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ABSTRACT. Abhyankar defined an ideal to be Hilbertian if its Hilbert polynomial coincides
with its Hilbert function for all nonnegative integers. In 1984, he proved that the ideal of
(r+1)-order minors of a generic p× q matrix is Hilbertian. We give a different proof and a
generalization to the Schubert determinantal ideals introduced by Fulton in 1994. Our proof
reduces to a simple upper bound for the Castelnuovo-Mumford regularity of these ideals.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. History and motivation. Fix an r-dimensional vector space V over C. GL(V ) acts
on the space V ⊕p ⊕ (V ∗)⊕q of p vectors and q covectors. Hence it acts on C[V ⊕p ⊕ (V ∗)⊕q].
The first fundamental theorem of invariant theory for GL(V ) states that the invariant ring
C[V ⊕p ⊕ (V ∗)⊕q]GL(V ) is generated by contractions Xij where

Xij(v1, . . . , vp;φ1, . . . , φq) = φj(vi).

The second fundamental theorem of invariant theory for GL(V ) gives the (first) syzygies be-
tween the contractions, i.e., it asserts a C-algebra isomorphism

Rr,p,q := C[xij : 1 ≤ i ≤ p, 1 ≤ j ≤ q]/Ir,p,q ∼= C[V ⊕p ⊕ (V ∗)⊕q]GL(V )

induced by the map xij 7→ Xij , where Ir,p,q is the ideal of (r + 1) × (r + 1) minors of a
p × q matrix.1 In this way, the determinantal variety Xr,p,q defined by Ir,p,q is connected to
invariant theory. A vector space basis of C[V ⊕p ⊕ (V ∗)⊕q]GL(V ) and hence of Rr,p,q was
given with Young bitableaux by Doubilet–Rota–Stein [8]. This basis and its straightening
law were further explained by De Concini–Procesi [6], and used to study determinantal
varieties per se by De Concini–Eisenbud–Procesi [7]. These determinantal varieties were
shown to be open neighborhoods of certain Schubert varieties by Lakshmibai–Seshadri
[20] (see the survey [31] and the references therein).

Abhyankar studied the Hilbert function of Rr,p,q. In [1, Theorem 5] he gave a formula
for the function and used it to prove that Ir,p,q is Hilbertian, that is, the Hilbert function
agrees with the Hilbert polynomial for all nonnegative integers rather than merely in the
long run. Abhyankar–Kulkarni [2, Section 4, Main Theorem] gave a generalization of this
result to ladder determinantal ideals. See Ghorpade’s survey [13] on Abhyankar’s work for
further elaboration and references.

1.2. Main result. We give a different proof of Abhyankar’s Hilbertian theorem [1, The-
orem 5], together with a new generalization to matrix Schubert varieties. This work com-
plements the aforementioned Abhyankar-Kulkarni theorem [2] as well as recent work on
the regularity of matrix Schubert varieties due to Rajchgot–Ren–Robichaux–St. Dizier–
Weigandt [28], Rajchgot–Robichaux–Weigandt [29] and Pechenik–Speyer–Weigandt [27].

Date: May 21, 2023.
1Better yet, one has a minimal free resolution of Rr,p,q ; see work of Lascoux [21] and Weyman [30].
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Let Matn be the space of n× n matrices with entries in C. Let GLn ⊆ Matn be the group
of invertible matrices with Borel subgroup B of upper triangular matrices and opposite
Borel B− of lower triangular matrices. Now, B−×B acts on Matn by (b−, b) ·M = b−Mb−1.
If w is a permutation in the symmetric group Sn on [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}, let Mw be its
permutation matrix with 1’s in positions (i, w(i)) and 0’s elsewhere.

Definition 1.1 ([10, 17]). The matrix Schubert variety Xw is the B− × B-orbit closure of Mw

in Matn.2 Its coordinate ring is denoted Rw.

The Schubert determinantal ideal Iw ⊆ C[Matn] is the defining ideal of Xw (see Section 3).
In general, suppose I ⊂ S = C[x1, x2, . . . , xN ] is a homogeneous ideal. Then R := S/I

has the graded decomposition
R =

⊕
k≥0

Rk.

The Hilbert function is defined by HFR(k) = dimC(Rk). For sufficiently large values of k
the values HFR(k) match those of a polynomial, called the Hilbert polynomial HPR(k).

Definition 1.2 ([1]). R = S/I is Hilbertian if HFR(k) = HPR(k) for all k ∈ Z≥0.3

The first version of our main theorem is as follows:

Theorem 1.3. Rw is Hilbertian for any w ∈ Sn (n ≥ 2).

The question of when the Hilbert function and polynomial of R = S/I begin to agree
is answered by computing the (Castelnuovo-Mumford) regularity reg(R). Recent work has
established excellent combinatorial comprehension of this statistic for coordinate rings of
matrix Schubert varieties. Previously, Knutson–Miller [17] gave a formula for the Hilbert
series of Rw; the numerator is a Grothendieck polynomial Gw. Using this, [28], Rajchgot–
Ren–Robichaux–St. Dizier–Weigandt made the fruitful observation that

(1) deg(Gw) = reg(Rw) + codim(Xw);

we use this idea in our proof. They gave a combinatorial rule for this regularity in the
case where w is Grassmannian (has a single descent). Rajchgot–Robichaux–Weigandt [29]
generalized this to the case that w is 2143-avoiding or is 1423-avoiding. Pechenik–Speyer–
Weigandt [27] gave a rule for regularity for general w ∈ Sn.

As we shall explain, the regularity of Rw (or rather, its postulation number) is so small
that its precise value is not needed for proving the Hilbertian property. Instead, we use a
weak upper bound on the degree of a Grothendieck polynomial (Proposition 4.1). We give
a short proof of this bound, ab initio, from the “graphical” formulation [19] of Lascoux’s
transition formula for Grothendieck polynomials [22]. See also Remark 4.2.

Strictly speaking, the family of varieties Xr,p,q is not a subfamily of the matrix Schu-
bert varieties. Each Xr,p,q is only equal to some Xw up to a Cartesian product with affine
space. While such Cartesian products do not change homological invariants, including
regularity (see Proposition 2.2), they can affect the Hilbertian property.

2The nomenclature is justified as follows: Xw is Zariski closure of π−1(Xw) in Matn, where π : GLn →
GLn/B is the natural projection to the flag variety GLn/B and Xw ⊆ GLn/B is a Schubert variety.

3The name “Hilbertian” is credited to [1] in [2] but does not actually appear in the former article of
Abhyankar prepared by Galligo.
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Example 1.4. R = C[x, y]/〈x〉 has HFR(k) = 1 while R′ = C[x]/〈x〉 has HFR(0) = 1 and
HFR(k) = 0 for k > 0. Thus the coordinate ring of 〈x〉 ⊂ C[x, y] is Hilbertian while that of
〈x〉 ⊂ C[x] is not. The example of R′ is precisely why Theorem 1.3 is false for n = 1.

The strengthening of Theorem 1.3 given in Theorem 3.2 shows that the Schubert de-
terminantal ideals remain Hilbertian even after removing “irrelevant variables”. This
strengthened version generalizes Abhyankar’s Hilbertian theorem (see Example 3.1). The-
orem 3.2 and Theorem 1.3 are proved together in Section 4.

We expect that many varieties related to Schubert geometry are Hilbertian; the simplic-
ity of our argument suggests similar proofs. For instance, there are the quiver loci for an
An-quiver of arbitrary orientation. For these, one replaces the Hilbert series theorem of
[17] with the Hilbert series theorem of Kinser–Knutson–Rajchgot [16]. In addition, we
conjecture the Hilbertian property for the tangent cones to a Schubert variety Xw at a T -
fixed point ev when v < w in Bruhat order; see [32]. We confirmed this conjecture by
computer for n ≤ 6 and can prove it with Theorem 1.3 if w is “covexillary”. Separately,
returning back to Section 1.1, the first fundamental theorem is equivalent to Schur-Weyl
duality (see [14]) and thereby connected to representation theory of general linear groups.
We remark that just as Rr,p,q is a GLp-module, Rw is a module for choices of (reductive)
Levi subgroups L ≤ GLn depending on the descent positions of w. The representation-
theoretic decomposition ofRw into L-irreducibles is of significance to combinatorial study
of the Hilbert function of Rw. We hope to address these matters in future work.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Regularity and Hilbertian ideals. We review standard commutative algebra that we
need to state and prove Theorem 1.3, with [5, Chapter 6], [26, Sections 8.2 and 8.3] and [4,
Chapter 4] as our references. Let S = C[x1, . . . , xN ] be a standard graded polynomial ring.
For any homogeneous ideal I ⊆ S, a (graded) free resolution F• of S/I is a sequence {Fi}∞i=0

of free S-modules Fi connected by degree-0 graded maps {∂i}∞i=1 as follows:

· · · ∂k+1−−→ Fk
∂k−→ Fk−1

∂k−1−−→ · · · ∂1−→ F0 → S/I → 0.

We require that this sequence be exact, meaning that the image of each map is the kernel
of the next. If Fk 6= 0 and Fi = 0 for all i > k, then F• has length k. Let S(−j) denote a copy
of S with all degrees shifted up by j (so deg xi = 1+ j). Then each free module Fi in a free
resolution F• can be uniquely expressed as

⊕
j∈Z S(−j)bij for some non-negative integers

bij . The maps ∂i in F• can be written as matrices with entries in S; F• is called minimal if
none of these entries are units. Equivalently, F• is minimal if it simultaneously minimizes
the values of all bij among free resolutions of S/I . Hilbert proved that S/I always has
a minimal free resolution of length at most n, which is unique up to isomorphism [5,
Theorems 6.3.8 and 6.3.13]. The values bij occurring in the minimal free resolution of S/I
are called the (graded) Betti numbers of S/I and denoted βij .

Definition 2.1. The (Castelnuovo-Mumford) regularity of S/I is

reg(S/I) = max{j − i|βij 6= 0}.

We sometimes abuse notation by referring to the regularity of an ideal when we mean
the regularity of its coordinate ring. This abuse is convenient because regularity is stable
under inclusions of ideals into larger polynomial rings, as the next proposition shows.
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Proposition 2.2. Let I ⊆ S = C[x1, . . . , xN ] be a homogeneous ideal, T = C[y1, . . . , yM ], and
R = S ⊗C T = C[x1, . . . , xN , y1, . . . , yM ]. Then reg(S/I) = reg(R/I).

Proof. Let F• be the minimal free resolution of S/I . Let G• = F• ⊗C T , meaning Gi =
Fi ⊗C T and ∂Gi = ∂Fi ⊗C idT for all i ≥ 0. Since tensor products distribute over direct
sums, we can express Gi as a direct sum of free R-modules S(−j) ⊗C T ∼= R(−j). Thus
Gi =

⊕
j∈ZR(−j)βij where the βij are the graded Betti numbers of S/I . Furthermore, the

functor −⊗C T is exact (indeed, tensoring over a field is always exact), so G• forms an ex-
act sequence and is therefore a resolution of R/I . This resolution is minimal because the
matrices representing each ∂Gi are given by Kronecker products of the matrices represent-
ing ∂Fi and idT , and the entries of ∂Fi are non-units by assumption. Thus the Betti numbers
of S/I and R/I are the same, so in particular reg(S/I) = reg(R/I) as claimed. �

Remark 2.3. Let I ⊆ S and J ⊆ T be ideals, and let F• and G• be minimal free resolutions
for S/I and T/J respectively. Then F• ⊗C G• is always a minimal free resolution for
(S/I)⊗C (T/J) ∼= R/(I + J). Proposition 2.2 is the special case where J = (0).

Definition 2.4. For a homogeneous ideal I ⊆ S, the Hilbert function of S/I is the function
HFS/I sending each non-negative integer k to the dimension of the grade-k component of
S/I (viewed as a C-vector space).

The Hilbert series of S/I is the formal generating series forHFS/I . This series is a rational
function whose numerator is called the K-polynomial KS/I(t) [26, Theorem 8.20]4:

∞∑
k=0

HFS/I(k)t
k =

KS/I(t)

(1− t)N
.

The Hilbert function agrees with a (unique) polynomial for sufficiently large input; this
polynomial is the Hilbert polynomial HPS/I [5, Proposition 6.4.7]. The postulation number of
S/I captures the “sufficiently large” condition exactly:

post(S/I) = max{k : HFS/I(k) 6= HPS/I(k)}.

The coordinate ring S/I is called Hilbertian if HFS/I(k) = HPS/I(k) for all k ≥ 0, i.e., if
post(S/I) < 0. The postulation number post(S/I) and K-polynomial KS/I(t) are related
via the regularity of S/I . This relationship is given by Lemma 2.5: the first part is con-
sidered well-known by experts and can be obtained from [4, Theorem 4.4.3], while the
second is explicitly [4, Proposition 4.1.12].

Lemma 2.5 ([4, Theorem 4.4.3, Proposition 4.1.12]). Let I ⊆ S = C[x1, . . . , xN ] be a homoge-
neous prime ideal such that S/I is Cohen-Macaulay. Let X be the variety for S/I . Then

(1) reg(S/I) = deg(KS/I(t))− codim(X).
(2) post(S/I) = reg(S/I)− dim(X) = deg(KS/I(t))−N .

2.2. Permutation combinatorics. We need some standard permutation combinatorics;
our reference is [25]. The Coxeter length of w ∈ Sn is the number of inversions in w:

`(w) := #{i < j : w(i) > w(j)}.

4In some sources the K-polynomial is simply called the Hilbert numerator.
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The graph of w ∈ Sn places a • in each position (i, w(i)) (written in matrix notation). The
Rothe diagram of w, denoted D(w), consists of all boxes in [n] × [n] not weakly below or
right of a •. We have

D(w) = {(i, j) ∈ [n]× [n] : j < w(i), i < w−1(j)}.
The essential set E(w) of w is comprised of the maximally southeast boxes of each con-
nected component of D(w), i.e.,

E(w) = {(i, j) ∈ D(w) : (i, j + 1), (i+ 1, j) 6∈ D(w)}.
Definition 2.6. The effective region of w ∈ Sn, denoted λ(w), consists of (i, j) ∈ [n] × [n]
such that (i, j) is weakly northwest of some (i′, j′) ∈ E(w).

It follows immediately that λ(w) has the shape of a Young diagram.

Definition 2.7. w is dominant if λ(w) = D(w).

It is convenient to work in S∞ =
⋃
n≥1 Sn where we identify two permutations w ∈

Sn, w
′ ∈ S ′n for n < n′ if w(i) = w′(i) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n and w′(i) = i for n+ 1 < i ≤ n′. In such

a case, D(w) ⊆ [n]× [n] and D(w′) ⊆ [n′]× [n′] have the same elements. Identifying these
diagrams allows us to unambiguously refer to the diagram D(w) of w ∈ S∞.

Let ta↔b be the transposition on S∞ interchanging a and b. Hence wta↔b swaps the
positions a and b. The simple transposition si is ti↔i+1. A descent of a permutation w is an
index i such that `(wsi) < `(w).

2.3. Grothendieck polynomials. We recall the notion of Grothendieck polynomial due to
Lascoux–Schützenberger [23]. The definition we use is not the original one and is due
to Lascoux [22] (see also [24]). Let x = {x1, x2, . . . } be a collection of commuting inde-
pendent variables. For each w ∈ S∞, there is a Grothendieck polynomial Gw(x). These
polynomials satisfying the following recursion:

Theorem 2.8 (Lascoux’s Transition formula for Grothendieck polynomials [22], cf. [24]).
Let w ∈ S∞ have last descent g, let m > g be the largest integer such that w(m) < w(g)
and set w′ = wtg↔m. Suppose that 1 ≤ i1 < i2 < . . . < is < g are the indices such that
`(w′tij↔g) = `(w′) + 1. Then:

(2) Gw(X) = Gw′(X) + (xg − 1)
[
Gw′(X) · (Id− ti1↔g) · · · (Id− tis↔g)

]
,

where tj↔l acts on the {Gu(X)} by Gu(X) · tj↔l = Gutj↔l
(X) and Id is the identity operator.

Theorem 2.8 uniquely determines all Gw from the base case Gid = 1.

3. A STRENGTHENED VERSION OF THEOREM 1.3

Recall from the introduction that the matrix Schubert variety Xw is the B− × B-orbit
closure of the permutation matrix Mw in Matn. It is an affine variety of codimension `(w).
The defining ideal Iw of Xw is called the Schubert determinantal ideal. Make the natural
identification C[Matn] = C[zij : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n] where zij is the (i, j)-coordinate function.
Fulton [10] produced generators for Iw as follows. Let rij count the number of 1’s in the
northwest i × j submatrix of Mw. Let Z = (zij)1≤i,j≤n be the generic n × n matrix and set
Zij to be the northwest i× j submatrix of Z. Then

(3) Iw = 〈rank rij + 1 minors of Zij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n〉.
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Moreover in ibid. it is proved that Iw is a prime ideal and the coordinate ring

Rw := C[Xw] = C[Matn]/Iw

is Cohen-Macaulay. By Lemma 2.5(2) it follows that

post(Rw) = deg(KRw(t))− n2.

The K-polynomial KRw(t) is known. By [17] it is a Grothendieck polynomial.

KRw(t) = Gw(xi 7→ 1− t).
The proof of Theorem 1.3 therefore reduces to showing that deg(Gw) ≤ n2 for all n ≥ 1
and w ∈ Sn, with equality holding only when n = 1.

Fulton [10] refined the list of generators for Iw by showing that

(4) Iw = 〈rank rij + 1 minors of Zij , where (i, j) ∈ E(w)〉.5

Notice that the generators of Iw in (4) only involve the variables zij where (i, j) ∈ λ(w).
It therefore makes sense to think about the determinantal variety that only uses these
“effective” variables. Formally, let us define the effective Schubert determinantal ideal

Ĩw ⊂ C[zij : (i, j) ∈ λ(w)]

where Ĩw uses the same generators as in (4). Thus the effective matrix Schubert variety X̃w

is the zero-locus of these equations inside the affine space C|λ(w)| rather than Cn2 . Let R̃w

denote the coordinate ring of X̃w. One has a trivial isomorphism, X̃w × Cn2−|λ(w)| ∼= Xw.

Example 3.1. The effective Schubert determinantal ideals Ĩw generalize Ir,p,q. Let wr,p,q =
1 2 . . . r q+1 q+2 . . . q+ p r+1 r+2 . . . q. Then λ(wr,p,q) is a p× q rectangle and rpq = r,
so the ambient ring of Ĩwr,p,q is C[zij : 1 ≤ i ≤ p, 1 ≤ j ≤ q] and Ĩwr,p,q = Ir,p,q.6

We are now ready to state our strengthened version of Theorem 1.3:

Theorem 3.2. Ĩw is Hilbertian if and only if w is not a dominant permutation.

Remark 3.3. If w is dominant, then Iw = 〈zij : (i, j) ∈ λ(w)〉 is generated by 1 × 1 minors.
Hence X̃w = {0}. Theorem 3.2 therefore asserts that R̃w is Hilbertian except for the trivial
cases where Rw

∼= C.

Example 3.4. The Rothe diagram for w = 24315 is presented below, with the values of rij
displayed only in elements of E(w). The effective region λ(w) is outlined in red.

•

•

•

•

•
0

1

5For a minimal list of generators see [12].
6wr,p,q is a well-known construction. A bigrassmannian permutation w ∈ S∞ is one where w and w−1

each have at most one descent. All bigrassmannian permutations are of the form wr,p,q for choices of the
parameters r, p, q.
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The Fulton generators of Iw are the variables x11, x21, x31, along with the six 2 × 2
minors of the 2 × 4 matrix ( x11 x12 x13 x14x21 x22 x23 x24 ). Then Iw is the ideal with these generators in
C[xij|1 ≤ i, j ≤ 5], while Ĩw lies in the subring generated by the 9 variables corresponding
to boxes in λ(w). One can verify that deg(Gw) = 6, so by Lemma 2.5(2) we have post(Rw) =

6 − 25 = −17 and post(R̃w) = 6 − 9 = −3. Thus both ideals are Hilbertian in accordance
with Theorems 1.3 and 3.2.

Notice that by Proposition 2.2 we have reg(R̃w) = reg(Rw). It follows from Lemma 2.5(2)
that post(R̃w) = deg(Gw) − |λ(w)|. In particular, Theorem 3.2 reduces to the claim that
deg(Gw) ≤ |λ(w)| for all w, with equality if and only if w is a dominant partition.

4. PROOF OF THEOREMS 1.3 AND 3.2

4.1. A (simple) degree bound for Grothendieck polynomials.

Proposition 4.1. deg(Gw) ≤ |λ(w)|, with equality if and only if w is dominant.

This bound is quite weak. For example, deg(Gsk) = k whereas λ(sk) = k2. Nonetheless,
it suffices for our needs.
Proof of Proposition 4.1: To prove the inequality, it helps to think about what (2) means in
terms of D(w). This is explained in the “diagram moves” description of transition found
in [19, Section 2]. We refer the reader to that paper for the straightforward translation.
The point is that in the transition formula, (g, w(m)) is a maximally southeast element of
E(w) and D(w′) = D(w) \ {(g, w(m))}, so λ(w′) ( λ(w). The Grothendieck polynomials
Gw′′ appearing in Gw′(X) · (Id− ti1↔g) · · · (Id− tis↔g) all satisfy λ(w′′) ⊆ λ(w′), implying

(5) λ(w′′) ( λ(w).

Therefore the desired inequality follows from Theorem 2.8 by an easy induction on |λ(w)|.
Now suppose that w is not dominant but w′ is dominant. Then (g, w(m)) comprises

an entire connected component of D(w) and it follows that λ(w′) has at least two fewer
elements than λ(w) (for example, λ(w′) cannot contain (g−1, w(m)) or (g, w(m)−1)). The
same induction as above then shows that deg(Gw) < |λ(w)|when w is not dominant.

Conversely, suppose that w is dominant. Then w′ is also dominant and (2) reduces to
Gw(x) = xgGw′ . By induction,

Gw(x) =
∏

i:(i,j)∈λ(w)

xi

is a monomial, of degree |λ(w′)|. This establishes “⇐” of the equality characterization and
completes the proof. �

For those knowledgeable about rc-graph/pipe dream combinatorics we also offer:
Second proof of Proposition 4.1 (sketch): Fomin–Kirillov’s formula for Gw [9] is a generating
series over (not necessarily reduced) pipe dreams (cf. [18]). For the inequality of Propo-
sition 4.1 it suffices to show “crosses” + only appear in the effective region. This fact for
Schubert polynomials follows from [3, Theorem 3.7]; now one deduces the desired con-
clusion using the subword complex perspective on Grothendieck polynomials from [17,
Section 1.8] or [18]. Finally, it is easy to see from the subword perspective that if the entire
effective region is filled with +’s, w is necessarily dominant. �
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4.2. Conclusion of the proofs of Theorems 1.3 and 3.2. As noted in Section 3, Theo-
rem 1.3 reduces to showing that deg(Gw) ≤ n2 with equality if and only if n = 1. The-
orem 3.2 similarly reduces to showing the stronger inequality deg(Gw) ≤ |λ(w)| with
equality if and only if w is dominant. Thus Proposition 4.1 proves both theorems. �

Remark 4.2 (A simpler degree bound). It is well-known, and trivial to prove using the
combinatorial formula for Grothendieck polynomials from [9], that deg(Gw) ≤

(
n
2

)
. This

upper bound on reg(Rw) is independent from w and gives an easier proof of Theorem 1.3
since

(
n
2

)
< n2 for n > 1. The weaker bound is not sufficient to prove Theorem 3.2.
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