arXiv:2107.07743v2 [math.CT] 15 Oct 2022

Categorification of Harder-Narasimhan Theory via Slope
Functions in Totally Ordered Sets

Yao Li

School of Mathematical Sciences, Peking University, China

October 18, 2022

Abstract

We introduce a categorical construction of Harder-Narasimhan filtration via a slope method
which does not need a degree function. With a theorem of existence and uniqueness of Harder-
Narasimhan filtration in our categorical setting, we give a categorical interpretation of Stuhler-
Grayson filtration in the case of non-necessarily Hermitian normed lattices.

1 Introduction

The notion of Narasimhan filtration was first introduced by Harder and Narasimhan [I5] in the
setting of vector bundles on a non-singular projective curve. Let k& be an algebraic closed field and
C be a non-singular projective curve over k, they proved that any non-zero vector bundle F on C
admits a canonical filtration by vector subbundles

0=FEyCEC...CE,=E,

where the subquotients E;/FE;_; are semi-stable vector bundles with strictly decreasing slopes.
Later Harder-Narasimhan filtration has been generalized to the setting of pure sheaves over higher
dimensional polarized projective varieties, see [16, §1.3] for more details. Curiously, analogous
constructions have also been discovered in many other branches of mathematics. For example,
in geometry of numbers, Stuhler [23] proposed a construction of Harder-Narasimhan filtration
for Euclidean lattices and compared it to the reduction theory of positive quadratic forms. Later
Stuhler’s result has been generalized in various settings of arithmetic geometry by Grayson [13], Bost
[2], Gaudron [12] etc. Moreover, Faltings and Wiistholz [8] developed a Harder-Narasimhan theory
on filtered vector spaces and applied it to diophantine approximation. Recently, their results on
Harder-Narasimhan theory were expanded by Grieve [I4]. In the framework of arithmetic geometry
over a function field, Lafforgue showed that a family of generalised chtoucas possesses a canonical
filtration of Harder-Narasimhan type (see [20] théoréme 5). In arithmetic geometry of local fields,
similar constructions exist for F-crystals (Dieudonné-Manin filtration, see [2I] Chapter II, see also
[1]]), filtered p-modules (see [II] and [10, §5.5.2.4]), and also p-modules over Robba ring [19].
Moreover, Fargues [9] developed a Harder-Narasimhan theory for finite flat group schemes over a
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valuation ring of unequal characteristic. In the theory of linear codes, a construction of Harder-
Narasimhan filtration was proposed by Randriambololona [22].

These results in various context of quite different nature have motivated several categorical con-
structions of Harder-Narasimhan filtration. We can mention for example Lafforgue’s construction
(see [20, §I1.2]) and Bridgeland’s construction [3] on abelian categories, Chen’s approach [4] in the
framework of exact categories equipped with a geometric structure, André’s approach [I] for proto-
abelian categories, and that of Cornut [G] for modular lattices. All these categorical constructions
have a common nature, which we resume as follows. One begins with a category C with a zero
object on which two real valued functions deg(-) and rk(-) are given, where the function rk(-) is
assumed to take positive values on non-zero objects. These functions induce a slope function

) = o0

on non-zero objects, which allows to define the semi-stability of objects in C : a non-zero object Y’
of C is said to be semi-stable if, for any strict monomorphism X »— Y with X non-zero, one has
w(X) < pu(Y). The functions deg(-) and rk(-) are supposed to be additive with respect to short
exact sequences and verify a super-parallelogram condition, namely, for any object Y in C and all
strict monomorphisms X; — Y and X — Y, the following relations hold:

deg(X71 4+ Xa) + deg(X1 N X2) > deg(X1) + deg(X2),
I‘k(Xl + XQ) + I‘k(Xl n XQ) = I‘k(Xl) + I‘k(XQ),
where X7 N X5 denotes the fiber product X; xy X9 and X7 + X5 denotes the cofiber coproduct of

X7 and X5 over X7 N X5. Then, under these conditions, it can be shown that, for any non-zero
object Y of C, there exists a unique sequence of strict monomorphisms

0=Y, f1 ' f2 fn Y, =Y,

such that all subquotients Y;/Y;_1 := Coker(f;) are non-zero and semi-stable objects, and verify
the following inequalities with respect to slopes:

n(Y1/Yo) > ... > p(Yy/Yoo1).

Curiously, in a recent work of Chen and Moriwaki [5], an extension of semi-stability condition to
the case of normed lattices (or more generally, adelic vector bundles) has been proposed so that there
does exist, for each non-zero normed lattice, a Harder-Narasimhan type filtration with semi-stable
subquotients and strictly decreasing slopes. Instead of the naive generalization by comparing the
slope of the normed lattice and those of its sublattices, they defined a non-zero normed lattice E to
be semi-stable if and only if, for any non-zero sublattice F' of E, the inequality pimin(F) < fimin(E)
holds. Note that this condition is equivalent to the classical semi-stability condition when the norm
I|| is Euclidean. Then they established a Harder-Narasimhan type theorem asserting that, for any
normed lattice F, there exists a unique sequence

0=ECFEC..CE,=E

of sublattices of E, such that all subquotient normed lattices F;/E;_; are semi-stable, and verify
the following inequalities:

,UJmin(El/EO) > > ,Umin(En/Enfl)-



We refer the readers to [5] Theorem 4.3.58 for more details. This set-up of Harder-Narasimhan
filtration is not included in any of the categorical constructions cited above. The main reason is
that the degree function in the general normed lattices case is not additive with respect to short
exact sequences, and hence does not verify the common requirement of these categorical models.
This intriguing observation motivates the current work.

Note that the existence and uniqueness of Harder-Narasimhan filtration is rather a statement
concerning slopes of subquotients than that of the degree function. We refer the readers to [12]
Proposition 5.14] for an explicit link between successive slopes and a minimax of minimal slopes
of subquotients. In this paper, we try to give a conceptual explanation of this phenomenon in
proposing a categorical formulation of Harder-Narasimhan theory based on slope functions. This
choice of framework makes it possible to consider a general slope function taking values in an
ordered set. Moreover, we do not require any compatibility of our slope function with respect to
short exact sequence. Even the rank function is not needed (replaced by chain conditions of strict
sub-object). Actually, we have the following result.

Theorem 1.1. Let E be a non-zero object of a small proto-abelian category C satisfying Noetherian
and Artinian conditions on the chains of strict sub-objects of E, u: 5% — A be a slope function,
where A is a complete totally ordered set. There exists a unique filtration of E,

0=Ey—FE —---—=E,=FE,
such that each E;11/FE; is semi-stable and iy > fia > -+ > [in, where fi; = pimin(Ei/Ei—1).

If we do not require the uniqueness, the value of the slope function could be taken in a partially
ordered set. We have the following result.

Theorem 1.2. Let E be a non-zero object of a small proto-abelian C, which satisfies Noetherian
and Artinian conditions on the chains of strict sub-objects of E, and p1 : S% — A be a slope function,
where A is a partially ordered set which admits a greatest element and any subset of A admits a
infimum. There exists a filtration

which satisfies the following properties:
1. for anyi € {1,...,n}, E;/E;_1 is semi-stable,

2. fO'l“ all 1 € {1, o, n = 1}, Nmin(Ei/Ei—l) 7<\ Nmin(Ei+1/Ei)~

Theorem [I[I] and are proposed in detail in Theorem and 5.4l Firstly, we explain in an
example what the classical construction is and why we need to consider the minimal slope fimin.
Later, we will explain what we do to prove our main theorem.

Let us illustrate the classical construction by the example of Euclidean lattices. We call Fu-
clidean lattice any pair E = (E, ||-||), where E is a finite generated free abelian group and |- is a
Euclidean norm on the real vector space Fr := E®zR. The Euclidean lattices form a proto-abelian
category, where a morphism from a Euclidean lattice E to another one F is by definition a group
homomorphism f : E — F such that fg : Eg — Fr has an operator norm < 1. A morphism
f: E — F is a strict monomorphism if and only if f is an injective group homomorphism satisfying
F/E is free and the norm of E is the restriction of that of F. It is a strict epimorphism if and only
if f is a surjective group homomorphism and the norm of F is the quotient norm of that of E.



Note that a rank function rk(-) is naturally defined on the category of Euclidean lattices, which
sends F to the rank of E over Z. Recall that the Arakelov degree of a Euclidean lattice is defined
to be the opposite logarithm of the covolume of the lattice, namely

deg(E, [l1]) := —Inflex A -+ - Aerf|aet, (1)

where (e;)i_; is a basis of E over Z (the value of deg(F, ||-||) does not depend on the choice of the
lattice basis), and ||-||det is the determinant norm on the exterior space A"(Er), defined as

[nllace == inf _ |[saf| - [[sr]].
(si)i=1
nN=81/N\--N\Sp

It can be shown that the degree function deg(-) is additive with respect to short exact sequences.
In other words, if E/, F' and G are three Euclidean lattices and if

0 E F G 0

is a short exact sequence of abelian groups such that the norm of E is the restriction of that of F,
and the norm of G is the quotient norm of that of F', then the following equality holds:

deg(F) = deg(E) + deg(G). (2)
Moreover, if E is a Euclidean lattice and if E; and Ey are subgroups of E, then the inequality
deg(Ey + Ey) + deg(Ey N Ey) > deg(E1) + deg(E-) (3)

holds, where on subgroups of E we consider restricted norms (we refer the readers to [23] Proposition
2 for a proof). Joint with the classical relation

I‘k(El + EQ) + I‘k(El n EQ) = I‘k(E1> + I‘k(EQ),
we may interpret this inequality in a geometric way as follows. Let
(To, do) = (I‘k(El n EQ), deg(E1 n EQ)),
(Tla dl) = (rk(El)u deg(E_l))v (T27 d2) = (rk(EQ)v deg(E_Q))

Let (r3,ds) be the point such that r5 = rk(FE; + E») and that (r;,d;) with 7 € {0, 1,2, 3}, form the
vertices of a parallelogram, then the inequality

deg(Ey + E2) > d3

holds. Then it can be shown that any Euclidean lattice E admits a unique non-zero sublattice Eqes,
such that, firstly,

M(Edes) = H@X_N(F)u
0£FCE

where F runs over the set of non-zero sublattices of E, secondly, for any non-zero sublattice F of
E satisfying u(F) = 1(Faes), one has F C Eqos. Note that F is semi-stable if and only if

Edcs = E



Therefore, E jes is called the destabilizing sublattice of E. The Harder-Narasimhan filtration
0=EyCFE1C...CE,=F

can be constructed in a recursive way such that

Ei/Ei_1 = (E/Ei_1)des-

Note that each subquotient F;/F;_1 is a non-zero semi-stable Euclidean lattice. Moreover, the
following inequalities hold:

(B Eo) > ... > p(En/En-1).

The first term p(F1/Ey) and the last term p(E,, /FE,_1) in the above inequalities are called maximal
slope and minimal slope of E, denoted by pimax(F) and jimin(E) respectively. These invariants have
more specific interpretation: the maximal slope is the maximal value of slopes of sublattices, and
the minimal slope is the minimal value of slopes of quotient lattices. By the additivity of the
degree function with respect to short exact sequences, the following equality holds for any non-zero
FEuclidean lattices,

Hmin (EV ) = —Hmax (E) .

Moreover, E is semi-stable if and only if 1(E) = pimax(E), or equivalently j1(E) = fimin(E).

In Arakelov geometry, the above construction was generalized to adelic vector bundles by
Gaudron [12], allowing for example lattices in a general normed vector space. By using Harder-
Narasimhan polygons, it is formally possible to extend the definition of successive slopes in this
framework. For simplicity, we describe the construction in the setting of normed lattices, namely
a couple E = (E, ||-||) consisting of a finite generated free abelian group, equipped with a norm
on Er. Note that the degree function is defined in the same way as in (Il). However, in general
the relations (2] is no longer true. We give an example. Consider subgroup E of additive group C
generated by 1 and i. We canonically identify C with R? and equip it with ¢'-norm. Consider the
norm lattice E = (E, ||||,1). Let F be the subgroup of E generated by 1+ i and F be a sublattice
of E. Then

deg(F) 4+ deg(E/F) = —In2 —In1 = —In2.

However, deg(FE) = 0.

Geometrically, we could consider the convex hull of the points in the plane R? of coordinates
(tk(F),deg(F)), where F runs over the set of all sublattices of E. Then the upper boundary of this
convex hull is the graph of a concave and piecewise affine function Py, called Harder-Narasimhan
polygon of . Moreover, the abscissas where the function changes slopes are integers between 0 and
rk(E). In the case where the norm ||-|| is Euclidean, the successive slopes of the Harder-Narasimhan
polygon P are equal to those of successive subquotients of the Harder-Narasimhan filtration of E.
However, if ||-|| is not Euclidean, in general it is not possible to construct a sequence of sublattices
of E with semi-stable subquotients corresponding to the same successive slopes of Pz, which makes
Harder-Narasimhan filtration special in this case. Let us illustrate this phenomenon by an example
as follows. Let k be a real number such that k > /2. We consider the vector space R? equipped
with the norm ||-||x defined as follows: For any (a,b) € R?,

(@, b)||x = (max {a, kb, 0}* + min {a, kb,0}*)%.



Consider the lattice in R? generated by e; = (1,0) and ez = (0,1). One has

ller A ezl det = Ike1 + exflr - lles = k_le2Hk = i
,de 2 \/57

which shows that the Arakelov degree of (Z2, ||-|[x) is 3log(2) — log(k). Moreover, (£1,0) are
non-zero lattice points having the smallest norm 1 with respect to ||-||z. Therefore, Ze; is the
only sublattice of (Z?,|-||x) whose Arakelov degree (which is zero) coincides with the maximal
slope of (Z%,|-|lx). In particular, the last slope of the Harder-Narasimhan polygon of (Z2, |-||x) is
1 log(2) — log(k). However, the quotient norm ||-||s,quot on Z?/Zey satisfies

1
Ille2] 1]k, quot = )1\2% [le2 + Aey|| = irel% (max{)\, k,O}2 + mln{)\,k,O}2) =k.

Therefore, the Arakelov degree of (Z?/Zex, ||-||k,quot) is — log(k), which does not coincide with the
last slope of the Harder-Narasimhan polygon of (Z2, ||-||x).

In this article, we prove the existence and uniqueness of Harder-Narasimhan filtration by a
method of slope functions. The framework of this article is the theory of proto-abelian category,
proposed by André [1]. In section 2 and 3, we recall the concept and some results of proto-abelian
category following the work of André [I]. Then we give a universal characterization (see Proposition
B3) of the sum of two strict sub-objects of an object E in a proto-abelian category which means
the sum of two strict sub-objects could be considered as the smallest object larger than both of the
two objects. In section 4, we define the slope functions of an object E (see Definition .2]) and show
that the slope function of E could induce a slope function of its subquotient in a canonical way
(see Proposition L3]). In section 5, we prove Proposition [(.21 and Lemma Bl which give a different
method to find the destabilizing sub-object. With the help of Noetherian and Artinian conditions,
we can prove the Theorem and Theorem [£.4] which are the main theorems. It should be noted
that, in Proposition and Lemma [5I] we ask the slope function satisfying the strong slope
inequality, which means the slope function considered here is actually pyax in classical reference by
Proposition LT] However, the minimal slope is not affected in the classical case by [B, p. 256].

We also give a method to prove the existence and uniqueness theorem of the Harder-Narasimhan
filtration given a bounded lattice (I',<). This method is more general than the method in proto-
abelian category and we could get Harder-Narasimhan filtration escaping from the frame of proto-
abelian category. However, the main theorem is stated in the framework of proto-abelian category
because it is general enough for application.

2 Strict monomorphisms and epimorphisms

In this section, we recall some basic properties of strict monomorphisms and strict epimorphisms,
using André’s terminology [I].

Definition 2.1. Let C be a category having a zero object 0. We call a morphism in C a strict
monomorphism if it is a kernel of some morphism. We often use a tailed arrow — to denote a
monomorphism. By the universal property of kernel, we can show that a strict monomorphism is
a monomorphism. Similarly, we call a morphism in C a strict epimorphism if it is a cokernel of a
morphism. We often use a two headed arrow — to denote an epimorphism. Any strict epimorphism
is necessarily an epimorphism.



Lemma 2.1. Let C be a category having a zero object 0.

(1) Let f: M — N be a strict monomorphism of C. If f admits a cokernel g : N — @Q, then it is
a kernel of g.

(2) Let f': N' — M’ be a strict epimorphism of C. If ' admits a kernel ¢’ : Q" — N’, then it is
a cokernel of ¢’.

Proof. Let h : N — P be a morphism of C such that f is a kernel of h. Since h o f = 0, there
exists a unique morphism w : Q — P such that wo g = h by the universal property of cokernel.

Let j : R — N be a morphism such that g o j = 0. Then one has hoj = uogoj = 0. By
the universal property of kernel, there exists a unique morphism v : R — M such that j = fow.
Therefore, f is a kernel of g.

can be deduced from by passing to the opposite category. O

Definition 2.2. A short exact sequence of C is by definition a diagram of morphisms of C of the
form
0 L2

N 0,

such that f is a kernel of g and ¢ is a cokernel of f. By definition, if the above diagram is a short
exact sequence, then f is a strict monomorphism and ¢ is a strict epimorphism.

Definition 2.3. Let f: M — N and g : Q — N be morphisms of C. We call pull-back of g by f
any morphism ¢’ : P — M which fits into a cartesian diagram as follows:

P
g'l
M

Similarly, if f: M — N and h : M — A are morphisms of C, we call push-forward of h by f any
morphism A" : N — B which fits into a cocartesian diagram.

f/
—

<T<Q

=

—
f

MLl N
h h//



Assumption 2.1. In the rest of the section, we fix a category C having a zero object 0. We also
assume that any morphism of C admits a kernel and a cokernel.

Proposition 2.1. Let f : M — N be a strict monomorphism of C. Then, for any morphism
g : @ — N, the pull-back of f by g always exists and is a strict monomorphism.

Proof. See [1l p. 9]. O
By passing to the opposite category, we deduce from Proposition [Z1] the following result.

Proposition 2.2. Let f/ : P — M be a strict epimorphism of C. Then, for any morphism
g : P — @, the push-forward of f’ by ¢’ always exists and is a strict epimorphism.

Notation 2.2. Let M —1s N <& Q be a pair of morphisms in C, where either f or g is a strict
monomorphism . We often denote by M xXn Q a fiber product of f and g, and by

pri: M xyQ —=M and pry:MxyQ—Q
the universal morphisms.

Proposition 2.3. Let f: L — M and g : M — N be two morphisms of C. Assume that go f is a
strict monomorphism and ¢ is a monomorphism, then f is a strict monomorphism.

Proof. See [1} p. 10]. O

Proposition 2.4. Consider the following cartesian square in C.

r—L .0
gl m| ig (4)
M —f> N

If g is a strict epimorphism, and ¢’ is an epimorphism, then the square is also cocartesian.
Proof. See [1} p. 10]. O
By passing to the opposite category, we deduce from Proposition 2.4] the following result.

Proposition 2.5. Consider the following cocartesian square in C.

P1q
J l (5)
M N

If ¢’ is a strict monomorphism, and g is a monomorphism, then the square is also cartesian.

f’
—

—
f



3 Proto-abelian Category

3.1 Generalities

Definition 3.1. We call proto-abelian category a category C having a zero object, which satisfies
the following conditions:

(a) any morphism of C has a kernel and a cokernel.

(b) any morphism with zero kernel (resp. zero cokernel) is a monomorphism (resp. an epimor-
phism).

(c) the pull-back of a strict epimorphism by a strict monomorphism, which exists by and
Proposition [Z1] is a strict epimorphism; the push-forward of a strict monomorphism by a
strict epimorphism, which exists by and Proposition 2.2] is a strict monomorphism.

Note that the opposite category of a proto-abelian category is also a proto-abelian category.

Remark 3.1. The notion of proto-Abelian category could be considered as a non-additive analogue
of the notion of abelian category, we refer to [I] for details where this notion has been proposed.
See [T, p. 21] for a more general notion of proto-exact category.

Remark 3.2. Let C be a proto-abelian category. Consider the following diagram
E
F — G

of morphisms of C, where f is a strict monomorphism, and 7 is a strict epimorphism. By Proposition
211 the fiber product of f and 7 exists. In other words, one can complete the above diagram to a

cartesian square.
H E
N
F G

Proposition 2] also shows that g is a strict monomorphism. Moreover, by axiorn we obtain that
the morphism p is a strict epimorphism, and in particular an epimorphism. By Proposition[2.4] the
above square is not only cartesian but also cocartesian. In particular, if g is an isomorphism, so is

f
Examples 3.1. 1. Any Abelian category is a proto-abelian category (see [1, p. 11]).

g9
—

—
f

2. Let E be a Hermitian space, & be a Hermitian transform over E, h be the minimal polynomial
of @/ and Cy, be a category defined as follows:

An object of Cp, is of the form (V, %), where V is a Hermitian space, & is a Hermitian
transform over V. and h(#) = 0. Let (V,B) and (V',B') be two objects in Cp, a morphism



from (V, B) to (V',#') is a linear map f :V — V' such that the operator norm of f <1 and
foB=%Bof.

We call Cy, be the category of Hermitian spaces with h structure. Assume that f : (V,B) —
(V',A') is a morphism in Cy. Note that F = {x € V : f(x) = 0} is a B-invariant subspace
of V, (F,B|r) is an object in Cp, where the Hermitian norm is induced from V. In fact, the
inclusion map i : (F, B|p) — (V,B) is a kernel of f. Denote V'/f(V) by G. Since f(V) is
a B’ -invariant subspace of V', B’ induces a linear transform %B'c over G. Thus (G, B,) is
an object in Cy, where the Hermitian norm is the quotient norm induced from V'. In fact, the
quotient map w: (V', B') — (G, By,) is a cokernel of f. Therefore, any morphism in Cy has
a kernel and a cokernel.

We claim that this category is a proto-abelian category. We only need to show . First,
we show that the pull-back of a strict epimorphism by a strict monomorphism is a strict
epimorphism. Let f: (M, %n) — (N, #n) be a strict monomorphism in Cp, g : (Q, Bg) —
(N, %n) be a strict epimorphism in Cp, © : (N,Bn) — (G, Bg) be a cokernel of f and
f (P, Bp) — (Q,%Bq) be a kernel of mo g. By Proposition [2], we have the following
Cartesian square.

P%Q

gl . iq (6)

M>T>NT>G

To show ¢’ is a strict epimorphism, we only need to show that the norm of M is the same as
the quotient norm induced from P. Lety € M, we have

lyllar = 1fW)llv = inf{llzllq : g(x) = f(y)}-

For any x € Q satisfying g(x) = f(y), we have wo g(x) =mo f(y) = 0. Hence, there exists a
unique x’' € P satisfying x = f'(2") and ||2'||p = ||z||q because f' is a strict monomorphism
by Proposition[21l Since [ is a monomorphism, we have

[yllar = nf{[|z"] P - g o f'(z") = f(y)} = inf{[|2"]| p : g'(a") = y}.

After that, we need to show that the pushforward of a strict monomorphism by a strict epi-
morphism is a strict monomorphism. Let ' : (P, 3p) — (M, ) be a strict monomorphism
in Cn, g+ (P,%Bp) = (Q,%#q) be a strict epimorphism in Cp, i : (F,Br) — (P,%Bp) be a
kernel of g’ and g : (M, Bnr) — (N, BnN) be a cokernel of ' oi. By Proposition[2.2, we have
the following cocartesian square.

F i P g Q

1 :

M—q>N

~—

To show f is a strict monomorphism, we only need to show that the norm of Q is the same
as the induced norm from N. Lety € ), we have

1yl = inf{|[z]|p : g'(x) = y} = mf{||f'(@)llar - fog'(x) = f(y)}

10



= inf{||f"(@)lar s g0 f'(z) = f(W)} = If W)lIn-

3. We consider a category C of four distinct objects 0, L, M, N, such that O is the zero object
and C only contains two non-zero and non-identity morphisms f: L — M and g: M — N.

Clearly one has go f = 0.
0

AN

L—f>MT>N

We can see that f is the kernel of g and g is the cokernel of f. We can further check that C
18 a proto-abelian category.

4. We consider the category C of finite dimensional normed linear spaces over a complete normed
field k, where the morphisms are linear maps having operator norm < 1. Let f : V — W
be a morphism in C. Assume that F = {x € V : f(x) = 0}, i : F — V is the inclusion
map and the norm of F' is the induced norm from V. Thus i is a kernel of f. Assume that
G=W/f(V), 7 : W = G is the quotient map and the norm of G is the quotient norm
induced from W. Thus 7 is a cokernel of f. Therefore, any morphism of C has a kernel and
a cokernel. Furthermore, one can check that C is a proto-abelian category.

Proposition 3.1. Let C be a proto-abelian category, and let f : L — M and g : M — N be
morphisms of C.

(1) If f and g are both strict epimorphisms, so is g o f.
(2) If f and g are both strict monomorphisms, so is g o f.

Proof. See [1l p. 12].
O

Proposition 3.2. Let f : M — N be a morphism in a proto-abelian category C, fo : Ny — N
be an image of f and f; : M — M; be a coimage of f. Then there exists a unique morphism
g : My — Ny such that f = fyogo fi. Moreover g is both an epimorphism and a monomorphism.

Proof. See [1l p. 12]. O

3.2 Sum of sub-objects

Notation 3.1. Let C be a proto-abelian category. If V L B is a strict monomorphism of C, we
denote by E/V an object of C which represents a cokernel of the morphism f. In other words, there
is a universal morphism from E to E/V which is a cokernel of f.

Definition 3.2. Let C' be a proto-abelian category, and
vl petaw

be a pair of strict monomorphism of C. Let p : E — E/V be a cokernel of f, and ¢ : E — E/W
be a cokernel of g. By Proposition 2.2] there exists an object @ of C which represents the cofiber

11



coproduct of p and ¢, and the universal morphisms v : E/V — @Q and w : E/W — @Q are strict
epimorphisms.
V+Ww

k.

[N

E—L wE)V
E/W ——»Q
We denote by V + W an object of C which represents the kernel of v op = w o q.

Proposition 3.3. We keep the notation and hypotheses of Definition B2 Let k: V + W — E be
the universal morphism.

(1) There exists a unique morphism u : V. — V + W (resp. t : W — V 4+ W), such that f =kou
(resp. g = k ot). Moreover, both v and ¢ are strict monomorphisms. In addition, the square

VxgW-——V

L

W—t>V+W

is cartesian.

(2) Let h: H — F be a strict monomorphism of C. If there exists f': V — H and ¢ : W — H
such that f = ho f" and g = ho ¢’ hold, then there exists a unique morphism s : V4+W — H
such that k = h o s and s is a strict monomorphism.

Proof. By symmetry it suffices to prove the statement for f. Since vopo f = 0 and k is a kernel
of v o p, there exists a unique morphism v : V' — V + W such that f = k o u. By Proposition [2.3]
we obtain that u is a strict monomorphism. For the same reason, there exists a unique morphism
t: W — V 4+ W such that ¢ = kot, and t is a strict monomorphism.

VW

vt g " yE/v
‘Il l’u
E/W ——»Q

Let a: X — V and 8 : X — W be morphisms such that uoa = tof, we have foa = kouoa = gof3,
then there exists a unique v : X — V xg W such that o« = ¢’ oy and 8 = u/ o y. This means that
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the following diagram is cartesian.

VxgW—— v

W—t>V+W

[2)|Let r : E — E/H be a cokernel of h. Since f = ho f’ (resp: g = hog'), one has ro f =0 (resp.
rog = 0). Then there exists a unique morphism p’ : E/V — E/H (resp. ¢’ : E/W — E/H) such
that r = p’ op (resp. r = ¢’ o q). Therefore, there exists a unique morphism 6 : @ — FE/H such
that p" = d ov and ¢’ = § o w by the universal property of the push-out square. Hence, r o k = 0.
Note that the strict monomorphism h is a kernel of r by Lemma [2ZIl Then there exists a unique
morphism s : V + W — H such that k = h o s because of the universal property of kernel. By
Proposition 23] s is a strict monomorphism.

O

Remark 3.3. If the cofibre coproduct P of the universal morphisms V < V x5 W — W exists,
and the unique morphism A\ : P — F given by the universal property of cofibre coproduct is a strict
monomorphism, then P is canonically isomorphic to V + W.

4 Slope Functions

In this section, we fix a small proto-abelian category C.

4.1 Slope function

Definition 4.1. Let E be an object of C. We denote by Sg the category defined as follows: The
objects of Sg are diagrams of the form

W’>L>W>L>E,
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where f and g are strict monomorphisms. If

W= (Wl w2 B) and Wo = (WLl Wy r 25 )

are two objects of Sg, the morphisms from W; to W, are couples of morphisms («, 8) such that
the following diagram commutes.

wy NELEN w25 E
Wi —— Wy —— F
f2 92
By Proposition23] both 8 and « are strict monomorphisms. Since go and go0 fo are monomorphism,
(e, B) is unique.

Note that («, 3) is an isomorphism in Sg if and only if both morphisms « and 3 are isomorphisms
in C. We denote by S% the set of objects

W’>L>W>L>E,

in Sg such that the morphism f is not an isomorphism.

Definition 4.2. Let A be a partially ordered set. We call slope function of E valued in A any map
p: 8% — A which satisfies the following slope inequality: for any couple

W= (Wl w2 BY  and Wo = (WL Wy r 25 E)

of elements in 8%, and any morphism (a, 3) from W; to W» in the category Sg, if the diagram

wy NELEN Wy

o| IB

W3 >f—2>W2

is cartesian and the induced strict monomorphism w : Wy + W4 — Ws is an isomorphism, then
(W) < p(W).

Note that this slope inequality implies that, if (o, 8) is an isomorphism from W to W in the
category Sg, then u(W;) = u(Ws). In fact, if @ and 8 are isomorphisms, then both diagrams

Wi W, Wi s Wy
QI Iﬁ and QII Iﬁl
w3 >j—> Wo wi >f—> Wi

2 1

are cartesian. Moreover, the induced morphisms Wy + W4 — Wy and W + W{ — W) are isomor-
phisms. Therefore, we obtain u(Wy) < u(Wa) and p(Ws) < u(Wr), namely p(Wi) = u(Ws).

14



Remark 4.1. Let

W= (Wl w2 BY and Wo = (WLl Wy v s )

be elements in 8%, («,3) : Wi — Wy be a morphism in the category Sg. Suppose the diagram
below is cartesian and the induced morphism v : Wy /W{ — W5 /W3 is an isomorphism.

wy >f—1>W1

o[ IB

W4 —— Wo
f2
Then the universal morphism w : W + W; — Ws is an isomorphism.

I [
Notation 4.1. Let (W' — W s E) be an element in 8%, if there is no ambiguity on the morphisms
f and g, we denote by u(W/W') the element

u(W’>L>W>L>E)eA.

If in addition W' is a zero object, then u(W/W') is also denoted by pu(W) for simplicity.
Definition 4.3. Let E be an object in C, A be a partially ordered set and p : S% — A be a map.
We say that p satisfies the strong slope inequality if for any couple

W= (Wl w2 BY and Wo = (Wil Wy v 25 )

of elements in S%, and any morphism (a, 3) from W; to W» in the category Sg, if the diagram

wy >f—1>W1

o| IB

W2’>f—>W2
J2

is cartesian, then the inequality p(W;) < p(Ws) always holds. Note that, if p satisfies the strong
slope inequality, then it is necessarily a slope function of E valued in A.

Definition 4.4. Let (A, <) be a partially ordered set and A be a subset of A. We say that A
admits a supremum if there is an element of A, denoted by sup(A), which satisfies the following
conditions:

(1) sup(A) is an upper bound of A, namely for any a € A one has a < sup(A).

(2) sup(A) is the least upper bound of A, namely any upper bound b of A satisfies sup(A) < b.
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Proposition 4.1. We keep the notation of Definition Assume that any non-empty subset of

A admits a supremum. Let fimax : S% — A be the map sending ( W’>L>W>L>E)€SQE to
Sup{u(WWL)W@E) : (W’%W@E)ES%,
there exists h : W — W such that fzhOfvand g=goh }

Then pmax is a slope function of E which satisfies the strong slope inequality.

Proof. Let

W= (W2 w225 E)  and We = (W) We 25 B

be elements in 8%, and (o, 3) be a morphism from Wi to W in the category Sg, such that the
diagram

wy >f—1>W1

.

w3 >f—>W2
J2

is cartesian. Let

(] foed h
wy s W —— W

be a decomposition of fi, where ¢; and hy are strict monomorphisms. Let Wg = Wl + W3,
k: Wy = Wy + W) — E be the universal morphism and v : Wi — W5 be the unique morphism
such that v o k = g1 o hy (see Proposition B:3]). By Proposition B3] the diagram

Wi " Wy
w3 o Wz
is cartesian. Therefore, the slope inequality leads to

—~ oh —~
(W2 W 2 B < (WS 222 W s B ) < fiamax(W2).

By taking the supremum with respect to the decompositions of fi1, we obtain that pmax(W1) <
Nmax(w2)- O

Remark 4.2. In Propsition 2T} if p : 8% — A satisfies the strong slope inequality, then fimax = p.
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4.2 Induced slope functions
Let C be a small proto-abelian category, Ef be an object of C, A be a partially ordered set and
p: 8% — A be a slope function of E valued in A.

Let n: F — E be a strict monomorphism of C. We define a function x, : S% — A as follows.
For any

YV=(Y " Y "5 F)ecSY,
we let
(V) = (Y s Y L B,

This is actually a slope function of F' valued in A. If u satisfies the strong slope inequality, so
does py,. If 91 : Fy — E and ny : Fo — I} are strict monomorphisms of C, then 1, o7y is a strict
monomorphism of C (by Proposition B]), and one has

Hnions = (Mm )772'

Let 7 : E — G be a strict epimorphism. We define a function u™ : S& — A as follows. For any
object

Z=(2'"=72+"5G)
of 8¢, we denote by Z X E an arbitrary object

W’>L>W>L>E

of Sk which fits into a diagram

W’>L>W>L>E

Lo ]ol
Z' e Z —— G

in which all squares are cartesian. If Z belongs to Sg, then necessarily Z xg E belongs to S% (see
Remark B2)). We then define

W (2) = n(Z xg E) = p(W/W') € A.

Note that the value of ™ (Z) does not depend on the choice of the object Z x¢ E, thanks to the
slope inequality in Definition

Proposition 4.2. The function ™ : S& — A is a slope function of G valued in A. Moreover, if u
satisfies the strong slope inequality, so does ™.

Proof. Tt suffices to check that p™ satisfies the slope inequality. Let

Z1=(Z =5 Z1»25G) and  Zy=(Z) 25 Zy —5G)
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be elements of S, (a, 3) be a morphism from Z; to Z» in the category S, such that the diagram

u
Z) —= 7

c{ O Iﬂ (8)
Z§>T>Z2

is cartesian and induces an isomorphism from Z; + 7} to Zs.
Let

Wi=2Zx5G= (Wl Wi v 2 ) Wh = 2y xp G = (W) v L Wy v 25 B,

where W{ = Z{ xg E, W1, = Zy xg E, W} = Z}, xg E and Wy = Z3 X E. Consider the following
cubic commutative diagram below,

W] — W

e

W2/>—>W2
Zi—|— 7
Zé>—>Z2

where all vertical arrows and arrows in the upper square are universal morphisms. The morphisms in
the upper square are strict monomorphisms because of Proposition 2.3} and the vertical morphisms
are strict epimorphisms because of the Axio of proto-abelian category. Moreover, since the
pull-back preserves projective limits (see [I7] Proposition 2.1.7), we obtain that the diagram

Wll >f—1> Wi

I Ib (10)

WQ/ >f—> Wy
2

forming the upper square of the above cubic diagram is cartesian. Now, we want to show W5 is
canonically isomorphic to W7 + W3. Assume that h: H — E, s : Wy — H, t : W) — H are strict
monomorphisms where both g = hos and g2 o fo = h ot hold. Note that p; : W7 — Z; is a
strict epimorphism, by Proposition 2.2 there exists a strict epimorphism 7’ : H — F and a strict
monomorphism ¢ : Z; — F making the following diagram cocartesian.

Wy —— H

Z1>T>F
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Since the following diagram

Z1>T>G

is also cocartesian, by the universal property of cocartesian diagram, there exists a unique morphism
A F — G such that v; = X o ¢ and all squares in the following diagram are cocartesian.

W — s H»""E
Pll w’l lﬂ’
71 — F —_ G
Because h is a strct monomorphism, one has that A is a strict monomorphism(See Definition B

(c)). Therefore, all squares in the above diagram are cartesian (See Proposition 2.5]). Assume that
qo : Wo — W3 is a kernel of g5 : W) — Z/. Notice that

Aom'otogy=mogeo fooqy=1v20u30qa0qy =0,

7’ otogp = 0 since X is a monomorphism. Since g2 is a cokernel of gy (See Lemma 27]), there exists
a unique morphism v : Z5 — F such that 7’ ot = 1 0 g2. Notice that A o) o g2 = v2 0 ug 0 qa,
U3 0 Uz = A 01 since g is an epimorphism. By Proposition 23] 1) is a strict monomorphism.

Wo

|

W2’>t—>H>h—>E
¢I2l ﬂ/l lﬂ'
Z§>T>F>T>G

Notice that
Aopou; =vpo0u; =v30uU30a = A0 o,

one has that ¢ o u; = 9 o o since A is a monomorphism. By Proposition there exists a
unique morphism v : Zo — F such that vo = Ao .

Z, 2 7

al lﬁ
Zé ’U«—2> o
\J
P

F
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Notice that the following diagrams

We -2 F H"F
pzl O lﬂ' and r’l O lfr
Zs — G F — G

are cartesian, there exists a unique morphism k : Wy — H such that go = h o k and all squares in
the following diagram are cartesian.

W2>L>H>L>E

n| o l - l

Z2>T>F>T>G

Notice that
h0t2920f2:h0k0f27 hOS:glzggob:hOkOb.

Therefore, t = ko fo and s = k o b since h is a monomorphism. Since H is arbitrary, take
H = W4+ W and in this situation k is a strict monomorphism from Wy to W7 + W3 such that
g2 = h o k. Moreover, by Proposition there exists a unique morphism k' : Wy + W3j — Wy
such that h = go o k’. One can check that k and k' are inverse to each other.

Since p is a slope function, we have u(Wy /W7) < p(Wa/W3), namely p™(21) < p”™(23). Hence
1™ is also a slope function. The same argument shows that, if p satisfies the strong slope inequality,
so does u™. O

If ry : E — G1 and 72 : G1 — G4 are strict epimorphisms of C, by Proposition 3] the composed
morphism 7 o : ' — G4 is also a strict epimorphism. Moreover, one has p™2°™ = (p™ )72,

Proposition 4.3. Let

Fr"sFE

|e |

H—G
n

be a commutative diagram of morphisms of C. Assume that the horizontal arrows of the diagram are
strict monomorphisms, the vertical arrows are strict epimorphisms and that the square is cartesian.
If o : 8% — A is a slope function, then the following equality holds:

(k)™ = (1™ )y
Proof. Assume that
V=(Y'"sY "= H)ecSY.
Let Z =Y xp F, and thus it is an element in S%. We denote Z by

u

(Z/ s Z—">TF)
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and it fits in the diagram below,

zZ' Z F E

oo o |

Y ey Voo H s G
n

where each square is cartesian. By Proposition 2.1l both f and g are strict monomorphism. Hence,

(1n)™ (V) = (2 2") = (Z/ Z")

and

/

(™ )y (V) = u™ (YY) = u(Z/2").

Therefore,

’

(k)™ (V) = (1™ ) (V)
O

Remark 4.3. The above compatibility result shows that a slope function p of E induces in a
canonical way, for each strict subquotient H of E, a slope function of H. By abuse of notation, in
the case where there is no ambiguity on the underlying subquotient diagram of morphisms linking
H and E, we often denote by p the induced slope function of H for simplicity. Note that this
convention fits well with Notation E11

4.3 Slope functions over bounded lattices

In this subsection, we give an alternative definition of slope functions which is more general. We
fix a partially ordered set having at least two elements (I', <). The following definition comes from
order theory, and to make the notation look consistent with the notation of proto-abelian category,
we use F to represent maximal element in I' instead of 1.

Definition 4.5. Let Eq, E> be elements in I". An element A € IT" is called the infimum of 4, Es in
I if it satisfies the following conditions:

1. A§E1 andAgEg.
2. For any B € I' satisfying both B < F7 and B < E», we have B < A.

If the infimum of F;, F5 exists, it is unique. We denote it by E; A Es.
An element A € T is called the supremum of F1, Fo in I if it satisfies the following conditions:

1. A>E1 andAZEQ.
2. For any B € I' satisfying both B > F; and B > E», we have B > A.

If the supremum of E;, Fs exists, it is unique. We denote it by F; V Fs.
We say (T, <) is a bounded lattice if it satisfies the following conditions:

1. there exists a largest element E in I, such that for any A eI’ A< F.
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2. there exists a smallest element 0 in I', such that for any A €', 0 < A and 0 # FE.

3. For any Fq, Fy € T, both E1 A Fy and E; V Es exist in T'.
Definition 4.6. Let E be an object of a proto-abelian category C. We call strict sub-object of
E any strict monomorphism in the category C, whose target object identifies with E. If a strict

sub-object of F is not an isomorphism, we say that it is proper.
If f:V = FEandg: W — E are two strict sub-objects of E, we call morphism from f to g any

morphism u : V' — W in C such that the following diagram commutes.

V—% W

oA

E

By Proposition 23] u is necessarily a strict monomorphism. Moreover, u is the unique morphism
satisfying ¢ = f o u because g is a monomorphism. If « is an isomorphism, we say V and W are
isomorphic as strict sub-objects of F.

Let f: V — E be a strict monomorphism. If there is no ambiguity on the morphism f, for
convenience we also say that V is a strict sub-object of E. We emphasize that an underlying strict
monomorphism is always considered when we talk about a strict sub-object.

Examples 4.1. 1. Let X be a non-empty set,
I'={F:F is a subset of X}.
Then, (I', Q) is a bounded lattice.

2. Let E be a non-zero object in a small proto-abelian category C. The equivalent classes of
isomorphic strict sub-objects of E form a set I'. Let V,W be two elements of ', Eq1 (resp.
E5) be a representative of V' (resp. W ). We denote V by [E1] and W by [Es]. We say
V < W if there is a morphism from E1 — E to Es — E. One can check that this definition
is independent of the choice of representatives and it defines a partial order relation over the
set T'. Moreover, (T, <) is a bounded lattice since [E] is the largest element of T, [0] is the
smallest element of T, [E1 N E2] = [E1] A [Es] and [Ey + Es] = [E4] V [E2] by Proposition [3.3
where Fy, By are strict sub-objects of E.
The following definitions could be viewed as the parallel version of what we established in
proto-abelian category with regard to bounded lattices.
Definition 4.7. Let I" be a bounded lattice, F' be the largest element of I'. We say (E1, Es) be
an admissible pair of I' if Fy, F5 are elements in I' and E; < F,. We define a partially ordered set
denoted by Sf., the underlying set is defined as follows:

{(E1, E2) : (F1, E») is an admissible pair of T'}.

W, = (W, Wh) , Wa = (W4, Ws) are two elements in Sf, we say Wi < Ws if both W] < W3 and
W1 < W5 hold. We denote by 81:0 the set

{(E1, E3) : (F1, E3) is an admissible pair of T and Fy # Fs}.

Moreover, the partial order relation is inherited from St..
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Let E be a nonzero object of a small proto-abelian category C, I' be the bounded lattice defined
in Examples[. 1] 2)). The partially ordered set S, viewed as a category is equivalent to the category
Sk.

Definition 4.8. Let A be a partially ordered set, I' be a bounded lattice and E be the largest
element of I'. We call slope function of I' valued in A any map u : 8120 — A which satisfies the
following slope inequality:

Let (W{, W) and (W3, Wa) be elements in S satisfying W{ = Wj AWy and Wy = Wy V W3, then
p(Wi, Wh) < p(Wy, Wa).

If furthermore, we delete the condition Wo = W1 V W4, we also have u(W{, Wy) < p(Wi, Ws). We
say the slope function satisfies the strong slope inequality.

We denote by u(V/W) the element (W, V) to make the notation consistent. It should be empha-
sised that V/W is just a notation which does not have a quotient meaning.

Remark 4.4. Let F be an object in a small proto-abelian category C, A be a partially ordered set.
Assume that 4 is a slope function defined on S%, then it induces a slope function over S and vice
versa.

5 Semi-stability and Harder-Narasimhan filtration

In this section, we fix a small proto-abelian category C and a partially ordered set (A, <). As usual,
for any (z,y) € A2,

(1) > y denotes the condition y < x.
(2) z <y denotes the condition z < y but x # y.
(3) & > y denotes the condition y < x.

Assumption 5.1. We assume that A admits a greatest element +o0o, and that any subset A of A
admits an infimum, which we denote by inf A. Recall that inf A is by definition an element of A
which satisfies the following properties:

(a) inf A is a lower bound of A, namely for any a € A one has inf A < a.

(b) if m is an element of A such that Va € A, m < a, then m < inf A.

5.1 Minimal slope

In this subsection, we give a definition of the minimal slope and give a property of it (see Proposition
ET).

Definition 5.1. Given a non-zero object E of C and a slope function u : 8% — A, we call minimal
slope of E and we denote by pmin(E) the value

.glme(O—mm—%G),

where 7 : E — G runs over the set of all non-zero strict quotient objects of E. If F is a zero object,
by convention the minimal slope of E' is defined to be +oo.
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Remark 5.1. Let 7 : E — G be a strict epimorphism, and n : F — E be a kernel of 7. By
definition one has ;™ (G/0) = u(E/F) (see Notation .T]). Hence,

min(F) = inf p(E/F
pmin(E) = inf p(E/F)
where F' — F runs over the set of proper strict sub-objects of E.

We could define piyiy for slope functions of bounded lattices T'.

Definition 5.2. Given a bounded lattice I' and a slope function p : 8120 — A. Assume that
Ey, Ey € T satisfying Ey < E7, we call minimal slope of E1/F2 and we denote by pimin (F1/E2) the
value

inf Ei/F).
FeF,EI?SF<E1M( 1/ )
By Remark 511 Definition is compatible with Definition .11

Proposition 5.1 (Minimal slope inequality). Let T’ be a bounded lattice, F1, Es, H be elements
in I satisfying E» < H < Ej, then for any slope function x: S — A one has

fomin (E1/ E2) < fimin (E1/ H).

Proof. By Definition [5.2]
pmin(B1/H) = inf u(E/H) >

H<H'<E;
. A .
EQQIII-Il’f<E1 /J'(EI/H ) - Mmm(El/EQ)-
Therefore, pmin(E1/H) 2 pmin(E1/E2). O

5.2 Harder-Narasimhan filtration

Proposition 5.2. Let I' be a bounded lattice, E be the largest element of I' and p be a slope
function of T satisfying strong slope inequality. If H, V and W are elements of I' satisfying H < V'
and H < W, then the following inequality holds:

Mmiﬂ((v N W)/H) 2 inf{ﬂmin(V/H)u Nmin(W/H)}'
Proof. By definition,

pnin (V' V W)/ H) = H<U1<rg/vw) u((Vvw)/U).

We claim that, either UAV <V or U AW < W holds. In fact, otherwise both V< U and W < U
hold. Therefore, V'V W < U. However, by assumption U < V' V W which leads to a contradiction.
Without loss of generality, assume that U AV < V. Since both U <V VW and V <V VW hold,
by the strong slope inequality of Definition [£.8] one has

(VN W)/U) 2 u(V/U AV)).
Moreover, since U AV > H,

ILL(V/(U A V)) P ,umin(V/H) = inf{,umin(v/H)v /Lmin(W/H)}'
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Hence we obtain that
/L((V \ W)/U) 2 inf{,umin(v/H)a ,umin(W/H)}'
Taking the infimum with respect to U, we obtain the required inequality. |

The following Noetherian and Artinian conditions could be viewed as a generalization of exis-
tence of a rank function in the classical Harder-Narasimhan theory.

Definition 5.3. Let E be an object of C. We say that E satisfies the Noetherian condition if for
any chain

E, fo E h Fy—3venn. E, In Epygqg——-veee

of morphisms of strict sub-objects of F, f,, is an isomorphism for all sufficiently large n. We say
that F satisfies the Artinian condition if for any chain

9n g1

F,——s e a8

...... Fria F Fy

of morphisms of strict sub-objects of F, g, is an isomorphism for all sufficiently large n.

Remark 5.2. Let m : E — G be a strict epimorphism in C. By Remark B:2] we obtain that, if F
satisfies the Noetherian condition (resp. Artinian condition), so does G.

Example 5.1. Let M be a Noetherian (resp. Artinian) module over a commutative ring R. If we
regard M as an object of the category of R-modules, it satisfies the Noetherian condition (resp.
Artinian condition). Note that, if R is a field, then any finite-dimensional vector space over R
satisfies both Noetherian and Artinian conditions.

N B: The Noetherian condition (resp. Artinian condition) in Definition (E3]is a Noetherian condi-
tion (resp. Artinian condition) for strict monomorphisms. In proto-abelian category, a monomor-
phism may not be a strict monomorphism.

Definition 5.4. Let I be a bounded lattice. We say that I' satisfies the Noetherian condition if
for any chain

Eo<Ei<Ey<----- SEp<Eppr <o
of elements in I', E,, = E,11 = --- for sufficiently large n. We say that I' satisfies the Artinian
condition if for any chain

""" SFuasbh < <sh<n<k
of elements in I', I}, = F,, 11 = --- for sufficiently large n.

Now, we give a definition of semi-stability.

Definition 5.5. Let E be a non-zero object of C and p : 8% — A be a slope function. We say that
FE is semi-stable with respect to the slope function p if, for any strict monomorphism n : F — E
such that F' is non-zero, pimin (F') is not strictly larger than pimi, (E), namely the condition

ﬁ(lu,min(E) < Mmin(F))

holds. Note that, for each strict subquotient H of E, there is a slope function of H induced by u
as explained in Remark For simplicity we say that H is semi-stable with respect to p if it is
semi-stable with respect to the induced slope function.
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Assume that A is a totally ordered set, F is semi-stable with respect to the slope function p if
and only if for any strict monomorphism 7 : F — FE such that F' is non-zero, one has

/J'min(F) < Nmin(E)-

Definition 5.6. Let I' be a bounded lattice, E' be the largest element of I' and p : Sl,ﬂo — A be
a slope function. We say that an admissible pair F;/Es is semi-stable with respect to the slope
function p if, for any F € T satisfying Fs < F < FEi, pmin(F/E2) is not strictly larger than
tmin (F1/F2), namely the condition

ﬁ(,Unrlin(El/E2) < /Lmin(F/EZ))
holds. The definition is consistent with Definition because of Proposition [£3

Lemma 5.1. Let I be a bounded lattice, E be the largest element of I and p : 8120 — A be a
slope function satisfying strong slope inequality. Assume that I' satisfies Noetherian and Artinian
conditions. Then for any (N, M) € 81:0, there exists an element £y € I' such that N < By < M
and F; satisfies the following conditions:

(1) Ey/N is semi-stable.
(2) If G € T satisfies both N < G < M and pimin(G/N) = pmin(E1/N), then G < Ej.
In particular, fimin(F1/N) is maximal in the set
{min(W/N) : N <W < M }.

Proof. The statement is trivial when M/N is semi-stable with respect to p (it suffices to take
E; = M). In the following, we suppose that M /N is not semi-stable, which means that there exists
at least one element F; € T' such that N < Fi < M and pimin(F1/N) > pimin(M/N). We claim that
there exists an element W7 € I" which satisfies the following properties:

(1) N < Wh.
(2) pmin(M/N) < pmin(W1/N).

(3) If W] € T satisfies both N < W{ < M and pimin(W1/N) < pimin(W{/N), then W; is not
strictly less than W7.

Otherwise we can construct a sequence
Fl<Fy<:weo-- <F,<Fpy<--,
such that each F; < M and
Panin (F1/N) < pmin(F2/N) < -+ < pamin(F/N) < -+

This contradicts the Noetherian condition on I'.
We now replace M/N by Wi /N and iterate the above construction. By the Artinian condition
on I' we obtain a finite sequence of elements in I,

Wi <Wip <-eeee <SWiL < Wo=M,



such that Wy /N is semi-stable,
Mmin(Wk/N) > > Nmin(Wl/N) > Nmin(M/N)a

and for any i € {1,...,k}, there is no W/ satisfying both W; < W/ < W;_1 and pmin(W;/N) <
ﬂmin(Wi//N)'

Assume that G € T satisfies both N < G < M and pimin(G/N) 2 pimin(Wi/N). We prove by
induction that G < W;, where 0 < i < k. Clearly the statement is true when ¢ = 0. Assume that
G < W;_1 holds. By Proposition [5.2] one has

panin (Wi V G)/N) Z inf{ fimin (Wi /N ), ptmin (G/N)} = pmin (Wi /N).

Since W; < W; VG < W;_1, one has W; = W, V G. In other words, G < W;. Take ¢ = k, one has
G < Wy. Hence Wy, satisfies the required conditions. Moreover, pimin(G/N) = pimin(Wi/N) since
Wy /N is semi-stable. Therefore, pmin(Wi/N) is a maximal element in the set {pmin(W/N) : N <
W< MY .

O

Definition 5.7. Let E be a non-zero object of C. We call a filtration of E a finite sequence of
morphisms in C,
O0=FEy—— F1 —------ —— B, =F,

such that E; is a proper strict sub-object of E; 1 for any i € {0,...,n —1}. Let
O=Fy—F—-—FE,=F and 0=Fy— F - ---—F, =F

be filtrations of E. We say they are isomorphic if the equality m = n holds, and there exists
isomorphisms f; : E; — F;, i € {0,...,n} satisfying f,, = idp and making the following diagrams
commute,

E, 1 — FE;

fill lfi
Fi —— F;
where ¢ € {1,...,n}.

Definition 5.8. Let I' be a bounded lattice and E be the largest element of I'. We call a filtration
of E a finite sequence of elements in T,

where 0 is the smallest element of I'.

Theorem 5.2. (Ezistence of Harder-Narasimhan filtration) Let E be a non-zero object of a small
proto-abelian category C, which satisfies Noetherian and Artinian conditions, and let p : S% — A
be a slope function satisfying the strong slope inequality. Then there exists a filtration of E,

which satisfies the following properties:
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(1) For anyie€ {1,...,n}, E;/E;_1 is semi-stable.

(2) Assume that E;—1 — E factorizes through strict sub-object G; — E. If pmin(Gi/FEi—1) >
tmin(Ei/E;—1), then G; — E factorizes through E; — E. In particular, each pimin(Ei/FEi—1)
is a maximal element of the set of pmin(Fi/Fi—1), where F;/E;_1 is a non-zero strict sub-
objects of E/E;_1, and for any decomposition F;_1 — F; — E of the strict sub-object E; 1 —
E such that E;—1 — F; is not an isomorphism, one has pimin(Fi/Fi—1) % pimin(Fi/Ei—1).

(3) One has

Vie {1,...,71— 1}a ,Ufmin(Ei/Eifl) §<\ ,Umin(EiJrl/Ei)- (11)

In particular, if A is a totally ordered set, then the following inequalities hold:
Mmin(El/EO) > Mmin(EQ/El) > > Mmin(En/En—l)'

We prove Theorem in a more general setting.

Theorem 5.3. Let I be a bounded lattice and E be the largest element of I'. Assume that I' satisfies
Noetherian and Artinian conditions, and let i : S©° — A be a slope function satisfying the strong
slope inequality. Then there exists a filtration

which satisfies the following properties:
1. For anyie{l,...,n}, E;/E;_1 is semi-stable.

2. For any element G; € T satisfying E;—1 < Gy, if pmin(Gi/Ei—1) = pmin(Ei/Ei-1), then
G; < E;. In particular, each pimin(Fi/FE;—1) is a mazimal element of the set of pmin(Fi/Ei—1)
where E;—1 < F;, which means for any F; satisfying E;—1 < F;, one has pmin(E;/Ei—1) €
Pomin(Fi/Ei—1).

3. One has

Vie {1,...,71— 1}a ,Ufmin(Ei/Eifl) §<\ ,Umin(EiJrl/Ei)- (12)

In particular, if A is a totally ordered set, then the following inequalities hold:
,UJmin(El/EO) > ,UJmin(E2/E1) > > ,UJmin(En/Enfl)-

Proof. Note that I" satisfies both Noetherian and Artinian conditions, thus Lemma [5.1] allows us to
construct recursively a filtration

O:EO<E1< ...... <En:E,

where 0 is the smallest element of T', and the filtration satisfies the properties (Il) and [@)). Note
that the recursive procedure terminates in finite steps, thanks to the Noetherian condition on T'.

To show the inequality (I2]), by replacing E/Ey by E/FE;_1, we may assume without loss of
generality that ¢ = 1. We only need to show pimin(E1/Ep) € pmin(E2/E1). Suppose by contradiction
that pmin(E1/Eo) < fimin(F2/F1) holds. Let U be an element of T' satisfying By < U < Fy. If
E; < U, by Proposition 5.1l one has

,Umin(E2/E1) g ,Umin(E2/U) g ,UJ(EQ/U)
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Thus, fimin(F1/Fo) < p(E2/U). If By £ U, then U A E; < E;. By the strong slope inequality, we
obtain that
(B /(U A E)) < p(E2/U),

which still leads to fimin(E1/Fo) < u(E2/U). Taking the infimum with respect to U, we obtain
that the inequality fimin(F1/Fo) < pimin(E2/Ep) holds, which leads to a contradiction. O

Definition 5.9. Let E be a non-zero object of the proto-abelian category C, u : S% — A be a slope
function, where A is a partially ordered set satisfying assumption 5.1l Let

O0=FEy—F1—--—FE,=F
be a filtration of F such that Ey/Ey,..., E,/FE,_1 are semi-stable and
,Umin(El/EO) > ,Umin(E2/E1) > > ,UJmin(En/Enfl)-

We call the filtration
0=Ey—FE —- - — b, =FE

a Harder-Narasimhan filtration of E.

Example 5.2. In this example, we explain that the condition ”strong slope inequality” in Theorem
B2(2) is necessary. Recall Examples Bl ([B]), we defined a proto-abelian category C.

0

SN

L>T>M—g»N

We define a function p : 8y, — R by p(L) = 2,u(M) = 1 and pu(N) = 3. Let W, W' be strict
sub-objects of M, thus (W' + W)/W’ is isomorphic to W/(W' N W) by enumerating all possible
situations. Therefore, u satisfies the slope inequality. However, notice that 0 + L = L is a strict
sub-object of M and pu(M) < p(L), p does not satisfy the strong slope inequality. Observe that
both pmin(M) = 1 and pmin (L) = 2 hold, so M is not semi-stable. The only filtration could be a
Harder-Narasimhan filtration is

0— L— M.

However, note that fiy = pimin(L) = 2 and fia = pmin(M/L) = 3, one has fis > ji1 which means the
filtration does not satisfy the decreasing condition in Theorem (2).

Definition 5.10. Let I' be a bounded lattice, E be the largest element of I', and p : S}O — A bea
slope function, where A is a partially ordered set satisfying assumption 5.1l Let

O=FkE<E < ---<FE,=F
be a filtration of E such that Ey/Ey,..., E,/E,_1 are semi-stable and
/J'min(El/EO) > Nmin(EQ/El) > > Mmin(En/En—l)'

We call the filtration
O=FkE<E < ---<E,=F

a Harder-Narasimhan filtration of E.
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Theorem 5.4. (Uniqueness of Harder-Narasimhan filtration) Let E be a non-zero object in a
small proto-abelian category C satisfying Noetherian and Artinian conditions, (A, <) be a totally
ordered set which satisfies Assumption [5, and p: 8% — A be a slope function. If there exists a
Harder-Narasimhan filtration of E, it is unique up to isomorphism.

We prove Theorem [5.4] in a more general setting.

Theorem 5.5. Let T' be a bounded lattice, E be the largest element of T', (A, <) be a totally
ordered set which satisfies Assumption[51], and p : Sfo — A be a slope function of I'. Assume that
I' satisfies Noetherian and Artinian conditions. If there exists a Harder-Narasimhan filtration of
E, it s unique.

Proof. Let
O0=FkK<E <---<E,=F and 0=F<kh<---<F,=F

be two Harder-Narasimhan filtrations of E. Suppose that E; # F}; for some j and let k be the
smallest of such j. Since A is a totally ordered set, one has either pimin(Fr/Er—1) < ftmin(Fx/Fr—1)
Or fmin(Fi/Fr—1) < fmin(Er/Er—1) holds. Without loss of generality, we may suppose that
Pmin(Fk/Fr—1) < timin(Ex/Er—1). Let j € {k,...,m} be the least index such that Ej < F;
and U be an element in I' satisfying F;_; < U < F;_1 V Ej. Thus E, AU < Ej. Moreover, since
Ey_1=Fi,_1 < Fj_1 <U,one has B, < B, AU. By definition, one has

pomin(Er/Ex—1) < p(Ex/(Ex A U)).

Observe that F;_1 V Ej, = U V Ej, using the slope inequality, one finds that
w(Ey/(Ex ANU)) < p((Fj-1 V Eg)/U).
Taking the infimum with respect to U, one has
fmin (B / Ep—1) < pmin((Fj -1 V Eg)/Fj-1).
Since F;/Fj;_1 is semi-stable,
fimin(Ek /B —1) < pmin (Fj—1 V Eg)/Fj 1) < pimin (Fj/ Fj1)-
If j > k, then by definition of Harder-Narasimhan filtration,
fmin (F/Fj-1) < pnin (Fr / Fr—1).

Thus fimin(Ek/FEr—1) < tmin(Fr/Frk—1), which contradicts the assumption that pmin(Fi/Fr—1) <
,umin(Ek/Ekfl). Hence j = k which implies that Fj < Fy and ,umin(Ek/Ekfl) = Hmin(Fk/kal)-
Switching the two filtrations, by applying the above argument we obtain that Fj, = FEj which is

opposite to the assumption. Therefore, n = m and E; = F; for any 1 <i < n.
O

Remark 5.3. In this remark, we give an example that shows that the total order assumption
is necessary in Theorem [1.4l Let C be the category of finite abelian groups, which is an abelian
category, I be a nonzero finite abelian group, A be the partially ordered set defined as follows:
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A={A:ACN}and A< B<= ADB.
We define a map p: 8% — A as follows:

{p}, if ord(W/W') = p™,

wW(W' ——Wir——FE )= .
0, otherwise,

where p is a prime, ord(W/W') is the order of the finite group W/W’'. Note that for any finite
abelian group F,

Nmin(F) = {p: p|0rd(F)}

Therefore, the nonzero finite abelian group F is semi-stable if and only if ord(F) = p™. Assume
that ord(F) is not a power of a prime, one has pmin(E) = {p1, - ,pm} where m > 2. By the
structure theorem of finite abelian group, F is isomorphic to @;n:l E,, , where E,, is the Sylow
pr-subgroup of E. Hence the following filtrations,

00— Ep, = Ep, P Ep, — - — E and 0 By, — E,, (D Ep, — -+ — E,

are not isomorphic because E,, is not isomorphic to E,,,.

Example 5.3. Let E be a Hermitian space, & be a Hermitian transform on F, h be the minimal
polynomial of & and Cj, be the proto-abelian category defined in Examples Bl ([2]). We define the
slope function p : S?E o)~ Roas follows, for any non-zero strict subquotient (H, &) of (E, <),

w(H, ofr) = max{\ : X is an eigenvalue of </ on H}.
Hence p satisfies the strong slope inequality by definition. Observe that

tmin(H, @) =inf{ (G, %) : (G, %) is a non-zero strict quotient of (H, <7)}

=min{\ : )\ is an eigenvalue of &y on H}.

Hence the object (H, /) is semi-stable if and only if o7y has a unique eigenvalue on H. Let
{A1,+, An} be the set of eigenvalues of &7, where \; > --- > \,, and let

0= (Eo, Zg,) — (Er, ) m— -+ —— (B, Ig,) = (B, ),
be the Harder-Narasimhan filtration of E, where fi; = pmin(Ei/Ei_1, %Ei/Ei—l)' One has, for any

1SZSH,AZ:[L1&Dd
Ei= @DV
J<i
where V; is the eigenspace associated with the eigenvalue \;. Therefore, the Harder-Narasimhan
filtration of (E, /) is the spectral decomposition of the Hermitian transform 7.

5.3 Compatibility

In this subsection, we want to make a comparison between the Harder-Narasimhan filtration con-
structed in Theorem and that in the classical articles such as [I] where the slope function is
defined as a ratio of a degree function and a rank function in the frame of proto-abelian category.
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Definition 5.11. A rank function on a small category C is a function
rk: Obj(C) = N
where N is the set of nonnegative integers, satisfying the following conditions:
1. k(X) =rk(X’) if X and X’ are isomorphic.
2. k(L) + rk(N) = rk(M) for any short exact sequence 0 = L — M — N — 0.
3. rk(X) =0 if and only if X is a zero object in C.

Let C be a small proto-abelian category, and assume that there is a rank function on C. If E' is
an object of C, then E satisfies both Noetherian and Artianian conditions.

Definition 5.12. Let C be a small category. A degree function on C is a function
deg : Obj(C) — R,
satisfying the following conditions:
1. deg(X) = deg(X’) if X and X’ are isomorphic.
2. deg(M) = deg(L) 4 deg(N) for any short exact sequence 0 — L — M — N — 0.

Let C be a small proto-abelian category, rk be a rank function on C. The slope function is

defined by
_ deg(M)

H(M)—W,

for any nonzero object M € Obj(C). Moreover, we assume that
uw(N/(NNH)) < p((N +H)/H), (13)

where N, H are strict sub-objects of some object E.

Remark 5.4. In the work of André [I], he assumes that if there exists a morphism f: M — N
in a proto-abelian category C such that f is not only an epimorphism, but also a monomorphism,
then u(M) < pu(N). This assumption is stronger than (I3).

Let F' be an object of C. We define

fmax(F) = sup ,u(F/),
F'—F

where F’ is a nonzero strict sub-object of F. Assume that N, H, W are strict sub-objects of some
object E, thus one has pimax(N/(N N H)) < pimax((N + H)/H). Moreover, pmax((N + H)/H) <
tmax(W/H) if N4+ H — FE factorizes through W — E, hence pmax(N/(N N H)) < fimax(W/H).
We define the slope function of E valued in R (see Definition 2] as follows,

,UE(y) = .UmaX(F/F/)a
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where Y = ( F/ =%— F »"— E ) is an element in 8%. Therefore, u(N/N N H) < pu®(W/H),
which is the ”strong slope inequality”.

We call a strict sub-object Ef of E a universal destabilizing sub-object of E if the following
conditions hold:

L p(E7) = pmax(E).

2. Let H — FE be a strict monomorphism. If u(H) = p(E}), then H — E factorizes through

The universal destabilizing sub-object always exists and is unique up to a unique isomorphism (see
[1L p. 22]). Moreover, u(E]) > pimax(E/E7) holds (see [IL p.25]).

Let V' be a strict sub-object of E. We say V' is u-semi-stable, if for any strict sub-object F' of V,
w(F) < (V). In particular, the universal destabilizing sub-object E is p-semi-stable. Moreover,
if V' is p-semi-stable, then u(V/F) > pu(V), where F is a strict sub-object of V.

Proposition 5.3. Assume that V' is a strict sub-object of E, and it is u-semi-stable, then
p(V) = piin (V).
Proof. By definition, one has
pamin (V) < 17 (V) = tmax(V) = u(V).
Furthermore, for any nonzero strict quotient V/F of V,
pE(V/F) = tmax(V/F) = u(V/F) = p(V).

The second inequality holds because V is p-semi-stable. Thus u(V) < pf, (V) by taking the
infimum with respect to F. Therefore, uZ. (V') = p(V). O

In Theorem [5.2] we find a Harder-Narasimhan filtration of F,
The strict sub-object Fy of E satisfies

/Lr?lin(El) = Ssup :uflin(w)’
W—E

where W is a nonzero strict sub-object of E. One could see that puZ. (E1) < u(E;) because
:uflin(El) g ILLE(EI) = ,umax(El) g ,Umax(E) = ,U(Ei)
On the other hand,
/Lr?lin(El) 2 :uflln(E]/.) = /L(E]/.)v

by Theorem [.2[(2)] and Proposition[5.3l As a result, p, (E1) = p(EY). Since p, (E1) = p(E}) =
pE. (E}), E} — E factorizes through Ey — E by hy : Ef — FE; by Theorem If hy is not
an isomorphism, then

Mmax(El/Ei) < Mmax(E/Ei) < M(E]/.)a
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which leads to a contradiction since
W(EY) = phin(Br) < pP(B1/EY) = pimax(Ey/ EY).

Therefore, hq is an isomorphism.
Let Ej,,/E; be the universal destabilizing sub-object of £/E;. One has a filtration

0:E6>—>E1H~-~>—>E7/71:E.

Just replace £y by E;11/E;, Ef by Ej |/E; and use the same method, there is an isomorphism
hit1: E} 11 — Eiy1 such that the following diagram commutes.

hit1

Ei 7&41

B
Therefore, the two filtrations 0 = Ej — E{ — ---— E/ = Fand0=FEy — Ey — -+ — E, = F
are isomorphic and p(E/ , /E}) = pk; (Eiq1/E;).
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