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VIEWING QUASI-COHERENT SHEAVES OF IDEALS AS

IDEALS OF A RING
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Abstract. This paper presents a technique for viewing quasi-coherent
sheaves of ideals of a given blowup as regular ideals of a ring. In the
paper, we first describe (Zariski) models as integral schemes that are sep-
arated and of finite type over an integral domain D. We then construct
a ring D

∗ for a given projective model (e.g. blowup of D over a finitely
generated ideal) by intersecting Nagata function rings. The spectrum of
D

∗ contains the projective model, but similar to the Proj-construction,
it includes additional prime ideals. We characterize the relevant ideals
and construct a faithfully flat morphism of schemes from the spectrum
of D∗ to the model. Finally, using Abhyankar’s definition of ideals on
models, we identify the relevant ideals of D

∗ with the quasi-coherent
sheaves of ideals of the corresponding projective model.

Introduction

A projective scheme can be constructed as a Proj of a graded ring. When
the graded ring is taken as a polynomial ring D[t] of an integral domain
D, where t is indeterminate, ProjD[t] and SpecD are homeomorphic to
each other. In other words, the homogeneous prime ideals of D[t] that are
not irrelevant display the spectrum of D. Instead of a polynomial exten-
sion, if we consider the Nagata extension D(t), then the maximal spectrum
of D(t) presents the maximal spectrum of D. But, in general we do not
have a bijective correspondence between the spectra of D(t) and D. We
want to characterize “irrelevant ideals” of D(t), so that the “relevant prime
spectrum” of D(t) will reflect SpecD. Working with the Nagata extensions
rather than the polynomial extensions allows us to encapsulate the local
affine pieces of a projective scheme (along with some irrelevant ideals) into
a single ring. More precisely, (Theorem 3.13) for a given blow-up X of an
integral domain D along a finitely generated ideal, we construct a ring D∗

X
and a morphism of schemes from SpecD∗

X to X that is faithfully flat. As
an application (Corollary 4.7) we show that the quasi-coherent ideals on X
are in bijective correspondence with the relevant ideals of D∗

X .
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2 VIEWING QUASI-COHERENT SHEAVES OF IDEALS AS IDEALS OF A RING

Instead of working with schemes, we will use the terminology of (Zariski)
models as in [13]. We regard the spectrum of a ring as the set of local-
izations at its prime ideals rather than as the set of prime ideals. In this
sense, a model over an integral domain D is a union of finite spectra of
finitely generated D-algebras such that no two localizations are dominated
by the same valuation domain. Section 1 provides related terminology on
the models and Subsection 1.1 recalls some properties about the topological
structure of models. In essence, a model over D is an irreducible, reduced,
and separated D-scheme of finite type. Finally, Subsection 1.2 introduces
Abhyankar’s definition of ideals on models appearing in [1], which corre-
sponds to the quasi-coherent sheaves of ideals.

The spectrum of a finitely generated D-algebra is called an affine model
over D, and it is apparent that an affine model is also an affine scheme
with some extra properties. Likewise, projective models are also projective
schemes. These observations can be found in prior literature on the subject
(e.g. [6], [7], [10]). Let Zar(K/A) denote the set of valuations of K contain-
ing A. Sekiguchi [11] shows Zar(K/A) is a locally ringed space. It is known
that Zar(K/A) is the projective limit of the projective models (see Zariski
and Samuel [13]). Sekiguchi [12] expresses and proves this within scheme
terminology when the ground ring A is a Noetherian ring. Moreover, Ol-
berding [9] characterizes subspaces of Zar(K/A) that correspond to affine
schemes. Section 2 connects the terminologies and translates the properties
of models into their scheme counterparts. The proofs in further sections will
mainly use the model terminology but the statements might be expressed
within the scheme terminology.

Section 3 presents the aforementioned ring construction. For a model X ,
we set D∗

X as the intersection of the Nagata extension of local rings from X ,
that is

D∗
X =

⋂

R∈X

R(t)

where R(t) is the Nagata extension of R. The Nagata extension of a ring
R is the localization of the polynomial ring R[t] at the set of all primitive
polynomials; that is, a polynomial whose coefficients generate the unit ideal
R. Subsection 3.1 explores this construction when X corresponds to a pro-
jective model, while Subsection 3.2 defines a generalization of the concept of
homogeneous ideals, from polynomial rings to Nagata extensions and then
to D∗

X . We call an ideal of D(t) relevant if it is an extension of an ideal from
D. As t is a unit in D(t), the relevant prime spectrum is exactly ProjD[t].
In Section 4, we demonstrate that the quasi-coherent sheaves of ideals on a
projective model can be interpreted as the relevant ideals of the constructed
ring.

By a ring, we mean a commutative ring with identity. Throughout this
paper, D refers to an integral domain with K a field containing D as a
subring.



VIEWING QUASI-COHERENT SHEAVES OF IDEALS AS IDEALS OF A RING 3

1. Preliminaries on Models

We recall the necessary definitions and facts regarding the model termi-
nology. For more details, the reader is referred to Zariski and Samuel [13,
Ch. VI §17] and Abhyankar [1, Ch. I §1]. The set of all local domains that
contain D and have fraction field K is denoted by L(K/D). The following
notations will be frequently used.

Notation 1.1. For a ring A, the set of localizations of A at its prime ideals
is denoted by S(D); that is,

S(A) = {AP | P E A is prime}.

For a subset H of K containing a nonzero element, we write

W(D;H) =
⋃

06=x∈H

S
(

D[Hx−1]
)

whereD[Hx−1] is the subring ofK generated (as a ring) by the elements ofD
and the elements of the form yx−1 for y ∈ H. We also writeW(D;x1, . . . , xn)
when H = {x1, . . . , xn} is a finite set.

The notation S (A) is referred to as V(A) in [1] and as V (A) in [13],
with the latter omitting the field of fractions of A. In the following section,
we consider L(K/D) as a topological space, and the induced topology on
S (A) will correspond to the usual Zariski spectrum topology if we regard
S (A) as SpecA by identifying a prime ideal P with the local ring AP .
In general, the inclusion reversing nature of the identification prevents S (·)
from being a closed set, whereas, V (·) is typically associated with closed sets
in the spectrum topology. We change the notation to avoid any potential
confusion and to highlight its identification with the spectrum.

Although both [13] and [1] define a local ring as a Noetherian (quasi-)local
ring, we follow the convention that a local ring is a ring with a unique maxi-
mal ideal, not necessarily Noetherian. We adjust the definitions accordingly.
Around the terminology of models, [1] is mainly consistent with [13] with
a few slight technical variations (see Remark 1.5). The adapted definitions
primarily follow [1].

Definition 1.2.

• Given two local domains (R,MR) and (S,MS), we say S dominates
R if R is a subring of S satisfying MR = MS ∩R.

• A premodel of K over D is a non-empty subset of L(K/D).
• A premodel X is called irredundant if no two distinct elements of X
are dominated by the same valuation ring; equivalently if no distinct
two elements of X can be dominated by the same local domain.

• A premodel X is called complete if for any valuation ring V of K
that contains D, there exists an element of X that is dominated
by V .

• A subring A of K that contains D is called an affine ring over D
if it is finitely generated as a D-algebra. In other words, there are
x1, . . . xn ∈ K such that A = D[x1, . . . xn] i.e. A is the smallest
subring of K that contains D ∪ {x1, . . . xn}.
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• A model of K over D is an irredundant premodel X of the form
⋃

ǫ∈Λ S (Dǫ) where
{

Dǫ

}

ǫ∈Λ
is a finite family of affine rings over D.

• A projective model X of K over D is a premodel of K over D of the
form W(D;H) for a finite subset H ⊆ K that contains a nonzero
element. In such a case, we say X is determined by H.

Example 1.3. When K is the fraction field of D, the premodel S (D) is a
complete model of K over D. More generally, if A is an affine ring over D
and K is the field of fractions of A, then S (A) is a model of K and called
an affine model over D.

Not all finite unions of spectra form a model. The following provides a
non-example of models.

Example 1.4. Let D = C[x, y] and K = C(x, y). Then S (D) ∪ S (D[x/y])
is a premodel of K over D, but it is not a model as it is not irredundant.

Remark 1.5. We often omit the field K and refer to a model of K over D
simply as a model over D. This will not cause confusion since for a given
model of K over D, the field K is the unique field contained in the model.
Note that this use is adopted from [1]. In [13], a model X of a field K ′

over D is defined in such a way that it does not contain K ′. Even with this
version, all R ∈ X have the same fraction field due to the irrendundancy
condition and hence adding the common fraction field K to X yields the
version we adopted.

Contrary to the ambient field K, the chosen ground ring D might affect
the properties of a model of K over D.

Example 1.6. ForD = C[x, y], both S (D) and S (D[x/y]) are affine models
over D. However, only the first one is complete. No element of the latter
one is dominated by the valuation domain D[y/x]〈x,y/x〉.

As the naming suggests, projective models are indeed models. We present
some facts on projective models that will be used tacitly in the upcoming
sections.

Proposition 1.7. [1, 1.7.3] Let H be a subset of K that contains a nonzero
element. If K is the field of fractions of D[Hx−1] for some (hence for all)
nonzero x ∈ H, then W(D;H) is an irredundant premodel of K over D. If,
additionally, H is finite, then W(D;H) is a complete model.

Proposition 1.8. [1, 1.9.3 & 1.9.5] If H is a D-submodule of K, then
W(D;H) = W(D; {xǫ}ǫ∈Λ) for any set of generators {xǫ}ǫ∈Λ of H. More-
over, when H is an ideal of D, then

{R ∈ S (D) | HR = R} = {R ∈ W(D;H) | HR = R}

holds.

Remark 1.9. Consider a projective model X = W(D;H) determined by a
finite subset H of K. Suppose that K is the fraction field of D. Then, by
clearing the denominators, we may assume that H is a finitely generated
ideal of D. More precisely, we first choose a nonzero x ∈ K such that
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xH ⊆ D. Such an element exists as H is a finite set; for instance x can be
taken as the product of denominators of the elements in H. Now, taking I
as the ideal of D generated by the finite set xH yields X = W(D; I).

1.1. Zariski Topology on Models. A premodel X has a topology where
the sets of the form {R ∈ X | R ⊇ H} for a finite subset H of K form
a basis. This topology is called the Zariski topology. In fact, the Zariski
topology on X is induced from the Zariski topology of L(K/D). When
X = S (D), this topology corresponds to the (spectrum) Zariski topology
via the identification S (D) ∋ R = DP

∼= P ∈ Spec(D). In this case, for
nonzero elements f ∈ D, the open sets S (D[1/f ]) correspond to the basic
open sets in the (spectrum) Zariski topology.

The affine rings A over D which satisfy S (A) ⊆ X have an important role
in the structure of a model X over D. By definition such subsets are open
in X and moreover, they form a basis for open sets. In Section 2, we observe
that when a model X is considered to be a scheme, they correspond to affine
open subschemes. We introduce a notation for the collection of such rings.

Notation 1.10. For a given X ⊆ L(K/D), let Aff(X ) denotes the set of
affine rings over D such that S (A) ⊆ X .

Definition 1.11. We say a model X over D is defined by the family {Dǫ}ǫ∈Λ
if X =

⋃

ǫ∈Λ S (Dǫ) and Dǫ is in Aff(X ) for all ǫ.

The following proposition collects some facts on the topological structure
of models.

Proposition 1.12. [1, 6.2] Suppose X is a model of K over D. Then, the
followings hold.

i. For R ∈ X and A ∈ Aff(X ), if A ⊆ R then R ∈ S (A).
ii. The set {S (A) | A ∈ Aff(X )} is a basis of X .
iii. The closure of an element R ∈ X is

{R} = {S ∈ X | S ⊆ R}.

In particular, the field K is the generic point of X .

As an immediate consequence, we see that a model is a quasi-separated
topological space. The following corollary is implicitly expressed in both [13]
and [1]. It deserves a separate statement, as it will be useful for observing
that the scheme structure of a model is separated.

Corollary 1.13. For a model X , the set {S (A) | A ∈ Aff(X )} is closed un-
der finite intersections. Moreover, X is a quasi-separated topological space;
i.e. an intersection of two quasi-compact open sets is quasi-compact.

Proof. Fix A, B ∈ Aff(X ). Then, the ring A[B] = B[A], the smallest sub-
ring of K that contains both A and B, is also affine over D. So, a ring R
contains both A and B if and only if it contains A[B]. Hence, from Propo-
sition 1.12 (i) the equality S (A) ∩ S (B) = S (A[B]) holds. By induction,
we conclude that the given set is closed under finite intersections.



6 VIEWING QUASI-COHERENT SHEAVES OF IDEALS AS IDEALS OF A RING

Now, take two quasi-compact open subsets U , V of X . So, they can be
expressed as finite unions U =

⋃n
i=1 S (Ai) and V =

⋃m
j=1 S (Bj) where Ai

and Bj ’s are from Aff(X ). Then, we have

U ∩ V =
n
⋃

i=1

m
⋃

j=1

(

S (Ai) ∩ S (Bj)
)

=
n
⋃

i=1

m
⋃

j=1

S (Ai[Bj ])

which yields the desired quasi-compactness of U ∩ V . �

Definition 1.14. Let X and Y be premodels over D.

• If every element in X dominates an element of Y, then we say that
X dominates Y. In this case, we denote Y 4 X .

• We say that X properly dominates Y if Y 4 X and every element of
Y is dominated by an element of X .

• If Y is irredundant (e.g. a model over D), then Y 4 X if and only
if every element R from X dominates a unique element from Y. We
call this unique element the center of R.

• Suppose Y is irredundant and Y 4 X . The map δXY that sends an
element of X to its unique center is called the domination map from
X to Y.

Note that the domination relation is a preorder (i.e. reflexive and transi-
tive relation) on the power set of L(K/D); however, it is not antisymmet-
ric. For instance, let X = S (D) ∪ S (D[x/y]) as in Example 1.4. Then,
X 4 S (D) and S (D) 4 X but S (D) ( X .

The domination relation reverses the inclusion. For two models X , Y
over D, if X ⊆ Y as sets, then Y 4 X . Moreover, in the case X ⊆ Y, the
domination map δXY is the inclusion map.

Proposition 1.15. [13, Lemmas 3 & 5 in §17] Let X be a premodel and
Y be a model over D. Suppose X dominates Y. Then the domination map
δXY : X → Y is a continuous map. Moreover, if both X , Y are complete

models, then δXY is closed.

1.2. Ideals on Models. In [1], Abhyankar defines the notions of a preideal
and an ideal on a given model over a Noetherian domain. Both definitions
make sense without the Noetherianity assumption.

Definition 1.16. For a premodel X ⊆ L(K/D), a function

I : X −→
⋃

R∈X

{ideals of R}

is called a preideal on X if for each R ∈ X its image I(R) is an ideal of R.

We write IR instead of I(R).

Notation 1.17. Let I be a preideal on a premodel X ⊆ L(K/D). For a
subring A of K such that S (A) ⊆ X , we denote the intersection

⋂

R∈S(A) IR

by A ∩ I.

Definition 1.18. Let X be a model over an integral domain D. A preideal
I on X is called an ideal if the equality IR = (A ∩ I)R holds for any
A ∈ Aff(X ) and R ∈ S (A).
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In [1], the following proposition is proved under the assumption D is
Noetherian. When D is Noetherian, a model X over D is a Noetherian
topological space with respect to Zariski topology. That is, all open subsets
of X are quasi-compact. However, the proof only uses the quasi-compactness
of the open sets of the form S (A) for A ∈ Aff(X ). As the spectrum of any
ring is quasi-compact, the proof is still valid when D is a non-Noetherian
domain.

Proposition 1.19. [1, 6.4.3] Let X be a model over an integral domain D.
Then, for a preideal I on X the following are equivalent.

(i) I is an ideal on X .
(ii) For all S ∈ X , there exists A ∈ Aff(X ) such that S ∈ S (A) and for

every R ∈ S (A) the equality IR = (A ∩ I)R holds.

By subtly modifying the preceding proposition, we see that an ideal I on a
model X is uniquely determined by the ideals D1∩I E D1, . . . ,Dn∩I E Dn

where X is defined by the integral domains D1, . . . ,Dn.

Proposition 1.20. Let X be a model over an integral domain D and I be
a preideal on X . Assume that X is defined by

(

Dǫ

)

ǫ∈Λ
⊆ Aff(X ). Then, I

is an ideal on X if and only if for every ǫ ∈ Λ and R ∈ S (Dǫ) the equality
IR = (Dǫ ∩ I)R holds.

Proof. The necessity direction comes from the definition. For sufficiency, we
note that for S ∈ X , choosing aDǫ with S ∈ S (Dǫ) satisfies Proposition 1.19
(ii). �

To put it in another way, for a model X defined by
{

Dǫ

}

ǫ∈Λ
⊆ Aff(X ) and

a family of ideals
{

Iǫ
}

ǫ∈Λ
where Iǫ E Dǫ the proposition above tells us that

the family
{

Iǫ
}

induces an ideal on X if and only if for any R ∈ X whenever
R contains both Dǫ, Dǫ′ , then the extended ideals IǫR, Iǫ′R are equal. In
particular, for an affine model S (A), ideals on S (A) can be identified with
the actual ideals of A.

2. Models in Schemes Terminology

Recall that an abstract variety is an integral and separated scheme of
finite type over an algebraically closed field. This section shows that models
can be viewed as schemes, and they are generalizations of abstract varieties.
The terminology related to schemes can be found in Hartshorne [5]. Occa-
sionally, the theorems in [5] are restricted to Noetherian rings. But we work
in the framework of models over an integral domain D without assuming
Noetherianity. For the employed theorems that need a more general setting,
we refer the reader to Görtz and Wedhorn [4].

Notation 2.1. For a premodel X , we will denote by OX the sheaf of rings
defined by

OX (U) :=
⋂

R∈X

R
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where U is an open subset of X . We take the restriction maps as inclu-
sions (or the zero map when the codomain is the zero ring). Note that by
convention, the empty intersection gives the zero ring.

A premodel X can be viewed as a locally ringed space via the sheaf OX .
Moreover, for R ∈ X , the stalk OX ,R at R is the local ring R. We prove
these remarks.

Lemma 2.2. Let X be a premodel. Then (X ,OX ) is a locally ringed space.

Proof. First, we argue that OX is a sheaf. Note that for non-empty open
sets V ⊆ U , we clearly have OX (U) ⊆ OX (V ). So, taking the restriction
maps as inclusions makes sense. Since the restriction maps are inclusions,
it is evident that the sheaf axioms are satisfied. Now, fix R ∈ X . We claim
that the stalk OX ,R is the local ring R. For any open set U that contains R,
the ring OX (U) is a subring of R. Therefore, the stalk OX ,R is also a subring
of R. Note that for any r ∈ R, since Ur = {S ∈ X | S ∋ r} is an open set
that contains R, the integral domain OX (Ur) is a subring of the stalk OX ,R.
Therefore, OX ,R cannot be a proper subring of R, because otherwise there
would be r ∈ R \OX ,R causing OX (Ur) * OX ,R. So all stalks are local rings
and hence (X ,OX ) is a locally ringed space. �

Using that a model is a union of affine models and is irredundant, we now
conclude any model can be considered as a scheme. Despite the convention
of denoting a scheme solely by its underlying topological space, we mostly
maintain the tuple notation to clearly differentiate between the model itself
and the corresponding ringed space. Still, we occasionally switch back to
the conventional notation when it eases the notation without obscuring our
perspective.

Proposition 2.3. Let X be a model over D. Then, (X ,OX ) is a quasi-
compact, quasi-separated and an integral scheme.

Proof. We first note that being quasi-compact and quasi-separated are topo-
logical properties, and Corollary 1.13 shows that models are quasi-separated.
Moreover, X can be written as a finite union of quasi-compact open sets since
the spectrum of any ring is quasi-compact and S (A) is open in X for any
A ∈ Aff(X ); thus, X is quasi-compact.

As established in Lemma 2.2, (X ,OX ) is a locally ringed space. Addi-
tionally, for any open set U , by definition O(U) = ∩R∈UR. First, we assume
X is an affine model, say X = S (A) for an integral domain A. Therefore,
when we identify S (A) with Spec(A), the ring O(U) is the intersection of
the localizations at primes contained in U . Hence, (X ,OX ) is the affine
scheme of A.

For the general case, write X =
⋃

S (Dǫ) where Dǫ are affine rings over
D. We set Uǫ = S (Dǫ) and consider the restricted sheaf OX ↾Uǫ

. From the
affine case we know that the restricted ringed spaces (Uǫ,OX ↾Uǫ

) are the
affine schemes of the rings Dǫ’s, and hence, (X ,OX ) is a scheme. Moreover,
for any open U ⊆ X , the ring OX (U) is an integral domain as it is an
intersection of integral domains. This demonstrates (X ,OX ) is an integral
scheme. �
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Remark 2.4. We can also construct (X ,OX ) as a gluing of the affine schemes
Uǫ = S (Dǫ) where {Dǫ}

n
ǫ=1 is a family that defines X . The proof of Corol-

lary 1.13 shows that for any ǫ, ǫ′ the intersection Uǫ ∩ Uǫ′ = S (Dǫ +Dǫ′) is
open in X . So, the collection of Uǫ ∩ Uǫ′ ’s together with identity functions
between them forms a gluing datum. Since (Uǫ)

n
ǫ=1 covers X and we glue

them along identity maps, the obtained glued scheme is indeed (X ,OX ).
Moreover, by gluing the inclusion maps D →֒ Dǫ, more precisely by glu-
ing the scheme morphisms Uǫ → S (D) that correspond to the inclusions
D ⊆ Dǫ, we obtain a scheme morphism from (X ,OX ) to (S (D) ,OD). The
continuous map on the underlying topological spaces is the center map from
X to S (D).

In particular, the following theorem shows that a model over an alge-
braically closed field is an abstract variety.

Theorem 2.5. Let X be a model over D. Then, the scheme X is a separated
D-scheme of finite type. Moreover, the scheme X is proper over D if and
only if X is a complete model.

Proof. Say X = ∪ǫ∈ΛS (Dǫ) where Λ is a finite index set and Dǫ’s are in
Aff(X ). In particular, for any ǫ, the ringDǫ is a finitely generated D-algebra
which implies the scheme S (Dǫ) is of finite type over D. Therefore, (X ,OX )
is of locally finite type over D as it has an affine cover of finite type over D.
Combining with the fact that it is quasi-compact, we conclude that (X ,OX )
is a D-scheme of finite type.

The scheme morphism from (X ,OX ) to the affine scheme S (D) is quasi-
separated since so are both schemes. Moreover, a valuation domain can
dominate at most one element of X as models are irredundant premodels.
Therefore, Valuative criterion - general version ([4, Theorem 15.8]) yields
that the morphism X → S (D) is separated. Additionally, from by the
same criterion, we conclude that X → S (D) is proper if and only if any
valuation domain that contains D must dominate an element of X . The
latter condition is equivalent that the model X is complete. �

Conversely, for a given integral scheme (X ,OX ) that is separated and of
finite type over D, its underlying topological space can be viewed as a model
over D.

Proposition 2.6. Let (X ,OX ) be an integral scheme that is separated and
of finite type over D. Assume that its function field is K. Then, there
is a model Y of K over D such that the corresponding scheme (Y,OY ) is
isomorphic to (X ,OX ).

Proof. The reason we do not directly use X is that it does not have to be
a subset of L(K/D). Since (X ,OX ) is an integral D-scheme, we may find
an affine cover Ui

∼= SpecAi such that for each i the integral domain Ai

contains D and has fraction field K. Moreover, as X is quasi-compact, we
can choose a finite cover, say U1, . . . , Un. Then taking Y =

⋃n
i=1 S (Ai)

works. �

Predictably, the set of affine open subschemes of X corresponds to Aff(X ).
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Lemma 2.7. Let X be a model of K over D and U be an affine open
subscheme of (X ,OX ). Then the ring OX (U) is in Aff(X ).

Proof. Say A = OX (U), which means U ∼= S (A) and K is the fraction field
of A. Since U is an affine open subscheme, we have an open immersion
U →֒ X . Recall that immersions are of locally finite type. Therefore, as
X is quasi-compact, U →֒ X is of finite type. Now, by composing it with
X → S (D), we see that the scheme morphism U → S (D) is of finite type
as this property is preserved under compositions. In particular, as a D-
algebra, A = OX (U) is finitely generated and hence we obtain A ∈ Aff(X )
as claimed. �

Proposition 2.8. Let X be a model over D. Ideals on the model X corre-
spond to the quasi-coherent sheaves of ideals on the scheme (X ,OX ).

Proof. First, suppose X = S (A) for an integral domain A. An OX -module
F is a quasi-coherent sheaf of ideals on the affine scheme corresponding
to A if and only if F = Ĩ for some ideal I of A where Ĩ is the unique
sheaf satisfying Ĩ

(

A[1/a]
)

= IA[1/a] for all nonzero a ∈ A. In other words,
any quasi-coherent sheaf of ideals on S (A) is the sheaf whose stalks are
extensions of an ideal I E A. On the other hand, by Proposition 1.20 we
know that the ideals on the affine model S (A) correspond to the ideals of
A and hence to the quasi-coherent sheaf of ideals.

For the general case, we note that an OX -module F is a quasi-coherent
sheaf of ideals if and only if so is the restriction F ↾U for any affine open
subscheme U . Hence, the general case follows from Lemma 2.7, which es-
tablishes the identification of affine open subschemes of X and Aff(X ). �

3. Intersecting Nagata Extensions Obtained from a Model

We begin by recalling the definition of the Nagata extension of a given
ring R. More information on Nagata extensions can be found in Gilmer [3].
For the rest of this paper, t will denote an indeterminate.

Definition 3.1. A polynomial in R[t] is called primitive if its coefficients
generate the unit ideal R.

There is ambiguity in the literature concerning the terminology of prim-
itive polynomials, particularly when the ring is a GCD (Greatest Common
Divisor) domain. In some sources (e.g. [14]), a polynomial f ∈ R[t] is called
primitive if the greatest common divisor of the coefficients of f is unit. This
does not always coincide with the definition we adopted. For instance, when
R is taken as the GCD domain C[x, y], the greatest common divisor of the
coefficients of the polynomial f(t) = xt+ y ∈ R[t] is a unit; however, we do
not consider f as primitive since 〈x, y〉 is a proper ideal.

For any ring R, the set of primitive polynomials from R[t] is a multiplica-
tive set. So, the following definition makes sense.

Definition 3.2. Let R be a ring and N denote the set of all primitive
polynomials from R[t]. Then the localization N−1R[t] is called the Nagata
extension (or the Nagata function ring) of R and is denoted by R(t).
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Note that the Nagata extension of a field K is the usual field extension
K(t).

Definition 3.3. For a given model X of K over D, we set

D∗
X =

⋂

R∈X

R(t).

For readability, when X is clear from the context, we omit X and write D∗.

Clearly, D∗ is an integral domain and its fraction field is K(t).

Proposition 3.4. Suppose X is a model over D and A ∈ Aff(X ). Then,

I =
⋂

R∈S(A)

IR(t)

for any ideal I E A(t). Moreover,

(1) D∗ =
⋂

ǫ∈Λ

Dǫ(t)

where
{

Dǫ

}

ǫ∈Λ
⊆ Aff(X ) is a family that defines X .

Proof. Note that I ⊆
⋂

IR(t) trivially follows from the fact that for any
R ∈ S (A), we have A(t) ⊆ R(t). On the other hand, the inequality

⋂

R∈S(A)

IR(t) ⊆
⋂

M∈MaxA

IAM (t) =
⋂

M ′∈MaxA(t)

IA(t)M ′ = I

gives the reverse inclusion. By taking I as a unit ideal, we obtain that
A(t) =

⋂

R∈S(A)R(t) and hence

D∗ =
⋂

ǫ∈Λ

⋂

R∈S(Dǫ)

R(t) =
⋂

Dǫ(t)

as needed. �

Most of the time, we take Equation (1) as the definition for D∗.
For a projective model over D, the intersection

⋂

R∈X R is D itself. How-
ever, in general D∗ properly contains D(t).

Example 3.5. Let D = C[x, y] and X be the projective model defined by
x, y. Then D∗ = D[x/y](t) ∩D[y/x](t). Note that

y

xt+ y
∈ D∗

since

y

xt+ y
=

1

(x/y)t+ 1
∈ D[x/y](t) and

y

xt+ y
=

y/x

(y/x)t+ 1
∈ D[y/x](t)

but y
xt+y /∈ D(t). Thus, D(t) ( D∗.

Proposition 3.6. Let X ,Y be models of K over D. If X is dominated by
Y, then D∗

X is subring of D∗
Y .
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Proof. Assume X 4 Y and fix R ∈ Y. Then, R has a center in X . Moreover,
its center is a subring of R and hence we have the same relation for their
Nagata extensions. Therefore, D∗

X is a subring of R(t) and so intersecting
the rings R(t), where R runs through the set Y, demonstrates that the ring
D∗

X is contained in D∗
Y . �

3.1. Construction arising from a projective model. We focus on pro-
jective models.

Lemma 3.7. Let X be a projective model over D defined by {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆
K \ {0}. Let J be the D-submodule of K generated by {x1, . . . , xn}. Then,
for any nonzero a ∈ J , the polynomial θ/a ∈ D[Ja−1][t] is primitive where

θ =

n
∑

i=1

xit
i−1

and hence a/θ is an element of D∗.

Proof. It is enough to assume a ∈ {x1, . . . , xn}. For ǫ ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we let
Dǫ = D[Jxǫ

−1], so {Dǫ(t)}
n
ǫ=1 is an open cover of X . Now, fix an arbitrary

ǫ ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Note that θ/xǫ ∈ Dǫ[t] and the coefficient of tǫ−1 is xǫ/xǫ = 1.
Therefore, θ/xǫ is a primitive polynomial in Dǫ[t] and hence

a

θ
=

a/xǫ
θ/xǫ

is an element of Dǫ(t). Thus, a/θ ∈ ∩Dǫ(t) = D∗. �

Proposition 3.8. Let X be a projective model, say X = W(D;J) where J
is a finitely generated D-submodule of K. Then, for any nonzero a ∈ J , the
ring D[Ja−1](t) is a localization of D∗.

Proof. Fix a nonzero a ∈ J and let N be the multiplicative subset generated
by a/θ ∈ D∗ where θ = x1 + · · · + xnt

n−1 is as in Lemma 3.7 for some
generator set {x1, . . . , xn} of J . Since a/θ is a unit element of D[Ja−1](t),
the localization N−1D∗ = D∗[θ/a] is contained in D[Ja−1](t). Moreover,
for any b ∈ J

b

a
=

b

θ
·
θ

a
∈ D∗[θ/a]

since θ/a is in D∗ by Lemma 3.7. Therefore, we get

(2) D[Ja−1][t] ⊆ N−1D∗ ⊆ D[Ja−1](t).

Now, let S denote the multiplicative subset of D[Ja−1][t] consisting of the

primitive polynomials. Then, D[Ja−1](t) = S−1
(

D[Ja−1][t]
)

. Localiz-

ing the inequality in Equation (2) at the multiplicative set S gives that
D[Ja−1](t) = S−1

(

N−1D∗
)

. So we conclude that Dǫ(t) is a localization of
D∗. �

Theorem 3.9. Assume X is a projective model defined by a finite sub-
set {x1, . . . , xn} of K \ {0}. For each ǫ from 1 to n, we let Dǫ denote
D[x1/xǫ, . . . , xn/xǫ]. Then, for any proper ideal Q of D∗, there exists some
ǫ such that QDǫ(t) is proper in Dǫ(t).
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Proof. We have X =
⋃n

ǫ=1 S (Dǫ). Fix an ideal Q E D∗ such that for all
ǫ ∈ {1, . . . , n} the extended ideal QDǫ(t) is the unit ideal Dǫ(t). We will
show that Q must be the unit idea. By assumption, for each i from 1 to n,
the ideal Q contains an element αi ∈ D∗ that is invertible in Di(t) since from
Proposition 3.8 Di(t) is a localization of D∗. Therefore, as all α1, . . . , αn

are from D∗ =
⋂

Dǫ(t), for each ordered pair (i, ǫ), there exists polynomials
fi,ǫ, gi,ǫ ∈ Dǫ[t] such that

αi =
fi,ǫ
gi,ǫ

where gi,ǫ is primitive inDǫ[t] and whenever ǫ = i, both fi,ǫ, gi,ǫ are primitive
in Dǫ[t]. Let

c = 1 +
∑

i,ǫ=1,...,n

degt fi,ǫ +
∑

i,ǫ=1,...,n

degt gi,ǫ ∈ N

and

ϕ =

n
∑

i=1

αi t
(i−1)c ∈ D∗.(3)

We claim that ϕ is a unit in all Dǫ(t)’s, hence in D∗ as well. To argue this
fix an ǫ. By substituting αi’s, we can write the Equation (3) as

ϕ =
f1,ǫ
g1,ǫ

+
f2,ǫ
g2,ǫ

tc + · · · +
fn,ǫ
gn,ǫ

t(n−1)c

=
f1,ǫ · g2,ǫ · · · gn,ǫ + · · ·+ fn,ǫ · g1,ǫ · · · gn−1,ǫ t

(n−1)c

g1,ǫ · · · gn,ǫ
(4)

Notice that in Equation (4) both the numerator

(5)
n
∑

i=1

(

fi,ǫ

(

n
∏

k=1
k 6=i

gk,ǫ

)

t(i−1)c

)

and the denominator are polynomials in Dǫ[t]. Moreover, the denominator is
primitive in Dǫ[t], since all g1,ǫ, . . . , gn,ǫ are primitive as well. Furthermore,
c is chosen large enough that the content ideal of the numerator, i.e. the
ideal generated by its coefficients, is generated by the content ideal of the
polynomials that appear as summands in Equation (5). In particular, the
content ideal of the numerator contains the content ideal of the polynomial
fǫ,ǫ
∏

k 6=ǫ gk,ǫ, which is primitive as it is a product of primitive polynomials.

Therefore, the polynomial in Equation (5) must be primitive since its content
ideal contains the content ideal of a primitive polynomial. Hence, Equation
(4) gives a representation for ϕ as a quotient of two primitive polynomial
from Dǫ[t]. Thus, ϕ is a unit in Dǫ(t). This demonstrates that ϕ ∈ Q is a
unit in D∗. So, Q cannot be proper. �

As an immediate consequence of Proposition 3.8 and Theorem 3.9, we
have the following.

Corollary 3.10. Assume X is a projective model defined by nonzero ele-
ments x1, . . . , xn of K. We set Dǫ = D[x1/xǫ, . . . , xn/xǫ] for ǫ ∈ {1, . . . , n}.
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Then, any maximal ideal of D∗ is a contraction of a maximal ideal of Dǫ(t)
for some ǫ in {1, . . . , n}.

Proof. Let M E D∗ be maximal. Then, from Theorem 3.9, for some ǫ,
the extension MDǫ(t) is proper. Moreover, by Proposition 3.8, Dǫ(t) is a
localization of D∗, hence MDǫ(t) must be a maximal ideal. Therefore, we
get M = MDǫ(t) ∩D∗. �

Corollary 3.11. Assume X is a projective model. For any I E D∗, we
have

I =
⋂

R∈X

IR(t).

Proof. Say X is defined by {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆ K \ {0} and for each ǫ from
{1, . . . , n}, we let Dǫ = D[x1/xǫ, . . . , xn/xǫ]. We trivially have I ⊆

⋂

R(t).
On the other hand,

I =
⋂

M∈MaxD∗

ID∗
M ⊇

n
⋂

ǫ=1

⋂

M∈MaxDǫ(t)

IDǫ(t)M =
n
⋂

ǫ=1

IDǫ(t)

where the first and last equalities hold in general for integral domains and
the middle inequality comes from Corollary 3.10. Then, Proposition 3.4
gives the desired equality. �

Given a projective model X , we consider the mapping that sends a prime
ideal P E D∗ to the ideal Dǫ ∩P for a fixed ǫ such that P survives in Dǫ(t).
Considering the prime ideals as the localizations of their corresponding rings,
we get a map from S (D∗) to X . Moreover, combined with Proposition 3.8,
Corollary 3.10 shows that it sends closed points to the closed points of X .
The following lemma implicitly demonstrates that the described map is, in
fact, the domination map from S (D∗) to X .

Lemma 3.12. Let X be a projective model. Then S (D∗) properly dominates
X .

Proof. Fix R ∈ S (D∗) and write R = D∗
P for a prime ideal P of D∗.

Then, Theorem 3.9 gives the existence of an ǫ such that PDǫ(t) is strictly
contained in Dǫ(t) and from Proposition 3.8 we must have R = Dǫ(t)PDǫ(t).
Let Q = Dǫ ∩ P and S ∈ X be the localization of Dǫ at the prime Q. Since
Q ⊆ P , it easily follows that R dominates S. Thus, X 4 S (D∗). The fact
that for any R ∈ X its Nagata extension R(t) is in S (D∗) demonstrates
that the domination is proper. �

Since X 4 S (D∗), the domination map δ : S (D∗) → X is continuous.
In fact, it induces a morphism of schemes from the affine scheme S (D∗) to
(X ,OX ).

Theorem 3.13. Suppose X is a projective model. Then δ : S (D∗) → X is
a morphism of schemes that is faithfully flat.

Proof. Note that for any open set U ⊆ X , we have OX (U) =
⋂

R∈U R and so

OX (U) ⊆ OD∗(δ−1(U)) as all δ(R∗) are contained in R∗. Hence, δ induces
a morphism of sheaves OX → δ∗OD∗ where δ∗OD∗ is the direct image sheaf.
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Moreover, for any R∗ ∈ S (D∗) the induced map at stalks is the inclusion
δ(R∗) →֒ R∗ and hence a local map. This completes the proof that δ gives
a morphism of schemes.

To argue the faithful flatness, we need to show that R∗ is faithfully flat
over δ(R∗) for any R∗ ∈ S (D∗). We fix R∗ ∈ S (D∗) and let R = δ(R∗).
As R ⊆ R∗, it is enough to check for any ideal I of R, its extension IR∗ is
proper in R∗. This clearly holds since R is dominated by R∗. �

3.2. Relevant ideals. We focus on the ideals of R(t) that are extensions
of the ideals of a ring R.

Definition 3.14. An ideal I E R(t) is called relevant if I can be generated
by elements from R; in other words I = (I ∩R)R(t).

All maximal ideals of R(t) are relevant. However, unless R is an arith-
metical ring, not all ideals of R(t) are relevant (see [2]).

Example 3.15. For the ring C[x, y], the principal ideal 〈xt + y〉 is not
relevant.

We will implicitly adopt any of the following equivalent conditions as our
definition.

Proposition 3.16. For an ideal I of R(t), the followings are equivalent.

(a) I is relevant.
(b) I ∩R[t] is homogeneous (of degree 0).
(c) I is an extension of a homogeneous ideal of R[t].

Proof. The equivalence of (a) and (b) comes from the observation that as
elements of R(t), a homogeneous element of R[t] is an associate of an element
of R. Moreover, the implication (a) implies (c) is trivial since assuming (a)
gives that (I ∩R)R[t] is homogeneous and extends to I. Finally, assume (c);
that is I is an extension of a homogeneous ideal from R[t], say I ′. As a
homogeneous ideal, I ′ has a set of generators consisting of homogeneous
elements from R[t]. The same set also generates I in R(t) and furthermore,
using the fact that t is unit in R(t), we can switch the generators by their
associate elements from R. Hence, I can be generated by elements from R.

�

We now extend this definition to the ideals of D∗ where D∗ is obtained
from a model X as in Definition 3.3.

Definition 3.17. An ideal I E D∗ is called relevant if its extension IR(t)
is relevant for all R ∈ X .

Example 3.18. Let D = C[x, y] and X be the projective model defined by
x, y. Then as ideals of D∗

X , the ideal 〈xt + y〉 is relevant, but 〈xt2 + y〉 is
not. Moreover, 〈xt+ y, x

xt+y 〉 is also relevant.

In similarity with Proposition 3.4, instead of checking IR(t) for all R ∈ X ,
one can also check that IA(t) is relevant for all A ∈ Aff(X ).

Proposition 3.19. Let {Dǫ}ǫ∈Λ ⊆ Aff(X ) define X . For an ideal I of D∗

the following are equivalent.
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(a) IDǫ(t) is relevant, for any ǫ.
(b) IR(t) is relevant, for any R ∈ X .
(c) IA(t) is relevant, for any affine ring A of D satisfying S (A) ⊆ X .

Proof. Assume (a). To show (b), fix an arbitrary R ∈ X . Also fix an ǫ such
that R ∈ S (Dǫ). In particular, Dǫ ⊆ R and so Dǫ(t) ⊆ R(t). Now, we have

IDǫ(t) ∩Dǫ ⊆ IR(t) ∩Dǫ ⊆ IR(t) ∩R

and extending this inequality to R(t) yields

(IDǫ(t) ∩Dǫ)R(t) ⊆ (IR(t) ∩R)R(t).

On the other hand, by assumption, (IDǫ(t) ∩Dǫ)Dǫ(t) = IDǫ(t) holds and
hence we get

IR(t) = (IDǫ(t))R(t) ⊆ (IR(t) ∩R)R(t)

which shows IR(t) is relevant.
Now, assume (b) and fix a ring A ∈ Aff(X ). Take a polynomial f from

IA(t) ∩ A[t]. We need to show that IA(t) contains coefficients of f . For
any R ∈ S (A), f ∈ R(t) and so by (b), IR(t) contains the coefficients of f .
Therefore, we have

{r0, . . . , , rm} ⊆
⋂

R∈S(A)

IR(t) = IA(t)

where f = r0 + · · · + rmtm. Lastly, we note that (a) is a particular case
of (c). �

4. Ideals on Projective Models

Throughout this section, X will be a fixed model of a field K over an
integral domain D. Our goal is to establish a bijective correspondence be-
tween the relevant ideals on D∗ and the ideals on X when X is a projective
model. We start by defining a map that sends a relevant ideal to an ideal
on X , without requiring projectivity. Afterward, assuming X is a projective
model, we provide the inverse of the assignment to demonstrate that the
map is bijective.

Definition 4.1. For a given relevant ideal I of D∗, define the function I on
X by setting

I(R) = IR(t) ∩R

for each R ∈ X . This function I is referred to as the preideal associated
with I.

Note that the function I defined above indeed qualifies as a preideal on
X , since IR(t)∩R is an ideal of R for any R ∈ X . For consistency with our
established notation, we will henceforth write IR instead of I(R).

Lemma 4.2. Let I be a relevant ideal of D∗ and I be the preideal associated
with I. Then, for any A ∈ Aff(X ), the equality A ∩ I = A ∩ IA(t) holds.
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Proof. Fix A ∈ Aff(X ), that is A is an affine ring such that S (A) ⊆ X .
Applying Proposition 3.4 to the ideal IA(t) gives

IA(t) ∩A =
(

⋂

R∈S(A)

IR(t)
)

∩A.

Moreover, using the fact A =
⋂

R∈S(A)R we can write
(

⋂

R∈S(A)

IR(t)
)

∩A =
⋂

R∈S(A)

(IR(t) ∩R) =
⋂

R∈S(A)

IR

which yields the desired equality IA(t) ∩A = A ∩ I. �

Proposition 4.3. Let I be a relevant ideal of D∗ and I be the preideal
associated with I. Then, I is an ideal on X .

Proof. Fix a ring A ∈ Aff(X ) and R ∈ S (A). Denote a for the ideal IA(t)∩
A. As I is relevant, we have the equality IA(t) = aA(t) and by extending
it to the ring R(t), we get IR(t) = aR(t). Now, contracting to R gives
IR = aR and hence, from Lemma 4.2, we conclude IR = (A ∩ I)R. �

Given a projective model X , it is easy to observe that the assignment
that sends an ideal I E D∗ to its associated ideal I is injective. Indeed, it
is also surjective. To demonstrate this, we now write its inverse.

Lemma 4.4. Let I be an ideal on X . Consider

I :=
⋂

R∈X

(IR)R(t)

which is an ideal of D∗. Then,

I =
⋂

ǫ∈Λ

(Dǫ ∩ I)Dǫ(t)

for any family {Dǫ}ǫ∈Λ ⊆ Aff(X ) that defines X .

Proof. Fix a family {Dǫ} ⊆ Aff(X ) that defines X . Denote aǫ for the ideal
Dǫ ∩I. As I is an ideal on X , for any ǫ and R ∈ S (Dǫ), we have IR = aǫR
and hence,

(

IR
)

R(t) = aǫR(t). Therefore,

I =
⋂

ǫ∈Λ

⋂

R∈S(Dǫ)

(IR)R(t) =
⋂

ǫ∈Λ

⋂

R∈S(Dǫ)

aǫR(t) =
⋂

ǫ∈Λ

aǫDǫ(t)

where the last equality comes from Proposition 3.4. �

Proposition 4.5. Assume X is a projective model. Let I be an ideal on X
and I =

⋂

R∈X (IR)R(t). Then I is relevant.

Proof. Say X is determined by {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆ K \ {0}. Take an arbitrary
S ∈ X . There exists ǫ ∈ {1, . . . , n} and a prime P E Dǫ such that the
local ring S is the localization of Dǫ at the prime ideal P where Dǫ denotes
D[x1/xǫ, . . . , xn/xǫ].

Let

yi =

{

xi + xǫ if xi/xǫ ∈ P

xi if xi/xǫ /∈ P



18 VIEWING QUASI-COHERENT SHEAVES OF IDEALS AS IDEALS OF A RING

for each i = 1, . . . , n. Notice that yǫ = xǫ since xǫ/xǫ = 1 cannot be in the
prime ideal P . Therefore, the set {y1, . . . , yn} generates the same D-module
as {x1, . . . , xn} and hence we have X = W(D; y1, . . . , yn). Let Ai denote
the affine ring A[y1/yi, . . . , yn/yi] for each i = 1, . . . , n. We claim that S
contains Ai for all i. We already know that S contains Aǫ as Aǫ = Dǫ. In
particular, y1/yǫ, . . . , yn/yǫ are in S. First, we argue that these elements are
invertible in S. Fix some j from {1, . . . , n}. If xj/xǫ ∈ P , then yj = xj + xǫ
and so the element

yj
yǫ

=
xj + xǫ

xǫ
=

xj
xǫ

+ 1

cannot be in the prime ideal P . In the other case, when xj/xǫ /∈ P , we
trivially get yj/yǫ /∈ P as yj = xj . Hence, in both cases the element yj/yǫ ∈
Dǫ is not contained by P and therefore it is a unit element of S. Thus, all
y1/yǫ, . . . , yn/yǫ and their inverses are in S. Since for all i, j we can write
yj/yi as a product of these unit elements and their inverses, S must contain
it as well.

Now, since X = W(D; y1, . . . , yn), the family {Ai}
n
i=1 of affine rings de-

fines X . Therefore, by using Lemma 4.4 we write

I =

n
⋂

i=1

(

Ai ∩ I
)

Ai(t) =

n
⋂

i=1

ai

where ai = (Ai ∩ I)Ai(t) ∩D∗. On the other hand, S(t) is the localization
of Aǫ(t) at the prime ideal PAǫ(t). Moreover, Proposition 3.8 tells that
Aǫ(t) is a localization of D∗. Therefore, S(t) is a localization of D∗ as well.
Hence, using the fact that localizing the intersection of finitely many ideals
is the same as intersecting their respective localizations, we write

IS(t) =

(

n
⋂

i=1

ai

)

S(t) =
n
⋂

i=1

aiS(t).

Now, for any i, we showed that Ai ⊆ S and hence aiS(t) = (Ai ∩ I)S(t).
By combining this with the assumption that I is an ideal on X , we get

IS(t) =

n
⋂

i=1

(Ai ∩ I)S(t) =

n
⋂

i=1

(IS)S(t) = (IS)S(t).

Thus, IS(t) is relevant as it is generated by elements from S, namely by the
IS. �

By combining Propositions 4.3 and 4.5, we get the following result.

Theorem 4.6. Let X be a projective model. Then

{ideals on X} −→ {relevant ideals of D∗}

I 7−→
⋂

R∈X

(IR)R(t)

gives a bijective correspondence with the inverse I 7→ I where IR = IR(t)∩R
for any R ∈ X .
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Proof. From Propositions 4.3 and 4.5, both maps are well-defined maps; so
we need to show that they are indeed inverses of each other. Fix an ideal I
on X . Let I denote the relevant ideal

⋂

R∈X (IR)R(t) and I ′ be the ideal
on X defined as I ′R = IR(t) ∩ R for any R ∈ X . We need to show that
I = I ′. In the proof of Proposition 4.5, it is shown that for any R ∈ X , the
equality IR(t) =

(

IR
)

R(t) holds. Thus, we conclude I = I ′ as the equation

IR =
(

IR
)

R(t) ∩R = IR(t) ∩R = I ′R

holds for any R ∈ X .
Now, fix a relevant ideal I E D∗. Let I denote the ideal on X defined as

IR = IR(t) ∩ R for any R ∈ X and I ′ the relevant ideal
⋂

R∈X (IR)R(t).
To prove I = I ′, by Corollary 3.11 it is enough to argue IR(t) = I ′R(t) for
any R ∈ X . Fix R ∈ X and an affine ring A ∈ Aff(X ) such that R ∈ S (A).
As before, from Proposition 4.5, we have the equality I ′R(t) =

(

IR
)

R(t).
On the other hand, by construction, IR = IR(t)∩R and therefore, we have
I ′R(t) =

(

IR(t)∩R
)

R(t) = IR(t) where the latter equation comes from the
assumption that I is relevant. Thus, we get the desired equality I = I ′. �

Corollary 4.7. Let (X ,O) be a blow-up scheme of an integral domain D
over a finitely generated ideal. There exists a bijective correspondence be-
tween the relevant ideals of the corresponding D∗ and the quasi-coherent
sheaf of ideals on (X ,O).

Proof. Fix a finitely generated ideal I of D. Recall that a way to con-
struct the blow-up scheme of D over I is gluing affine schemes of the rings
D[Ia1

−1], . . . ,D[Ian
−1] where {a1, . . . , an} is a generating set for the ideal

I. For the definition and details, we refer the reader to [4, 414-415] or to [8,
§5.6] for a direct approach without using scheme terminology. Therefore, the
scheme (X ,O) is isomorphic to the scheme corresponding to the projective
model over D defined by I, and so we may assume X = W(D; I). The rest
follows from Proposition 2.8 and Theorem 4.6. �
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