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ABSTRACT. Starting from an integral projective variety Y equipped with a very ample, non-
special and not-secant defective line bundle L, the paper establishes, under certain conditions,
the regularity of (Y x P2, L[t]) for t > 2. The mildness of those conditions allow to classify all
secant defective cases of any product of (P1)J x (]P’Z)k, 7,k > 0, embedded in multidegree at least
(2,...,2) and (P™ x P" x (P2)*, OPmXPnX(Pz)k(d, e, t1,...,t,)) where d,e > 3, t; > 2, for any n
and m.

INTRODUCTION

The problem of classifying the dimensions of secant varieties to algebraic varieties is a classical
problem that dates back to the XIX Century with the discovery of the Veronese surface in P® being
the only surface in that space whose secant variety of lines was expected to fill the ambient space but
it is actually a hypersurface (cf. [Pal09]). Then in the 1990s the contributions of F. Zak ([Zak93]) and
J. Alexander and A. Hirschowitz ([AHOO, [AH92bl [AH92a]) made a turning point. In particular the
last ones gave the complete classification of all defective secant varieties of Veronese varieties. After
that work many other studies have been done with a specific focus on varieties parameterizing tensors

(we refer to some of them [CGG02D, [CGGO7, [AOP09, BDI10, BCCTIL [AHTI, BBCI12, [CGGO54,
[LMR22] [AMR19, [CGG024al, Bal05, BCO6, BCGI07, BCGIN9, ABTI] TV21], [CGGO5b, AOPT2, Borl3),
[BDHMI17]). Nevertheless the unique complete classifications of defectiveness of
secant varieties were up to now very few. A. Laface and E. Postinghel classified the products of P'’s
(cf. [LP13]), H. Abo and N. Vannieuwenhoven gave the classification of the tangential varieties of
Veronese varieties (cf. [AVI§]), M.V. Catalisano and A. Oneto covered the tangential varieties of
Segre-Veronese varieties (cf. [CO20]) and F. Galuppi together with A. Oneto classified the Segre-
Veronese of two factors embedded in bi-degree at least (3,3) (cf. [GO22]). See [BCCT1§| for a
comprehensive description of the history of the problem.

Despite its long history and the significant efforts made to classify as many cases as possible, the
state of the art is still far from having a complete description of it.

The defectiveness of a secant variety depends on the celebrated Terracini’s Lemma (cf. [TerId],
ﬂm, Cor. 1.11]), which identifies the relationship between the dimension of the tangent space to
the z-th secant variety of a variety X and the tangent spaces to X at z general points. A dual form
of this lemma is often used, which allows one to transform the geometric problem into an algebraic
problem of computing the h° of the ideal sheaf of z double points twisted with the line bundle that
induces the immersion of X (see Remark . This is the technique we also employ in our current
work, which enables us to study a broader problem than just focusing on the defectiveness of a single
type of variety.
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In this work, we tensor a projective and integral variety Y embedded with a not secant defective
and non special line bundle £ by a P2. We provide sufficient conditions on the dimension of Y and
RO(Y, L) to guarantee the regularity of (X =Y x P2 L[t]) for t > 2.

Here is the complete statement of our main theorem:

Theorem (Theorem . Let Y be an integral projective variety of dimension r and L a very ample
and not secant defective line bundle on'Y such that h'(Y,L£) = 0. We denote by a := h°(Y, L) and
Xy :=Y x P2. For the following values of r and «

r=2,3 and a > 60,

r=4 and a > 98,

r=2>5 and a > 133,

r=06 and o > 176,

e r=7and a > 231,

o 7> 8 and a > g (27r3 + 14472 4 2107 4 79),

we have that if t > 2, then (X2, L[t]) is not secant defective.

The conditions on r and a may seem very restrictive, but in cases where the regularity of secant
varieties is guaranteed (either because it is already known or because it can be easily verified through
computation or other means), these conditions allow for an inductive method that provides regularity
for entire families of varieties. For example, through the application of our theorem, it becomes
evident that Segre-Veronese varieties, constituted by products of P?’s exclusively and embedded in
degrees greater than or equal to 2, are all regular except the well known cases of the Veronese surface
embedded with either O(2) or O(4) and the 3 x 3 matrices embedded with O(2,2). Here the precise
statement.

Theorem (Theorem . The pair (P?)*, Opay(t1, ..., tk)) with t1,... t, > 2 is defective if and
only if one of the following holds:
o k=1 andt, € {2,4},
e k=2 and t; =ty = 2.
To our knowledge, this result had not been established previously and it is a complete classification
of the defectivity for the product of P?’s embedded in any multidegree at least (2,...,2).

We also generalize the above classification to any product of P'’s and P?’s embedded in multidegree
at least (2,...,2) (cf. Theorem [3).

Expanding on our main result’s application, we demonstrate another significant implication.
Theorem (Theorem . If d,e > 3 and n > m > 1, then the pair
(Pm x P x (P2)k7 C)IP’T"><]P>"><(]P’2)’C (dv ety,..., t/‘v‘))

s not secant defective for all k and ty > to > - > 2.

The main technique used in our work is well-known as the method of Differential Horace, in-
troduced by Alexander and Hirschowitz in 1992 (cf. [AH92bl [AHO0]). The significant technical
innovation we introduce is the simultaneous application of this method to a divisor H and a divisors
of H itself within the same framework (cf. Lemma [3)).

The structure of the paper is the following.

In the Preliminary Section [1| we recall the Horace Differential Lemma and how to apply it in
our specific instances. We explain its simultaneous version and then we recall how a semicontinuity
argument allows to reduce the proof of the regularity to a specialization of points.
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In Section |2| we collect the lemmas that lead to the main theorem (Theorem [1)) which are the
first steps of the inductive procedure. Some of those lemmas are technical and need computational
claims whose proofs are collected in the final Section [4]

In Section [3] we present straightforward examples that demonstrate the broad applicability of our
theorem. These instances play a crucial role in finalizing the classification of defective cases, resolving

numerous open cases comprehensively. In particular we prove the already mentioned Theorem
Theorem [B] and Theorem
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1. PRELIMINARIES

Notation 1. Let X be a projective variety. For any non singular point p € X, of X, with (2p, X)
we denote the closed subscheme of X with (Z, x)? as its ideal sheaf. The degree of this scheme
is deg((2p, X)) = dim X + 1 and its support is (2p, X)reda = {p}. For any finite set S C X,cq, set
(25, X) = Upes(2p, X). We often write 2p and 2S5 instead of (2p, X) and (25, X) if the ambient
variety is obvious from the context.

Remark 1 (Terracini Lemma). For any positive integer z, denote the z-th secant variety of a
projective variety X as 0.(X). The celebrated Terracini Lemma (cf. [Terl], [AdI87, Cor. 1.11],
5.3.1.1]) can be stated in the following form: The dimension dimo,(X) is the dimension
of the linear span of the zero-dimensional scheme (25, X), where S is a general subset of X with
#S = z. As a consequence, if the embedding of X is induced by the complete linear system |L],
then dimo.(X) = h°(X, L) — 1 — h°(X,Z(25,x) ® L). Hence dimo.(X) = z(dim X + 1) — 1 if and
only if h' (X, Zs x) ® L) = h' (X, L).

Definition 1. Let £ be a line bundle on a projective variety X with h'(X, £) = 0. The pair (X, £)
is said to be not-z-secant defective if for a general union Z of z double points of X the following
equality holds

(X, Iz ®L)-h (X, I @ L) =0.
Should (X, £) consistently be not-z-secant defective for all z > 1, it is referred to as not being secant
defective.

Remark that h°(X,Z; ® £) = 0 is equivalent to the fact that o, (X) fills the ambient space; while
hY(X,Z7 ® L) = 0 corresponds to dim(o, (X)) = z(dim X + 1) — 1.

1.1. Horace Differential Lemma. One of the main tools that we will use in this paper is the
Horace Differential Lemma (cf. [AH92b, [AHO00]) and its simultaneous version in codimensions 1 and
2. We present here the versions that we will use.

We first recall few basic definitions.
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Let X be an integral projective variety and H an integral effective Cartier divisor of X. For any
zero-dimensional scheme W C X let Resy (W) denote the residual scheme of W with respect to H,
i.e. the closed subscheme of X with Zy, : Zy as its ideal sheaf. We have deg(W) = deg(Resg (W)) +
deg(WNH), Resyg (W) C W, Resyg(W) =W if WNH =0, Resy(W) =0if W C H and Resg(W) =
Resp(A) UResy(B) if W = AUB and ANB = 0. If p € Hyeg N Xreg, then Resy((2p, X)) = {p}
and (2p, X)N H = (2p, H). For any line bundle R on X there is an exact sequence

(1) 0 = ZResy(w) @ R(—H) = Iw @ R = Iwra,a @ Rjg — 0

of coherent sheaves on X which we call the residual sequence of H. The scheme W N H is often
called the trace of W on H and denoted by Try(W).
The following definition is originally from [AHO0] and we quote it as stated in [BCGI09].

Definition 2. In the algebra of formal functions k[[x, y]], where x = (z1,...,2,_1), a vertically
graded (with respect to y) ideal is an ideal of the form:

I=lhohyd &L, y™ e y™)

where for ¢ =0,...,m — 1, I; C k[[x]] is an ideal.

Let X be an n-dimensional projective variety, let H be an integral divisor on X. We say that
Z C X is a vertically graded subscheme of X with base H and support z € H, if Z is a 0-dimensional
scheme with support at a regular point z of X such that there is a regular system of parameters
(x,y) at z such that y = 0 is a local equation for H and the ideal of Z in @XJ = g[x, y]] is vertically
graded.

Let Z C X be a vertically graded subscheme with base H, and p > 0 be a fixed integer; we denote
by Res}; (Z) € X and Tr%;(Z) C H the closed subschemes defined, respectively, by the ideals:

IRes’;I(Z) =TIz + (Iz: I}'ZI“)I}'ZI, ITrf,’_,(ZLH = (Zz :IZ) ® On

and we call them the p-th virtual residue (trace) of Z with respect to H (respectively). Notice that
for p = 0 we get the usual trace Try(Z) and residual schemes Resy (Z).
Let Z1,..., 7, C X be vertically graded subschemes with base H and supports z; € H,i =1,...,r
pairwise distinct, Z = Z; U---U Z,, and p = (p1,...,p,) € N".
We set:
T8 (2) o= T} (Z1) U -+ U TVl (Z,)
Resh (Z) := Rest; (Z1) U--- UReshy (Z,).

Lemma 1 (Horace Differential Lemma [AHO00]). Let X be an integral projective variety and H be an
integral effective Cartier divisor. Let R be a very ample line bundle. Let W C X be a 0-dimensional
scheme supported in the reqular locus of X. Let Aq,..., A, B1,..., B, be 0—dimensional irreducible
subschemes of X such that A; =2 B;, 1 =1,...,r, B; has support on H and is vertically graded with
base H, and the supports of A= A1 U---UA, and B = By U---U B, are general in their respective
Hilbert schemes. Let p = (p1,...,pr) € N". Then fori=0,1:

W (X, Iwua @ R) < DX, Tres,, wurest, () @ R(—H)) + b (H, Iy, wones, (). © Rla)-

Lemma 2 (Horace Differential Lemma for double points). Let X be an integral projective variety
and H C X be an integral effective Cartier divisor. Let R be a very ample line bundle. Fiz an
integer r > 0. Let W C X be a zero-dimensional scheme supported in the regular locus of X, ScX
be a general subset of H with #g =rand Z C X be a general set with #Z =r. Then fori € {0,1}
we have

hz(X’IWu@ZX) ®R) < h(X, IResH WU(25,H) ®R(-H)) + h'(H, I(TrH W)uS ® RIH)'
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Proof. We apply Lemmawith A= (ZZ,X), B = (2§,X) and p=(1,...,1). O

The following Lemma [3|is one of our main strategy since it allows to apply Horace Differential
Lemma simultaneously to a divisor H' of X and a divisor E of H' itself.

Lemma 3 (Simultaneous Horace Differential Lemma). Let X be an integral projective variety with
a very ample line bundle R. Take integral effective Cartier divisors H and H' such that H # H' and
E := HNH' is integral. Let S (resp. Z) be a set of r general points of E (resp. H). Let W be a zero-
dimensional subscheme of X contained in the reqular locus of X and such that W N S=wnz=0.
Fori=0,1 we have

h'(X, IWU(2Z,H)

®R) < hZ(X’IResH/(W)U(2§7E)

®@R(-H")) + hi(Hl7I(TrH/(W))U§ O Ryn)-

FIGURE 1. This is an intuitive graphical representation of Lemma [3] in a special case where
dim X = 3, dim H = dim H' = 2 so deg(2Z) = 3(#Z) and dim E = 1 so deg(25) = 2(#5). The
residual of W mod H’ is in dark gray, while the trace in light gray. The dots denote the supports
of the corresponding schemes.

Proof. The main idea is to apply Lemmall|to H = H', A = (2Z, H), B = (25, H) and p = (1,..., 1),
but let us give more details.

Set n := dim X. We degenerate each point of Z to a different point of S. For each pE Z call
p’ the corresponding point of S. In the degeneration the zero-dimensional scheme (2p, H) would
have as a limit the scheme (2p’, H). Let k[[z1,...,2,]] denote the formal completion of the local
ring Ox , with z,, = 0 a local equation of H (not of H') at p’. The scheme (2p’, H) is vertically
graded in the sense of [AHO0, p. 392], i.e. locally one can write the ideal of (2p', H) as @, Lz}, _,
with x,,_1 the local equation of H" and I; C K[[z1,...,2Zn—2,z,]]. The virtual trace of (2p’, H) with
respect to H' is p’, while the virtual residue is (2p/, E), because H N H' = E. Small explanation: if
we started with (2p’, X) for the usual Horace Differential Lemma the usual virtual trace would p’
and virtual residue (2p’, H'). Here for the smaller scheme we get the same virtual trace and exactly
(2p', E) as virtual residue, because p goes to p’ remaining in H and F = HN H'. O
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1.2. Specializing and adding simple points.

Notation 2. From now on we fix the following:

Y will be an integral projective variety of dimension r,

L a very ample line bundle on Y such that h!(Y,£) = 0, and o := hO(Y, L),
Xy =Y xXP™ with m > 1,

H :=Y x P™! for some hyperplane P~ C P™,

With these assumptions we have h%(X,,, L[t]) = a("+") and h' (X, L[t]) = 0 for all t € N.

Remark 2. Let f : Uy — Us be a surjective submersion of smooth and connected quasi-projective
varieties. Fix p € U;. Let A; (resp. Az) be the completion of the local ring Oy, ;, (resp. Oy, f(p))-
Since U; is smooth at p and Us is smooth at f(p), A; is a ring of power series in dim A; variables.
Set ny := dim Ay and ny := dim A;. Since f is a submersion, we have formal coordinates 1, ..., Tp,
of A; such that the variables z1,...,x,, are formal variables for the power series ring A;. Thus the
scheme 2f(p) C U, is the scheme-theoretic image of f(2p). If S C U; is a general finite set, then
fis is injective and f(S) is a general subset of Us with cardinality #S. Thus if Z C U is a general
union of z double points of Uy, then f(Z) is a general union of z double points of Us.

Let X,,, and Y be as in Notation Consider 7 and mo as the projections from X,, onto its
first and second factors, respectively. Let U := Yieg, Uz := 7] ' (Yieg) = Xmoreg and 7 := T\U, -
If Z C X, is a general union of z double points of X,,, and u double points of H, then 7;(Z) is
a general union of z + u double points of Y. Recall that £[0] := #7(£) and hence 7] induces an
isomorphism H°(Y, L) = H°(X,,, £[0]). Thus H°(X,,,Z; ® L[0]) = H'(Y,Z;z) ® L£). If (Y, L) is
not-(z + u)-secant defective, then h°(Y,Zz) @ £) = max{0, — (r + 1)(2+u)}.

Remark 3 (Semicontinuity). Let X be an integral projective variety, H C X be an integral effective
Cartier divisor of X, R a line bundle on X and Zx C X a zero-dimensional scheme on X. Let Zy
be a specialization of Zx on H. By the semicontinuity theorem for cohomology (cf. [Har77, Ch.
I11]), if one can prove that h*(X,Zz,, ® R) = 0 for special scheme Zp then also h'(X,Z7, @R) = 0
for the general scheme Zx.

Lemma 4. Let X be an integral projective variety such that dim X > 2, H C X be an integral
effective Cartier divisor of X, R a line bundle on X and W C X a zero-dimensional scheme. Set
B :=h"(X,Zw @ R). Fiz an integer ¢ > 0 and let S C H be a general subset of H with cardinality
e. Then h°(X,Zyus @ R) < max{f — e, h®(X, Tpes,; (w) ® R(—H))}.

Proof. The lemma is trivial if e = 0 and hence we may assume e > 0 and use induction on the
integer e. We order the points p1,...,p. of S and set S’ := S\ {p.}. By the inductive assumption
we have h?(X, Zwus: @ R) < max{f — e+ 1, h%(X, Ires,, (w) @ R(—H))}. Since h°(X, Zyus @ R) <
RO (X, Twus: ® R), we get the lemma if h%(X,Zy s ® R) < hO(X,IResH(W) ® R(—H)). Now
assume hO(X, Tywus @ R) = B — e+ 1 > h%(X, Ires, (w) @ R(—H)). Since the lemma is true if
(X, Tywus ®@R) < hY(X, Tivus @ R), we may assume h® (X, Tyyus @R) = h%(X, Zwus ®R). Note
that Resg (W U S’) = Resy(W). Since we take p, general in H after fixing W U S’, H is contained
in the base locus of |Zyug @ R|. Thus h(X, Zwus @ R) = h®(X, Ires, (w) ® R(—H)). O

Remark 4. In the content of Lemma {4} if we assume that h'(X,Zy ® R) = 0, then the following
are true.
o IfRY(X, TResy (w)@R(—H)) < B—e, we get hO (X, Ty us®@R) = B—e and hence h (X, Zyyus®
R)=0.
o If hO(X,IResH(W) ®@R(—H)) =0 and B < e, we get h°(X, Tyyus @ R) = 0.
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2. MAIN RESULT

We remind that, as settled in Notation Y is an integral projective variety of dimension r
embedded with a very ample line bundle £ such that h*(Y, £) = 0, a := h°(Y, L) and X,,, := Y x P™
with m > 1.

Establishing the regularity of (X5, L[t]) relies on an inductive approach, requiring a foundational
understanding of essential results concerning Xi.

Lemma 5 ([Bal23, Theorem 2]). Let X; =Y x P, with (Y, L) and o as in Notation @ dim(Y) =
r>1, a> (dimY + 1)2.  If the pair (Y,L) is not |a/(r + 1)|-secant defective, then the pair
(X1, L[t]) is not secant defective for all t > 2.

Lemma 6. Let X1 =Y x P!, with (Y, L), a as in Notation@ and dim(Y)=r>1. If ZC Xy is a
general union of z double points, then
(a) WM(X1,Zz @ L[1]) =0 if 2 < 2|a/(r +2)] and (Y, L) is not |a/(r + 2)]-secant defective.
(b) hW'(X1,Zz®L[1]) =0if (r+2)z < 2a—2r—2 and (Y, L) is not |a/(r+2)]-secant defective.
(c) W(X1,Zz ® L[1]) =0 if 2 > 2[a/(r +2)] and (Y, L) is not [a/(r + 2)]-secant defective.
(d) h°(X1,Zz®L[1]) =0 if (r+2)z > 2a+2r+2 and (Y, L) is not [a/(r+2)]-secant defective.

Proof. Note that item [(a)] implies item [(b)] To prove item [(a)] we may assume z = 2|a/(r + 2)].
Fix 0 € P! and set H := Y x {0} € |Ox,[1]]. Take a general SU S C H such that #S =
#8 = |a/(r +2)|. Decompose the support of Z into the disjoint union of two sets Z U Z where
#Z = #Z = |o/(r+2)]. In order to show that h*(Xy,Zz®L[1]) = 0 it is sufficient by semicontinuity
to show that hl(leI(QS,Xl)u(ﬁ,Xl) ® L[1]) = 0.

Note that deg(S U (25, H)) = deg((25, H)U S) = (r + 2)|a/(r + 2)] < . Since (V,L) is not

|a/(r + 2)]-secant defective and S U S C H is general we have
W' (X1, Ty 5.0y © LI0) = h' (H, L 55 )05 @ L11a) = 0.

Therefore, by Horace Differential Lemma for double points (Lemma [2)) applied with W = (25, X;)
and R = L[1] we get hl(XhI(z?,Xl)u(zi,Xl ® L[1]) = 0 which finishes the proof of item
The proof of item and hence of item @ is similar reversing the inequalities. O

Lemma 7. Let Xy = Y x P? with (Y,L), v and « as in Notation . Let L be a line in P? and
Z C X5 be a general union of z double points of Xo and u double points of H :=Y X L.
(a) W' (X2, Tz ® L]1]) = 0 if (r+2)z <2a—2r —2, (r+2)z+u < 2a, u < [a/(r +1)],
z<a—(r+lu and (Y,L) is not-s-secant defective for all s € {z,u, |a/(r +2)]}.
(b) K% (X2, Zz @ L[1]) =0 if (Y, L) is not-s-secant defective for s € {u, [a/(r+2)]}, (r+2)z >
200+ 2r + 2, and either u > [a/(r+1)] orz > a— (r+ 1u.

Proof. Fix a line L' in P? different from L and let o be the point of intersection of these lines.
Call E ;=Y x {o}. Let Z be the union of the supports of the u double points of H that are
connected components of Z. Fix a general S C E such that #§ = o and a general S C H' such
that #S = 2. We specialize the z double points of Z to (25, X5). As recalled in Remark [3|if we can
prove that such a specialization is regular then we will have that also Z is regular. So, in order to

prove item now we need to show that h' (X2,Z 53 x,yuez,m) @ L[1]) = 0 in the right range. It

follows from Lemma [3| applied with W = (25, X5) and R = L[1] that it is sufficient to prove that
WY(H' T iyg o0 © L0mr) = 0 and b (Xs, T, 5.5 @ £[0]) = 0.

Claim 1. h'(H',Z y5 5 ® L[ja0) = 0.
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Proof of Claim[1 By Lemma@we have h'(H',Z 55 gy ® L[1]ja/) = 0. Therefore,
hO(H’,I(Qg,H,) ® L[] jgr) =20 — (r+2)z > u.

We have h®(H', Iy, 5.1 @LO)H) = hO(H’,I(2§7H,)®£[O]‘H/) which is equal to max{0, a—
(r+ 1)z} by Remark [2l By Remark [4]in order to prove the claim it is sufficient to show that

a—(r+1)z<2a—(r+2)z—u.

This is equivalent to z + u < a which follows from the inequalities in the statement of this
Lemma 0

Now it is sufficient to show that h' (X2, Z5,(25,2y®L[0]) = 0. By Remarkwe have h!(Xo, Li25.5)®
L[0]) = 0, because (Y, £) is not-u-secant defective and v < |« /(r + 1)]. Note that hO(XQ,I(2§ n®
L[0]) = a— (r+1)u > 2. Since S is general in H' and hO(XQ,I(zg B ® L[0]) > z, by Remarkto
prove item @ it is sufficient to use that h°(Xz, £[-1]) = 0.

The proof of item @ is similar and omitted. O

Lemma 8. Let Xo =Y x P? where (Y,L), r and o are as in Notation . If the pair (Y, L) is not
secant defective, then for all the following values of v and o we have that the pair (Xa, L[2]) is not
secant defective.

r=2and a>T71,

r=3 and o > 75,

r=4 and a > 99,

r=2>5 and a > 138,

r =6 and a > 183,

r=7and o > 234,

o r>8and a > g (27r% + 144r% 4 210r + 79).

Proof. Let Z C X3 be a general union of z double points with z € {|6a/(r + 3)], [6a/(r + 3)]}.
Set j = 11if z = |6a/(r + 3)] and j = 0, otherwise. In order to obtain that (X2, L[2]) is not
secant defective it is sufficient to show that h?(X3,Zz ® L[2]) = 0. We will obtain this vanishing
of cohomology by applying the Horace Differential Lemma to a suitable specialization of Z that
we now describe. First of all consider a divisor H = Y x P! of X, as in Notation Write
Z=27'U(2Z,X3)U(2Z,X5) with #Z = 2, and #Z = y; for some integers x1,%; (we first finish to
explain the construction and we will specify the precise values of z; and y; later in Claim . Then
specialize Z on H and call it S. Consider S C H aset of general y; points disjoint from S. Now, in
order to apply the Horace Differential Lemma for double points (Lemma [2)) we need 7 and y; to
be properly chosen.

Claim 2. There exist non-negative integers x1 and y; such that (r + 2)x; + y1 = 3, 1 + 11 < 2,
2r+2<y1 <l|la/(r+1)],r+2)z—21—y1)+v1 <20, z—x1 — 1 <a—(r+ y:.

The proof of this claim is computational only and it is collected in Section[d] However it is worth
to remark that the statement of Claim [2]is a consequence of a common solutions for the inequalities
eq. , eq. , eq. (12) and eq. . Remark that for r = 2,3, Claim [2| holds also for values of «
smaller than 71 and 75 (resp.) of the statement of the present Lemma, but the inequality eq.
used in the proof of Claim |4 holds only for & > 71,75 (resp.). By semicontinuity, in order to show
that h/ (X2, Zz @ L[2]) = 0, it is sufficient to show that hj(X%IZ/U(QE,XQ)U(QZ,XQ) ® L[2]) = 0.

We have

deg((2S,H) U S) = (r +2)a1 + y1 = 3o = h°(H, L[2]|11).
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By Lemma [5| ([Bal23, Theorem 2]) the pair (H,L[2];x) is not secant defective, so
W (H, Ly, (2005008 @ L121) = 1 (H, Tiys y,5 © L[2)jg) = 0 for i = 0, 1.

Thus, by the Horace Differential Lemma for double points (Lemma applied with W = Z'U(28S, X»)
and R = L[2] in order to show that A’ (X27IZ’U(2§,X2)U(2§,X2) ® L[2]) = 0, it is sufficient to prove
that hj(XQ’IResH(Z’U(2§ Xa))u(d i) @ L[1]) = 0. Observe that Resy(Z' U (25,X5)) = Z' U S. We
have

(2) h;l(XQ,IZ,U(2§,H) RL[IA)=0
as a consequence of Claim [2] and Lemma [7] applied with w :=y; and z — z1 — y; instead of z.
Claim 3. z — 21 —y1 > [a/(r +1)].

The computational proof of this claim is presented in Section

By eq. (2) we have hO(Xg,IZ,U(Qg’H) QLA)=3a—-(z—21—y1)(r+3)—(r+2)y1 =3a—(r+
Nz+ ((r+2)z1+y1) +x1 =21 +6a— (r+3)z. If j =1 we get hO(XQ,IZ,U(zg’H) ® L[1]) > x4
and if j = 0 we get hO(XQ,IZ,U(zng) ® L[1]) < x1. It follows from Remark [4] that in order to get
h‘j(XQ,IZ,U(2§’H)U§®L[1]) = 0 it is sufficient to have h®(X2,Zz ® £[0]) = 0. This is true by Claim
and Remark ]

The bound of the previous lemma can be improved, as already remarked inside the proof, via a
computational check. We preferred to write a separate statement to not make the previous proof
too cumbersome.

Lemma 9. Let Xo =Y x P? where (Y, L), r and o are as in Notation @ If the pair (Y, L) is not
secant defective, then for all the following values of v and o we have that the pair (Xa, L[2]) is not
secant defective.

e r =23 and o > 60,

e r=4 and a > 98,

e r =25 and a > 133,

e r=06 and a > 176,

e r=7and a > 231,

o r>8and o > - (27r% + 14472 + 210r + 79).

Proof. The present Lemma is an improvement of the bounds on the a’s of Lemma [8] The previous
bounds were based on Claim [2| and Claim [3| which one can computationally check that hold for all
the finitely many values of « of the present Lemma not covered in Lemma [

Lemma 10. Let (Y, L), X2 and H be as in Notation @ and r and o be as in Lemma @ Set
a:=4a/(r+2)], b:=4da—(r+2)a, z:= [()a/(r+3)] and 2’ ==z —a—b. Let Z' C X, be a
general union of z' double points of Xs. Let B C H be a set of b general points. If the pair (Y, L)
is not secant defective, then hl(Xz,IZIU(g&H) ® L[2]) =0.

Proof. Let z; = |6a/(r + 3)] and x1,y; be as in Claim With z1 instead of z. Let z = 2’ — 21 + 1,
2=y, and 2"’ =21 — 1 — 1.

Claim 4. 7 > 0.

The proof of the above claim is given in Section
Choose two disjoint subsets Z and Z of the support of Z’ consisting of Z and Z points, respec-
tively. Let Z” be the union of the remaining z” double points of Z’ that are supported outside
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ZUZ. Let S and S be general disjoint subsets of H with #S = z and #§ = 2. By semiconti-
nuity, in order to show that h' (X2, Zzu2B,m) ® L]2]) = 0 it is sufficient to establish the equality

hl(XQ’IZHU(2§,X2)u(zZ,Xz)u(zB,H) ® L[2]) = 0.
Claim 5. h'(H,Z 55 1,508 £12)1) = 0.

Proof of Claim[5 By Lemma (|Bal23, Theorem 2]) it is enough to show that deg((2S, H) U S U
(2B, H)) < h°(H, L[2]i) = 3. We have
deg((25, HYUSU (2B, H)) = (r+2)z+ 2+ (r +2)b
=r+2) —zn+a)+pn+r+2)b=r+2)(z' —z214+b) + (r+2)z1 + 0
=(r+2)(z' — 21 +b) + 3«
so it is sufficient to show that
(3) (r+3)(r+2)(z' —2z1+b) <0.
We have
(r+3)(r+2)2 —21+b) = +3)(r+2)(z—a)— (r+3)(r+2)z
< (r+2)(10a+ (r+2) = (r+3)(4a—(r+1)) — (r+2)(6a — (r+2)) = 3r* + 12r + 11 — 4a
which is negative by the lower bounds on « and r. ([l

Claim 6. h'(X2, L, 5,025 £[1]) = 0.

Proof of Claim[fl The integers z1,z; and y; satisfy the inequalities of Claim [2] (with z; instead
of z). Therefore, we have hl(XQ,IZ,,U(2§7H),£[1]) = 0 by Lemma 7| item applied with
z2=2"=2z —x1 —y; and u =2 = y;. It follows that ho(X%Isz(gg,H)vﬁ[lD =3a—(z1 —
x1—y1)(r+3)— (r+2)y1 = (x1 +6a — (r + 3)z1) which is at least 1. On the other hand we
have Z<Z+b=2 —21 + b+ x; <z by eq. (3). It follows from Remark |4 that to conclude
the proof of the claim it is sufficient to show that h%(Xs,Zz» ® L[0]) = 0. This follows from
Remark [2| and Claim 3| (with z; instead of z). O

By Claim [5] and Claim [6 the lemma follows from Horace Differential Lemma for double points
(Lemma [2)) applied with W = Z” U (25, X5) U (2B, H) and R = L[2]. 0

Lemma 11. Let (Y, L), Xo,7 and « be as in Lemma @ If Z is a general union of z double points
of X2 and the pair (Y, L) is not secant defective, then h®(X2, Tz @ L[1]) < max{0,3a — (r + 2)z}.

Proof. Let H = Y x P! be a divisor of X, as in _Notation I Write Z as the following disjoint

union Z = (27, X,) U (2Z, X5) U Z' where Z and Z are disjoint subsets of the support of Z whose

cardinalities are specified below. Take a general S U S C H such that #S = #7, #S = #Z

and SN S = §. By semicontinuity it is enough to show that h° (X2, 25,95, x2)0(27,x2) @ L[1]) <
max{0,3a — (r + 2)z}. Let

a:=2la/(r+2)] and b:=2a — (r + 2)a.

e Assume for the moment z > a +b. Let #7 = a and #Z = b. Note that 0 < b < 2r + 2.

Lemma@applied to (25, H) gives h'(H, Ziy5,m) ® L[1]jm) = 0. Now if we add the general

b simple points of S to (25, H) then we get also hi(H, Ziy5,my05 © L[1]jg) =0 for i =0,1

since deg((2S,H) U S) = (r+2)a+b = 2a = h°(H, L]1 ]‘H). By the Horace Differential
Lemma for double points (Lemma [2)) applied with W = Z’ U (25, X3) and R = L[1], we
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have hO(X%Iz/u(2§,X2)u(2Z,X2) ®L[1]) < hO(XQ,IZ,Ugu(QST,H) ® L[0]). Since the pair (Y, £)

is not secant defective, Z’ is general in X, and S U S is general in H, it follows from
Remarklthat ho(Xo,T 210025, 1) ® L]0 ]) =max{0,a—a—(r+1)(z—a—-0b)— (r+1)b} =
max{0,a+ar—(r+1)z} < max{() a+a

r+2 — (r+1)z}. Now since it is easy to check that

2
max{O, o+ a% —(r+ 1)2} < max{0,3a — (r +2)z}
r
we are done in the case z > a + b. o _
e Now assume a < z < a+b. Wetake Z/ =0, #Z = a=2|a/(r +2)| and #Z = z — a. The
same argument of the previous case leads to

(4) W (H, L5 1y05 © L1H) = 0.

Let 8 = hO(XQ,I(2§ m © L[0]). By Remarkwe have f = max{0,a — (r +1)(z —a)} =
a — (r+1)(z —a). Therefore, hl(XQ,I(Qg ) ® L[0]) = 0. We have hO(Xs, T Resy (25,0) @

L]—1]) = 0 < § — a where we skip the routine verification of the inequality. It follows from
Remark M that

(5) hH(Xa, T o5 s © £[0])) = 0.
From the Horace Differential Lemma for double points (Lemma applied to W = (25, X5
and R = L[1] combined with semicontinuity, eq. (4)) and eq. we get h1(Xo, Iy @ L[1]) =
and therefore, h%(X2,Z7z ® L[1]) = 3o — (r +3)z < 3a — (r + 2)2.
e Now assume z < a. We take Z' = Z = () and #Z = z. We have h'(H, s m ®

L[1];) = 0 and h'(X3,Zg ® L[0]) = 0. Therefore, by the standard Horace Lemma we
have h' (X2, Z 5 x,) ® L[1]) = 0. Thus, h°(X2, Iz ® L[1]) = 3a — (r +3)z < 3a — (r + 2)&

)
0

At this stage, we have gathered all essential elements to formulate the main theorem within this
paper.

Theorem 1. Let (Y, L), Xo,r and a be as in Lemma B If t > 2 and the pair (Y, L) is not secant
defective, then (Xa, L[t]) is not secant defective.

Proof. Since the case t = 2 was already proved in Lemma [9] we may assume ¢ > 2 and proceed by
induction. Namely assume that (Xo, £[x]) is non secant defective for 2 < z < ¢. It is sufficient to
prove that either h'(X2,Z; ® L[t]) = 0 or h°(X2,Zz ® L[t]) = 0 for a general union Z C X5 of 2
double points of X for all z € {| (“5?)a/(r+3)], [("}?)a/(r+3)]}. Set j == 1if z = [ (*}?)a/(r+3)]
and j := 0 otherwise. We need to prove that h?(X5,Zz ® L[t]) = 0. Let H = X x P! be a divisor
of X5 as in Notation [2| By Lemma ([Bal23, Theorem 2]) the pairs (H, L[t]z) and (H, L[t —1]x)
are not secant defective. Set

=|(t+1a/(r+2)] and b:=(t+1)a — (r + 2)a.
Claim 7. z>a+b

See Section [4] for the proof of Claim [7}

Decompose Z into the disjoint union Z = 2’ U (27, X3) U (2Z X,) where #Z = a and #Z = b.
Take a general SU S C H such that #S =a, #S =band SNS = 0. By semicontinuity and Horace
Differential Lemma for double points (Lemma applied to W = Z’ U (25, X3) and R = L[t] w
have that hJ(Xg,IZ(X)E[t]) < hi(X2,T 2105028, m O LIt —1]) + 1 '(H, L5 105 @ LIt #). In order to
show that h7(X2,Zz ® L[t]) = 0, it is now sufficient to prove that h7 (XQ,IZ,U§U(2§ m® Llt—1]) =
hi(H, L35 105 @ L[t]|z) = 0. By Lemma |5 the pair (H, L[t]|x) is not secant defective, moreover
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here the degree of the scheme is equal to h%(H, L[t];z) so hi(H,I(zg mus @ Llthg) =0,i=0,1.
Thus it is sufficient to prove h? (X2, L, 50,05, @LIE = 1]) = 0.

Claim 8. h'(X2, T, 55 ;) @ L[t —1]) = 0.

Proof of Claim[8 If b = 0 there are no double points on H (i.e. S is empty), so we just use that
(X2, L[t—1]) is not secant defective and (r+3)(z—a) < ("5")a, because (r+3)z < ?2) a+tr+2,
(r+2)a=(t+1)aand a > r + 2. Now assume b > 0. If ¢ = 3, then Claim [8 is true by
Lemma 10| applied with B = S. Thus we may assume t > 4. Set

¢ = lta/(r+2)] b

Decompose Z' into the disjoint union Z'=7"U (2Z Xs3) where #Z is specified below de-
pending on the value of c¢. Let S be a general subset of H such that SNS =0 and #Z #S

(1) Assume that ¢ < z —a —b. Let #7 = c. Since (H,L[t — 1];) is not secant defective,
hl(H, L5 myueé m @ L[t —1]jg) = 0. Thus by semicontinuity and the standard Horace
Lemma, in order to prove Claim [§] it is sufficient to prove h'(X3,Z,, 5 ® L[t — 2]) = 0.

One can compute that deg(Z” U S) < (;)a. Since t > 4 the inductive assumption gives
h'(X2,Zz» ® L[t —2]) = 0. Therefore, h%(Xs, Zz» @ L[t —2]) = (J)a— (r+3)(z—a—b—c).
Hence to prove that h'(X2,Z,, 5 ® L[t —2]) = 0 it is sufficient by Remark [4| to prove that
(X, Izn @ LIt —3]) < (5)a—(r+3)(z—a—b—c)—c.
o If ¢ > 5, the last inequality is true, because (Xo, L[t — 3]) is not secant defective and
c<c+b<ta/(r+2)<(t—1)ao.
e Now assume ¢t = 4 with the assumption z > a+b+c. We have 0 < b < r + 1,
(r+2)a+b=>5q,|(r+3)z—15a] <r+2andda—r—-1<(r+2)(b+c) < 4da
and it is sufficient to prove that h%(Xs,Zz» @ L[1]) < 6a— (r+3)(z —a—b—c) —c.
Lemma [11] gives h°(X2, Zz» ® L[1]) < max{0,3a — (r +2)(z —a—b—c)}. Thus it is
sufficient to prove that (z —a —b—¢) + ¢ < 3a.
(2) fa+b<z<a+b+ctoget Claimusing the proof in itemwe take #2 =z—a-"b
and Z" = 0. O

Claimgives RO (XQ,IZ,U(QS ) @ L[t—1]) = (t+1) —(r+3)(z—a—0b)—(r+2)b. By Remarkl
and the generality of S in H, in order to conclude the proof of Theorem I it is sufficient to prove
that h%(Xo, Tz ® L[t — 2]) < max{0,("TNa—(r+3)(z —a—b) — (r+2)b—a}. Ift >4 we
can use the inductive assumption. Namely, since (Xo, L[t — 2]) is not secant defective, we have
hO(X2,Zz @ L[t — 2]) = max{0, (5)or — (r 4+ 3)(z — a — b)} so it is sufficient to observe that (})a <
(" a — (r +2)b — a. Now assume ¢ = 3. We need to check the inequality h%(X»,Tz @ L[1]) <
max{0,6a— (r+3)(z—a—b)—(r+2)b—a}. Lemma gives h(Xo,Z7 @ L[1]) < max{0, 3a— (r+
2)(z—a—>b)}. Thus it is sufficient to prove the inequality 3o > z—a—b+ (r+2)b+a = z+ (r+1)b.
We have (r + 3)(z + (r + 1)b) < 10a + (r +2) + (r + 1)%(r + 3) so it is enough to show that
3a(r +3) > 10a + (r +2) + (r + 1)%(r + 3), or equivalently, that

a(3r —1) > r® + 572 + 8r + 5.

This inequality holds by the assumed lower bounds on « from Lemma [9] O

3. APPLICATIONS

Proposition 1. Assume that n € {1,2} and t > 2. If (Y, L) satisfies the assumptions of Theorem
then so does (Y x P™, L[t]).
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Proof. Observe that if r and « are as in Lemma@, then o > (r + 1)2. Therefore, (Y x P", L[t]) is
not secant defective by Lemma [5| ([Bal23, Theorem 2]) if n = 1 and by Theorem [1]if n = 2. One

may verify that r + n and (tfln)a satisfy the inequalities in Lemma O

Proposition 2. For every t > 3 the pair (P? x P2, Op2yp2(2,t)) is not secant defective.

Proof. For t > 10 we have h®(P? Opz(t)) > 60. Furthermore, for such values of ¢, by Alexander-
Hirschowitz theorem (cf. [AHOQ]) the pair (P?, Opz(t)) is not secant defective. Therefore, by Theo-
rem [1] it is sufficient to prove the statement for 3 < ¢ < 9. Due to Terracini’s lemma these cases can
be checked on a computer to be not secant defective. We did it with Macaulay2 ([GS]). O

Proposition 3. For every t > 2 the pair (P? x P? x P2, Opa p2yp2(2,2,1)) is not secant defective.

Proof. For t > 5 we have h°(P? x P2, Opayp2(2,t)) > 98. Furthermore, for such values of ¢, the
pair (P? x P2, Opzyp2(2,t)) is not secant defective by Proposition Therefore, by Theorem
it is sufficient to prove the Proposition for 2 < ¢t < 4. Using Terracini’s lemma one may check
computationally that the following pairs are not secant defective
1. (PQ X P2 X PQ, O]p’zx[pz < P2 (27 2, 1)
2. (PZ X P2 X PQ,Opzxpzxpz(
3. (PQ X P2 X ]P)17O]P’2><IP’2><IP’1 (27
(2
(

4. (PQ X Eﬂ X ]P)l, O]paxlpa xP1
Again we did it with Macaulay2 ([GS]).

Let X = P2 x P2 x P2 and H = P2 x P? x P! C X be a divisor. Let £ = Op2yp2(2,2). Using
this notation, we need to prove that the pairs (X, L[t]) with ¢t = 3,4 are not secant defective. Let
z € {|h°(X,L[t])/(dim X +1)] = L?(tf)j, [38 (tf)]} and Z be the union of z general double
points of X. Let j = 1if z = L? (HQ'Q)J and j = 0 otherwise. It is sufficient to prove that
h(X,Zz ® L[t]) = 0. Let Z=6(t + 1) and S C H be a general subset with #S = Zz. Decompose Z
into the disjoint union Z = Z’ U (2Z, X) where Z is a subset of the support of Z of cardinality z.
By the standard Horace Lemma and semicontinuity, it is now sufficient to show that h’(X,Z 25 @
Lit—1]) = hj(H,I@g’H) ® L[t]g) = 0. We have deg(25, H) = 6z = h°(H, L[t];i). Therefore,
hi(H, Ziy5,m) ® L[t)jm) = 0 since (H, L[t]|rr) is not secant defective as mentioned above in item
and item []

On the other hand, deg 2’ = 7(z — z) < 36("1") = hO(X, L[t — 1]). Therefore, since the pair
(X, L[t — 1]) is not secant defective (for ¢ = 3 it was mentioned above in item [2.| and for ¢t = 4
it follows after we prove this Proposition for ¢ = 3), we obtain that 8 := h%(X,Zz ® L[t — 1]) =
36("5") —7(2 — 2). In particular, h'(X,Zz ® L[t — 1]) = 0. Furthermore, Resy (Z’) = Z' since Z' is
general in X. Moreover h°(X, Tz ® L[t —2]) = max{0,36(}) — 7(z —z)} since the pair (X, L[t — 2])
is not secant defective by item [I[] and item [2] It follows from Remark [4] that to conclude the proof
it is sufficient to check that 36 (;) —T(z—-2)<p—-%z2=236 (tgl) — 7z + 6z. This is equivalent to the
inequality Z < 36t which holds since z = 6(¢t + 1) < 30 < 36t. O

Theorem 2. The pair ((P?)*, Ow2yk(t1, .-, tk)) with t1, ..., tx > 2 is secant defective if and only
if one of the following holds:

e k=1 andt; € {2,4}

e k=2 andt1:t2:2.

Proof. If k = 1, the secant defective cases are described by Alexander-Hirschowitz theorem (cf.
[AHO0]). The fact that (P? x P2, Ops . p2 (2, 2)) is secant defective was already known (cf. [CGGO05a]).
The pairs (P2 x P2, Op2p2(2,t)) with ¢t > 3 are not secant defective by Proposition [2l The pairs
(P2 x P2, Opz yp2 (t1,t2)) with t1,t5 > 3 are not secant defective by [GO22].
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The pairs (P2 x P2 x P2, Opa yp2xp2(2,2,1)) with t > 2 are not secant defective by Proposition
The pairs (P? x P2 x P2, Opa yp2xp2 (t1, t2,t3)) with t1,t2 > 3 and t3 > 2 are not secant defective by
[GO22] and Theoremsince hO(P% x P2, Opz yp2 (t1,t2)) > hO(P? x P2, Opz 2 (3, 3)) = 100 > 98.

Therefore we have that the pair (P? x P? x P2, Opz p2 «p2 (t1, t2,t3)) is not secant defective for all
tl,tg,tg > 2. Since hO(Pz X HD2 X P2, O]pzx]pzx]pﬂ (tl,tg,tg)) > ho(]P)z X ]P)Z X ]P)2, OHDQ x P2 x P2 (2, 27 2)) =
216 > 176 we conclude using Proposition [1| and induction on k that ((P?)*, Opeys (t1,. .., t)) with
t1,...,tx > 2 is not secant defective for every k > 3. |

Proposition 4. If s1,s9,t > 2 the pair (P* x P! x P2, Op1 yp1 yp2 (51, 82,1)) is secant defective if and
only if s1 =89 =1t =2.

Proof. See [CGGO05a] for the secant defective case. If either ¢ > 3 or ¢ = 2 and s; and so are not both
even the pair is not secant defective by [BD10] together with Lemma[5| ([Bal23, Theorem 2]). In what
follows we assume that ¢ = 2 and s; = 2a, s = 2b for some positive integers a,b. Suppose that both
a and b are larger than 1. Then the pair (P! x P!, Op1p1(2a, 2b)) is not secant defective by [LP13].
Therefore, by Theorem |1} if (2a 4+ 1)(2b+ 1) > 60 then the pair (P! x P! x P2, Op1 «p1 wp2 (2a, 2b, 2))
is not secant defective. If we assume that a > b, the remaining cases (still with a,b > 1) are
(a,b) € {(2,2),(3,2),(4,2),(5,2),(3,3)}. One may verify with a computer aid that in all these cases
the pair (P! x P! x P2, Op1 yp1 xp2 (20, 2b, 2)) is not secant defective (we did it via Macaulay2 [GS]).
We verified computationally (with [GS]) that also the pairs (P! x P! x P2, Op1 yp1 yp2 (20, 2, 2)) with
2 < a < 5 are not secant defective.

Therefore, in what follows we assume that a > 6 and b = 1.

Let z € {|18(2a+1)/5],[18(2a+1)/5]} and let j = 1 if z = [18(2a+1)/5] and j = 0 otherwise.
Let Z be a general union of z double points of P! x P! x P2. In order to show that the pair
(P x P! x P2, Op1 yp1 xp2 (20, 2, 2)) is not secant defective it is sufficient to show that h?(P! x P! x
P2,7,(2a,2,2)) = 0.

Let z = |9(2a+1)/4], Z=9(2a+1) — 4%z and 2’ = z —Z —Z. Decompose Z into the disjoint union

Z=27"U@2Z,P' xP' x P?)U (2Z,P" x P' x P?)

where #7Z = % and #Z =7 Let H=P!' xP' x P! and S, S be general disjoint subsets of H with
#8 =7 and #5 = Z. By semicontinuity and Horace Differential Lemma for double points (Lemma
applied with W = Z' U (25, P! x P! x P?) in order to conclude that A7 (P! x P! x P2, 74 (2a,2,2)) =0
it is sufficient to show that

W (P x P < P2, T, 508,020, 2, 1)) = B (H, T 45 5y5(20,2,2)) = 0.
The pair (P* x P! x P, Op1 p1 xp1 (20, 2, 2) is not secant defective by [LP13]. Since
deg(2S,H)U S = 4z + Z = h°(H, Oy (24, 2,2))
us

and S, S are general we conclude that hi(H, L5 m) +(2a,2,2)) = 0.

Claim 9. We have
° hl(]P’1 x Pl x IP’Q,IZ,U(Qg H)(2a,2, 1)) =0.
[ ho(Pl x P! x HD2,IZ/(20,, 2, 0)) = 0.

For the proof of Claim |§| see Section 4] As a result of Claim |§| and Remark 4] we obtain h?(P! x
P! x ]P’2,IZ,U§U(2§’H)(2a, 2,1)) =0. O

Proposition 5. For every t > 2 the pair (Pt x P2 x P2, Op1 yp2yp2(t,2,2)) is not secant defective.
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Proof. The pairs (P! x P2 x P2, Op1 yp2yp2 (t, 2, 2)) with ¢ = 2,3 are not secant defective by a computer
check (cf. [GS]). We proceed by induction. In what follows we assume that ¢ > 4 and the pair
(P x P2 x P2, Op1 yp2xp2 (t — 2,2,2)) is not secant defective.
To simplify notation, let Y = P2xP?, £ = Oy (2,2) and X = P'xY. Let 2 = h%(X, L[t])/(dim X +
1) =6(t + 1) and Z be a general union of z double points of X. We need to show that h'(X,Z; @
L[t]) = 0. Let Z and Z be disjoint subsets of the support of Z with #Z = #Z = 6. Decompose Z
into the disjoint union Z = Z’ U (2Z, X) U (2Z, X). Let o be a point of P! and H be the divisor
{o} x Y C P! x P2 x P2. Let S and S be general disjoint subsets of H with #5 = #S5 = 6.
By semicontinuity and Horace Differential Lemma for double points (Lemma [2)) applied with W =
"U (28, X) it is now sufficient to show that

R (X, T,is008.m ® LIt —1]) = hl(H7I(2§’H)U§ ® L[t]r) = 0.

We have deg(25, H)U S = 36 = h°(Y, Oy (2,2)). Since the 6-th secant variety of (Y, Oy (2,2)) is not
defective by [CGGO8] we conclude that h'(H,Z 43 1,5 ® L[t]jn) = 0.

In order to show that h'(X, 210508, @ L[t —1]) = 0, it is sufficient by the standard Horace
Lemma to show that hl(X,IZ/ ® L[t —2]) = h'(H SU(2S i) ® L[t = 1)) = 0. The first of these
cohomology groups vanishes since by induction the pair (X, L[t — 2]) is not secant defective. Since
#S = #8, the second one vanishes as already shown above. O

Theorem 3. If sq,...,8;,t1,...,tx > 2, then the pair

(P x (P2)*, Op1ysx p2yr (515 - -+, S50, - - -, th)
is secant defective if and only if one of the following holds up to a permutation of {s1,...,s;}
i=0,k=1andt, €{2,4};
jZO, k=2 andt1:t2:2;
i=2, k=0 and s; = 2,52 = 2a for some a € Z~g;
j=3,k=0and sy =2,50 =2,53 =2;
j=1,k=1 and sy = 2a, t; = 2 for some a € Z~yg.
71=2,k=1and sy = sy =t; = 2.

Proof. By Theorem [2| and [LP13] it is enough to consider the cases where j, k > 0. Furthermore,
the case of j = k =1 is known (cf. [BD10]) so we assume that j + k > 3.

If k>3 or k=2 and (t1,t2) # (2,2), then the corresponding pair is not secant defective. This
can be seen by Theorem [2] and a repeated application of Lemma [5| ([Bal23| Theorem 2]).

Ifk = 2 and (t1,t2) = (2,2) then it follows from Propositionthat (P x P2 x P2, Op1 yp2 xp2 (£, 2,2))
is not secant defective for every ¢t > 2.

The case of more factors of P! follows by a repeated application of Lemma

Finally assume that j > 2 and k£ = 1. If at least one s; or ¢; is larger than 2 then we conclude
that the pair is not secant defective by Proposition [ and induction on j using Lemma

We are left with the case that j > 2, k=1and s; =---=s; =t; =2. If j = 2, then as recalled
in Proposition |4 the pair is secant defective by [CGGO05a]. If j = 3 the pair is not secant defective
by a computer check (with Macaulay2 [GS]). The general case follows from this and a repeated
application of Lemma O

Theorem 4. Ifd,e >3 and n > m > 1, then the pair
(P x P™ x (]P’z)k7Opmxmnxa@?)k(d,@,tl, coostr))

s not secant defective for all k and t1 >ty > -+ > 2.
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Proof.

(1) Assume first that m +n > 8. By [GO22] and Proposition [1} it is enough to show that the
pair (P™ x P, Opmpn (3, 3)) satisfies the assumptions of Theorem [I} That is we need to

check that
3 3 1
<n ;r ) (m; ) > 27 (27(m +n)* +144(m + n)® +210(m + n) + 79).

Let 7 = m+n. Observe that 27r3 +144r2 +210r+79 < 27r3+162r% +324r 4216 = (3r+6)3.
Therefore, the right side is bounded from the above by %(r +2)3. For i = 1,2,3, we have
(n+8)((r—n)+14) > (1 +i)((r—1)+1i). Therefore,

(n;—?)) (m;—3) . 4.336. 2(r+2)(er D).

Now it is enough to observe that 2(r + 1)r > (r + 2)2. This holds since r > 8.

(2) Now assume that m +n < 7 and m,n > 2. By [GO22|] and Proposition [1} it is enough to
show that the pair (P™ x P™, Opm xpn (3, 3)) satisfies the assumptions of Theorem [I} There
are finitely many cases to consider. We omit the calculations.

(3) If m =1 and 4 < n < 6, then we argue as in (2).

(4) If m =1, n =3 and e > 4, then we argue as in (2) with (P! x P3, Op1,ps(3,4)) instead of
(P™ x P, Oprm ypn (3,3)).

(5) Assume that m = 1, n = 3, e = 3 and either Kk = 0 or t; > 3. If k = 0, then the
pair is not secant defective by [GO22]. If k¥ > 1 and ¢; > 3, then the pair (P! x P? x
P2, Op1 ypsyp2(d, e, t1)) is not secant defective by [GO22] and Lemma [5| ([Bal23, Theorem
2]). Since hO(P* xP3 x P2, Op1 ypswp2 (d, €, 1)) > 4-20-10 > 231 we conclude by Proposition

(6) Assume that m =1, n =3, e =3, k > 1 and all ¢; are equal to 2. By Proposition [1] it is
enough to consider the case k = 1. The pair (P? x P2, Ops p2(3,2)) is not secant defective
by a computer check. Therefore, so is (P! x P? x P2, Op1 ypsyp2(d, 3,2)) by Lemma

(7) If m =1 and n € {1,2} the pair is not secant defective by Theorem 0

4. PROOFS OF CLAIMS

For the sake of completeness, this section compiles the proofs of the Claims that primarily involve

computational steps.

Proof of Claim[3 Let yo be the maximal integer such that yo < |a/(r+1)] and yo = 3a(mod r+2).
Let x¢ be the unique integer such that (r 4+ 2)xo + yo = 3a. We show that

(6) (r+2)(z—2x0—yo)+ yo < 2.
By the definition of yo we have yo > |a/(r +1)| — (r + 1). Therefore,
(7) (r+1yo>a—r—(r+1)>2

Multiplying eq. @ by (r 4+ 3)(r + 1) and rearranging we need to show that

r+1D)r+2)r+3)z<2a(r+1)(r+3)+r+3)r+1)((r+2)zo+ (r+ 1)yo)
=2a(r+1)(r+3)+ (r+3)(r+1)Ba+ryy) =5a(r+1)(r +3) +r(r+ 1)(r + 3)yo.

Using the definition of z and eq. it is sufficient to show that

(r+1)(r+2)6a+(r+2) <ba(r+1)(r+3)+r(r+3)(a—(r+(r+ 1)2))

which is equivalent to

(8) S5ar 4+ 3o > 4+ 7r% + 1572 + 11r + 4.
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Using the lower bounds on « from the statement we see that eq. holds.

In all cases from the statement, we have o > 3(r + 1) +r = 3r2 + 7r + 3. It follows from
Yo > |la/(r+1)] — (r +1) that yo > 2r + 2. Let y; be the smallest integer y > 2r + 2 such
that y = 3a(modr + 2) and (r 4+ 2)(z — x — y) + y < 2« where z is the unique integer for which
(r+2)x +y = 3a. Let 21 be the unique integer for which (r 4 2)x; 4+ y1 = 3a. By construction we
have (r +2)z1 + 11 =3, 2r+2 <y, < |a/(r+1)| and (r+2)(z — 21 —y1) + y1 < 2a. We need
to show that 1 +y1 <zand z —xz1 —y1 <a— (r+ 1)y;.

We start with the latter inequality. We multiply it by (r + 2)(r 4+ 3) and rearrange to obtain

(r+2)(r+3)z<(r+2)(r+3)a+ (r+3)(r +2)xy —r(r+2)(r +3)n

=(r+2)(r+3)a+3(r+3)a—(r+1)>%(r+3)y.
Using the definition of z it is sufficient to show that
(r+2)(6a) + (r+2)* < (r+5)(r+3)a—(r+1)*(r +3)u
or equivalently,
(9) a(r? +2r +3) > (r+ 1) (r +3)y1 + (r +2)2
By definition of y; we have

e either y; < (2r +2) + (r + 2),
o or (r+2)( — (21 +1) — (g1 — (r+2) + (g1 — (r +2)) — 1> 2a.

In the first case, to obtain eq. @D it is enough to have
(10) a(r® +2r +3)>3(r+1)3(r +3) + (r +2)? = 3r* + 183 + 37r% 4 347 + 13.

Using the lower bounds of a from the statement we verify that eq. holds.
In the second case we have (r 4+ 2)z — 5o+ (r + 2)r — 1 > ry; and using the fact that (r + 3)z <
6a + (r + 2) we get

(11) ar —3a+r2+6r2 +9r 4+ 1> (r+ 3)ry;.
Therefore, to obtain eq. @ it is sufficient if we have
a(r® +2r2 +3r) > (r+1)*(ar —3a +7r* +6r> +9r 4+ 1) +7(r +2)2
or, equivalently
(12) a(3r? + 8r +3) > r° 4+ 8 + 2313 + 2972 4 157 + 1.

It is enough to verify that this inequality holds for the lower bounds of «.
Finally, we verify that 1 + y; < z. We have

(r+3)(r+2)(z1+y1) =T +3)Ba+ (r+1y) < (r+3)(4a)
and
(r+2)(r+3)z > (r+2)6a — (r +2)2
Therefore, it is enough to show that
(r+2)6a — (r +2)* > (r + 3)(4a)
or, equivalently, that
(13) 2ar > r? + 4r + 4.
This holds by the assumed lower bounds on a. (]
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Proof of Claim[3 We have (r+3)(r+2)(r+1)r(z—z1 —y1) > (r+2)(r+ 1)r(6a— (r+2)) — (r +
3)(r+1)r(3a+ (r+1)y;) and
(r+3)(r+2)r+Drfa/(r+1)] < (r+3)(r+2)r(a+r).
Thus, it is sufficient to show that
(r+2)(r+r6a—(r+2)—r+3)r+rBa+r+Ly) > r+3)(r+2)r(a+r)
or equivalently, that
a2 + % = 3r) — 2r* —10r® — 1472 —dr > r(r + 1)*(r + 3)y1.

Recall from the proof of Claim 2| that y; < 3r + 3 or we have eq. .
If y; < 3r + 3, it is sufficient to show that

(14) a(2r® + 7% = 3r) — 2r* —10r® — 14r® — 4r > 3r(r + 1)3(r + 3).
This may be verified by using the lower bound for «. Assume that eq. holds. We show that
a(2r® + 1% —3r) — 2r* —10r® — 147% —4r > (ar — 3a + 7> + 672 + 9r + 1) (r + 1)?
or equivalently that
a(r® +2r% +2r +3) > r° +10r* + 32r® + 39r% + 157 + 1.

Using the lower bounds for o we see that this inequality holds. O

Proof of Claim [}
(r+2)(r+3)z —zi+z1)=0+2)(r+3)(z— 21 —da+ (r+1)a) + (r +3)(3a —y1)
> (r+2)(10a) — (r+2)(6a) —4a(r+2)(r+3)+ (r+ D)(r+3)da—r—1)+ (r+3)(3a —y1)
=a(3r+5)— (P +5r2 +7r +3) — (r +3)y;.
It is enough to show that
aB3r+5)(r+1)> (r® +52 +7r +3)(r +1) + (r + 3)«

or equivalently
(37 + Tr + 2)a > r* 4+ 67° + 12r% + 10r + 3

which is true by the lower bounds on « and r. O

Proof of Claim[} We have
(r+2)(r+3)a+b)=r+3)((t+Da+(r+1)b) < (r+3)(t+ Da+ (r+1)%*(r+3)
and
(r+2)(r+3)z>(r+2) <<t_|2—2>a— (r+2))

so it is sufficient to show that

(r+2) ((t;Q)a—(r+2)> > (r 4 3)(t+ Da+ (r+ 1)%(r + 3)

or equivalently, that
alt +1)(tr +2t —2) > 2(r +1)3(r + 3) + 2(r + 2)2.

It is enough to show the above inequality for ¢ = 3. Then it can be verified using the lower bounds
on « from Lemma 0
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Proof of Claim[9 In order to obtain the first part of the claim, we to apply Lemma item @ with
(Y, L) = (P x P!, Op1yp1(2a,2)), 2 = 2’ and u = z. In particular, r = 2 and o = 3(2a +1). We first
verify that the pair (Y, £) is not-s-secant defective for all s € {z/,Z,[3(2a + 1)/4]}. By [LP13] only
the (2a + 1)-st secant variety of (P! x P!, Op1yp1(2a,2)) is defective. We have |3(2a + 1)/4] < 2a,
Z < 2a and

(15) 2 >2a+2

In order to show eq. (15), it is sufficient to show that 4(18(2a+ 1) —4) —5(4Z+2) — 152 > 20(2a +2).
Or equivalently, that 27(2a + 1) > 40a + 56 + 15Z. This inequality is true since Z < 3 and a > 6.

Therefore, in order to show the first part of the claim it is sufficient to show that the following
are true

(16) A(T18(2a +1)/5] =% — %) < 6(2a+1) — 6
(17) A([18(2a+1)/5] —Z — 2) + 7 < 6(2a + 1)

(18) Z<2a+1

(19) [18(2a+1)/5] =z — 2 < 3(2a+ 1) — 3Z.

By definition z < 3, hence eq. (18] holds. It also implies that eq. ((17)) is a consequence of eq. .
(19

Furthermore, assuming that eq. (16]) holds, in order to obtain eq. (19) it is sufficient to show that
6z < 3(2a 4+ 1) + 3. This holds since a > 6 and z < 3. Thus we are left with proving eq. . We
have 20([18(2a +1)/5] —z —2) <4(18(2a+ 1) +4) —5(4z+2) — 152 = 27(2a + 1) + 16 — 15Z and
our goal is to show that this is at most equal to 30(2a 4+ 1) — 30. Equivalently, we need to show that

46 < 3(2a + 1) 4+ 15z. This holds since z > 1 and a > 6. O
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