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ABSTRACT. Let M be a finitely generated module of dimension d and depth
t over a Noetherian local ring (A, m) and I an m-primary ideal. In the main
result it is showed that the last ¢ Hilbert coeflicients eq_¢11(I, M), ...,eq(I, M)
are bounded below and above in terms of the first d — ¢t + 1 Hilbert coefficients
eo(I,M),....;eq—¢(I, M) and d.

INTRODUCTION

Let M be a finitely generated module of dimension d over a Noetherian local
ring (A,m) and [/ an m-primary ideal. The Hilbert-Samuel function Hjp(n) =
((M/I"T M) agrees with the Hilbert-Samuel polynomial P; 5s(n) for n > 0 and we
may write

Pra(n) = eolI, M) (” ; d) (I, M) (” ;il 1 1) Feee g (= 1Yleg(1, M).
The numbers eq(I, M), e1(I, M), ..., eq(I, M) are called Hilbert coefficients of M with
respect to I.

The Hilbert-Samuel function and the Hilbert-Samuel polynomial give a lot of
information on M. Therefore it is of interest to study properties of Hilbert coef-
ficients. Assume that A is a Cohen-Macaulay ring and M is a Cohen-Macaulay
A-module. Then Northcott [11] and Narita [10] showed that e;(/,A) > 0 and
eo(I, A) > 0, respectively. Note that already e3(I, A) maybe negative. Later, Rhodes
[12] showed that the above results also hold for good I-filtrations of submodules of

M. Moreover, Kirby and Mehran [7] were able to show that e; (1, M) < (eo(gM )) and

es(I, M) < (el(IQ’M)>. Subsequently these results were improved by several authors.
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How about other coefficients? In 1997, Srinivas and Trivedi [16] and Trivedi [17]
obtained a surprising result by showing that all |e;(I, A)|,7 > 1, are bounded by a
function depending only on eo(/, A) and d.

What happens for non-Cohen-Macaulay modules? Inspired by the above men-
tioned result of Srinivas and Trivedi and of Trivedi [18], Rossi-Trung-Valla [14]
showed that all |e;(1, A)|, are bounded by functions depending on the so-called ex-
tended degree Deg(I, A) and d. These results were extended to modules in [9] and
[6]. However from these results one can not deduce further relations between Hilbert
coeflicients.

Using a bound on the Castelnuovo-Mumford regularity in terms of Hilbert co-
efficients given in [17, Theorem 2] one can immediately see that (—1)""te;(I, A)
is bounded above by a (complicated and not explicit) function depending only on
eo(l, A),...,e;1(1, A) and i for all i. An explicit bound will be given in Theorem 3.1.
However, even in the case d = 2 and ¢ = 1 it was shown in [15] that |e; (I, A)] is in
general not bounded in terms of eg(1, A). So it is natural to ask how many Hilbert
coefficients are enough to take such that they completely bound the absolute values
of all other? The main result of this paper is to show that the first d — ¢ + 1 Hilbert-
coefficients have this property, where ¢ = depth M (see Theorem 3.8 and Corollary
3.9). From that we can show that there is only a finite number of Hilbert-Samuel
functions such that eg(1, M), ey (I, M), ...,eq—(I, M) and d are fixed, see Theorem
3.10.

In fact, we will do with a more general situation, namely with good I-filtrations
M. In this case our bounds also involve the so-called reduction number r(M). Our
approach is somewhat similar to that of [16, 17] and [14] in the sense that we use
the Castelnuovo-Mumford regularity reg(G(M)) of the associated module G(M) of
M to bound the Hilbert coefficients, see Proposition 2.7. Then one has to bound
reg(G(M)) in terms of the first d — ¢ + 1 Hilbert coefficients. In order to do that, in
Section 1 we first give a bound on reg(G(M)) which depends on the length of certain
cohomology modules, see Theorem 1.2. Then in Section 2, using [17, Theorem 2| we
will give a bound for reg(G(M)) in terms of all Hilbert coefficients, see Theorem 2.6.
Combining the two bounds in Section 1 and Section 2, we will show in the last section
that already the first d — ¢ 4 1 Hilbert coefficients are enough to bound reg(G(M)),
see Theorem 3.7. Then one can quickly deduce the main results (Theorem 3.8 and
Corollary 3.9). Finally, we would like to remark that bounds established in this
paper are huge functions. Therefore instead of seeking better bounds we are looking
for more compact formulas. In any case the main meaning of the bounds is not
their values, but the fact that the last ¢t Hilbert coefficients are bounded by the first
d —1t+ 1 ones.

1. CASTELNUOVO-MUMFORD REGULARITY AND LOCAL COHOMOLOGY
MODULES

First let us recall some notations and definitions. Let (A, m) be a Noetherian local
ring with an infinite residue field K := A/m and M a finitely generated A-module.
(Although the assumption K being infinite is not essential, because we can tensor
A with K(t).) Given a proper ideal I. A chain of submodules

M: M=My2M 2My2---2M,2---



is called an [I-filtration of M if IM; C M, for all 7, and a good I-filtration if
IM; = M, for all sufficiently large ¢. A module M with a filtration is called a
filtered module ( see [2, 111 2.1]). If N is a submodule of M, then by the Artin-Rees
Lemma, the sequence {N N M,} is a good I-filtration of N and we will denote it
by M N N. The sequence {M,, + N/N} is a good I-filtration of M/N and will be
denoted by M/N.

In this paper we always assume that [ is an m-primary ideal and M is a good
I-filtration. The associated graded module to the filtration M is defined by

G(M) = P M, /M.
n>0

We also say that G(M) is the associated ring of the filtered module M. This is
a finitely generated graded module over the standard graded ring G := G;(A) =
Bp>ol™ /I (see [2, Proposition IIT 3.3]). In the particular case, when M is the
I-adic filtration {I"M}, G(M) is just the usual associated graded module G;(M).

Let R = ®,>0R, be a Noetherian standard graded ring over a local Artinian
ring (Ry,mg). Let E be a finitely generated graded R-module of dimension d. For
0<i<d, put

a;(E) = sup{n| Hg, (E)n # 0},

where Ry = @,-~0R,. The Castelnuovo-Mumford regularity of E is defined by

reg(E) = max{a;(F) +1i |0 <i<d},

and the Castelnuovo-Mumford reqularity of E at and above level [, 0 < | < d, is
defined by
reg'(F) = max{a;(F) +i |l <i < d}.
We call
r(M) = min{r > 0| M,41 = IM, forall n>r}
the reduction number of M (w.r.t. I). In the sequel we denote M/HY (M) by M
and the filtration M/H2(M) of M by M. Then we have

Lemma 1.1. ([6, Lemma 1.9]) reg(G(M)) < max{reg(G(M)); r;(M)}+£(H(M)).

An element x € [ is called M-superficial element for [ if there exists a non-
negative integer ¢ such that (M,,1 :p a) N M. = M, for every n > ¢ and we
say that a sequence of elements 1, ..., x, is an M-superficial sequence for I if, for
i=1,2,...,r, x; is an M/(z1, ..., z;_1) M-superficial sequence for I (see [13, Section
1.2]).

For a finitely generated module M, let
hO(M) = ((Hy(M)).

The following theorem is similar to [6, Theorem 1.5]. The new point here is that
we use the length of local homology modules instead of the so-called ”extended
degree”. Its proof is similar to that of [6, Theorem 1.5] and [8, Theorem 4.4]. Hence
we will omit some details.

Theorem 1.2. Let M be a finitely generated A-module with dimM = d > 1,
M = {M, },>0 a good I-filtration of M and xq,...,xq an M-superficial sequence for
I. Set B(I, M) ={¢(M/(x1,...,xq)M) and

w(I, M) = max{h®(M/(x1,...,2;)M)|0 < i < d—1}.
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Then
(i) reg(G(M)) < B(I, M)+ k(I, M) +r(M) —1if d = 1,
(ii) reg(G(M)) < [B(I, M) + &(I, M) + r(M) + 1]3¢=D=1 — g if d > 2.

Proof. Let B := B(I, M),k = (I, M) and r := r(M).
If d =1, then M is a Cohen-Macaulay module. By [8, Lemma 2.2]

reg(G(M)) < eo(G(M)) + (M) — 1
<e(I,M)+r—1<B+r—1

Hence, by Lemma 1.1,
reg(G(M)) < max{reg(G(M)); r} + h°(M) < B+r+71 — 1.
Assume that d > 2. Set N = M /z;M and N = M/z; M. Let m > max{reg(G(N)),r}.
Then B B
reg' (G(M)/21G(M)) = reg' (G(N)),
and by [8, Theorem 2.7]
reg! (G(M)) < m + Py (m).
By [6, Lemma 1.6] and [6, Lemma 1.7(i)]

Pognym < Hin(m) < (m;flfl)f(N/(xm s Zg)N)

<B("4).
Hence, by Lemma 1.1
d—1
reg(G(M)) < m+ h°(M) +B<m;_1 )
d—1
< m+l€—|—B<m;—_1 ) (1)

If d = 2, by the induction hypothesis one can take m = B + k +r — 1 and get
reg(G(M)) <m+k+ B(m+1)
=Bm+1)+B+2k+r—1
<BB+kr+r)+B+2k+r—1
<(B+r+r+1)2 -1
Assume d > 3. Then for all m > 1

m + B(m ;_dl_ 2) < B(m+ 1)1 (2)

By the induction hypothesis one can take
m=B+r+r+17>3@2" _g41>1,
From (1) and (2) we get
reg(G(M)) < k+ B(m+1)"' — 1
<k+B[(B+k+r+1)30D1 g9t
< (B+r)(B+k+r+1)@000 g
<(B+r+r+1)30 0 g
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2. CASTELNUOVO-MUMFORD REGULARITY AND HILBERT COEFFICIENTS

In this section we provide a bound for reg(G(M)) in terms of the Hilbert coeffi-
cients e;(M).

Let R = @,>0R, be a Noetherian standard graded ring over a local Artinian ring
(Ro, mg) such that Ry/mg is an infinite field. Let E be a finitely generated graded
R-module of dimension d. We denote the Hilbert function ¢g,(F;) and the Hilbert
polynomial of E by hg(t) and pg(t), respectively. Writing pg(t) in the form:

o t+d—1—i
()= X -5
we call the numbers e;(M) Hilbert coefficients of E. Let A(E) denote the maximal
generating degree of E. Easy examples show that one cannot bound reg(E) in terms
of A(E), eo(E), ..., eq_1(F). However these invariants bound reg!(E), as shown in [3,
Theorem 17.2.7] and [17, Theorem 2]. Below we recall the bound by Trivedi which
does not depend on the number of generators of E as the one in [3]. Let

A'(E) = max{A(E), 0}.

We inductively define a sequence of integers as follows: m; = eg(E) + A’(E), and
for all 7 > 2,

mi_1+i—2 mi_1+i—3
m; = m;i—1 + € i1 — € i 9

) + -+ (—1>i_1€i_1.
Then
Lemma 2.1. ([17, Theorem 2|) Assume that d > 1. Then reg!(E) < mg — 1.

In fact the above result was formulated in [17] for G;(M), which corresponds to
the case E being generated by elements of degree zero. But this assumption is not
essential. The proof was eventually given in [16, Lemma 4]. For a more algebraic
proof one can use [8, Theorem 1.7].

From the above bound we can derive an explicit bound for reg!(E) in terms of
e;(E) and A(F). However this bound is weaker.

Lemma 2.2. Let E be a finitely generated graded R-module of dimension d > 1.
Put

§(M) = max{eo(M), ey (M)], .. leas (M))]}.
and

A*(E) = max{A(E), 1}.
Then we have

reg' () < (§(B) + A*(E))" — 1.

<
Proof. For short, we put e; := ¢;(E), & := &(F) and A* := A*(E). By Lemma 2.1
it suffices to show that mg < (£ + A*)4. This is trivial for d = 1. By the induction
hypothesis we may assume

ma—1 S (5 + A*)(dil)! —1=:qa.
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Note that

d—1 _
Z(_l)iez<@;‘iil_ >_§Z<Oé+d 22 >:€<a;—fll>'
i=0

Hence

my < oz+£<
If d=2, then a =&+ A" — 1, and
mg <E+A = 1HEE+A) = (E+A)E+D) - 1< (E+A7) -1
Assume d > 3. Observing that (a+d 1) < (a+ 1) forall a > 1, we get

a+d—1
d—1 '

my §a+§(0z+1)d !

= (£ + A7)- 1+£[(£+A)<d1]
< (E+ A 4 (g4 AT -

< (f + A*) '(§+A* 5+1A*) -1

< (E+ AN —

O

Now we apply the above result to derive a bound for reg(G(M)) in terms of Hilbert

coefficients. We call
Hig(n) = €(M/My1)
the Hilbert-Samuel function of M w.r.t Ml. This function agrees with a polynomial
- called the Hilbert-Samuel polynomial and denoted by Py(n) - for n > 0. If we
write .
A = S (1),
=0 g

then the integers e;(M) are called Hilbert coefficients of M (see [13, Section 1]). When
M = {I"M}, Hy(n), Pu(n) are usually denoted by Hya(n) and Pra(n), respec-
tively, and e;(M) = e;(I, M). Note that e;(M) = ¢;(G(M)) for 0 <i < d — 1. Using
the above results we can already bound reg!(G(M)) in terms of eg(M), ..., eq_1 (M).
If depth(M) > 0, by [6, Lemma 1.8], reg(G(M)) = reg!(G(M)), and so it is bounded
in terms of ¢;(M), i < d. The following example shows that this is not the case if
depth(M) = 0.

Example. Let A = k[[z,y]]/(* zy*), s > 1. Then ( ) X klx,y]/ (22, zy®).
Since (22, zy*) is a so-called stable ideal, reg(G ( )) = s can be arbitrarily large,
while ep(A) = 1.

The main aim of this section is to show that also using e;(M) we can bound
reg(G(M)). For that we need
Lemma 2.3. ([13, Proposition 2.3]) For all n we have
((Hy(M)) = Pu(n) — Piz(n) = (—1)*[ea(M) — eq(M)].

Using the Grothendieck-Serre formula to G(M) and the arguments in the proof
of [8, Lemma 3.4], we get

Lemma 2.4. Py(n) = Hy(n) for all n > reg(G(M)).
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Lemma 2.5. ((H2(M)) < Py(n) for all n > reg(G(M)).

) <
Proof. By Lemma 2.4, Py(n) = Hy(n) for all n > reg(G(M)). Hence, by Lemma
2.3, {(HA(M)) = Pu(n) — Py(n) = Pu(n) — Hy(n) < Py(n) for all n > reg(G(M)%.]

Now we can state and prove the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 2.6. Let M be a good I-filtration of M of dimension d > 1. Put r'(M) =
max{1l,7(M)} and

§(M) = max{eo(M), [er(M)], ..., [ea(M)|}.
Then

r%«%M»s(&mywampﬂ+aMDCﬂM%H%Mm-+d>_L

d

Proof. Let r = 7‘( ), ' =1 (M) and e; = ¢;(M). By [6, Lemma 1.8] we have
reg(G(M)) = reg!(G(M)). By Lemma 1.1,

reg(G(M)) < max{reg'(G(M)), r} + ((Hy(M)). (3)
Set o := (£ +7)¥ —1 > r. By Lemma 2.3, ¢;(G(M)) = ¢;(M) = ¢; for all i < d — 1.
As mentioned above G(M) is generated by elements of degrees at most r(M) > 0.
Therefore, by Lemma 2.2, reg! (G(M)) < a. Using (3) and Lemma 2.5 we then get

reg(G(M)) < a+ Pyla) < a+EXL, (*547)
e e I (RO e G}

OJ

In the next section we also need a result about bounding Hilbert coefficients in
terms of the Castelnuovo-Mumford regularity.

Proposition 2.7. Let ly,... ,l; € I such that their initial forms in G;(A) form a
filter reqular sequence on G(M) and B = ¢(M/(l1,...,la)M). Then

(a) For all1 <i<d—1, |e;(M)| < B(reg!(G(M)) + 1)¢;

(b) lea(M)| < B(d + 1)(reg(G(M)) + 1).

Proof. The inequalities in (a) immediately follow from [4, Theorem 4.6] by noticing
that reg(G(M)) = reg!(G(M)) and that G(M) is generated in non-negative degrees.
In fact, the proof of [4, Theorem 4.6] is based on [4, Theorem 4.2] and the local
duality. [4, Theorem 4.2] is formulated for graded modules over a polynomial ring
over a field. However its proof works for any polynomial ring over an Artinian local
ring. Moreover, by taking completion we may assume that this is a Gorenstein
polynomial ring, and so we can still use the local duality to derive an estimation on
cohomological Hilbert functions from that on Ext modules as done in [4, Theorem
4.5]. One can also rewrite the proof of [4, Theorem 4.2] in terms of local cohomology
modules, and in this case we do not need the local duality.

(b) Let a = reg(G(M)) and e; = ¢;(M). By Lemma 2.4, Hy(a) = By(a). By [6,
Lemma 1.7],

Hha(a) = (M /M) < (M/I% M) < B ( ' d).
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Since (“}“j) < (a+1) and % ,(—1) el(‘”d ) Hy(a), by (a) we get

leal < Hua(a) + S0 fesl (55
B(a+d>+BZd 1 a+d i (a_|_1)
< Bla+1)?+ B4 (a+ )4 (a4 1)
= B(d+1)(a+ 1)

3. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HILBERT COEFFICIENTS

In this section we always assume that M is an A-module of positive dimension
d and M is a good [-filtration of M, where I is an m-primary ideal. First we give
an upper bound for (—1)""'e;(M) in terms of its preceding Hilbert coefficients. The
first statement of the following results is explicitly contained in [13].

Theorem 3.1. (i) e;(M) < (EOEM)).
(ii) Let ;-1 = max{eo(M), |e;(M)],....,|e;—1(M)|} and v = max{1,r(M)}. For
7 > 2 we have
i Go1 4+ 1" 44
(—1)" e (M) §§¢—1<( ' ; ) )
Proof. We do induction on d. Let d = 1. Then the inequality e; (M) < (eO(QM))
follows from [13, Proposition 2.8 and Lemma 2.3].

Assume that d > 2. First we prove the statement for i < d — 1. Let M =
M/HY(M). Since e;(M) = e;(M) for all j < d—1, we may assume that depth M > 0.
Let = be an M-superficial element for /. Then dim(M/xM) = d — 1 and by [13,
Proposition 1.2, e;(M) = e;(M/z M) for all j < d—1. Hence the inequalities follow
from the induction hypothesis applied to M/xM.

Finally let i = d. Since G(M) is generated by elements of degrees at most (M) >
0, by [6, Lemma 1.8] and Lemma 2.2 we have

reg(G(M)) = reg' (G(M)) < (g1 + )" — 1 =: a.
By Lemma 1.1 and Lemma 2.5 we then get
reg(G(M)) < maX{regl(G(@))a r} + ((Hy(M))
< max{reg (G(M)), 7} + Pu(e)
<a+ L e(M)(*54 ) + (=1)%eq(M)
< <Si1 (a+§+1) (—1)%ea(M).
Since reg(G(M)) > 0, we then get
(-Ddiled(M) < Gi-1 (a +;l+ 1) = G4—1 <(gd_1 +§/)d! * d>7

as required. O
Remark 3.2. Using Lemma 2.1 and induction one can derive a better bound for
(—1)"te;(M), i < d — 1. Since this bound is of almost the same complexity as the

one in the above theorem, we do not give it here. The fact that (—1)""'e;(I, A) is
bounded above by a function depending on ey(1, A), ...,e;_1(I, A) for i < d — 1 was
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mentioned in [1, Remark 3.10], provided that A is an equicharacteristic local ring.
Also no explicit bound was given there.

Next we show that the last ¢t Hilbert coefficients completely depend on the first
d 4+ 1 — t Hilbert coefficients, where ¢ = depth M. For that we need some more
auxiliary results.

Lemma 3.3. Let x be an M-superficial element for I. Then
reg(G(M/xM)) < reg(G(M)).

Proof. We have the following exact sequence
xM N M,
00—
@ .CL'Mnfl + [L‘M ﬁ Mn+1

By [6, Lemma 1.3(ii)] (see also [19, Lemma 4.4]), M N M, = xM, 4 for n > 0.
Hence

— G(M) /2* G(M) — G(M/zM) — 0.

veg(G(M/2M)) < reg(G(M)/a* G(M)) < reg(G(M)).

[
Lemma 3.4. Let £(M) = max{eo(M), [ex(M)], .... [ea(M)[}. Then
reg(G(M)) < [£(M) + (M) + 2],
Proof. For short, let £ = £(M) and r := r(M). By Theorem 2.6,
ree(@0) < (4 gD
< (E+7+2)trD!
O

Lemma 3.5. Let xq, 3, ..., x4 be an M-superficial sequence for I. Set M; = M/(x1, ..., x;) M
and M; = M/(xq,...,z;) M, where My = M and My = M. Then for all0 <i < d—1,
we have

hO(M;) < (i + 1)§(M) (reg(G(M) + 2).

Proof. Set a :=reg(G(M)) and £ := {(M). Induction by i. Note by Lemma 3.3 that

reg(G(M;)) < reg(G(M;)) < reg(G(M)) = a.

For ¢ = 0, by Lemma 2.5, we have

d .
Z<d+a;]> :§<a+;l+1> < ¢lat2)t
7=0

For 0 < i < d—1, by [13, Proposition 1.2], we have e;(M;) = e;(M,;_;) for all
0<j<d—i—1and
lea—i(M)] = lea—s(Mi—1) 4+ (—1)"0(0 :ag,_, )|
<leaiMG_ )| + h°(M;_1) < €+ h°(M;_y).

hY(Mo) = h*(M) < Pu(a) <

7asY
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Hence, by Lemma 2.5 and the induction hypothesis we get
hO(M;) < Py,(a)

il (d—i+a j)
<¢ + leqg—i (M
> (1) e
1
_ <a+;l—z+ >_§+|€d—i(Mi)|

§
Ela+2)"" =&+ &+ h0(M;y)
Ela+2)7 +if(a+2)* < (i + 1)é(a+ 2)%
0J
Lemma 3.6. In the notation of Lemma 3.5, let B = {(M/(x1,xa,...,xq)M). Then

B < (d + 1)§(M)(reg(G(M)) + 2)°.

Proof. Keep the notation in the proof of the previous lemma. Since dim(My_1) =
1, M4 is a generalized Cohen-Macaulay module. By [5, Lemma 1.5]
B —eg(xq; Ma—1) = ((My—1/x4My—1) — eo(xa; Mg—1) < h°(My_y).

Since eg(zq; Ma—1) = eo(21, ..., xg; M) = eg(M) = eg, we get

B <eg+h"(My_q) <&+ h(My_y).
By Lemma 3.5, h%(My_;) < d€(a +2)? . From this estimation we immediately get
B < (d+1)é(a+2)". O

In the sequel we use the following notation:
& (M) = max{eo(M), e (M)}, ..., [ea—+(M)|},

where 0 < ¢ < d. Thus {(M) = (M), In Lemma 3.4, reg(G(M)) is bounded
by d, £(M) and r(M). Now we show that instead of £(M) one can use & (M)
(t = depth(M)).

Theorem 3.7. Let M be a good I-filtration of M with dim(M) = d > 1. Assume
that depth(M) = t. Then

reg(G(M)) < [2(d + 1)& (M@ D!, (M) + (M) + 4]d-t+D!
where 0! = 1.

Proof. Let xq,...,xq4 be an M-superficial sequence for I. Let M; = M/(z1,...,x;)M
and M; = M/(z1, ..., z;) M. For short we write & := (M) and r := r(M).
If depth(M) = d, i.e. if M is a Cohen-Macaulay module, then in the notation of
Theorem 1.2 we have B(I, M) = eo(I, M) = {4(M) and (I, M) = 0, which yield
reg(G(M)) < (& +r + 1)*@DL

Assume that depth(M) =t < d. Then B(I, M) = B(I, M;) and x(I, M) = (I, M,).
Let a; := reg(G(M,)). Note by [13, Proposition 1.2] that e;(M;) = e;(M) for all i < t.
Hence, {(M;) = ;. Applying Lemma 3.5 to M, we get

k(1 M) < (d— t)&(ar + 2)%.
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By Lemma 3.6
B(I, M) < (d =t + 1)&(ar +2)*" < (d +1)&(a; +2)*. )
Hence, by Theorem 1.2
reg(G(M)) < [B(I, M) + x(I, M) + r(M) + 1]3@ 1!
= [B(I, My) + w(I, M) 4 r 4 13!
< [(2d + Dé(ag + 2)% +r + 1D
By Lemma 3.4,
a < [6(M0) + (M) + 20, -
Therefore
reg(G(M)) < [(2d + 2)&((& +r +2)1 D 4 2) P!
< [2(d 4+ D)E((& + r + 4)dtHDhdp3E-1)!
< [2(d+ 1)€t]3(d—1)!(€t +r +4)3d!(d—t+1)!_ (6)

The following theorem is the main result of this paper:

Theorem 3.8. Let M be a good I-filtration of M. Assume that dim(M) > 1 and
depth(M) =t > 1. Then |leq(M)|, |eq—1(M)|, ..., |eg—i+1(M)| are bounded by functions
depending only on d, eq(M), e1(M), ..., e4_+(M) and r(M). Namely, for all j > d—t+1
we have

s (VD] < 207 + DEMI2(E (M) + (b + P0G,

Proof. First we prove for ¢ = d. Let xq,...,z4 be an M-superficial sequence for I.
Keep the notation in the proof of Theorem 3.7. Then by (4) and (5) we get

B = B(I,M;) < (d+ D&[(& +r+2)7 D 4 2)
< (d+ D& (& + 7+ 4) 40
Hence, by Proposition 2.7 and Theorem 3.7 we have
leg(M)| < B(d + 1)(reg(G(M)) + 1)¢
< (d+ 1)%6(& + 7 + )W (d + 1)EPL (&, + r + 4)3ddd-tHD!
< [2(d+ 1)£t]3d!+2(§t L 4)3(d+1)!(d7t+1)!. -

Now let d —t+1 < j < d—1. Since depth(M) = t, by [13, Proposition 1.2],
€j(M> = ej(Md—j)‘ Note that dim(Md_j) = j, depth(Md_j) =1 —|—j —d Z 1 and
r(My—;) < r(M). Therefore

’£t+jfd<Mdfj) = ft(M) =&t
Applying (7) to My_;, we then get

e (M) = lej(May)| < (27 + DEH(& + 1 + 4)>THDUH0L
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For the I-adic filtration M = {I"M },,>, r(M) = 0. Hence as an immediate of
consequence of Theorem 3.8 we get the following extension of [16, Theorem 1] to the
non-Cohen-Macaulay case. In the Cohen-Macaulay case our bound is much bigger
than that of [16, Theorem 1] (see also [14, Theorem 4.1] and [6, Theorem 1.10]).

Corollary 3.9. Assume that dim(M) = d > 1 and depth(M) =t > 1. Then for all
d—t+1< 5 <d we have

le; (I, M)| < [2(5 + 1)&]7 T2 (&, + 4)30TDHETH=0Y

where
ét = maX{60(17 M)7 |€1(]7 M>|7 d) |€d—t(Ia M)l}
In other words, |e;(1, M)| are bounded in terms of d, eq(L, M), e1(L, M), ...,eq—(L, M).

Finally we can state and prove a result about the finiteness of Hilbert-Samuel
functions.

Theorem 3.10. Letd >t > 0, ey, ..., eq_+ be integers. Then there exists only a finite
number of Hilbert-Samuel functions associated to d-dimensional modules M and m-
primary ideals I such that depth(M) =t and e;(I, M) =e; for all 0 < j < d —t.

Proof. By Corollary 3.9 there exists only a finite number of Hilbert-Samuel poly-
nomial P (n) such that e;(1, M) = e; for all 0 < j < d —t. By [8, Lemma 3.4
Hiy(n) = Pra(n) for n > reg(Gr(M)) =: a. By Theorem 3.7, a is bounded in
terms of eg, €1, ...,eq4—+ and d. Since H;p(n) = 0 for n < 0 and Hjp(n) is an in-
creasing function for n > 0, Hy p(n) < Py (a) for all n < a. This implies that the
number of such functions are bounded in terms of eg, e, ..., e4—; and d. O

Remark 3.11. In [15] there were constructed a complete regular local ring R and an
infinite sequence p,, of prime ideals of R such that dim(R/p,) = 2, eo(R/p,) = 4, but
e1(R/pn) = 8 —n. This shows that one cannot reduce the number of “independent”
coefficients in Theorem 3.8 and Theorem 3.10.
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