−(i+1)(M) = 0 so the claim follows from the

exact sequence (4.4). It follows that inf(M0) ≥ −N . Since it may now happen that sup(M0) < 0, we will

also consider M0[sup(M0)]. Note that inf(M0[sup(M0)]) = inf(M0)− sup(M0) ≥ inf(M0) ≥ −N .

We now construct the next step of the resolution, but observe that unlike the previous step, it might

happen now that sup(M0) is strictly less than 0. Thus, we now take an element P−1 ∈ Proj(A) and a map

f−1 : P−1 → M0[sup(M0)] such that H0(f−1) is surjective. Then, we embed f−1 into a distinguished triangle

of the form

M−1
g
−1

−−→ P−1
f
−1

−−→ M0[sup(M0)] → M−1[1].

We have seen above thatM0[sup(M0)] satisfies the exact same hypothesis asM , so all of the above conclusions

remain valid when M is replaced by M0[sup(M0)] and M0 is replaced by M−1. We now continue in the same

fashion, until we arrive to the distinguished triangle

M−n

g
−n

−−→ P−n

f
−n

−−→ M−(n−1)[sup(M−(n−1))] → M−n[1].

where n = N + dim(H0(A)) + 1.

For ease of notation we set the convention that M1 = M . Let k ≤ n, and consider the defining triangle

M−(k−i) → P−(k−i) → M−(k−i−1)[sup(M−(k−i−1))] → M−(k−i)[1]

where 1 ≤ i ≤ k. By applying Proposition 4.2(2), for each 1 ≤ i ≤ k in this range we obtain isomorphisms

Ext
i−

∑i
j=1 sup(M

−(k−j))

A (M−(k−i),M−k) ∼= Ext
i+1−sup(M

−(k−i−1))−
∑i

j=1 sup(M
−(k−j))

A (M−(k−i−1),M−k)

∼= Ext
i+1−

∑i+1
j=1 sup(M

−(k−j))

A (M−(k−i−1),M−k)

as i −
∑i

j=1 sup(M−(k−j)) ≥ i > 0 ≥ sup(M−k). By repeatedly applying these isomorphisms we obtain a

chain of isomorphisms

Ext1A(M−(k−1)[sup(M−(k−1))],M−k) ∼= Ext
1−sup(M

−(k−1))

A (M−(k−1),M−k)

∼= Ext
2−sup(M

−(k−1))−sup(M
−(k−2))

A (M−(k−2),M−k)

∼= · · ·

∼= Ext
1+k−(

∑k+1
j=1 sup(M

−(k−j)))

A (M,M−k)

∼= Ext
1+k−(

∑k−1
j=0 sup(M

−j))

A (M,M−k).

Consider the sequence ai = 1 + i − (
∑i

j=0 sup(M−j)). This is a strictly increasing sequence of natural

numbers, and moreover, an > n = N + dim(H0(A)) + 1 > N + dim(H0(A)). Let k be the smallest integer

such that ak ≥ n.

Since M (and hence M−k) have finite flat dimension, by Theorem 3.8 it holds that

(4.5) sup (RHomA(M,M−k)) ≤ sup(M−k)− inf(M) + dim(H0(A)) = sup(M−k) + n− 1.

Now we have

1 + k −

k−1∑

j=0

sup(M−j) = ak + sup(M−k)

≥ n+ sup(M−k)

> sup(M−k) + n− 1

≥ sup (RHomA(M,M−k))

11



by (4.5) and hence it follows that

Ext1A(M−(k−1)[sup(M−(k−1))],M−k) ∼= Ext
1+k−(

∑k−1
j=0 sup(M

−j))

A (M,M−k) ∼= 0.

Applying Lemma 2.5 to the distinguished triangle

M−k

g
−k

−−→ P−k

f
−k

−−→ M−(k−1)[sup(M−(k−1))] → M−k[1].

this in turn implies that M−(k−1)[sup(M−(k−1))] ∈ Proj(A).

In order to deduce that proj dimA(M) ≤ n−1 = N+dim(H0(A)) it remains to show that for any K ∈ D0(A)

with inf(K) = sup(K) = 0, we have ExtnA(M,K) = 0. By repeatedly applying Proposition 4.2(2) we obtain

isomorphisms

ExtnA(M,K) ∼= Extn−1
A (M0,K)

∼= Ext
n−2+sup(M0)
A (M−1,K)

∼= . . .

∼= Ext
n−(k−

∑k−2
j=0 sup(M

−j))

A (M−(k−1),K)

∼= Ext
n−(k−

∑k−1
j=0 sup(M

−j))

A (M−(k−1)[sup(M−(k−1)],K)

= Ext
n−ak−1

A (M−(k−1)[sup(M−(k−1)],K).

Since k was defined to be the smallest choice for which ak ≥ n, it follows that ak−1 < n. Hence as

M−(k−1)[sup(M−(k−1))] ∈ Proj(A), the above Ext-module is 0, proving the claim. �

Having proved the case when amp(M) ≥ amp(A), we may deduce the bound also for M with amp(M) <

amp(A) as follows.

Proposition 4.6. Let (A, m̄) be a commutative noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology which

has a dualizing DG-module. Let M ∈ Db(A), and suppose that flat dimA(M) < ∞. Then proj dimA(M) ≤

dim(H0(A)) − inf(M).

Proof. We may assume that amp(M) < amp(A); otherwise the result follows directly from Proposition 4.3.

By shifting if necessary, we may assume that sup(M) = 0, and we must show that proj dimA(M) ≤

dim(H0(A)) + amp(M). Let n = amp(A) − amp(M) > 0, and let K = M ⊕ M [n]. Note that inf(K) =

inf(M) − n = inf(A), and that sup(K) = 0, so that amp(K) = amp(A). Moreover, it is clear that

flat dimA(K) < ∞. Hence, by Proposition 4.3 it follows that proj dimA(K) ≤ dim(H0(A)) + amp(A). On

the other hand, by Lemma 2.4 we have that

proj dimA(K) = max(proj dimA(M), proj dimA(M) + n) = proj dimA(M) + n.

Thus, we deduce that

proj dimA(M) ≤ dim(H0(A)) + amp(A)− n = dim(H0(A)) + amp(M),

as claimed. �

Having treated the case when A has a dualizing DG-module, we now turn to deducing the local case in full

generality. In order to so, we need to state a couple of elementary properties of faithfully flat descent.

Definition 4.7. A map f : A → B of commutative DG-rings is faithfully flat if B ∈ Flat(A) (equivalently,

if flat dimA(B) = 0) and the induced map H0(f) : H0(A) → H0(B) is faithfully flat.

Lemma 4.8. Let f : A → B be a faithfully flat map of commutative DG-rings. Then for any M ∈ D(A), we

have sup(B ⊗L

A M) = sup(M), inf(B ⊗L

A M) = inf(M) and amp(B ⊗L

A M) = amp(M).
12



Proof. By Equation (2.6) we have Hn(B⊗L

A M) = H0(B)⊗H0(A) H
n(M). Since H0(A) → H0(B) is faithfully

flat, Hn(M) = 0 if and only if H0(B)⊗H0(A) H
n(M) = 0 and the result follows. �

Recall that for a faithfully flat map of commutative ringsA → B, we have proj dimB(M⊗L

AB) = proj dimA(M)

for any M ∈ D(A) of finite projective dimension, see for example the remark following [5, Theorem 14.1.21].

Combining this observation with Corollary 2.3 and Lemma 4.8 one obtains the following lemma.

Lemma 4.9. Let A → B be a faithfully flat map of commutative DG-rings, and let M ∈ D(A) be such that

proj dimA(M) < ∞. Then proj dimB(M ⊗L

A B) = proj dimA(M).

Accumulating the previous results, we are now in a position to prove Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Let us write Â := LΛ(A, m̄) for the derived m̄-completion of A, see [20] for more

details. The isomorphism

(M ⊗L

A Â)⊗L

Â
− ∼= M ⊗L

A −

shows that flat dim
Â
(M ⊗L

A Â) < ∞. By [19, Proposition 7.21], the DG-ring Â has a dualizing DG-module,

and hence proj dim
Â
(M ⊗L

A Â) ≤ dim(H0(Â))− inf(M ⊗L

A Â) by Proposition 4.6.

Since A → Â is faithfully flat by [18, Corollary 4.6] and [20, Proposition 4.16], by applying Lemma 4.8

we have inf(M) = inf(M ⊗L

A Â). Moreover, as H0(Â) = Ĥ0(A) by [20, Proposition 4.16], we know that

dim(H0(Â)) = dim(H0(A)). Since

proj dimA(M) = proj dim
Â
(M ⊗L

A Â)

by Lemma 4.9, the result follows. �

5. Local-to-global for projective dimension

The aim of this section is to remove the local assumption from Theorem 4.1. There is an obstacle to

performing a typical local-to-global argument, namely that, in general, projective dimension cannot be

checked at localization at prime ideals. For example, there are flat modules P over commutative noetherian

rings A of finite Krull dimension, such that P is not projective over A, but Pp is a projective Ap-module for

all p ∈ Spec(A). Such examples exist even over rings as simple as Z, see [6, Exercise 19.12] for an example.

To overcome this obstacle we turn to semi-flat cotorsion replacements over noetherian rings of finite Krull

dimension, as developed in [16]. Recall that, over any ring A, a module M is cotorsion if Ext1A(F,M) = 0

for every flat A-module F . Over commutative noetherian rings, the modules which are simultaneously flat

and cotorsion, often called flat cotorsion modules, were completely described in [7]: they are precisely the

modules of the form
∏

p∈Spec(A) Tp where each Tp is the p-adic completion of a free Ap-module.

The next result is extracted from [16].

Lemma 5.1. Let A be a commutative noetherian ring with d = dim(A) < ∞, and let N be an A-module.

For each 0 ≤ i ≤ d let

Wi = {p ∈ Spec(A) | dim(A/p) = i}.

Then there exists a complex Y ∈ D(A) which satisfies the following properties:

(1) There is an isomorphism Y ∼= N in D(A).

(2) There is a filtration of subcomplexes of A-modules

0 = Yd+1 ( Yd ( Yd−1 ( · · · ( Y1 ( Y0 = Y.

(3) For each j, there is a direct product decomposition Yj−1/Yj
∼=

∏
p∈Wj−1

T (p), where T (p) is a complex

of flat cotorsion Ap-modules with cosupport contained in {p}. Moreover, it satisfies the property that

sup(T (p)) ≤ dim(A/p).
13



Proof. Let F ∼= N be a flat resolution, and let Y = AWF , the minimal semi-flat cotorsion replacement of F

over A, described in [16, Construction 3.3] and [16, Theorem 3.4]. Then by definition Y ∼= F ∼= N , and as

explained in the proof of [16, Theorem 4.9], [16, (1.17)] gives the required filtration. �

We now turn to the first main theorem in this paper, which gives the global case of Theorem 4.1. This

generalizes the results of Raynaud-Gruson [17, Theorem II.3.2.6] to the setting of DG-rings.

Theorem 5.2. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology. Let M ∈ D
b(A), and

suppose that flat dimA(M) < ∞. Then proj dimA(M) ≤ dim(H0(A)) − inf(M).

Proof. There is nothing to prove if dim(H0(A)) = ∞, so assume that dim(H0(A)) = d < ∞. To show that

proj dimA(M) ≤ dim(H0(A))− inf(M) we use Proposition 2.2. Thus, for any N ∈ D0(A) we must show that

ExtiA(M,N) = 0 for all i > dim(H0(A))− inf(M). By shifting if necessary, we can without loss of generality

assume that sup(N) = inf(N) = 0. As N ∼= H0(N), and as the latter is a H0(A)-module, we may consider

N as a H0(A)-module. We now proceed as in the proof of [16, Theorem 4.9], and use Lemma 5.1 to first

replace N by a flat resolution F → N in D(H0(A)), and then replace F by Y = AWF , the minimal semi-flat

cotorsion replacement of N over H0(A). Here, we have set

Wi = {p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A)) | dimH0(A)/p̄ = i},

In particular, there is an isomorphism N ∼= Y in D(H0(A)), and hence also in D(A), so ExtiA(M,N) ∼=

ExtiA(M,Y ). It is thus enough to show that ExtiA(M,Y ) = 0 for all i > dim(H0(A))− inf(M). As explained

above, there is a filtration of subcomplexes of H0(A)-modules:

0 = Yd+1 ( Yd ( Yd−1 ( · · · ( Y1 ( Y0 = Y.

Take some i > dim(H0(A)) − inf(M). To show that ExtiA(M,Y ) = 0 we proceed by descending induction,

and show that for all j it holds that ExtiA(M,Yj) = 0. For j = d + 1, Yj = 0 so there is nothing to

show. Assuming we have shown that ExtiA(M,Yj) = 0, consider the short exact sequence of complexes of

H0(A)-modules:

0 → Yj → Yj−1 → Yj−1/Yj → 0

This short exact sequence of complexes give rise to a distinguished triangle

Yj → Yj−1 → Yj−1/Yj → Yj [1]

in D(H0(A)), so applying the forgetful functor, we also obtain the same distinguished triangle in D(A).

Applying the functor RHomA(M,−) to it, we obtain a distinguished triangle

RHomA(M,Yj) → RHomA(M,Yj−1) → RHomA(M,Yj−1/Yj) → RHomA(M,Yj)[1]

Hence, there is an exact sequence of H0(A)-modules of the form

ExtiA(M,Yj) → ExtiA(M,Yj−1) → ExtiA(M,Yj−1/Yj)

By assumption, the leftmost term is zero, so in order for us to show that ExtiA(M,Yj−1) = 0, it is thus

enough to show that ExtiA(M,Yj−1/Yj) = 0. This was also concluded in [16, Theorem 4.9], and the above

shows this remains true in this setting. As stated in Lemma 5.1, Yj−1/Yj is a complex of H0(A)-modules

which decomposes as a direct product
∏

p̄∈Wj−1
T (p̄), where T (p̄) is a complex of flat cotorsion H0(A)-

modules with cosupport in {p̄}. Because of this direct product decomposition, it is thus enough to show that

ExtiA(M,T (p̄)) = 0. Since Tp̄ is a complex of H0(A)p̄-modules, we may consider it as an object of D(Ap̄),

which implies by adjunction that

ExtiA(M,T (p̄)) ∼= ExtiAp̄
(Mp̄, T (p̄)).

Note that flat dimAp̄
(Mp̄) < ∞, so by Theorem 4.1 we know that

proj dimAp̄
(Mp̄) ≤ dim(H0(Ap̄))− inf(Mp̄) ≤ dim(H0(Ap̄))− inf(M).
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This means by definition that ExtiAp̄
(Mp̄, T (p̄)) = 0 provided that

i > dim(H0(Ap̄))− inf(M) + sup(T (p̄)).

By Lemma 5.1,

dim(H0(Ap̄))− inf(M) + sup(T (p̄)) ≤ dim(H0(Ap̄)) + dim(H0(A)/p̄)− inf(M)

≤ dim(H0(A)) − inf(M).

Hence, if i > dim(H0(A)) − inf(M) then in particular i > dim(H0(Ap̄)) − inf(M) + sup(T (p̄)) which shows

that ExtiA(M,T (p̄)) = 0, as claimed. �

Remark 5.3. Since by Corollary 2.3 we know it is possible to reduce the computation of projective dimension

over A to a computation of projective dimension over H0(A), the reader might wonder whether it is possible

to use this reduction to deduce Theorem 5.2 directly from the corresponding result for complexes over rings.

However, this is not possible in general. Even though the analogous result of Theorem 5.2 holds for complexes

over rings (see for example [5, Corollary 8.5.18]), the only conclusion one can obtain is that if M ∈ Db(A)

has flat dimA(M) < ∞, then

proj dimA(M) = proj dimH0(A)(M ⊗L

A H0(A)) ≤ dim(H0(A))− inf(M ⊗L

A H0(A)).

However, we typically have no way to bound inf(M ⊗L

A H0(A)). The best one can say in general is that

− inf(M ⊗L

A H0(A)) ≤ flat dimA(M),

and hence

proj dimA(M) ≤ dim(H0(A)) + flat dimA(M),

which does not provide sufficient information. There is one special case where one can explicitly bound

inf(M ⊗L

A H0(A)) for any M of finite flat dimension, namely when A and H0(A) are Gorenstein local. In

that case, this reduction method yields a sharper bound on proj dimA(M); see Theorem 8.2 below.

6. Constructing DG-modules of prescribed projective dimension

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 6.5, which, given any commutative noetherian DG-ring A with

bounded cohomology, constructs a DG-module of projective dimension dim(H0(A)) and amplitude at most

amp(A). This generalizes the construction of Bass in [3]. We will use this to give an explicit lower bound

on the big finitistic dimension in Theorem 7.2.

For a commutative noetherian local DG-ring (A, m̄) with bounded cohomology, we write RΓm̄ for the (derived)

local cohomology functor, see [20] for more details. We recall that a commutative noetherian local DG-ring

(A, m̄) with bounded cohomology is said to be local-Cohen-Macaulay if amp(RΓm̄(A)) = amp(A), and is said

to be Cohen-Macaulay if Ap̄ is local-Cohen-Macaulay for each p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A)). We write CM(A) for the

Cohen-Macaulay locus of A (i.e. those p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A)) for which Ap̄ is Cohen-Macaulay), and LCM(A) for

the local-Cohen-Macaulay locus of A.

We warn the reader that unlike in the case of rings, in general local-Cohen-Macaulay does not imply Cohen-

Macaulay due to localization causing a drop in amplitude, see [21, Example 8.3]. However, when the spectrum

of H0(A) is irreducible and H0(A) is catenary, the two definitions agree by combining [21, Corollary 8.7]

and [23, Theorem 2.5].

Lemma 6.1. Let f : (A, m̄) → (B, n̄) be a flat, local map of commutative noetherian local DG-rings, and

p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(B)). Write q̄ := H0(f)−1(p̄). If Bp̄ is local-Cohen-Macaulay then Aq̄ is local-Cohen-Macaulay;

in other words, if p̄ ∈ LCM(B) then q̄ ∈ LCM(A). Moreover, if H0(A) and H0(B) are both catenary and

have irreducible spectra, then p̄ ∈ CM(B) implies q̄ ∈ CM(A).
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Proof. Note that by definition, such an f must be faithfully flat. By the invariance of local cohomology

under base change we have an isomorphism RΓq̄(Aq̄)⊗
L

Aq̄
Bp̄

∼= RΓp̄(Bp̄) in D(Bp̄). Therefore by Lemma 4.8,

we have

amp(RΓq̄(Aq̄)) = amp(RΓp̄(Bp̄)) = amp(Bp̄) = amp(Aq̄)

as required. �

Building on recent results on the loci of Cohen-Macaulay DG-rings [24], the following lemma provides a

DG-version of [3, Proposition 5.2].

Lemma 6.2. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology such that 1 ≤ d =

dim(H0(A)) ≤ ∞. Then for any natural number 1 ≤ n ≤ d, there exists p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A)) such that

p̄ ∈ LCM(A) ∩ CM(H0(A)), ht(p̄) = n− 1 and dim(H0(A)/p̄) ≥ 1.

Proof. By localizing A at a height n prime of H0(A), we may assume (A, m̄) is local and dim(H0(A)) = n.

We write Â := LΛ(A, m̄) for the derived m̄-completion of A. Note that [20, Proposition 4.16] tells us that

H0(Â) = Ĥ0(A) and H0(A) → H0(Â) is the usual m-adic completion map of rings. To obtain the prime p̄ as

in the statement we use induction to construct a strict chain of length n

q̄0 ⊂ q̄1 ⊂ . . . q̄i ⊂ · · · ⊂ q̄n

comprised of prime ideals in LCM(Â) ∩ CM(H0(Â)) such that ht(q̄i ∩H0(A)) = i for all i.

To this end, let us choose a strict chain of length n consisting of prime ideals in H0(A), say

P̄0 ⊂ P̄1 ⊂ · · · ⊂ P̄n = m̄.

Since Ĥ0(A) is faithfully flat over H0(A), going down holds for the extension, so there is a strict chain of

length n of prime ideals

Q̄0 ⊂ · · · ⊂ Q̄n = ̂̄m
in Ĥ0(A) which lies over the given chain in H0(A). Clearly, Q̄0 ∈ LCM(Â) ∩ CM(H0(Â)) and P̄0 = Q̄0 ∩ A

has height zero. Set q̄0 := Q̄0. By [19, Proposition 7.21] the DG-ring Â has a dualizing DG-module, so we

may apply [24, Theorem 12] to choose an open neighbourhood D(f) of q̄0 in LCM(Â) ∩ CM(H0(Â)) which

completes the base case.

For the inductive hypothesis, suppose that for some 1 ≤ w ≤ n− 1, we have a strict chain of primes

q̄0 ⊂ . . . q̄w−1 ⊂ Q̄w ⊂ . . . Q̄n = ̂̄m

in Ĥ0(A) such that there is an open neighbourhood of q̄w−1, say D(f), contained in LCM(Â) ∩ CM(H0(Â))

and ht(p̄i) = i where p̄i are defined by

p̄i :=

{
q̄i ∩ H0(A) if 0 ≤ i ≤ w − 1,

Q̄i ∩ H0(A) if w ≤ i ≤ n.

Let us define

Xw =
⋃

ht(p̄)=w

{p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A)) | q̄w−1 ⊆ p̄ ⊆ Q̄w+1 and f ∈ p̄}.

By faithful flatness we have

ht(p̄w+1Ĥ0(A)) = ht(p̄w+1) = w + 1,

so p̄w+1 is not contained in Xw. Therefore we may choose an element t ∈ p̄w+1 not contained in Xw and a

height w prime containing t, say q̄w, which lies between q̄w−1 and Q̄w+1.

By choice, q̄w ∈ D(f) and therefore q̄w ∈ LCM(Â) ∩ CM(H0(Â)). Moreover, we have p̄w−1 ⊆ q̄w ∩ H0(A) ⊆

p̄w+1. But these inclusions are actually strict since going down ensures

ht(q̄w ∩ H0(A)) ≤ ht(q̄w) = w,
16



so q̄w ∩ H0(A) 6= p̄w+1. On the other hand, t ∈ q̄w ∩ H0(A), but t /∈ p̄w−1. Thus, ht(q̄w ∩ H0(A)) = w.

Replacing Q̄w with q̄w and p̄w with q̄w ∩ H0(A) concludes the induction.

As A → Â is flat by [18, Corollary 4.6], we can now use Lemma 6.1 to conclude that q̄i∩H0(A) ∈ LCM(A)∩

CM(H0(A)), which is what we wanted to show. �

Before coming to the main result of this section, we interject with a brief introduction to Koszul complexes.

Given an element a ∈ H0(A), we define

K(A; a) = cone(A
·a
−→ A)

and given a sequence a = a1, . . . , an we write K(A; a) = K(A; a1)⊗A · · ·⊗AK(A; an). We will write ℓ(a) for

the length of the sequence a. It follows easily from the definition that K(A; a) is a compact object in D(A)

and that moreover it is self dual up to a shift.

If (A, m̄) is a noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology, a sequence a = a1, . . . , an ∈ m̄ is A-regular

if and only if inf(K(A; a)) = inf(A). The maximal length of A-regular sequence is called the sequential depth

of A, and is denoted by seq. depthA(A). One can similarly define the notion of an M -regular sequence, and

the sequential depth of M for any M ∈ Db
f (A). We refer the reader to [14, 21, 22] for details.

The following lemma will be used in the proof of the subsequent theorem.

Lemma 6.3. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring, M ∈ D+(A) and N ∈ D−(A). Then

inf(K(A; a)⊗L

A M) ≥ inf(M)− ℓ(a) and sup(RHomA(K(A; a), N)) ≤ sup(N) + ℓ(a).

Proof. Since the Koszul complex is compact and self-dual up to a shift, we have an isomorphism

K(A; a)⊗L

A M ∼= RHomA(K(A; a),M)[ℓ(a)]

in D(A). Therefore using Lemma 3.2 we have

inf(K(A; a)⊗L

A M) = inf(RHomA(K(A; a),M))− ℓ(a)

≥ inf(M)− sup(K(A; a))− ℓ(a)

= inf(M)− ℓ(a)

proving the first inequality. A similar argument gives the second inequality. �

The following classical fact was proved in [3, Proposition 5.4].

Lemma 6.4. Let A be a commutative noetherian ring of positive dimension. Let P ⊆ A be a prime of

positive codimension and s ∈ A \P such that (P, s) 6= A. If a1, . . . , an ∈ P are such that there images in As

form a regular sequence, then proj dimA(As/(a1, . . . , an)As) = n+ 1.

We are now in a position to state and prove the main result of this section, which yields DG-modules of a

prescribed projective dimension.

Theorem 6.5. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology such that d =

dim(H0(A)) ≤ ∞. Then for any natural number 0 ≤ n ≤ d, there exists M ∈ D
b(A) with sup(M) = 0,

inf(M) ≥ inf(A) and proj dimA(M) = n.

Proof. If n = 0, M = A will do. So assume n ≥ 1. Choose a prime p̄ ⊆ H0(A) as in Lemma 6.2. By

[21, Corollary 5.21], there exists a sequence a = a1, . . . , an−1 ∈ H0(A) whose image in H0(A)p̄ forms an Ap̄

regular sequence while simultaneously being a system of parameters for H0(A)p̄. Since p̄ ∈ LCM(H0(A)),

the image of this sequence in H0(A)p̄ is also H0(A)p̄-regular.

Since taking Koszul complexes commutes with localization, it follows that the points in q̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A)) at

which the images of the ai form a regular sequence on Aq̄ and H0(A)q̄ is an open set containing p̄. Take an
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open neighbourhood D(f) of p̄ contained within this open set. By hypothesis, there exists x ∈ H0(A) \ p̄

such that (p̄, x) 6= H0(A). Let s denote any lift to A0 of xf ∈ H0(A). By construction, the images of the ai
in H0(A)xf form a regular sequence on As and H0(A)xf .

Consider the Koszul DG-ring K(As; a1, . . . , an−1) of As with respect to a1, . . . , an−1. As a1, . . . , an−1 is

As-regular, we have that amp(K(As; a1, . . . , an−1)) = amp(As) ≤ amp(A). From the definition one sees

that H0(A) ⊗L

A K(As; a1, . . . , an−1) ≃ K(H0(A)xf ; a1, . . . , an−1) and therefore

proj dimA(K(As; a1, . . . , an−1) = proj dimH0(A)(K(H0(A)xf ; a1, . . . , an−1))) = n

by Corollary 2.3 and Lemma 6.4. Consequently, taking M := K(As; a1, . . . , an−1) provides the DG-module

required for the statement. �

The final goal of this section is calculating the flat dimension of the module M constructed in the previous

theorem. In order to do this, we require the following.

Lemma 6.6. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring. For any M ∈ D−

f (A) we have proj dimA(M) =

flat dimA(M).

Proof. Since H0(A) ⊗L

A M ∈ D−

f (H
0(A)) by Lemma 3.1, by applying [1, Corollary 2.10.F] we have

flat dimH0(A)(H
0(A)⊗L

A M) = proj dimH0(A)(H
0(A) ⊗L

A M).

In particular, we see that proj dimA(M) = flat dimA(M) by Corollary 2.3. �

The following result shows that the projective dimension of Koszul complexes is as expected.

Lemma 6.7. Let A be a commutative DG-ring, and let a be a finite sequence of elements in H0(A) which

generates a proper ideal. Then proj dimA(K(A; a)) = ℓ(a).

Proof. For any N ∈ Db(A) we have sup(RHomA(K(A; a), N)) ≤ sup(N) + ℓ(a) by Lemma 6.3. This shows

that proj dimA(K(A; a)) ≤ ℓ(a). On the other hand, note that since

RHomA(K(A; a), A) = K(A; a)[−ℓ(a)]

it follows that Ext
ℓ(a)
A (K(A; a), A) = H0(A)/a 6= 0, and this shows that proj dimA(K(A; a)) ≥ ℓ(a) as

sup(A) = 0. �

Using the above results, we can calculate the flat dimension of the module constructed in Theorem 6.5.

Proposition 6.8. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology such that 1 ≤ d =

dim(H0(A)) ≤ ∞. Then, for any natural number 1 ≤ n ≤ d, there exists M ∈ Db(A) with flat dimA(M) =

n− 1, sup(M) = 0 and inf(M) ≥ inf(A).

Proof. If n = 1, take M = A. So we fix n ≥ 2 and consider the module M ∈ Db(A) constructed in

Theorem 6.5 for this choice of n. With notation as in the proof of Theorem 6.5, since M ∈ Db
f (As), we have

flat dimAs
(M) = proj dimAs

(M) = n− 1 by applying Lemma 6.6 and Lemma 6.7 in turn. Since As is A-flat,

it follows that flat dimA(M) = n− 1. �

7. Finitistic dimensions and Bass’s questions

In this section we collate the bounds obtained so far to approach Bass’s two questions for the finitistic

projective dimensions over commutative noetherian DG-rings with bounded cohomology. Afterwards, we

also consider the finitistic dimensions with respect to flat and injective dimension.
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7.1. Finitistic projective dimensions. Firstly we recall the dimensions of the small and the big finitistic

projective dimensions.

Definition 7.1. Let A be a commutative DG-ring.

(i) The small finitistic projective dimension of A is defined by

fpd(A) = sup{proj dimA(M) + inf(M) | M ∈ Db
f (A), proj dimA(M) < ∞}.

(ii) The big finitistic projective dimension of A is defined by

FPD(A) = sup{proj dimA(M) + inf(M) | M ∈ Db(A), proj dimA(M) < ∞}.

We now state our bounds on the big finitistic projective dimension, which is the cumulation of our efforts so

far.

Theorem 7.2. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology, and suppose that

dim(H0(A)) < ∞. Then

dim(H0(A))− amp(A) ≤ FPD(A) ≤ dim(H0(A)).

Proof. The upper bound for FPD(A) follows from Theorem 5.2. By Theorem 6.5, there exists a DG-module

M ∈ Db(A) with proj dimA(M) = dim(H0(A)) and inf(M) ≥ − amp(A) which proves the lower bound. �

Remark 7.3. Let us contrast the above bounds to those in the case of modules, or even complexes, over

commutative noetherian rings. We highlight that the bounds in the above theorem cannot be improved, as is

shown in Section 8. In particular, we may find commutative noetherian DG-rings with bounded cohomology

whose big finitistic projective dimension is strictly less than dim(H0(A)). This is a stark difference to the

case of commutative noetherian rings. If A is an ordinary commutative noetherian ring, then it is known

(see, for example, [5, E8.5.4]) that the finitistic projective dimension of A (defined as in Definition 7.1) is

equal to dim(A). Note that this is incorporated into the preceding theorem, simply by considering the case

when the DG-ring has amplitude zero.

We now turn to identifying the small finitistic projective dimension. To begin with, we treat the local case.

The following is an easy consequence of the DG-Auslander-Buchsbaum formula [14, Theorem 2.16].

Lemma 7.4. Let (A, m̄) be a commutative noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology, and M ∈

Db
f (A). If proj dimA(M) < ∞, then proj dimA(M) ≤ seq. depthA(A)− inf(M)− amp(A).

Using Lemma 7.4 we may now determine the small finitistic projective dimension for local DG-rings.

Proposition 7.5. Let (A, m̄) be a commutative noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology. Then

fpd(A) = seq. depthA(A)− amp(A).

Proof. We have that fpd(A) ≤ seq. depthA(A) − amp(A) by Lemma 7.4. The converse inequality holds by

taking an A-regular sequence of length seq. depthA(A) and applying Lemma 6.7, since if a is A-regular then

inf(K(A; a)) = inf(A) = − amp(A). �

By combining the previous result with [21, Corollary 5.5] we obtain the following characterization of local-

Cohen-Macaulay DG-rings.

Corollary 7.6. Let (A, m̄) be a commutative noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology. Then A

is local-Cohen-Macaulay if and only if fpd(A) = dim(H0(A))− amp(A).

Remark 7.7. As we stated in the introduction, a commutative noetherian local ring A is Cohen-Macaulay if

and only if fpd(A) = FPD(A). We are now in a position to consider whether this characterisation also holds

in the world of DG-rings. Unfortunately, the question remains open: if (A, m̄) is a local-Cohen-Macaulay
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DG-ring, then Corollary 7.6 tells us that fpd(A) = dim(H0(A)) − amp(A). However, Theorem 7.2 tells us

that we may only deduce that fpd(A) ≤ FPD(A) ≤ dim(H0(A)). In Corollary 8.3 we consider a special case

regarding certain Gorenstein DG-rings, which provides some but not conclusive evidence for the analogous

statement in the DG-world.

We now turn to the global case, which is our final result on finitistic projective dimension.

Proposition 7.8. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring. For any M ∈ D−

f (A) we have

proj dimA(M) = sup{proj dimAp̄
(Mp̄) | p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A))}.

Consequently fpd(A) ≤ sup{fpd(Ap̄) | p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A))}.

Proof. By applying Corollary 2.3 and [1, Proposition 5.3.P], we have

proj dimA(M) = sup{proj dimH0(A)((H
0(A)⊗L

A M)p̄) | p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A)}.

Since (H0(A)⊗L

A M)p̄ ∼= H0(A)⊗L

A Mp̄, another application of Corollary 2.3 completes the proof of the first

part of the statement. The second part of the statement follows, since inf(Mp̄) ≥ inf(M). �

7.2. Finitistic flat and injective dimensions. We now investigate the finitistic flat and injective dimen-

sions, which we will see are very closely related. Both are defined similarly to the projective case. We first

consider the big finitistic dimensions.

Definition 7.9. Let A be a commutative DG-ring.

(i) The big finitistic flat dimension of A is defined by

FFD(A) = sup{flat dimA(M) + inf(M) | M ∈ Db(A), flat dimA(M) < ∞}.

(ii) The big finitistic injective dimension of A is defined by

FID(A) = sup{inj dimA(M)− sup(M) | M ∈ Db(A), inj dimA(M) < ∞}.

Firstly, we give bounds for FFD(A) using the results of the previous sections.

Lemma 7.10. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology and dim(H0(A)) < ∞.

Then

dim(H0(A))− amp(A) − 1 ≤ FFD(A) ≤ dim(H0(A)).

Proof. It is clear that FFD(A) ≤ FPD(A) and so we obtain the upper bound from Theorem 7.2. The lower

bound follows from Proposition 6.8. �

We now show that the big finitistic injective dimension and the big finitistic flat dimension are equal. Fix a

faithfully injective H0(A)-module Ē. By Brown representability, there exists an object E ∈ D(A) such that

for all M ∈ D(A) we have

(i) RHomA(M,E) ∼= 0 if and only if M ∼= 0; and,

(ii) Hi(RHomA(M,E)) ∼= HomH0(A)(H
−i(M), Ē) for all i ∈ Z.

For brevity we write IM = RHomA(M,E). We refer the reader to [4, Section 3.1] and [19] for more details

on this construction. It follows from (ii) that we have the equalities

(7.11) sup(IM) = − inf(M) and inf(IM) = − sup(M)

for all M ∈ D(A).

Lemma 7.12. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring.

(i) For any M ∈ D(A), flat dimA(M) = inj dimA(RHomA(M,E)).
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(ii) For any M ∈ D+(A), inj dimA(M) = flat dimA(RHomA(M,E)).

Proof. For any ideal Ī ⊆ H0(A), by adjunction there is an isomorphism

RHomA(H
0(A)/Ī,RHomA(M,E)) ∼= RHomA(H

0(A)/Ī ⊗L

A M,E)

for anyM ∈ D(A). In particular, this isomorphism and the fact that Hi(RHomA(M,E)) ∼= HomH0(A)(H
−i(M), Ē)

proves (i). For part (ii), we have

TorAi (H
0(A)/Ī,RHomA(M,E)) = H−i(H0(A)/Ī ⊗L

A RHomA(M,E))

∼= H−i(RHomA(RHomA(H
0(A)/Ī,M), E)) by Lemma 2.7

∼= HomH0A(Ext
i
A(H

0(A)/Ī,M), Ē).

In particular, using Lemma 3.5 and its analogue in the flat case, we see that flat dimA(RHomA(M,E)) =

inj dimA(M) as required. �

Remark 7.13. In other words, the previous result shows that (Fn, In) is symmetric duality pair in the sense

of [4], where Fn (resp., In) consists of those M ∈ Db(A) for which flat dimA(M) ≤ n (resp., inj dimA(M) ≤ n).

Using the previous result we obtain the following.

Proposition 7.14. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring. Then FFD(A) = FID(A).

Proof. Wemay assume that FFD(A) is finite, otherwise, it follows that FID(A) is also infinite from Lemma 7.12.

Suppose M ∈ Db(A) has flat dimA(M) + inf(M) = FFD(A). Then

inj dimA(IM)− sup(IM) = FFD(A)

by Equation (7.11) and Lemma 7.12, and hence FID(A) ≥ FFD(A). We now suppose that this inequal-

ity is strict and derive a contradiction. If there exists a N ∈ Db(A) with finite injective dimension and

inj dimA(N)− sup(N) > FFD(A), then

flat dimA(IN) + inf(IN) = inj dimA(N) > FFD(A)

by Equation (7.11) and Lemma 7.12. This contradicts the definition of FFD(A) so FFD(A) = FID(A) as

required. �

As such, we obtain bounds on FID(A) from Lemma 7.10; namely, we have

dim(H0(A))− amp(A)− 1 ≤ FID(A) ≤ dim(H0(A))

for any commutative noetherian DG-ring A with bounded cohomology and dim(H0(A)) < ∞.

We now turn to understanding the small finitistic flat and injective dimensions.

Definition 7.15. Let A be a commutative DG-ring.

(i) The small finitistic flat dimension of A is defined by

ffd(A) = sup{flat dimA(M) + inf(M) | M ∈ Db
f (A), flat dimA(M) < ∞}.

(i) The small finitistic injective dimension of A is defined by

fid(A) = sup{inj dimA(M)− sup(M) | M ∈ Db
f (A), inj dimA(M) < ∞}.

The next lemma is, essentially, the be-all and end-all for the small finitistic flat and injective dimensions in

the local case.

Proposition 7.16. Let (A, m̄) be a commutative noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology. Then

all three of fpd(A), ffd(A) and fid(A) agree, and are equal to seq. depthA(A)− amp(A).
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Proof. The equality fpd(A) = ffd(A) is Lemma 6.6, which are equal to seq. depthA(A) − amp(A) by Propo-

sition 7.5. For the injective case, let M ∈ Db
f (A) have finite injective dimension. By the Bass formula given

in [14, Theorem 3.33], we have that inj dimA(M) − sup(M) = seq. depthA(A) − amp(A). Therefore by the

definition of fid(A), it is clear that fid(A) = seq. depthA(A) − amp(A). �

We note that the proof shows that any M ∈ Db
f (A) with finite injective dimension achieves the bound.

We also have the following results for non-local DG-rings, whose proofs are analogous to that of Proposi-

tion 7.8, using [1, Propositions 5.3.F and 5.3.I].

Lemma 7.17. Let A be a commutative noetherian DG-ring.

(1) For any M ∈ D(A) we have

flat dimA(M) = sup{flat dimAp̄
(Mp̄) | p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A))}.

Consequently ffd(A) ≤ sup{ffd(Ap̄) | p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A))} and similarly for FFD(A).

(2) For any M ∈ D+(A) we have

inj dimA(M) = sup{inj dimAp̄
(Mp̄) | p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A))}.

Consequently fid(A) ≤ sup{fid(Ap̄) | p̄ ∈ Spec(H0(A))} and similarly for FID(A).

8. Proving optimality of the bounds

In Theorem 7.2 we showed that if A is a commutative noetherian DG-ring with bounded cohomology such

that dim(H0(A)) < ∞ then the big finitistic projective dimension satisfies

dim(H0(A))− amp(A) ≤ FPD(A) ≤ dim(H0(A)).

The aim of this section is to construct examples showing that this result cannot be improved. In fact, we

show there are examples of DG-rings A for which FPD(A) = dim(H0(A)) − amp(A), whilst there are other

examples of A for which FPD(A) = dim(H0(A)). Note that for any commutative noetherian ring A of finite

Krull dimension, it holds that FPD(A) = dim(A), but the examples we construct involve DG-rings of positive

amplitude. In fact, we construct whole families of examples where the dimension of H0(A) and the amplitude

of A range independently across the whole non-negative integers.

For all integers d ≥ 0 and n > 0, we first construct examples of commutative noetherian DG-rings A of

amplitude n such that FPD(A) = dim(H0(A)) = d.

Example 8.1. Let R := B×C be a product of noetherian rings and suppose without loss of generality that

dim(C) ≤ dim(B) = d. Then

dim(R) = max{dim(B), dim(C)} = d.

Take A to be the trivial extension DG-ring A = R ⋉C[n]; see [11, Section 1] for details. Note that A is

a commutative noetherian DG-ring with H0(A) = R, H−n(A) = C, and Hi(A) = 0 for all i /∈ {−n, 0}. In

particular, amp(A) = n and dim(H0(A)) = d.

Let M be a B-module such that proj dimB(M) = d; such a module exists by a result of Bass contained in

Theorem 6.5. Choose a B-module N such that ExtdB(M,N) 6= 0. Since B is a localization of A and M is a

B-module, we have an isomorphism

RHomA(M,N) ∼= RHomB(M,N)

in D(A) by adjunction. Therefore proj dimA(M) ≥ d. Since M is clearly of finite flat (and projective)

dimension over A, we have d ≥ FPD(A) ≥ proj dimA(M)+inf(M) ≥ d by Theorem 7.2, and hence FPD(A) =

d.
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Next, for all integers d ≥ 0 and n > 0, we will construct examples of commutative noetherian DG-rings A

of amplitude n such that dim(H0(A)) = d and FPD(A) = dim(H0(A))− amp(A). To do this, we first prove

a general result about certain Gorenstein DG-rings. Recall, following [10], that a commutative noetherian

local DG-ring (A, m̄) is called Gorenstein if inj dimA(A) < ∞. This implies that amp(A) < ∞.

Theorem 8.2. Let (A, m̄) be a Gorenstein local DG-ring. Suppose that the noetherian local ring H0(A)

is also Gorenstein. Then for any M ∈ Db(A) with flat dimA(M) < ∞ it holds that proj dimA(M) ≤

dim(H0(A)) − amp(A)− inf(M).

Proof. Since A and H0(A) are Gorenstein, it follows that A is a dualizing DG-module over itself and that

H0(A) is dualizing complex over itself. By [9, Theorem I] or [26, Proposition 7.5] and the fact that over a

local ring a dualizing complex is unique up to a shift, it follows that RHomA(H
0(A), A) ∼= H0(A)[k] for some

k ∈ Z. By Lemma 3.1 we know that

inf(RHomA(H
0(A), A)) = inf(A),

so we deduce that RHomA(H
0(A), A) ∼= H0(A)[− inf(A)]. Using this fact and Lemma 2.7, there are isomor-

phisms

RHomA(H
0(A),M) ∼= RHomA(H

0(A), A) ⊗L

A M ∼= H0(A)[− inf(A)] ⊗L

A M.

These isomorphisms and another application of Lemma 3.1 show that

inf(M) = inf(RHomA(H
0(A),M)) = inf(H0(A)[− inf(A)] ⊗L

A M) = inf(H0(A) ⊗L

A M) + inf(A).

Therefore we have

proj dimA(M) = proj dimH0(A)(H
0(A) ⊗L

A M) by Corollary 2.3,

≤ dim(H0(A))− inf(H0(A) ⊗L

A M) by Theorem 5.2,

= dim(H0(A)) + inf(A)− inf(M)

= dim(H0(A))− amp(A) − inf(M)

as required. �

By combining Theorem 7.2 and Theorem 8.2 we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 8.3. Let (A, m̄) be a Gorenstein local DG-ring such that H0(A) is Gorenstein. Then FPD(A) =

dim(H0(A)) − amp(A).

We now give a concrete example of a DG-ring to which the previous corollary applies, thus showing that

for all integers d ≥ 0 and n > 0, there are commutative noetherian DG-rings A of amplitude n such that

dim(H0(A)) = d and FPD(A) = dim(H0(A)) − amp(A).

Example 8.4. To begin with, consider a Gorenstein local ring B of dimension d + k for some k > 0 and

let b1, . . . , bk be a regular sequence in B generating an ideal I. The quotient ring B/I is also Gorenstein,

and has dimension d. If we enlarge the generating set b1, . . . , bk to a generating set b1, . . . , bn+k for I and

set A := K(B; b1, . . . , bn+k), then A is a commutative noetherian local DG-ring with bounded cohomology

satisfying dim(H0(A)) = d and amp(A) = n. By [10, Theorem 4.9] or [2], the fact that B is a Gorenstein ring

implies that A is a Gorenstein DG-ring. Moreover, H0(A) = B/I is also Gorenstein, and hence FPD(A) =

dim(H0(A)) − amp(A) by Corollary 8.3.

By combining the examples constructed in this section, we obtain the following theorem, which shows that

for any dimension and any amplitude, we may obtain either of the bounds on FPD(A) given in Theorem 7.2.

In particular, we see that in general neither amplitude, nor dimension, are sufficient to determine big finitistic

projective dimension.
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Theorem 8.5. Given integers d ≥ 0 and n > 0, there exist commutative noetherian DG-rings A and A′

with amp(A) = amp(A′) = n, such that dim(H0(A)) = dim(H0(A′)) = d, FPD(A) = dim(H0(A)) − amp(A)

and FPD(A′) = dim(H0(A′)).

9. An application to homologically smooth maps

In this section, we use the results of this paper to obtain vanishing results for derived Hochschild (co)homology

of homologically smooth algebras. Recall that a homomorphism of commutative rings A → B is called

homologically smooth if the ring B, considered as an object of D(B ⊗L

A B) is compact. This definition is due

to Kontsevich, see [13] for details.

Recall that the derived Hochschild homology modules of a map of commutative rings A → B are defined to

be the B-modules HHi(B/A) := Tor
B⊗

L

AB

i (B,B). Similarly, the derived Hochschild cohomology modules of

B over A are given by HHi(B/A) := ExtiB⊗L

A
B(B,B).

Corollary 9.1. Let A and B be commutative noetherian rings, and let ϕ : A → B be a ring homomorphism.

Assume that ϕ satisfies:

(1) ϕ is essentially of finite type, i.e., it makes B into a localization of a finitely generated A-algebra;

(2) the map ϕ has finite flat dimension, i.e., flat dimA(B) < ∞.

(3) the map ϕ is homologically smooth.

Then

proj dimB⊗L

AB(B) ≤ dim(B ⊗A B).

Proof. Since ϕ is homologically smooth, it follows that proj dimB⊗L

A
B(B) < ∞. The fact that ϕ has finite

flat dimension and is essentially of finite type implies that B ⊗L

A B is a commutative noetherian DG-ring

with bounded cohomology. By Theorem 5.2, we deduce that

proj dimB⊗L

A
B(B) ≤ dim(H0(B ⊗L

A B))− inf(B) = dim(B ⊗A B),

where the latter follows from the fact that by definition H0(B ⊗L

A B) = B ⊗A B. �

Corollary 9.2. In the situation of Corollary 9.1, the derived Hochschild homology and derived Hochschild

cohomology modules satisfy

HHi(B/A) = Tor
B⊗

L

AB

i (B,B) = 0 and HHi(B/A) = ExtiB⊗L

AB(B,B) = 0

for all i > dim(B ⊗A B).

References

[1] L. L. Avramov and H.-B. Foxby. Homological dimensions of unbounded complexes. J. Pure Appl. Algebra, 71(2-3):129–155,

1991.

[2] L. L. Avramov and E. S. Golod. The homology of algebra of the Koszul complex of a local Gorenstein ring. Mat. Zametki,

9:53–58, 1971.

[3] H. Bass. Injective dimension in Noetherian rings. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 102:18–29, 1962.

[4] I. Bird and J. Williamson. Duality pairs, phantom maps, and definability in triangulated categories. arXiv:2202.08113v1,

2022.

[5] L. W. Christensen, H.-B. Foxby, and H. Holm. Derived category methods in commutative algebra. Draft version of 11/21.

Obtained at https://www.math.ttu.edu/~lchriste/download/dcmca.pdf.

[6] D. Eisenbud. Commutative algebra, volume 150 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, New York, 1995. With

a view toward algebraic geometry.

[7] E. Enochs. Flat covers and flat cotorsion modules. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 92(2):179–184, 1984.

[8] H.-B. Foxby. Isomorphisms between complexes with applications to the homological theory of modules. Math. Scand.,

40(1):5–19, 1977.

24

https://www.math.ttu.edu/~lchriste/download/dcmca.pdf


[9] A. Frankild, S. Iyengar, and P. Jørgensen. Dualizing differential graded modules and Gorenstein differential graded algebras.

J. London Math. Soc. (2), 68(2):288–306, 2003.

[10] A. Frankild and P. Jørgensen. Gorenstein differential graded algebras. Israel J. Math., 135:327–353, 2003.

[11] P. Jørgensen. Recognizing dualizing complexes. Fund. Math., 176(3):251–259, 2003.

[12] P. Jørgensen. Amplitude inequalities for differential graded modules. Forum Math., 22(5):941–948, 2010.

[13] M. Kontsevich and Y. Soibelman. Notes on A∞-algebras, A∞-categories and non-commutative geometry. In Homological

mirror symmetry, volume 757 of Lecture Notes in Phys., pages 153–219. Springer, Berlin, 2009.

[14] H. Minamoto. Homological identities and dualizing complexes of commutative differential graded algebras. Israel J. Math.,

242(1):1–36, 2021.

[15] H. Minamoto. Resolutions and homological dimensions of DG-modules. Israel J. Math., 245(1):409–454, 2021.

[16] T. Nakamura and P. Thompson. Minimal semi-flat-cotorsion replacements and cosupport. J. Algebra, 562:587–620, 2020.

[17] M. Raynaud and L. Gruson. Critères de platitude et de projectivité. Techniques de “platification” d’un module. Invent.
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