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Abstract

This paper is devoted to constructing new admissible subcategories
and semi-orthogonal decompositions of triangulated categories out of old
ones. For two triangulated subcategories 7 and 7~ of a certain D and a de-
composition (RO, LO) of T we look either for a decomposition (RO’, LO')
of 7' such that there are no non-zero D-morphisms from RO into RO’
and from £O into LO’, or for a decomposition (ROp, LOp) of D such
that ROp NT = RO and LOp NT = LO. We prove some general ex-
istence statements (that also extend to semi-orthogonal decompositions
of arbitrary length) and apply them to various derived categories of co-
herent sheaves over a scheme X that is proper over the spectrum of a
Noetherian ring R. This gives a one-to-one correspondence between semi-
orthogonal decompositions of Dpe,;(X) and D(coh(X)); the latter ex-
tend to D™ (coh(X)), D}, (Qcoh(X)), Deon(Qeoh(X)), and D(Qcoh(X))
under very mild assumptions. In particular, we obtain a vast generaliza-
tion of a theorem of J. Karmazyn, A. Kuznetsov, and E. Shinder.

These applications rely on recent results of Neeman that express D®(coh(X))
and D~ (coh(X)) in terms of Dyers(X). We also prove and apply a rather
similar new theorem that relates DY, (Qcoh(X)) and Deon(Qcoh(X))
(these are certain modifications of the bounded below and the unbounded
derived category of coherent sheaves on X) to homological functors Dyer¢(X)? —
R —mod. Moreover, we discuss an application of this theorem to the con-
struction of certain adjoint functors.
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1 Introduction

This paper is devoted to constructing "new" semi-orthogonal decompositions
(see Definitions Z271(1) and E2T)(2) below) of certain triangulated categories
out of "old" ones; the relevance of this matter is discussed in Remark [[T7)(1). We
prove some general existence statements and apply them to various triangulated
subcategories of D(Qcoh(X)) (see Definition [LT[7))); we always assume X to
be a scheme that is proper over the spectrum of a noetherian ring R. These
applications rely on the main results of [Neel8a] and [Neel8b| along with the
new Theorem [[H

In this introduction we re-formulate some of the results of the main body of
the paper in terms of admissible subcategories (cf. Remark 2.2.2/(2) below). We
suggest the reader to check that these statements can be obtained from their
"decomposition" versions (see Theorem B.277) via straightforward applications
of Proposition 2.2.3]

We start from some definitions. In this paper all the subcategories we con-
sider will be assumed to be strictly full.

Definition 1.1. Let D be a triangulated category; assume that 7,7, and some
T; are its (strictly full) triangulated subcategories.

1. We say that T is left (resp. right) admissible in D if the embedding 7 — D
admits a left (resp. right) adjoint.
T is said to be admissible in D if it is both left and right admissible in it.
2. We write TNT" for the subcategory of D whose object class equals Obj 7N
ObjT".
Moreover, we write (7;) N T for the family (7; N T7).
3. Given an additive category C' and X,Y € ObjC we will write C'(X,Y)
for the set of morphisms from X to Y in C.

Moreover, for D, E C ObjD we write D L E if D(X,Y) = {0} for all
XeD,YeE.



4. We will write 7 for the subcategory of 7/ whose object class is
{Y €ObjT": {X} L{Y}VX €ObjT}.

Dually, we set the object class of the subcategory 757' to be
{YeObjT': {Y} L{X}VX €ObjT}.
Moreover, we will write (7;)7, for the family (7;7).

5. Assume that D is closed with respect to small coproducts.

Then we will write 7L for the smallest (strict) triangulated subcategory
of D that is closed with respect to D-coproducts and contains 7.

Moreover, we will write ’7'7]:,I (resp. (’7;)].[ and (7;>¥,) for the category
TU AT’ (resp. for the families (7;]—[) and (7;]_[ 7).

6. Throughout this paper R will be a commutative unital ring.

We set R — mod C R — Mod to be the subcategory of finitely generated
R-modules; S = Spec R.

7. Assume that a scheme X proper over S is fixed. We set D, = Dper(X) C
Db = DY, (Qeoh(X)) C D~ = D, (Qcoh(X)) C D = Deon(Qeoh(X)) C
Do = D(Qcoh(X)); here Dperr(X) C Dg is the subcategory of per-
fect complexes on X (cf. [stacks, Tag 08CM]), and a complex N (in
Dg) belongs to D* whenever all its cohomology sheaves H*(N) are co-
herent; it also belongs to D° (resp. D7) if we also have H{(N) = 0
for i > 0 and 7 < 0 (resp. for i > 0 only). Moreover, we consider
Dt = DI (Qcoh(X)) C D¥ that is defined similarly. We discuss these
categories in Remark [[L4)(3) below; cf. also Remark 3.2

8. We will say that X is projective over S = Spec R if X is a closed subscheme
of the projectivization Y of a vector bundle £ over S.

9. All R-linear categories in this paper will be additive. For two R-linear cat-
egories A, B we will write Fung (A, B) for the category of R-linear functors
A— B.

Remark 1.2. Clearly, all the subcategories of D that we describe in Definition
[LI@RHE) are triangulated; recall the strictness assumption.

Theorem 1.3. Let X be a left (resp. right) admissible subcategory of D, and
W be a left (resp. right) admissible subcategory of D° (see Definition [LII[T)).
1. Then the categories Xé‘b, X7, and XB‘Q are left (resp. right) admissible

in Db, D~, and Dgq, respectively.

Moreover, Xg@ is left (resp. right) admissible in Dg as well, and XﬁQ =
(X)) H.

2. Assume in addition that either X is regular of finite Krull dimension or
that reqular alterationd] exist for all integral closed subschemes of X. Then W
equals X’ 7J5b for some left (resp. right) admissible subcategory X’ of D,,.

Consequently, WL and W]ﬁ[Q are left (resp. right) admissible in D~ and

o
D, respectively.

IThis assumption is very far from being restrictive; cf. Remark B.2Z8(1) below.



Moreover, the correspondence £ — £ND,, gives a one-to-one correspondence
between right admissible subcategories of D® and left admissible subcategories
of Dy,

3. Assume that X is projective over S = Spec R (see Definition [LII8])).
Then X3, is left (vesp. right) admissible in D% and XDL+ is left (resp. right)
admissible in DT.

4. Assume that X satisfies the assumptions both of assertion 2 and of
assertion 3. Then W]ﬁ[u and W]Z;L are left (resp. right) admissible in D* and
DT, respectively.

Remark 1.4. 1. A significant part of our arguments can be "axiomatized"; cf.
Theorem [B.T.T] below.

2. The "moreover" statement in Theorem [[3{(2) vastly generalizes and ex-
tends Theorem A.1 of [KKS22].

3. Furthermore, Corollary yields that all (right and left) admissible
subcategories provided by Theorem [[3(1) (except X%IQ) "restrict" to the inter-
sections of the corresponding subcategories of Dy with all "support subcate-
gories" of Dg coming from unions of closed subsets of S = Spec R.

4. Recall that the obvious exact functors D~ (coh(X)) — D__,(Qcoh(X))
and D’(coh(X)) — D?,, (Qcoh(X)) are equivalences of categories; see [stacks,
Tag OFDA].

On the other hand, a similar functor D(coh(X)) — D¢on(Qcoh(X)) is not
necessarily and equivalence; see §3 of [PoS21]. However, it is an equivalence if
X is regular of finite Krull dimension; see Corollary 5.12 of ibid.

The theorem was inspired by "duality between weight and t-structure" state-
ments that were studied by the author in several papers starting from [Bonl0al;
see 831 below for more detail. Another recent ingredients are the descriptions of
some of our categories as certain categories of functors from D, and DP. These
are provided by Theorem 0.2 of [Neel8b| (cf. Remark A T.6(1) below) together
with the following theorem.

Theorem 1.5. I. The restricted Yoneda functor ) : D% — FunR(Dgp , R—mod)
is full.

II. Assume that X is projective over S (in the sense of Definition [LTI([R]).

1. Then for an object N of Dy we have Dgo(M,N) € R — mod for all
M € ObjD, if and only if N € ObjD* (see Definition [LII[ZE)).

Moreover, for N € Obj D% we have N € Obj D~ (resp. N € ObjDT) if and
only if for any M € ObjD,, we have {M[i]} L {N}if i < 0 (resp. i > 0).

2. Assume that the ring R is either countable or self-injective, that is,
injective as a module over itself. Then any R-linear homological functor DpP —
R — mod is represented by an object of D*.

Remark 1.6. 1. Clearly, Theorem [[BI1.1) also yields a similar characterization
for D =D~ ND*.

2. This theorem substantially extends Corollary 0.5 of [Neel8al, where only
D and D~ were considered. Respectively, loc. cit. hints that it suffices to
assume that X is proper over R in this theorem.

Recall also that ibid. was inspired by the question of existence of certain
adjoint functors; see Remark 0.7 of ibid. We prove a nice general result of this
sort in Corollary below and combine it with Theorem [[L5(1) in Remark



B26((1). Possibly, these statements are more "practical" than the corresponding
Corollary 0.4 of ibid.

3. We will not apply Theorem [[5(I1.2) in this paper (yet cf. Remark
[A1.6[(1); we mention adjoint functors there as well). Still it is worth noting that
combining it with the first part of the theorem one obtains the following (if X
is projective over S and R is either countable or self-injective): the essential
image of Y consists of all R-linear homological functors Dy — R — mod, and
the image of its restriction to Dt consists of all those homological functors
H :DyP — R —mod such that for every M € ObjD, we have H(M[i]) = {0} if
i > 0. Clearly, the D~ and D’-versions of this observation follow from Theorem
L5l as well; yet recall that Corollary 0.5 of [Neel8a] gives these statements
without any extra assumptions on on R (and X).

4. The proof of Theorem [LO(II.1) and of the self-injective version of part
I1.2 originates from the proof of [BVd03, Theorem A.1].

We also prove some more statements of this sort; see Theorem [B.2.5] below.

Remark 1.7. 1. Recall that semi-orthogonal decompositions of certain derived
categories of (quasi)coherent sheaves are important for non-commutative geom-
etry.

Note also that Theorem [[3](1,2) gives more non-trivial statements in the
case where Dy, ;(X) # D(X), that is, if X is singular; cf. Remark [3.3.3(2)
below. This case is somewhat less popular than the regular one. Yet some
non-trivial semi-orthogonal decompositions of D’(X) for a possibly singular X
are provided by Theorem 6.7 and Corollary 6.10 of [BeS20]. Moreover, semi-
orthogonal decompositions in the case where X is a singular surface are discussed
in detail in [KKS22].

Thus the "geometric" results of the current paper appear to be relevant.

2. An alternative version of this paper is available as [Bon23|. It is more
self-contained than the current version and some of the proofs are more detailed;
yet several remarks are omitted.

Let us now describe the contents of the paper. Some more information of
this sort may be found in the beginnings of sections.

In §2] we give some basic definitions (mostly) related to semi-orthogonal
decompositions of triangulated categories, and prove several simple properties
of these decompositions.

In §3] we prove an abstract Theorem B.I.1] on the existence of certain semi-
orthogonal decompositions. We use it to prove Theorem [[3 (see Theorem .21
that is formulated in the language of "binary" semi-orthogonal decompositions),
to deduce the easy Corollary B.I.3 on the existence of adjoint functors (cf. Re-
mark B.2.6)), and to study certain "support subcategories" of Dg. Moreover,
we prove Theorem [[H(I1.1).

In §4] we finish the proof of Theorem We deduce its second part from
a general theorem on Neeman-type approximability in triangulated categories.
Next we study semi-orthogonal decompositions that (may) consist of more than
two components. We also discuss the relation of our arguments to (adjacent)
weight structures and t-structures; those were studied in several preceding pa-
pers of the author.

The author is deeply grateful to the referee for several important comments
to the text.



2 Preliminaries

In this section we discuss simple notions related to triangulated categories and
semi-orthogonal decompositions.

In §2.71 we recall some definitions and statements related to triangulated
categories.

In §29 we define and study ("binary") semi-orthogonal decompositions.

2.1 A few definitions and statements

e For categories C’,C we write C’ C C if C' is a subcategory of C'; recall
that we only consider strictly full subcategories in this paper.

e The symbol 7 below will always denote some triangulated category. The
symbols D, LO, and RO (possibly, endowed with indices) will also be
used for triangulated categories only.

e For a class P C Obj T we call a class P’ C Obj T the extension-closure of
P if P’ is the smallest class of objects of T that contains PU{0} and such
that for a T-distinguished triangle A — C' — B — A[l] we have C € P’
whenever A, B € P'.

e Given a distinguished triangle X Ly & Z we will write Z = Cone(f);
recall that Z is determined by f up to a non-canonical isomorphism.

e All coproducts in this paper will be small.

We will also need the following well-known definitions.

Definition 2.1.1. Let D be a triangulated category closed with respect to
(small) coproducts.

1. An object M of D is said to be compact (in D) if the functor D(M, —) :
D — Ab respects coproducts.

2. We will say that a (triangulated) subcategory T of D compactly generates
D whenever T is essentially small, its objects are compact in D, and

D = T (see Definition [CT([E)).
The following statements are mostly simple and well-known.

Lemma 2.1.2. Let £LO and RO be (strictly full) triangulated subcategories
of 7. Take C to be the class of those M € ObjT such that there exists a
distinguished triangle L — M — R — L[1] with L € £LO and R € RO.

1. If LO 1. RO then C gives a triangulated subcategory of T as well.

2. If T contains all (small) coproducts of its objects, and £LO and RO
are closed with respect to 7-coproducts then C is closed with respect to 7-
coproducts as well.

3. If T is closed with respect to coproducts then LOF = (EOH)%:.

4. If T is closed with respect to coproducts, LO is essentially small and
consists of compact objects, and EO# = {0}, then £O compactly generates T .



Proof. Assertions 1 and 2 easily follow from Proposition 2.1.1(1,2) of [BoS19];
note (for assertion 1) that C[1] = C.

Assertion 3 is very easy; note that for any object N of T the class %—{N} is
closed with respect to T-coproducts.

Assertion 4 is given by Proposition 8.4.1 of [Nee01]. O

2.2 Semi-orthogonal decompositions: basics
Let us give some more of our central definitions.

Definition 2.2.1. Assume that 7 and 7’ are triangulated subcategories of a
triangulated category D

1. Let LO and RO be (strictly full) triangulated subcategories of T.

We will say that the couple D = (LO, RO) is a semi-orthogonal decomposi-
tion of T (or just gives a decomposition of 7) if Obj LO L Obj RO and for any
M € Obj T there exists a distinguished triangle

L—M— R— L[1] (2.2.1)

with L € LO and R € RO.

2. The couple D' = D#, = (LOF,,RO7.) (see Definition [LTH)) is said to
be D-adjacent to D if D' is a decomposition of 7.

3. If Dp = (LOp,ROp) is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of D and
DpNT" = (LOp NT',ROp NT") (see Definition [[LT2)) is a semi-orthogonal
decomposition of 7’ then we say that Dp restricts to T', DpNT" is the corre-
sponding restriction, and Dp is an extension of DpNT’ to D.

4. We will write D; <po Dy if D; = (LO;,RO;) (i = 1,2) are semi-
orthogonal decompositions of 7 and LO; C LOs.

Remark 2.2.2. 1. Clearly, D’ is D-adjacent to D if and only if it is D’-adjacent
to it, where D’ is any triangulated subcategory of D that contains both 7 and
T

2. Semi-orthogonal decompositions described in Definition Z2.T[(1) may be
called the "binary" ones. We postpone the more general "multiple" decomposi-
tions and their properties till §£.21 The reason for this is that these more general
decompositions do not help in proving anything like Theorem [[.3

On the other hand, binary semi-orthogonal decompositions are important
for our proofs even though Theorems 327 below contains just a little more
information than the corresponding "admissible statements" in Theorem

3. We will discuss some predecessors of Definition 2.2.7)2) in Remark.3.1[1)
below.

Proposition 2.2.3. 1. Assume that D = (LO,RO) is a semi-orthogonal de-
composition of 7T .

Then EO# = RO, LO = %—RO, and there exists an exact right adjoint Rp
to the embedding £LO — T and a left adjoint Lp to the embedding RO — T.

Moreover, the triangle (ZZ1)) is functorially determined by M, and the ar-
rows L — M — R in it come from the transformations corresponding to the
aforementioned adjunctions.

2. Respectively, the correspondence D — RO (resp. D — LO) gives a
bijection of between the class of semi-orthogonal decompositions of 7 and that
of left (resp. right) admissible subcategories of T; see Definition [LTI]).



Proof. These are well-known statements. They are mostly contained in Lem-
mata 2.5 and 2.3 of [Kuzll]; yet invoke Proposition 1.3.3. of [BBD82] (along
with its proof; the relation of ¢-structures mentioned loc. cit. to semi-orthogonal
decompositions is discussed in §€.3] below) for the calculation of the arrows in

21). 0
Let us prove some more properties of our notions.

Proposition 2.2.4. Assume 7,7’ C D, and D (resp. D') is a semi-orthogonal
decomposition of 7 (resp. T7).

L If D' = D7, (see Definition [LT(#)) and D is R-linear (see Definition [LTI(6])
then the following bi-functors 7°P x T’ — R — Mod are canonically isomorphic:
D(Lp(—),—) = D(—, Rp:(=)) and D(Rp(—),—) = D(—, Lp/(-)).

IT. Assume that Di = Di, and Dy = Dy, where D; = (LO;, RO;)
(i =1,2)) are semi-orthogonal decompositions of T.

1. Then D1 <,0» D> if and only if ROy C RO;. Moreover, if these condi-
tions are fulfilled then D} <,;0» Dj.

2. Suppose that 7 C T’'. Then all the conditions in assertion II.1 are
equivalent.

Proof. 1. This statement easily follows from Proposition 2.5.4(1) of [BonlObl;
see Remark L37)(2) below for more detail.

II.1. Obvious from our definitions along with Proposition ZZ2Z3(1).

2. We assume D) <;» D}; it suffices to prove that ROy C RO;. Now,
LO; = (LO;)5 NT' and RO; = (LO;)5 NT (for i = 1,2; see Proposition
2.2.3((1) once again); hence RO; = LO; NT. Thus ROz C RO; indeed. O

Remark 2.2.5. In all the examples that we consider in this paper the decompo-
sitions mentioned in Proposition [ZZ4(T) extend to two adjacent decomposition
of a ("big enough") category D; see Theorem BII(I.2) below (and Remark
222(1)). Now, if T = 7' = D then for M, N € ObjD we have bi-functorial iso-
morphisms D(Lp(M),N) = D(Lp(M),Rp/(N)) =2 D(M, Rp/(N)) that come
from the corresponding adjunctions.

3 Main results

In §3.11 we prove our main abstract Theorem B.I.1] on the existence of certain
D-adjacent semi-orthogonal decompositions. We also deduce a simple Corollary
B.1.3 on the existence of adjoint functors.

In §321 we apply our general results to semi-orthogonal decompositions of
various subcategories of D(Qcoh(X)) (where X is proper over the spectrum of a
ring R); this yields a "geometric" Theorem B.2Z.7 on semi-orthogonal decompo-
sitions in Dperp(X), Db, (X), D, (X), DI, (Qcoh(X)), and Deon(Qcoh(X)).
Moreover, Corollary says that these (D(Qcoh(X))-adjacent) decomposi-
tions can be restricted to certain "support subcategories" of the corresponding
categories (that correspond to unions of closed subsets of S = Spec R).

In §33 we prove Theorem [[H(II.1). We also apply Grothendieck duality
arguments to establish the "regular" case of Theorems and 3.2.7] and relate
semi-orthogonal decompositions to duality; see Corollary



3.1 Abstract decomposition statements

Now we study certain decompositions coming from semi-orthogonal decomposi-
tions of categories of compact objects. We will use much of Definitions [[.T] and

AN

Theorem 3.1.1. Assume that D = 7L, where 7 C D is a triangulated subcat-
egory whose objects are D-compact, and D = (LO, RO) is a semi-orthogonal
decomposition of 7T .

I.1. Then the couple D is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of D.

2. Assume in addition that T is essentially small (respectively, D is com-
pactly generated by it). Then Dé is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of D as
well. Moreover, D3 is also D-adjacent to DU and EO%; = RO,

3. Assume that 7y is a subcategory of D such that D7, restricts to a semi-
orthogonal decomposition Dy on it (see Definition 2:2.1)(3)).

Then D3 restricts to the category 7, as well, and this restriction equals
DH.

0

IT. Assume that R is a commutative unitial ring, D is R-linear, and A is an
exact abelian subcategory of the category R—Mod? of Z-graded R-modules that
is stable with respect to obvious shifts on this category (that is, M = @@ M*
belongs to A if and only if the module M[1] = @ M**! does). Take the following
(full) subcategory T4 of D: N € ObjD is an object of T4 whenever for any
M € ObjT the graded module Sy(M) = @, D(M[—j], N) belongs to A.

1. Then T4 is triangulated and the functors L DX and RD% corresponding
to D3 (see Proposition 2.22.3(1) and assertion 1.2) send 74 into itself.

2. Consequently, the couple D%A is a decomposition of Ty4.

Proof. 1.1. Since objects of £O are compact in D, the class LO7 is closed with
respect to coproducts. Since it contains RO, LO L RO, Applying Lemma
2.1.2(3) we obtain that LOU | ROU,

It remains to prove the existence of decompositions of the type (2.2.I]). Take
the set E of those M € ObjD such that there exists a distinguished triangle
L — M — R— M[1] with L € LOU and R € ROU. E clearly contains Obj T
and applying Lemma 2T.2(1,2) we obtain £ = ObjD.

2. Corollary 2.4 of [NiS09] easily implies that D7 is a semi-orthogonal
decomposition of D indeed. Is is obviously D-adjacent both to D and to DL
Lastly, £LO0% = RO by Proposition 223(1) (applied to DLI).

3. Since all objects of LO and RO are compact, both EOD% and RODé
are closed with respect to D-coproducts. Hence if Dy = (LOgy, ROg) then
coll 1 roll.

Consequently, it suffices to verify that the class Cj of extensions of elements
of R(’)(])-[ by those of EO(])-I coincides with Obj 76]-[; see Proposition2.2.3(1). The
latter statement easily follows from Lemma [2.1.21,2) similarly to the proof of
assertion I.1.

II.1. Since the functor D(—, N) (N € ObjD) sends T -distinguished triangles
into long exact sequences (one may also say that Sy sends distinguished triangles
into triangles of a certain sort), 74 is triangulated. Next, Proposition 2Z2.4(T)
implies that for any M € ObjT we have S, (v)(M) = Sn(Rp(M)) and

D



Sr, (N (M) = Sy(Lp(M)). Since the objects Rp(M) and Lp (M) belong to
D
T, we obtain that L1 (N) and Rp. (N) belong to T4 whenever N does.

2. We should check that any object M of T4 possesses a Dz-decomposition
(2271) inside T4. This statement follows from assertion II.1 according to Propo-
sition Z2Z3)(1).

O

Remark 3.1.2. 1. Below we will apply our theorem in the following setting
only: R is a (commutative unital) Noetherian ring and A consists of those
modules whose components are finitely generated and satisfy some boundedness
condition; see Definition

Note however that one can take finitely presented modules over a coherent
ring instead; see Definition 2.1, Theorem 2.4, Corollary 2.7, and Lemma 2.8 of
[Swal9]. In particular, it appears that the arguments below that we use for the
proof of Theorem [LE(II.1) generalize to this setting without much difficulty.

2. Another possible generalization here is to fix an infinite cardinal N and
take A that consists of those M = @ M* such that each M? has less than N
generators over R. This gives a certain "smallness" filtration on D, which is
clearly exhaustive (since T is essentially small).

We will also consider certain type of A related to support sets T' C S =
Spec R in Corollary below.

3. It is also easily seen that for any N as above the semi-orthogonal de-
composition DL restricts to the smallest triangulated subcategory of D that it
closed with respect to coproducts of less than N objects and contains 7. Yet
the corresponding decompositions seem to be less interesting in the "geometric"
setting that we will consider below. Moreover, the author does not know of any
arguments that would allow to combine these cardinality restrictions with any
bounds on the degree.

4. In our theorem we send an object N of D into the class {Snx(M)} of
graded R-modules (where M runs through objects of T). Clearly, it is possible
to get "more information" from the functor represented by N, and this may give
descriptions of a larger class of triangulated subcategories of D. In particular,
one may look at oco-enhancements. This can possibly be useful for the study
semi-orthogonal decompositions corresponding to certain stacks; cf. Theorem
3.0.2 of [B-ZNP17]. Note also that differential graded enhancements were used
in the proof of [KKS22, Theorem A.1l]; cf. Remark [[4(2). Furthermore, one
may combine this approach with the "D-free one" that is discussed in Remark
[L16(1) below.

5. Assertion 1.1 is possibly well-known. Note also that in the "geomet-
ric" setting that we will study below this statement essentially coincides with
Proposition 4.2 of [Kuzll].

Theorem B.1.T] easily yields the existence of certain adjoint functors.

Corollary 3.1.3. Adopt the assumptions of Theorem BITTI(II). Assume that
F : D — D' is an exact functor that respects coproducts and suppose that
T C TA .

Let T be a subcategory of D’ that contains the essential image F(74). For
any objects M of D and N of D’ endow the abelian group D'(F (M), N) with
the structure of R-module as follows: define the multiplication by r € R on
D'(F (M), N) by means of composing its elements with F(riday).

10



Then the restriction of F' to a functor Frr : T4 — T possesses a right adjoint
if and only if for any M € Obj7T and N € ObjT the graded module

Sy(F(M)) = @ D'(F(M[~i]), N)

1€EZL

belongs to A.
Moreover, this adjoint is exact if T is a triangulated subcategory of D'.

Proof. If Fr possesses an adjoint functor G then for any M € Obj7T4 and
N € ObjT we have Sy (F(M)) = @, Sar(n)(M) (cf. Theorem BTI(IL.1)),
and this isomorphism is clearly an isomorphism of R-modules. Since 7 C T4, we
obtain that the graded module S} (F(M)) belongs to A whenever M € ObjT.
Let us prove the converse implication. Since D is compactly generated, the
functor F' is well known to possess an exact right adjoint G; see Theorems 8.3.3
and 8.4.4 and Lemma 5.3.6 of [NeeOI]. Thus it suffices to verify that G sends
T inside T4. Now, for any N € ObjT if M belongs to 7 then S, (v (M) =
O

SN (F(M)); hence G(N) belongs to T4 indeed.

We also describe an argument that can be used to restrict semi-orthogonal
decompositions of Theorem B.IINIT) to "large enough" subcategories of 74. We
will not apply it in this paper.

Proposition 3.1.4. Adopt the assumptions and notation of Theorem B.T.I(IT).

Moreover, suppose that 77 is a triangulated subcategory of T4 such that the

restricted Yoneda functor Y7 : T’ — Fung (7, R — Mod) (see Definition [LTI{@]))

that sends N € Obj 7" into the restriction of D(—, N) to T satisfies the following

conditions: it is full and its essential image coincides with the image of the

(similarly defined) restricted Yoneda functor Y7, : T4 — Funr (7, R — Mod).
Then D7 is a decomposition of 7.

Proof. For an object N of T’ C T4 we take its D%—A-decomposition triangle (see

(Z) and Theorem BII(I1.2)): L N — R — L[1].

According to our assumptions, we can choose L’ € Obj 7" and b’ € T'(L', N)
such that Y7, (h') = Y7, (h) (in the category of objects over V7, (N)). Clearly,
L' € LOF,. Tt remains to verify that Cone(h’) € RO%.

If M € RO then MJ[i] L R for any ¢ € Z; hence the homomorphisms
D(M[i], h) =2 D(M]i], h') are bijective. Looking at the exact sequence

D(M, L") — D(M, N) — D(M, Cone(h’)) — D(M[1], L’) — D(M]1], N)

we obtain that M | Cone(h’). Thus h can be completed to a D=,-decomposition
triangle for N. [l

Remark 3.1.5. This statement may be combined with Corollary 0.5 of [Neel8al
to obtain a "substitute" for Theorem BT T below (cf. Remark [£.1.2)) that would
be sufficient to establish Theorem B.2.7(I.1).

However, the author does not have any "interesting" examples for this propo-
sition, that is, with 77 distinct from T4 (recall that 7" is a strict subcategory).
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3.2 Main geometric applications

Till the end of the paper we will always assume that the following condition is
fulfilled.

Assumption 3.2.1. R is a commutative unital Noetherian ring and X is a
scheme proper over S = Spec R.

In some of the statements we will also need the following "very common"
condition on X.

Assumption 3.2.2. Regular alterations (see Remark B.2.8(1) below) exist for
all integral closed subschemes of X.

Definition 3.2.3. We will write A~ (resp. A1) for the following subcategories
of A = R — mod” (see Definition [LT@)): M = @ M? € ObjA~ (resp. AT)
whenever M? = {0} for i > 0 (resp. for i < 0).

Moreover, A is the subcategory corresponding to Obj A~ N ObjA*

Let us describe some examples for the assumptions of Theorem B.1.11 We
should recollect some statements from [stacks| that allow us to apply the results
of ibid. to various categories of coherent sheaves.

Remark 3.2.4. The "main" derived categories of [stacks| are the derived cat-
egories of Ox-modules. However, D(Ox) contains a full triangulated subcat-
egory Dqeon(Ox) consisting of those complexes whose cohomology is quasi-
coherent. Now, if X is Noetherian then the obvious functor Dg = D(Qcoh(X)) —
Dqeon(Ox) is an equivalence; see [stacks, Tag 09T4|. It clearly follows that
Deon(Qcoh(X)) = Deon(Ox) (cf. Definition [LI|[T) or [stacks, Tag 06UP] for
categorical notation of this sort).

Moreover, the direct and inverse image functors (that is, f. : D(Ox) S
D(Oy) : f* for a quasi-separated and quasi-compact morphism f : X — Y of
schemes) and tensor products respect the subcategories Dqcon(O-) of D(O_);
see [stacks, Tags 08DW, 08D5 08DX]. These observations allow us to apply
results of ibid. to the categories D(Qcoh(—)) and their subcategories mentioned
in Definition [[LT[7) instead of Dqeon(O—) C D(O-) and the corresponding
triangulated subcategories that are defined in terms of cohomology of complexes
of sheaves of modules (similarly to Definition [LII[])).

Theorem 3.2.5. I. Take 7 = D,, and D = D (see Definition [LTI[T)).

1. Then D is compactly generated by 7.

2. Let the symbol s be equal to u,+, —, or b. Then we have D* C Tys.

3. Moreover, this inclusion is an equality if either X is projective over S or
if s € {b,—}.

II. Take D to be the mock homotopy category K,,(ProjX) of projectives
over X as defined in [MurQ7, Definition 3.3], and 7 to be the essential image of
Db°P under the functor (—)°Uly.

1. Then D is compactly generated by 7 and the restriction of (—)°Uy to D
is a full embedding.

2. If X satisfies Assumption then the corresponding category T o
equals the essential image (—)°Ux(DpP). -

12



Proof. 1.1. Since R is noetherian, X is a noetherian separated scheme; thus
the compact generation statement is well-known (see [stacks, Tags 09M1, 09IS]
along with Remark B.2.4] (or Theorem 3.1.1 of [BVd03]) and Lemma 2.T.2(4).

2. This statement is easy and probably well-known; our argument in the
proof Theorem [[LE(I1.1) (in §3.3 below) actually establishes it in this generality
as well.

3. In the case where p is projective the assertion is just a re-formulation of
Theorem [LE(IL.1).

In the cases s = b and s = — Corollary 0.5 of [Neel8al implies the following:
for any N € ObjTas there exists N’ € ObjD* such that Y(N) = Y(N'); here
we use the notation of Theorem [[L5[T). To prove that N = N’ one can either
apply some more results of ibid. (see Remark [LT.2(2) below) or use Theorem
ETI(L.1III).

IT.1. These statements are given by Theorems 4.10 and 7.4 of [MurQ7]; see
also Proposition 7.2 of ibid. for the notation.

2. If X satisfies Assumption then Theorem 0.2 of [Neel8b| says that
the objects of DpP C DYP represent all homological functors F' : D® — R — Mod
such that @zez (M][i)) is a finitely generated R-module for any M € ObjDP.
It follows that for any N € Obj T, there exists N' € (—)°Ux(DyP) such that the
restrictions of the functors D(—, N) and D(—, N’) to T are isomorphic. Since
N’ belongs to T, idy- yields a canomcal morphism f: N — N, and we have
ObjT L Cone(f). It easily follows that Cone(f) = 0; see Lemma 2T.2(3).
Hence T4» equals the essential image (—)°Ux(Dy?) indeed. O

Remark 3.2.6. 1. Clearly, one can combine Corollary with Theorem
B2H(1.3) to obtain an if and only if criterion for the existence of a right adjoint
to the corresponding restriction Fr : D° — T, where F' : Dg — D is an exact
functor that respects coproducts, F(D®) C T, and (X,s) is any couple that
satisfies the assumptions of Theorem B.2.5(1.3).

2. One can also construct a category D that satisfies the assumptions of
Theorem B.Z5(IT) using certain abstract nonsense; see Corollary 3.7 of [Kel06]
and Proposition 4.2.5 of [Bon23|. However, the author conjectures that all
possible choices of D that satisfy the conditions of our theorem are equivalent.

Now we pass to semi-orthogonal decompositions; see Definitions 2Z.2.7] and

1

Theorem 3.2.7. I.1. For any semi-orthogonal decomposition D of D, the

couples DDb, Dé,, and D%Q give semi-orthogonal decompositions of D, D,
and Dg, respectively.
Moreover, DéQ = (D%,)H; consequently, Dy = (Dé,,)g,.

Furthermore, if X is projective over S (see Definition [LTIR)) then Dz, is a
decomposition of D* and DD+ is a decomposition of D+.

2. The maps D Déb, D — D;,, D — D%Q are injective, and the
following assumptions on semi-orthogonal decompositions Dy and Dy of D), are
equivalent:

(a) Dy <£o Dy;

( ) D2 » Lo (Dl)’Db7

(c) szf <ro (D1)p-

(d) (D2)p, <co (D1> Do
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II. Suppose in addition that X is either regular of finite Krull dimension or
satisfies Assumption

1. Then the map D > Déb gives all semi-orthogonal decompositions of DY,
and the inverse correspondence is of the form E +— %uE .

Consequently, the couple EL gives a semi-orthogonal decomposition of Dq
that coincides with (J-E)%Q, and this decomposition restricts to the semi-
orthogonal decomposition (+E)%_ of D~.

Moreover, if X is projective over S then ELl restricts to D* and D.

2. The map £ — £ N D, gives a one-to-one correspondence between right
admissible subcategories of D’ and left admissible subcategories of D,,.

Proof. 1.1. Combining Theorem B.ITI(I,II.2) with Theorem we immedi-
ately obtain that Déb, Dé,, and D3 o give semi-orthogonal decompositions
of the corresponding categories, indeed. This is also true for D3, and D$+
whenever X is projective over S.

Next, recall that D, C D’ C Dg. Hence D,];[ = D' = D, (see Theorem
BZI(1.1)); thus D, = (Dp,)H by Theorem BTI(L.3). It clearly follows that
Dh = (DY

2. Immediate from Proposition ZZ2-4(1T).

I1.1. We claim that for any semi-orthogonal decomposition E of D the
couple 1 FE = (%p LOE, %pROE) is a decomposition of D,.

In the case where X satisfies Assumption this statement follows from
Theorem B.TII,II.2) combined with Theorem B2ZI(II). If X is regular of finite
Krull dimension then the statement is given by Corollary B:32(1) below.

Next, compare the decomposition (J-E)ZJ;b (provided by assertion I1.1) with
E using Proposition [Z2-4(I1.1); we obtain (LE)ZL),, = E. Applying assertion 1.1
we deduce all the remaining statements in our assertion.

2. Combining assertion I1.1 with Proposition [2.22.3 we obtain that the corre-
spondence & +— Sé-p (resp. £ — Séb) gives a bijection between the class of right
admissible subcategories of D, and the class of left admissible subcategories of
D, (resp. of right admissible subcategories of D°). We conclude the proof by
noting that £5 = Ep, N Dy. O

Remark 3.2.8. 1. Recall that alterations were introduced in [dJo96]; regular
alterations generalize Hironaka’s resolutions of singularities. Being more precise,
a regular alteration for a scheme Z is a proper surjective morphism Y — Z that
is generically finite and such that Y is regular and finite dimensional.

Since resolutions of singularities exist for arbitrary quasi-excellent Spec Q-
schemes according to Theorem 1.1 of [Tem08|, part II of our proposition can
be applied whenever R is a quasi-excellent noetherian Q-algebra. Moreover,
Assumption 3271 is fulfilled whenever X is of finite type over a scheme B that
is quasi-excellent of dimension at most 3; see Theorem 1.2.5 of [Teml17].

2. It appears to be no easy way to prove that semi-orthogonal decompositions
of D extend to D~ C D% (cf. part IL.1 of our theorem).

Moreover, the only non-trivial (cf. Remark B3.3(2) below) extension state-
ment of this sort known to the author is Theorem 6.2 of [BeS20] which relies on
certain "geometric" assumptions on the initial decomposition.

3. Recall also that Corollary 1.12 of [Orl06| treats decompositions of D"
whose components are admissible in the sense of Definition [LTI[I). This addi-
tional restriction allows to apply arguments (in the proof of Proposition 1.10
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of ibid.) that are rather similar to our ones (but avoid "auxiliary" categories)
to obtain that decompositions of this sort restrict to D,. It is worth noting
that Proposition 1.10 and Corollary 1.12 of ibid. extend to our R-linear setting
without any difficulty.

Note also that the arguments of the current paper were not inspired by ibid.;
cf. 4.3 below for more detail on this matter.

Let us now consider certain support subcategories.

Corollary 3.2.9. Let B be an exact abelian subcategory of R — Mod; adopt
the notation and assumptions of Theorem B.2.5(1.3).
1. Then for any decomposition D of D, the couple D%:BZ gives a decom-

position of the corresponding category Tpz, and this decomposition restricts to
Tas N T for any s as in our theorem.

2. Assume that B consists of R-modules supported on 7', where T is a
union of closed subsets of S = Spec R (see [stacks, Tags 00L1, 01AT]). Then
Tge consists of all those objects of D¢ the sections of whose cohomology sheaves
(note that those are R-modules) are supported on 7.

Proof. 1. Theorem [BZ5(1.3) easily implies that both B” and all B” N A® satisfy
the assumptions on A in Theorem B.IT.I(II). Now, the latter theorem yields the
result immediately.

2. By the definition of support, an object C' of Dg belongs to Tgz if and
only if for any object M of D, and any scheme point so € S\ T we have
Do(M,C) ®r Rs, = {0}; here Ry, is the localization of R at sg. Next, for the
dual object MV we have Dg(M,C) = HO(X, MV @ C); see [stacks, Tag 08JJ].
Since the ring R, is a flat R-module, applying the associativity of — ® — we
deduce

Do(M,C) ®r Rs, 2 Do(M,C ®@g Rs,).

Combining Theorem [B25(1) with Lemma [ZT.2(3) we obtain that C belongs to
Tge if and only if C ® Ry, =0 for all so € S\ T.

"~ Moreover, the flatness of R, implies that for any n € Z and U C X we
have H"(C ®r Rs,)(U) = H"(C)(U) ®r Rs,. Since a complex of sheaves is
acyclic if and only if all the sections of its cohomology sheaves are trivial, we
conclude that C ®g Rs, = 0 if and only if the sections of all the sheaves H"(C')
are supported on 7. [l

Remark 3.2.10. 1. Clearly, all the categories T4+ N Tgz as in Corollary B2Z0(1)
depend on the category B N R — mod only. Now, all intersections of this sort
consist of finitely generated R-modules supported at some T as in Corollary
B.2.9(2); see Theorem A of [Tak08| (along with Definition 2.3(1) of ibid.).

2. The functoriality of the decomposition triangles (221) provided by
Proposition Z223(1) implies that rid, = 0 = ridg whenever »r € R and
ridys = 0. Possibly, this observation can be used to obtain some result re-
lated to Corollary B:2.9(2).

3.3 The proof Theorem [I.5[(II.1) and some duality argu-
ments

Proof. Denote the projection X — S = Spec R by p.
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Recall that an object N of Dg belongs to D* if and only if all its cohomology
sheaves H*(N) are coherent. Moreover, N belongs to D~ (resp. D+) whenever
we also have H(N) = 0 for i > 0 (resp. i < 0). Firstly we discuss the following
easy part of Theorem [[LH(IL.1): for any M € ObjD, and N € ObjD" we have
Do(M,N) € R — mod, and that Dg(M]i], N) = {0} whenever N € ObjD~
(resp. N € ObjD*) and i is small (resp. large) enough. Recall that M is
dualizable, its dual is perfect as well, and perfect complexes have finite Tor-
amplitude. Hence it suffices to note that the functor Rp, : Dg — D(R) sends
D* into D(R — mod) and has finite cohomological amplitude.

Now we verify the converse implications. We will ignore the case of D~
for the reasons described in the proof of Theorem B:2.E(1.3); yet note that the
corresponding version of our argument works without any difficulty.

We argue similarly to the proof of [BVd03, Theorem A.1l]; recall that X is
closed subscheme of the projectivization Y of a vector bundle over S.

Let us reduce the latter statement to the case X =Y. Forany M € Dy, s (Y)
we have Dg(Li*M, N) = D(Qcoh(Y))(M, i, N), where i is the embedding X —
Y. Since Li*M € D,, the functor represented by the object i, N fulfils the
corresponding assumptions, and it remains to note that N belongs to D* (resp.
DY) if and only if i, N belongs to Deon(Qcoh(Y)) (resp. to DI, (Qecoh(Y)));
see [stacks, Tags 01QY, 087T] (along with Remark B.2.4]).

Now we assume X = Y, and X is of dimension d > 0 over S. We apply
Theorem 6.7 of [BeS20]. It gives fully faithful functors ®; : D(R) — Dg; F —
p*F(j), for j € Z; here we identify D(Qcoh(S)) with D(R). Moreover, it gives a
"multiple semi-orthogonal decomposition" of D¢ into the essential images Im ®;
for 0 < j < d; see Definition EZT[2) below (or Definition 5.3 of ibid.).

Let us prove by induction in m, —1 < m < d, that N belongs to D* (resp.
to D) if we assume in addition that N belongs to the extension-closure of
Uo<j<m Im Obj ®;; we will write Dg<, for the corresponding full triangulated
subcategory of Dg (see Lemma [ZT.2(1) or Proposition E2.2(1) below). This
statement is vacuous if m = —1.

Suppose that the inductive assertion is fulfilled for m = mg — 1 (where 0 <
mo < d) and N € ObjDg<m,- Now the subcategories Im ®,,,, and Dg<my—1
give a semi-orthogonal decomposition of Dg<m,; see Proposition fZZ2(1) below
or Definition 2.2 of [Kuzll]. Hence there exists a distinguished triangle

N — N — N" = N'[1] (3.3.1)

with N/ € ImObj®,,, and N” € ObjDg<m,—1, and N = &, o <I>!mU(N);
here <I>!m0 is the right adjoint to the functor ®,,, : D(R) — Dg<m,. Now, the
cohomology of the complex ®}, (N) is given by Dg(p*R(my), N[i]) for i € Z
(here R is the tensor unit object of D(R) = D(Qcoh(S))). Hence ®!, (N)
belongs to Don(Qcoh(S)) € D(R—Mod) (resp. to D, (Qcoh(S))); thus @, o

coh

@ino (N) belongs to D“ (resp. to D). Moreover, applying (B3] to functors
corepresented by objects of D, we obtain that Dg (M, N”) belongs to R — mod
for any M € ObjD, (and we also have Dg(M[—i], N"') = {0} for i < 0 and the
DT -version of the argument). Applying the inductive assumption we deduce
that N’ is an object of D (resp. DT) as well; hence the same is valid for N
itself.

Lastly, the category Dg<aq equals Dg; see Proposition H2Z2(1) below or

combine Definition 5.3 of [BeS20] with Lemma [ZT2)(1). O
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Now let us pass to Grothendieck duality arguments; see Definition [[T|[7) for
the notation.

Proposition 3.3.1. Assume that X admits a dualizing complez in the sense of
[stacks, Tag 0A87].

1. Then an exact Grothendieck duality functor Dx : D* — D"°P is defined
(uniquely up to an equivalence). The functor DY o Dy is isomorphic to the
identity; respectively, Dx is an equivalence (and an involution).

2. Dx switches D~ and DT and fixes DP.

3. If Y’ is a scheme of finite type over a Gorenstein scheme Y (see [stacks,
Tag 0AWW]) of finite Krull dimension then Y’ admits a dualizing complex.

Moreover, if X is Gorenstein of finite Krull dimension then Dx also restricts
to an equivalence D, — DyP. In particular, this is the case if X is regular of
finite Krull dimension.

4. If Dy = (LOp, ROy) is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of a triangulated
subcategory To of D* then the couple Dx(Dy) = (Dx(ROq), Dx(LOy)) is a
semi-orthogonal decomposition of the subcategory DY (7,%) C D".

Proof. All statements in assertions 1-3 easily follow from the properties of
Grothendieck duality listed in [stacks, Tags 0AU3, 0DWG, 0BFQ part 2| along
with [Har66]; see the Sufficient condition 2 in §V.10 of ibid.

Assertion 4 is an easy consequence of our definitions; recall that Dx is fully
faithful and essentially surjective. [l

Corollary 3.3.2. Assume that X admits a dualizing complex and E is a semi-
orthogonal decomposition of DP.

I. Assume that X is regular of finite Krull dimension.

Then D, = D?, and there exist a unique semi-orthogonal decomposition +E
of D, such that E = (J-E)fp. Moreover, -+ E = DX(DX(E)7J5P).

II. Suppose that X is either regular of finite Krull dimension or satisfies
Assumption

1. Then FE extends (see Definition 2.2.7I(3)) to a decomposition of DT of the

following form: E+ = DX((DX(E))%[,).
2. Assume in addition that X is projective over S. Then the decomposition
E]D-[u of D* (see Theorem B.2ZT(11.1)) equals E* = DX(DX(E)%IU).
Consequently, the aforementioned E* equals Eg+.
ITI. Assume that X is a Gorenstein scheme (cf. Proposition B313)) of finite
Krull dimension and D = (£LO, RO) is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of D,,.
Then %bD = (%bEO, %bRO) is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of D° and
YlﬁD is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of DT. Moreover, if X is projective
over S then 3. D is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of D.

Proof. 1. It is well known that D, = Db in this case. Hence DX(DX(E)ép)
is a decomposition of D,; see Theorem B.2Z7(I.1) and Proposition B3.1(2.4).
Since Dx gives an equivalence D, — DgP, (Dx (D X(E)%p))%)p = F indeed; see
Proposition [ZZ4(11.1) and the proof of Theorem BZ7(I1.1).

II.1. According to Proposition B31(1,2,4), Dx(FE) is a semi-orthogonal
decomposition of D as well. By Theorem BZ7(I1.1), (Dx (E))g, is a decom-
position of D~ that restricts to Dx(E) on D°. Applying Dx once again we
obtain that Et is a decomposition of Dt that restricts to E on DP.
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2. We similarly obtain that E* is a decomposition of D" that extends both
EJr and £ = ([,OE,ROE)

Next, for D = % (Dx(E)) we have D, = Dx (E) and Df. = (Dx(E))R.;
see Theorem B2Z7(I1.1). Consequently, if D = (LO, RO) then

E* = (5.Dx(RO), 5.Dx(LO)).

Since the decomposition E* = (LO%, RO") extends E and representable func-
tors convert coproducts into products, it follows that E(’)Egu C LO* and
’ROE%[u C RO". Hence comparing E* with the decomposition Euu of D
we obtain that E]ﬁ[u = E" indeed; see Theorem B.27(I1.1) and Proposition
R2A(11.1).

Since ET = E* N DT, we conclude that ET equals EIZ;L.

III. Proposition B3)(3) allows us to deduce all these statements from The-
orem B.277(1.1) easily. O

Remark 3.3.3. 1. Note that people are usually interested in schemes that are of
finite type over regular ones (say, over spectra of fields or Dedekind domains)
only. In this case X admits a dualizing complex automatically; see Proposition
B3(3).

2. Certainly, the case where the scheme X is regular itself is quite impor-
tant. Note however that in this case the category D, = D’ is R-saturated; see
Definition 4.1.1 of [Bonl9| that originates from Definition 2.5 of [BoK8&9|. In
this case the existence of the DP-adjacent semi-orthogonal decomposition (see
Theorem [B.2.7(1.1)) can also be proved similarly to the rather easy Proposition
2.6 of ibid.

3. Clearly, Grothendieck duality arguments can also be combined with the
aforementioned Neeman’s Corollary 0.5 of [Neel8a)| and Theorem 0.2 of [Neel8b)
to yield certain duals of these statements.

4 Supplements and remarks

In §4.T] we prove an abstract Theorem LTT] closely related to [Neel8al]. We use
it to prove Theorem [[.5[I); next we prove part 3 of that theorem. We also prove
that the aforementioned Theorem 0.2 of [Neel8b| gives certain "almost decom-
positions" of D™, and compare two methods for constructing semi-orthogonal
decompositions and adjoint functors.

In §82l we describe the "multiple" versions of definitions and main properties
of semi-orthogonal decompositions. They imply the corresponding generaliza-
tions of our central results.

In §4.3] we discuss the relation of our arguments to (adjacent) weight struc-
tures and t-structures.

4.1 More statements related to Neeman’s results

Now we prove a general theorem that yields Theorem [[LE(I). We use some defi-
nitions and notation from [Neel8al; our arguments are also related to ibid.
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Theorem 4.1.1. Assume that 7 is compactly generated by its subcategory 7,
and F' is an object of 7. Denote the corresponding Yoneda functor

T — Fungz (7P, Ab)

(cf. Theorem [[H]) by V.

I.1. Assume that F' is T.-approzimable in the following sense: there exists
an (infinite) chain of morphisms Fy — E1 — ..., and E; € Obj 7, are equipped
with compatible morphisms s; : E; — F' that yield an isomorphism lim Y (FE;)
Y(F). Then for any G € Obj T any Funz (7P, Ab)-morphism Y(F) — Y(G) is
induced by some morphism F — G.

Consequently, the restriction of the functor ) to the subcategory 7, C T
of T.-approximable objects is full, and if Y(G) = Y(F) for F' € Obj7, then
GxF.

2. Suppose that there exists a chain of morphisms Fj — F| — ..., and F/
are equipped with compatible morphisms ¢; into F' that yield an isomorphism
lim Y(Fy) = Y(F). Moreover, assume that there exist morphisms ¢; : Ef — F}
such that E! € Obj7. and for any T' € Obj 7, there exists Ny > 0 such that
{T} L {Cone(c¢;)} for all i« > Np. Then one can choose a subsequence F; of
E! along with some connecting morphisms between them and compatible maps
E; — F such that lim Y(E;) = Y(F) (as in assertion I1.1).

IT. Assume that 7T is generated by a single G € Obj 7T, that is, {G[i], i €
Z}7 = {0}. Then F is approximable whenever one of the following assumptions
is fulfilled.

1. There exist ¢; : E] — F! and t; as in assertion 1.2 such that {G[i], —j <
i <jeZ} L {Cone(c;),Cone(t;)} for all j > 0.

2. There exist a t-structure on 7 and N € Z such that G € T<" and
{G} L T==% (see Definition 1.3.1 of [BBD82]), and for any i > 0 there exists
a morphism ¢} : & — F'<% such that & € ObjT. and Cone(c}) € T=~%.

III. One can take 7 = Dg, 7. = Dy, and G to be any compact generator of
Dg (see Example 3.4 of [Neel8al) in assertion II. Moreover, all the assumptions
of assertion II.2 are fulfilled whenever ¢ is the canonical ¢-structure on D and
F € ObjD.

Proof. 1.1. The proof relies on rather easy and well-known properties of "tri-
angulated" countable homotopy colimits. We will not define these colimits and
only recall the facts we need.

So, there exists an object F' = hocolig F; along with compatible morphisms
st By — F'. Next, for any object T of T the corresponding homomorphism
T(F',T) = UmT(E;,T) is surjective, and if T, € Obj 7. then we obtain an
isomorphism lim 7(7, Ei) — T (1¢, F'); see Lemma 2.1.3(2-4) of [Bon22].

Now we argue somewhat similarly to Lemma 5.8 of [Neel8a]. Taking T' = F
and the sequence (s;) € @T(Ei,T) in the first property of F’' we obtain
the existence of s : F/ — F such that so s, = s; for each ¢ > 0. Applying
our assumptions on F along with the second property of F/ we deduce that
the homomorphism T (T, s) is bijective for any T, € Obj7.. Consequently,
Te L {Cone(s)}; hence Lemma 2T:2(3) implies Cone(s) = 0.

Thus F = F’. Taking G = T in the first property of F’ we obtain the
surjectivity statement in question. Clearly, it implies that the restriction of )
to 7T, is full.
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Lastly, note that our assumptions on F' depend on Y(F) only. Thus if
V(G) = Y(F) for F € Obj7T, then G belongs to 7, as well. Applying the
fullness statement that we had just proved we obtain that it remains to prove
the following: if Y(e) is invertible for a T,-endomorphism e then e is invertible
itself. Now, we obtain 7. L {Cone(e)} in this case; once again, it follows that
Cone(e) = 0.

2. Let us prove that for any j > 0 there exists [ > j along with a morphism
E’ — Ej such that the square

E, —— K

lcj lc,

F —— F

is commutative. As follows from the well-known and easy Proposition 1.1.9 of
[BBD82], for this purpose it suffices to choose I such that {F£} L {Cone(c;)}.
Thus we can take any [ > max(NEé,j).

Next, we apply this statement repetitively starting from ny = 0 to obtain
an infinite commutative diagram

El, E), E], E), .
T S L
Fl, F, F, Fl,

Composing the compatible morphisms F), — F with c¢,, we clearly obtain
compatible morphisms E{l — F. We set E; = E;l

Lastly, for any object T of T. we have 1i_1>ni20 T(T,E;) = h—n>1i>NT oo T(T,E;) =
hﬂizo T(T,F,,)=T(T,F).

I1.1. It clearly suffices to note that any object T of 7. is a direct summand
of T' such that T” belongs to the extension-closure of {G[i] : —N <4 < N}
for some N > 0; see Example 0.13 and Remark 0.15 of [Neel8a] or Proposition
4.4.1 of [Nee0O1].

2. Recall that 7<% = T<0[—s], Cone(F<* — F) € T="L and 7= | T=sF!
for any s € Z; see Definition 1.3.1 of [BBD82] (once again). It easily follows
that ¢; = ¢, v, along with the canonical morphisms ¢; : FSN+7+1 — B fulfil
the assumptions of the previous assertion.

III. All the statements in question except the T.-approximability of F' are
provided by Example 3.4 of [Neel8a]. Next, an object L of Dg belongs to D" if
and only if all of its canonical ¢t-truncations L=? belong to D~. Thus is remains

to note that D~ in this case equals the corresponding subcategory 7.~ of T see
Definition 0.16 of ibid. |

Remark 4.1.2. 1. Combining parts 1.1 and IIT of our theorem we immediately
obtain Theorem [[B(I). Moreover, this theorem also extends to the case where
X (is proper but) is not necessarily projective over S.

2. The arguments used in [Neel8a] to establish the fullness statement similar
to Theorem [LTI(I.1) require some additional assumptions (see Lemma 7.5 of
ibid.). This restricts their "geometric" applications to the category D~ (instead
of D* in our Theorem ELTIYIII)). Note however that the essential uniqueness
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for the objects that Dg-represent those functors that correspond to T4~ (see
Theorem BZ5(1.3) or [LH(I1.1)) can be easily "extracted" from ibid.; cf. Lemma
5.8 of [Necl8al.

3. One may say that approximations used in ibid. come from certain "trun-
cations from the left", whereas the approximations in Theorem ELTI(IIT) come
from some "two-sided truncations".

To prove Theorem [[H(I1.2) we need a simple lemma.

Lemma 4.1.3. For any R-linear (additive) category B the category Fung (B, R—
Mod) is equivalent to Funz(B, Ab).

Proof. Any additive functor F' : B — Ab naturally becomes an R-linear one
if we define the multiplication by » € R on F(B) for B € Obj B by means of
composing with F(ridp). O

The proof of Theorem [[A(11.2). First assume that R is countable.

Then for any Y that is of finite type over S (that equals the spectrum
of a countable ring) the category Dpers(Y) is countable, that is, the set of
isomorphism classes of objects and all its morphism sets are countable. Indeed,
this statement is trivial if Y is affine, and the general case can be reduced to this
one; see also [stacks] Tag 0GOW]. Thus we can apply Theorem 5.1 of [Nee97|
to obtain that all homological functors Dj? — Ab are represented by objects of
Dg. Thus all homological functors Dy — R — Mod are representable as well;
see Lemma, Since the values of H belong to R — mod and X is projective
over S, H is represented by an object N of Dg according to Theorem [L.5(TI).

Next assume that R is self-injective. Similarly to the proof of [BVd03| The-
orem A.l], we apply a double duality argument. The idea is to extend a homo-
logical functor H : Dg? — R —mod to a "nice" functor D¢y — R — Mod.

Take the functor H : D, — R —mod, M +— Homp(H(M), R). Since R is an
injective R-module, His homological. Next, it extends to a homological functor
H' Dg — R — Mod that respects coproducts; see Proposition 2.3 of [Kra00].
Now we take H' : D}y — R — Mod, M Homp(H'(M), R). This functor is
clearly cohomological and respects products. Consequently, H' is representable;
see the well-known Theorem 8.3.3 of [Nee01] along with Lemmata 2-T.2[(4) and
4. 1.0l

It remains to prove that H' restricts to H on D,. We note that R is a quasi-
Frobenius ring; see Theorem 15.1 of [Laml2]. Hence the ("double duality")
statement is question is provided by Theorem 15.11 of ibid. ([l

Remark 4.1.4. 1. Since R is commutative, it is also a Frobenius ring whenever
it is self-injective. Moreover, rings of this sort can be described more or less
explicitly; see Theorem 15.27 of [Lam12].

Note however that the most important ("from the algebraic geometry point
of view") Frobenius rings are fields; this is the only case mentioned in [BVd03].

2. Once again, Corollary 0.5 of [Neel8a] suggests that the (additional) as-
sumptions on R in Theorem [[LB(I1.2) are not necessary; it also probably suffices
to assume that X is proper over S.

Now we deduce one more consequence from Theorem 0.2 of [Neel8b]. We
argue somewhat similarly to Proposition B.1.4.
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Proposition 4.1.5. Assume that X satisfies Assumption and let D =
(LO, RO) be a semi-orthogonal decomposition of DP.
Then for any M € Obj D~ there exists a distinguished triangle

L— M — R — L[1]

with L € %,EO and R € Z%,RO.

Proof. We fix M. Let Hy, : D® — R—Mod be the functor N — D~ (M, Rp(N))
(see Proposition [Z2Z3](1)); it is obviously homological. Now recall that the
Yoneda-type functor D~ — Fung(D’, R — Mod) is full, and its essential image
consists of all homological functors D — R—mod; see Theorem 0.2 of [NeeI8b].
Hence all values of Hy, belong to R — mod, and applying loc. cit. once again
we obtain that Hj, is isomorphic to the functor N — D~ (L, N) for some L €
ObjD~. Since Rp annihilates LO, L belongs to Zl),ﬁ(’).

Next, set Hys : D — R — Mod to be the functor N + D~ (M, N); take
® : Hj, — Hyy to be the transformation induced by the morphisms N — Rp (V)
in 227J)). Then loc. cit. also implies that this transformation comes from a
(possibly, non-unique) morphism f : L — M.

Lastly, if N € RO then N 2 Rp(N); hence in the exact sequence

D~ (M][1],N) — D~ (L[1], N) — D~ (Cone(f),N) — D~ (M, N) — D~ (L, N)

the first and the last maps are isomorphisms, and we obtain Cone(f) € 7-RO.
[l

Remark 4.1.6. 1. Clearly, this argument can be axiomatized similarly to The-
orem B.TI(IT). In particular, one can combine it with Theorem [LE(I1.2) (see
Remark [[L6(3)) to obtain a weaker version of Theorem B2Z7(I.1).

Moreover, note that the corresponding Yoneda-type functor Ypor : DpP —
Fung (D%, R — Mod) is fully faithful; this statement (that is contained in The-
orem 0.2 of [Neel8b| as well) is obvious since D, C D°. Loc. cit. also says
that the image of Ypor consists of all finite homological functors (cf. Theorem
B2H(11.2)). Consequently, the corresponding version of the argument in the
proof of Proposition yields an alternative proof of Theorem B27(II.1) in
the case where Assumption is fulfilled, and it does not require any mock
projectives (cf. Theorem BZH(II)).

However, it appears that it makes sense to construct adjacent decompositions
using Theorem BII(I1.2) (possibly combining it with Proposition B-I.4) since
this method requires less knowledge on the relation between 7 and T7; cf.
Theorem [LE(II.1). We have to pay the price of specifying certain D which can
be "not that interesting" (cf. Theorem BZB(IT) and Remark ZZ22(1)).

However, some D as desired is well known to exist "in all reasonable cases".
Similarly, a functor 74 — D as in Corollary B.13 "usually" can be extended to
an exact functor D — D’ that respects coproducts. For this reason, the author
suspects that Corollary B.1.3] is somewhat more useful than the corresponding
Corollary 0.4 of [Neel8al; cf. Remark Note also that the proof of that
corollary is much easier than that of loc. cit.

2. Moreover, Theorem 0.3 of [Neel8a| and other results of Neeman may
help in constructing "interesting" couples (7,7") that satisfy the assumptions
of Proposition B.1.4
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3. Proposition 2.5.4(1) of [Bonl0b] easily implies that for R = Cone(f) the
functor N — T'(M, R) is isomorphic to N — T’ (M, Rp(N)); cf. Remark 311
Moreover, we obtain a complete identification of the transformations between
the corresponding Yoneda-type functor from part 2 of that proposition.

4.2 On "multiple" semi-orthogonal decompositions

Now we generalize Definition 2Z2.7[(1,3).

Definition 4.2.1. Let n > 1 and assume that 7;, 0 < i < n, are (strictly full)
triangulated subcategories of 7.

1. Then for any j, —1 < j < n we will write 7<; (resp. 7T>n—;) for the
smallest (strictly full) triangulated subcategory of 7 that contains 7; for all
i <j (resp. i >n—j)

2. We will say that the family (7;) gives a (length n) semi-orthogonal decom-
position of T (or just a decomposition of T) if 7; L T; whenever 0 <i < j <n,
and Tgn = T

3. Let 7’ be a triangulated subcategory of 7. We will say that a (semi-
orthogonal) decomposition (7;) of T restricts to 7' whenever the family (7;)N7T”’
(see Definition [LTI[2))) gives a decomposition of T”.

Proposition 4.2.2. 1. If (7;) is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of 7 then
for any j, 1 < j < n, the couple (7;,7<;—1) gives a decomposition of T<;
in the sense of Definition ZZ2ZI(1), (7>;, 7j—1) is decomposition of 7>;_1, and
(T>j,7T<j—1) is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of 7.

2. The correspondence (7;) — (T<i—1, 1 < i <n) (resp. (T;) = (T>nt+1-i, 1 <
i < n)) gives a bijection between the class of all length n semi-orthogonal de-
compositions of 7 and the class of ascending chains (RO;), 1 < i < n, of left
(resp. (LO;), 1 <i < n, of right) admissible subcategories of T.

Moreover, the inverse map is given by sending (RO;) into (7J€Oi+1ROi) (resp.
(LO;) into (ﬁon—iionﬂ,i)) for 0 < i < n; here we expand the chains (L£O;)
and (RO;) by setting LOy = {0} = ROy and LO;+1 =T = ROy 41. Further-
more, the corresponding bijection between (length n ascending) "right admis-
sible chains" and "left admissible chains" in 7 is given by sending (£0O;) into
(LOn+1-imo0)-

3. Let T be a triangulated subcategory of 7. Then the following conditions
for a decomposition (7;) of T are equivalent.

(a). (T;) restricts to 7.

(b). The smallest triangulated subcategory of 7' that contains all 7, N T is
T itself.

(¢). (T>j4+1,T;) restricts to a semi-orthogonal decomposition of 7>; N T’
whenever 0 < j <n — 1.

(d). (T>j41,7<;) restricts to a semi-orthogonal decomposition of 7' for
0<j<n-—1

Proof. 1. Clearly, T; L T<;j—1. The existence of decompositions of the type
(22T for all objects of T<; easily follows from Lemma 2-T.2(1); cf. the proof

of Theorem BITIYT.1).

2Respectively, T<-1 = Tsnt+1 = {0}.
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The statements that (7>, 7;—1) is decomposition of 7>;_1 and (7>, T<;—1)
is a decomposition of 7 are proved similarly.

2. Clearly, it suffices to study the first correspondence since the second one
is essentially its categorical dual.

Applying assertion 1 along with Proposition we obtain that 7<;_1 is
left admissible in T<; for 1 <i <n. Since 7<,, = 7T, we obtain that all 7<; are
left admissible in 7.

Conversely, if one starts from for (RO;) as above then she clearly obtains
T; L 7T; whenever 0 < i < j < n. Applying easy induction along with Proposi-
tion 2:2.3(2) we also obtain that 7<, = T indeed.

Now let us calculate the compositions of our maps. If we start from (7;) then
Proposition 2223|(1) easily implies that the corresponding orthogonals equal
T:. If we start from (RQO;) then the existence of the triangles of the type
@Z1) provided by Proposition [Z23](2) yields that the corresponding smallest
triangulated subcategories of 7 are RO; indeed.

Lastly, if we start from a right admissible chain 7<; that corresponds to 7;
then the corresponding left admissible chain consists of T>p41-; = ’Tgn,iff; here
we apply assertion 1.

3. The equivalence of conditions (a) and (b) is obvious. Next, applying as-
sertion 1 (along with Proposition[Z2.3[1)) we easily obtain that (b) is equivalent
to (c) and (d). O

Now we are able to generalize Theorem B.1.1]

Theorem 4.2.3. Assume that D = 7L, where 7 C D is a triangulated subcat-
egory whose objects are D-compact, and (7;), 0 < i < n, is a semi-orthogonal
decomposition of 7T .

I.1. Then the family (7;]-[) (see Definition [[LIIH)) is a semi-orthogonal de-
composition of D.

2. Assume in addition that 7 is essentially small (consequently, D is com-
pactly generated by it). Then the family (7;) = (TZnﬂ'JrlJ%u ) is a semi-

>n—i

orthogonal decomposition of D as well; here we take 0 < ¢ < n (note that
Tonv1 =A{0}).

Moreover, the corresponding ascending chain of left (resp. right) admissible
subcategories of D (see Proposition E2.2(2)) equals (T<,—iz) (resp. (7'<LZ.[_1));
here 1 <i < n. B

3. Assume that 7y is a subcategory of D such that the family (’f;) restricts
to a semi-orthogonal decomposition Dy on it (see Definition [£.2.1)(3)).

Then the family (7;) also restricts to the category 76]-[ as well, and this
restriction equals D(]J-[ (see Definition [TE) once again).

II. Assume that R, A, and T4 are as in Theorem BIIIII).

Then the family (7;) (see assertion 1.2) restricts to a decomposition of the
category T4 (which is triangulated according to Theorem B.T.I(II.1)).

Proof. 1.1. The proof of Theorem BI.T(I.1) extends to this setting straightfor-
wardly.
2. Combining the previous assertion with Proposition L22[(1) we obtain

that (’7;1-1.[, ’T<LZ.[_1) is a semi-orthogonal decomposition of D whenever 1 < i < n.
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Combining Theorem B:I]](I.Q) with Proposition we obtain that the sub-

category (Tsz[) ’T<Z 1 is left admissible in D. Applying Proposition E2.2(2)

we deduce that the family ((’7;]-7[1_Z +1);:H ) = (7;) gives a semi-orthogonal
> u

decomposition of D indeed.

Lastly, the corresponding "left admissible chain" equals (’T<L7[1_ O5 = (T<n-i)p);
see Proposition [£.2.2)2).

3. The proof of TheoremBI.T(I.1) carries over to this setting easily (as well)
if one applies Proposition .2.2(3).

I1. According to Proposition2.2(3), it suffices to verify that the correspond-
ing decompositions (Tg_l,%i,lﬁ) of D (see assertion 1.2) restrict to D4 for
1 <i < n. The latter statement immediately follows from Theorem BTI(II.2).

O

Remark 4.2.4. One can also describe the family (7;) as follows:
Ti={MecObjD: T, LMVYj, 0<j<n, j#n—i}.

Corollary 4.2.5. The easily formulated "multiple decomposition" versions of
Theorem [3.2.7 and Corollary 332 (one should just use the correspondence
(T:) — (T;) instead of D — D3 in them) are valid.

Proof. Given Theorem [£.2.3] and Proposition [£.2.2] all the arguments used for
the proof of Theorem B.27 and Corollary 332 carry over to the "multiple
decomposition context" without any difficulty. O

4.3 On the relation to weight and ¢-structures

Now we recall that a semi-orthogonal decomposition couple gives both a weight
structure and a t-structure; see Proposition 3.4(4) and Remark 3.5(2) of [BoV19).
The (main) difference between the latter notions and Definition Z2.1)2) is that
we do not require the corresponding £LO and RO to be the object classes of
triangulated subcategories of 7. Instead, we only demand that £LO C LO[1]
and RO[1] C RO for weight structures and vice versa for t-structures (see
Definition 3.1 and Proposition 3.2(1,2) of ibid.).

If one uses the so-called homological conventions for weight and structures
(see Definitions 1.1.1 and 1.2.1, and Remarks 1.1.3(4 and 1.2.3(3) of [Bonl9])
then one usually passes to the couples w = %ZLKO, w>0) = (LO,RO[—1]) and
t = (Ti<o, Te>0) = (RO[1], LO), respectivelyd Consequently, for any object M
of T and n € Z there exists an n-weight decomposition triangle

LYM — M — Ry M — Ly M][1]

with LM € Ty<oln] and RY, M € Ty>o[n + 1] and and n-t-decomposition
triangle L! M — M — RY _ M — L![1] with LM € Ti>o[n] and Rf_, €
Ti>o[n — 1]; see Remarks 1.1.3(1) and 1.2.3(2) of ibid. If w (resp. t) comes
from a semi-orthogonal decomposition D then Proposition gives canonical
isomorphisms RpM — LY M and LpM — R“M (resp. RpM — L' M and
LpM — Rt M) for any m € Z.

3Note that (T¢<o, Te>0) corresponds to the couple (7t20°,7t<0) in the "cohomological"
notation that was used in [BBD&82| and [NeelS8al.
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Remark 4.3.1. 1. Now let us recall the predecessors of our Definition [Z2Z1](3).

The notion of (left or right) adjacent weight and ¢-structures was introduced
in [BonlOal; a weight structure on 7 was said to be left adjacent to ¢t on T if
Tw>0 = Te>o (if one uses the aforementioned homological conventions). If this
is the case then Ty<_1 = %ZOL and Ti>1 = ngoL; cf. our Definition 2:2.T§3).

Next, in [Bonl0b| weight and ¢-structures on (distinct) triangulated cate-
gories 7 and 7’ endowed with a so-called duality bi-functor 7°P x 7' — Ab
were considered (moreover, one can replace Ab by an arbitrary abelian category
here). In this setting a weight structure w on T was said to be (left) orthogonal
to a t-structure ¢ on 7’ whenever ®(X,Y) = 0if X € Ty<o and ¥ € TX,
or if X € Ty>o and Y € T/~ _,. A simple example of a duality is given by
the corresponding restriction of the bi-functor D(—, —) whenever 7 and T are
triangulated subcategories of D; see Remark 5.2.2(1) of [Bonl9].

Clearly, this orthogonality condition is fulfilled (for this choice of ®) in the
setting of our Definition [Z2.1)3).

2. Proposition 2.5.4(1) of [Bonl0Ob| in our setting (and notation) says

D(M, L, N) = Im(D(R“M, N) — D(R®_, M, N))

4.3.1
and D(M, R, N) = Im(D(LY,, M) — D(LY M, N)) (4.3.1)

for any n € Z; cf. Definition 2.1.1(1) and §2.2 of [Bonl9|. If w and ¢ come from
D and D’ in the setting of Proposition [Z2Z4(T) then the connecting morphisms
RY M — RYM and Ly M — Ly} M in £31) are just idg,,(ar) and idy, , (ar),
respectively. This concludes the proof of Proposition ZZ4(T).

Now we explain the relation of the current paper to (§§4-5 of) [Bon19] whose
main results inspired the current texts. In §4 of ibid. it was demonstrated
that in the settings closely related to the ones above one can construct (left or
right) orthogonal ¢-structures on 77 from certain weight structures on 77; these
arguments are closer to that of the current paper than the "converse ones" of
[Bon19, §5] (see below).

However, the results of [Bonl9, §4] suffer from two disadvantages. Firstly,
the author does not know of any "general" methods for constructing weight
structures on T of this sort (in contrast to the "smashing setting" treated in §3
of ibid.; yet cf. Remark 4.2.2(5) of ibid.).

Secondly, to compute D(M[m], Lt N) using (@3] for all m € Z one needs
certain values of D(L}”M ,—) for all j € Z. For this reason one requires a certain
"stabilization" of L’ M (which is equivalent to the stabilization of R}, M) for
j < 0orj> 0; cf. Theorem 4.1.2(1.1, I.1). Note here that in loc. cit. it
was assumed that w is bounded (above, below, or both; see Definition 1.2.2(7)
of ibid.); this corresponds to the vanishing of certain ("candidates for"; see
Remark 1.2.3(2) of ibid.) LY M and R{YM. It appears that these conditions
can be weakened. Instead, it suffices to have certain functors M — ” LoM”
and M — ” RsoM?” that correspond to certain semi-orthogonal decompositions;
thus, our Theorem [B.1.1] can probably be "mixed" with Theorem 4.1.2 of ibid.
Possibly, the author will study this question in more detail later. However,
currently there is little hope to obtain "interesting geometric" examples for it
that do not correspond to semi-orthogonal decompositions (and that are not
treated in this paper, respectively).

Next, the "inverse correspondence t — w" was studied in Theorem 5.3.1(IL,IV)
of ibid. The main disadvantage of all results of this sort is that they require
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enough projectives in the abelian category Ht = T, N T/~ (at least, in the
case T C T'); certain boundedness assumptions are also needed. This makes
the construction of examples quite difficult (as well).
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