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ABSTRACT. We prove that the dg category of perfect complexes on a smooth,
proper Deligne-Mumford stack over a field of characteristic zero is geometric in
the sense of Orlov, and in particular smooth and proper. On the level of trian-
gulated categories, this means that the derived category of perfect complexes
embeds as an admissible subcategory into the bounded derived category of co-
herent sheaves on a smooth, projective variety. The same holds for a smooth,
projective, tame Artin stack over an arbitrary field.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The derived category of a variety or, more generally, of an algebraic stack, is
traditionally studied in the context of triangulated categories. Although triangu-
lated categories are certainly powerful, they do have some shortcomings. Most
notably, the category of triangulated categories seems to have no tensor product,
no concept of duals, and categories of triangulated functors have no obvious trian-
gulated structure. A remedy to these problems is to work instead with differential
graded categories, also called dg categories. We follow this approach and replace
the derived category Dp¢(X) of perfect complexes on a variety or an algebraic stack
X by a certain dg category Dg%(X ) which enhances Dy(X) in the sense that its
homotopy category is equivalent to Dp¢(X).

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 14F05; Secondary 14A20, 16E45.
Key words and phrases. Differential graded category, Derived category, Algebraic stack, Root
construction, Semiorthogonal decomposition.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1601.04465v2

2 DANIEL BERGH, VALERY A. LUNTS, AND OLAF M. SCHNURER

The study of dg categories is central in noncommutative geometry, and dg cat-
egories are sometimes thought of as categories of sheaves on a hypothetical non-
commutative space. Although a variety in general cannot be recovered from its
associated dg category, several of its important homological invariants can. These
include the algebraic K-theory spectrum as well as various variants of cyclic homol-
ogy. See | ] and | | for surveys on dg categories and their invariants.

In noncommutative algebraic geometry, saturated dg categories play a similar
role as smooth and proper varieties in usual commutative algebraic geometry. For
example, the dg category Dif (X) associated to a variety X is saturated if and only
if X is smooth and proper. The saturated dg categories have an intrinsic charac-
terization as the homotopy dualizable objects in the category of all dg categories
with respect to a certain localization | , 85].

It is natural to ask how far a dg category, thought of as a noncommutative
space, is from being commutative. Motivated by the dominant role of smooth, pro-
jective varieties, Orlov recently introduced the notion of a geometric dg category
[ ]. By definition, every dg category of the form Dgtg»(X ), for X a smooth,
projective variety, is geometric, and so are all its “admissible” subcategories (see
Definition 5.16 for a precise definition). Every geometric dg category is saturated.
Orlov asks whether in fact all saturated dg categories are geometric. To our knowl-
edge, this question is wide open. Our main theorems say that we stay in the realm
of geometric dg categories if we consider certain algebraic stacks.

Theorem 6.6. Let X be a smooth, proper Deligne—Mumford stack over a field of
characteristic zero. Then the dg category Dif(X) is geometric, and in particular
saturated.

This theorem can be seen as a noncommutative counterpart to | , Corol-
lary 4.7], which states that the mixed motive of a finite type, smooth Deligne—
Mumford stack over a field of characteristic zero is effective geometric.

In the preprint | |, the authors consider a similar problem for certain stacks
with positive dimensional stabilizers and even for categories of matrix factorizations
on such stacks. They prove a geometricity result in a generalized sense which
involves infinite sums of dg categories of smooth Deligne-Mumford stacks [ ,
Theorem 2.7]. As mentioned in Remark 2.9 of loc. cit. our result strengthens their
Theorem 2.7 by replacing Deligne-Mumford stacks with varieties.

We also give a version of our main theorem which is valid for stacks over arbitrary
fields. Since we do not have resolution of singularities over a field of positive charac-
teristic, we restrict the discussion to projective algebraic stacks (see Definition 2.5).
Indeed, even for a smooth, proper scheme X over a field of positive characteristic it
is not clear whether Dg% (X) is geometric if X is not projective. Moreover, instead
of Deligne-Mumford stacks we consider tame algebraic stacks | ]. Over a
field of characteristic zero the class of separated Deligne-Mumford stacks coincides
with the class of separated tame algebraic stacks, but in positive characteristic tame
stacks are usually better behaved. For example, under mild finiteness assumptions
the tame algebraic stacks are scheme-like from a noncommutative perspective in
the sense that their derived categories are generated by a single compact object and
the compact objects coincide with the perfect complexes [ , Theorem 3.1.1],
[ , Theorem A, Remark 4.6].
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Theorem 6.4. Let X be a tame, smooth, projective algebraic stack over an arbi-
trary field. Then the dg category Dg%(X ) is geometric, and in particular saturated.

We specify the dg enhancement Dg%(X ) of Dpi(X) we work with in Example 5.5.
A priori, there are other possible choices (cf. Remark 5.3), but it turns out that
they are all equivalent. This follows from a recent result by Canonaco and Stellari
[ ] which implies that the derived categories Dpr(X) for the stacks considered
in the theorems above have unique dg enhancements (see Remark 5.9).

Theorem 6.4 has the following equivalent reformulation in terms of varieties with
group actions.

Theorem 6.4b. Let U be a smooth, quasi-projective variety over a field k, and let
G be a linear algebraic group over k acting properly on U. Assume that the action
admits a geometric quotient U — U/G (in the sense of | , Definition 0.6])
such that U/G is projective over k. Also assume that all stabilizers of the action
are linearly reductive. Then the dg category enhancing the bounded derived cate-
gory DP(Coh®(U)) of G-equivariant coherent sheaves on U is geometric, and in
particular saturated.

Proof. See Example 2.6 and Remark 2.12 together with the fact that the category of
coherent sheaves on the stack [U/G] is equivalent to the category of G-equivariant
coherent sheaves on U. ]

Note that the requirement that the action be proper implies that the stabilizers
are finite. In particular, the condition that the stabilizers be linearly reductive is
superfluous if our base field k has characteristic zero. Also note that if G is finite
and U is projective over k, then the action is automatically proper and the existence
of a projective geometric quotient U/G is guaranteed.

Outline. The proof of the main results primarily builds on two results — the
destackification theorem by Bergh and Rydh | L1 ] and the gluing theo-
rem for geometric dg categories by Orlov [ .

The destackification theorem allows us to compare a smooth, tame algebraic
stack to a smooth algebraic space via a sequence of birational modifications called
stacky blowups. We review this theorem as Theorem 6.1 in Section 6. In this section,
we also give the main geometric arguments of the proofs of the main theorems.

Stacky blowups play a similar role in the study of the birational geometry of
tame stacks as do usual blowups for schemes. They come in two incarnations:
usual blowups and so-called root stacks. Root stacks are purely stacky operations
which have no counterpart in the world of schemes. We review the notion of a root
stack in Section 3.

A stacky blowup modifies the derived category of a stack in a predictable way.
More specifically, it induces a semiorthogonal decomposition on the derived cate-
gory on the blowup. For usual blowups this is due to Orlov (] I, 1 , Propo-
sition 11.18]) and for root stacks this is due to Ishii-Ueda | ]. In Section 4, we
reprove the theorem by Ishii-Ueda as Theorem 4.7, but in a more general setting.
We also give a combinatorial description of the semiorthogonal decomposition on
an iterated root stack as Theorem 4.9.

In Section 5, we provide the dg categorical ingredients for the proofs of our main
theorems. We first introduce the dg enhancements Dﬁ%(X ) and lift certain derived
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functors to these enhancements. Then we discuss geometric dg categories and state
Orlov’s gluing theorem as Theorem 5.22.

Some general facts concerning algebraic stacks, derived categories, and semior-
thogonal decompositions are assembled in section 2. Appendix A contains some
results on bounded derived categories of coherent sheaves on noetherian algebraic
stacks.

Acknowledgments. We thank David Rydh for detailed comments. Daniel Bergh
was partially supported by Max Planck Institute for Mathematics, Bonn, and by the
DFG through SFB/TR 45. Valery Lunts was partially supported by the NSA grant
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fellowship and through SPP 1388 and SFB/TR 45.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we fix our notation and our conventions for algebraic stacks as
well as their derived categories of sheaves. We also review the notions of tame and
projective stacks. Finally, we review the notion of semiorthogonal decompositions
for triangulated categories.

Conventions for algebraic stacks. We will use the definition of algebraic space
and algebraic stack from the stacks project [ , Tag 025Y, Tag 0260]. In partic-
ular, we will always state all separatedness assumptions explicitly. The main results
of this article concern tame algebraic stacks which are separated and of finite type
over a field k. If k is a field of characteristic zero, the class of these stacks consists
precisely of the separated Deligne-Mumford stacks of finite type over k. Thus the
reader unwilling to work in full generality could safely assume that all stacks are of
the aforementioned kind.

Although algebraic stacks form a 2-category we will follow the common practice
to suppress their 2-categorical nature to simplify the exposition if no misunder-
standing is likely. In particular, we will often say morphism instead of 1-morphism,
isomorphism instead of equivalence, commutative instead of 2-commutative and
cartesian instead of 2-cartesian.

Tame algebraic stacks. An algebraic stack X has finite inertia if the canonical
morphism Iy — X from its inertia stack is finite. If X has finite inertia, then
there is a canonical morphism 7: X — X to the coarse (moduli) space, which is
an algebraic space | , ]. If X is locally of finite type over some base
algebraic space .S, then the morphism 7 is proper.

Definition 2.1. An algebraic stack X is called tame provided that the stabilizer
at each of its geometric points is finite and linearly reductive.

If X has finite inertia, tameness implies that the pushforward m,: Qcoh(X) —
Qcoh(Xs) is exact. The converse implication holds if X has finite inertia and is
quasi-separated | , Corollary A.3].

Remark 2.2. Tame algebraic stacks are defined in | ] in a slightly less general
context. We use the more general definition given in | ]

Example 2.3. Let X be a separated algebraic stack of finite type over a field k.
Then X has finite inertia provided that the stabilizer at each geometric point is
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finite. If k has characteristic zero, then X is tame if and only if it is a Deligne—
Mumford stack. If k has characteristic p > 0, the stack X is tame if and only if the
stabilizer group at each geometric point is of the form A x H, where A is a finite
diagonalizable p-group and H is a constant finite group of order prime to p.

Projective algebraic stacks. A definition of projective Deligne-Mumford stack
is suggested in [ ]. Since we also work with some tame stacks which are not
Deligne-Mumford stacks, we will need to extend this definition slightly. First we
clarify what we mean by a global quotient stack.

An algebraic stack X is a global quotient stack if there exists a GLj-torsor
T — X, for some non-negative integer n, such that 7" is an algebraic space.

Example 2.4. Let k be a field and G C GL,, a linear algebraic group over k.
Assume that G acts on an algebraic space U over k. Let T be the quotient of
GL, xU by G, with G acting on the right on the factor GL, via the inclusion
G C GL, and on the left on U. Then T is an algebraic space and the obvious
projection T' — [U/G] is a GL,-torsor. In particular, the stack quotient [U/G] is a
global quotient stack.

If a global quotient stack X is separated over some base algebraic space S then
the relative diagonal Ax,g: X — X Xg X is affine and proper and hence finite.
In particular, such a stack has finite inertia and therefore admits a coarse space
X — Xes.

Definition 2.5. Let X be an algebraic stack over a field k. We say that X is quasi-
projective over k if it is a global quotient stack which is separated and of finite type
over k, and its coarse space X is a quasi-projective scheme over k. If in addition
X or, equivalently, X4 is proper over k, we say that X is projective over k.

Example 2.6. GIT-quotients by proper actions (in the sense of | ]) give rise
to quasi-projective algebraic stacks. Let U be a quasi-projective variety over a field
k and let G be a reductive linear algebraic group acting properly on U. Assume that
U admits a G-linearized line bundle £ such that U is everywhere stable with respect

to £ in the sense of | , Definition 1.7]. Then the GIT-quotient U — U/G
is geometric and U/G is quasi-projective. Since geometric quotients by proper
actions are universal among algebraic spaces | , Corollary 2.15], the canonical

morphism [U/G] — U/G identifies U/G with the coarse space of the stack quotient
[U/G]. Since the action of G on U is proper, the stack quotient [U/G] is separated.
Hence [U/G] is a quasi-projective stack in the sense of Definition 2.5.

Conversely, every quasi-projective algebraic stack can be obtained in this way.
Indeed, assume that X is quasi-projective. Since X is a separated global quotient
stack, it is of the form [U/GL,| where GL,, acts properly on an algebraic space
U. Denote the geometric quotient by ¢: U — U/GL,, = [U/GLyJcs. Let M
be an ample line bundle on U/GL,. This pulls back to a GL,-linearized line
bundle £ = ¢*M on U. Since ¢ is affine (cf. | , Remark 4.3] or | )
Theorem 3.12]), the bundle £ is ample and U is quasi-projective. Moreover, the
space U is everywhere stable with respect to £, since sections of M pull back to
invariant sections of L.

Example 2.7. Let U be a quasi-projective variety over a field k, and let G be a
finite group scheme over k acting on U. Then the quotient U/G is quasi-projective
by | , Exposé V, Proposition 1.8] combined with graded prime avoidance (cf.
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[ , Tag 09NV]). Since U/G coincides with the coarse space of [U/G], it follows
that [U/G] is a quasi-projective stack in the sense of Definition 2.5. Moreover, since
the natural morphism [U/G] — U/G is proper, the stack [U/G] is projective if and
only if U is projective.

As expected, we have the following permanence property for projective algebraic
stacks with respect to morphisms which are projective in the sense of | ,
Definition 5.5.2].

Lemma 2.8. Let f: X — Y be a projective morphism of algebraic stacks with Y
being quasi-compact and quasi-separated. Assume that both X and Y have finite
inertia. Then the induced morphism fes: Xes — Yes between the coarse spaces is
projective. In particular, if Y is (quasi-)projective over a field k in the sense of
Definition 2.5, then the same holds for X.

Proof. Note that since Y is assumed to be quasi-compact and quasi-separated,
projectivity of f is equivalent to f being proper and admitting an f-ample invertible

sheaf (see | , Proposition 8.6]). Hence the statement of the lemma follows
from | , Proposition 2|. Less general versions of the lemma can be found in
[ , Proof of Theorem 1] and [ , Proposition 6.1]. O

Derived categories and derived functors. There are several equivalent ways
to define quasi-coherent modules on algebraic stacks. We will follow | ] and
view quasi-coherent modules as sheaves on the lisse—étale site. The results on
derived categories depend on the techniques of cohomological descent as described
in | ] and [ ]. A concise summary of these results is given in [ ,
Section 1]. We give a brief overview here. Let (X,O) be a ringed topos. We use
the notation Mod(X, Q), for the abelian category of O-modules in X and D(X, O)
for its derived category.

Let X be an algebraic stack. We denote the topos of sheaves on the lisse—étale
site by Xjise¢t. If X is a Deligne-Mumford stack, we denote the topos of sheaves on
the small étale site by Xe¢. In these situations, we use the short hand notation

Mod(X,) := Mod(X,,Ox),  D(X,):=D(X,,Ox),

where 7 is either lis-ét or ét. By default, we will use the lisse-étale site when consid-
ering sheaves on algebraic stacks and simply write Mod(X) instead of Mod(Xys.¢t)
and D(X) instead of D(Xjisst)-

Recall that an Ox-module is quasi-coherent if it is locally presentable | ,
Tag 03DL]. We let Qcoh(X) denote the full subcategory of Mod(X) of quasi-
coherent modules and Dy (X) the full subcategory of D(X) consisting of complexes
with quasi-coherent cohomology. Since Qcoh(X) is a weak Serre subcategory of
Mod(X), the category Dgc(X) is a thick triangulated subcategory of D(X).

Also recall that a complex in Mod(X) is called perfect if it is locally quasi-
isomorphic to a bounded complex of direct summands of finite free modules [ ,
Tag 08G4]. We denote by Dpr(X) the subcategory of D(X) consisting of perfect
complexes. The category Dp(X) is a thick triangulated subcategory of Dy (X).

Remark 2.9. The reader willing to restrict the discussion to Deligne-Mumford
stacks could instead use X as the default topos when considering sheaves on
such a stack X. In this situation, the correspondingly defined categories Dgc(Xes)
and Dp¢(Xet) are equivalent to Dgc(X) and Dp(X) respectively.
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Explicitly, the equivalences are constructed as follows. Let X be a Deligne-
Mumford stack. The inclusion of its small étale site into its lisse-étale site induces
a morphism

(2.1) e = (", e4): (Xuis-ét, Ox) = (X, Ox)

of ringed topoi, where ¢, is the restriction functor. Both functors e* and e, are
exact, and the equivalences are obtained by restriction of the induced adjoint pair
e*: D(Xét) — D(Xlis_ét) and e, : D(X]is_ét) — D(Xét).

Let f: X — Y be a morphism of algebraic stacks. Assume, for simplicity,
that f is concentrated. This means that f is quasi-compact, quasi-separated and
has a boundedness condition on its cohomological dimension Y | , Defini-
tion 2.4]. For our needs, it suffices to know that a quasi-compact and quasi-
separated morphism of algebraic stacks is concentrated provided that its fibers
are tame (cf. | , Theorem 2.1]). We get induced adjoint pairs of functors

f*: Qeoh(Y) — Qeoh(X), frr Qeoh(X) — Qeoh(Y)
and
Lf*: Dge(Y) = Dge(X), Rfs: Dge(X) = Dgce(Y).
Here f*, f. and Rf, are simply the restrictions of the corresponding functors on
Mod(X), Mod(Y) and D(X) (] , Theorem 2.6.(2)]).

Remark 2.10. It requires some work to see that the functor Lf*: Dyc(Y) = Dgc(X)
actually exists. This is due to the fact that the naturally defined adjoint pair
(f~1, f+) does not induce a morphism (Xjis.¢t, Ox) — (Vis.et, Oy) of ringed topoi,
owing to the fact that f~! in general is not exact. Hence, we do not get a functor
Lf*: D(Y) — D(X) from the general theory.

Remark 2.11. If f: X — Y is a morphism of Deligne-Mumford stacks, then the
pair (f~1, f.) does induce a morphism (Xg,Ox) — (Ya,Oy) of ringed topoi.
Hence we do get a functor Lf*: D(Ys) — D(Xg). Furthermore, its restriction to
Dyc(Yer) is compatible with Lf*: Dge(Y) = Dgc(X) via the equivalences described
in Remark 2.9.

Remark 2.12. Let X be an algebraic stack. Then the category Qcoh(X) is a
Grothendieck abelian category. In particular, the category of complexes of quasi-
coherent modules has enough h-injectives and the derived category D(Qcoh(X))
has small hom-sets.

There is an obvious triangulated functor

(2.2) D(Qcoh(X)) = Dgo(X)

induced by the inclusion Qcoh(X) C Mod(X). Assume that X is quasi-compact,
separated and has finite stabilizers. In particular, this implies that X has finite,
and hence affine, diagonal. Then the functor (2.2) is an equivalence of categories.
This follows from [ , Theorem 1.2] and | , Theorem A].

Assume that X, in addition, is regular. In particular, this includes the stacks
considered in the main theorems of this article. Then the obvious functor induces
an equivalence DP(Coh(X)) 2 Dy¢(X) by Remark A.3. In particular, a complex
of Ox-modules is perfect if and only if it is isomorphic in Dq.(X) to a bounded
complex of coherent modules.
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Remark 2.13. Let X — Y be a concentrated morphism of quasi-compact stacks
which are separated and have finite stabilizers. Then the derived pushforward
Rf«: D(Qcoh(X)) — D(Qcoh(Y)) corresponds to Rfs: Dqc(X) — Dge(Y) under
the equivalences mentioned in Remark 2.12, see | , Corollary 2.2].

Semiorthogonal decompositions. We recall the definition of admissible subcat-
egories and semiorthogonal decompositions of triangulated categories (cf. | 1,
[ , Appendix Al).

Definition 2.14. Let T be a triangulated category. A right (resp. left) admis-
sible subcategory of T is a strict full triangulated subcategory 7' of T such that
the inclusion functor 7/ — T admits a right (resp. left) adjoint. An admissible
subcategory is a subcategory that is both left and right admissible.

Definition 2.15. A sequence (71,...,7,) of subcategories of T is called semi-
orthogonal provided that Homy (T;,T;) = 0 for all objects T; € 7; and T; € T;
whenever ¢ > j. If, in addition, all 7; are strict full triangulated subcategories
and the category T coincides with its smallest strict full triangulated subcategory
containing all the 7;, then we say that the sequence forms a semiorthogonal decom-
position of T and write

T={(T1,...,Tr).
We say that a sequence @1, . .., ®, of triangulated functors with codomain 7 forms a
semiorthogonal decomposition of T and write T = (®q,...,®,) if all ®; are full and
faithful and the essential images of the functors ®4,...,®, form a semiorthogonal

decomposition of T

3. ROOT CONSTRUCTIONS

The root construction can be seen as a way of adjoining roots of one or sev-
eral divisors on a scheme or an algebraic stack. It has been described in several
sources, e.g. [ , 82], , 82.1], [ , §1.3] and | , Appendix B].
We recall its definition along with some of its basic properties. Since most of these
basic properties are already described in the sources mentioned above or trivial
generalizations, we will omit most of the proofs.

It is straightforward to define the root stack in terms of its generalized points
(cf. | , Remark 2.2.2]), but the most economical definition seems to use the
universal root construction. Let r be a positive integer and consider the commuta-
tive diagram

(3.1) BG,,, —— [A'/Cy]

BG,, —— [A}/Gy).

Here [A'/G,,] denotes the stack quotient of A’ = Spec Z[x] by G,, acting by mul-
tiplication. The maps p and 7 are induced by the maps G,, — G,, and Al — Al
taking the coordinate x to its r-th power x”. Note that the diagram above is not
cartesian if r > 1.

Recall that the stack [Al/G,,] parametrizes pairs consisting of a line bundle
together with a global section.
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Definition 3.1. Let X be an algebraic stack and E an effective Cartier divisor
[ , Tag 01WR] on X. Consider the morphism fg: X — [A!/G,,] corresponding
to the line bundle Ox (F) together with the canonical global section Ox — Ox (E).
Given a positive integer r, we construct the root diagram

(3'2) T‘_lE L9 X’I‘flE

Pl lfr

E—% > X
as the base change of the universal root diagram (3.1) along the morphism fz. The
stack X,-1g is called the r-th root stack of X with respect to E. The notation for

the divisor r~! E is motivated by the fact that 7 - (r~1E) = 7* E. We refer to this
construction as the root construction with respect to the datum (X, E,r).

The next example gives a local description of a root stack.

Example 3.2. Assume that X = Spec R is affine and the effective Cartier divisor
E — X corresponds to a ring homomorphism R — R/(f) where f € R is a regular
element. Then the r-th root construction yields

(3.3) r 1E =By, x E, X, 15 = [Spec R’ /u.], R =R[t]/(t" - f)

where . denotes the group scheme of r-th roots of unity. The w,.-action on Spec R’
corresponds to the Z/rZ-grading on R’ with R in degree zero and ¢t homogeneous of
degree 1. The closed immersion 7~ 'E < X, -1 corresponds to the ideal generated
by t.

Proposition 3.3. The root construction described in Definition 3.1 has the follow-
ing basic properties:
(a) The morphism v in diagram (3.2) is a closed immersion realizing r—*E as
an effective Cartier divisor on X,-1p.
(b) The morphism w is a universal homeomorphism which is proper, faithfully
flat and birational with exceptional locus contained in r~'E.
(c) The morphism p turns r—1E into a w.-gerbe over E with trivial Brauer
class. In particular, the morphism p is smooth.
(d) If X is an algebraic space, then 7 identifies X with the coarse space of
X,-1g. More generally, if X is an algebraic stack then the morphism m is
a relative coarse space. In particular, if X is an algebraic stack having a
coarse space X — Xcs, then the composition X,-1g — X — X5 1S a coarse
space for X,-1g.
(e) The pushforward m.: Qcoh(X,-1g) — Qcoh(X) is exact, and X,-1g is
tame provided that the same holds for X.
(f) If X is a Deligne—Mumford stack and r is invertible in Ox, then X,-1g is
a Deligne—Mumford stack.

The notion of projectivity is well-behaved under taking roots of effective Cartier
divisors.

Lemma 3.4. Let X be a quasi-projective algebraic stack over a field k, and let E
be an effective Cartier divisor on X. Then the root stack X,-1g is quasi-projective
over k for any positive integer r. In particular, if X is projective over k, then so is
X,-1g.
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Proof. Assume that X is quasi-projective over k. Since X,-1p — X is proper
(Proposition 3.3.(b)), the root stack X,-1p is separated and of finite type over k.
Since X and X,.-1 i have isomorphic coarse spaces (Proposition 3.3.(d)), it is enough
to verify that X,-15 is a global quotient stack. But this follows from the general
fact, proved below, that the fibre product of two global quotient stacks over any
algebraic stack is a global quotient stack. This we apply to the morphism fgz: X —
[A!/G,,] corresponding to E (cf. Definition 3.1) and the morphisms 7: [Al/G,,] —
[A!/G,,] from the universal root diagram (3.1).

Now we prove the general fact about fiber products of global quotient stacks.
Let Y — S and Z — S be morphisms of algebraic stacks and assume that Y and
Z are global quotients. Then there exist a GL,-torsor U — Y and a GL,,-torsor
V' — Z such that U and V are algebraic spaces. Then U x gV is an algebraic space
and the canonical morphism U xgV — Y x g Z is a GL,, x GL,,-torsor. Extending
this torsor along the obvious embedding GL,, x GL,,, — GL 1, yields a GLj -
torsor over Y X g Z which is an algebraic space. This shows that Y xg Z is a global
quotient. (|

There is also the more general concept of a root stack in a simple normal crossing
(snc) divisor. In the next section, we will obtain a semiorthogonal decomposition for
such root stacks. Since this decomposition also exists in the case that the ambient
algebaic stack is not smooth, will work with a (non-standard) generalized notion
of snc divisor. This generality will not be needed in the applications we have in
mind, but it comes at no extra cost and reveals the true relative nature of the root
construction and the induced semiorthogonal decomposition.

Definition 3.5. Let X be an algebraic stack. A generalized snc divisor on X is
a finite family E = (E;);er of effective Cartier divisors on X such that for each
subset J C I and each element ¢ € J the inclusion

NjesEj = Njen(ir £

is an effective Cartier divisor. We call the divisors F; the components of E. If
X is smooth over a field k, we call a generalized snc divisor an snc divisor if all
intersections N;c s E; are smooth over k.

Note that the definition asserts that the non-empty components of a generalized
snc divisor are distinct.

Remark 3.6. Note that we do not require the components to be irreducible, re-
duced or non-empty. This will somewhat simplify the exposition in the proof of
Theorem 4.9. In the smooth case, our definition of an snc divisor coincides with
the standard one, possibly with the subtle difference that we make the splitting of
FE into components part of the structure.

When dealing with the combinatorics of iterated root stacks, it is convenient to
use multi-index notation. Given a finite set I a multi-index (with respect to I) is an
element a = (a;) of Z!. Multiplication of multi-indexes is defined coordinatewise.
We will also consider the partial ordering on Z’ defined by a < b if and only if
a; < b; for all i € I. We write a < b if and only if a; < b; for all ¢ € I. If a is a
multi-index and E is a (generalized) snc divisor indexed by I, then aE denotes the
Cartier divisor given by . a; E;.
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Definition 3.7 (Iterated root construction). Let X be an algebraic stack and
E = (E;)ies a generalized snc divisor on X. Fix a multi-index » > 0 in Z/. The
r-th root stack, denoted by X,-15, of X with respect to E and r is defined as the
fiber product of the root stacks erl g, over X for i € I. The transform of E is

defined as the family r'E = (Ei)ie 1, where El denotes the pull-back of r; B,
along the projection X,-1p = X 15 ..

Remark 3.8. If X is smooth and E is an snc divisor, then the root stack X,-1gp
only depends on the divisor rE. The corresponding statement for generalized snc
divisors is not true. For instance, consider the coordinate axes V(z) and V (y) in the
affine plane A? = Spec Z[z,y]. Then the (2,2)-th root stack of A% in (V(z),V (y))
is smooth whereas the 2-nd root stack of A% in (V(zy)) is not (cf. | , §2.1]).

The next proposition is well-known and stated, in a slightly different form, in
[ , §2.1]. We include a proof since none is given in loc. cit.

Proposition 3.9. Let X be an algebraic stack and E a generalized snc divisor
indexed by I. Given a multi-index v > 0 in Z!, the r-th root construction of X in
E has the following properties:

(a) Given s > 0 in Z1, the s-th root stack (Xr—1g)s—1(r—15) of X;—1p in the
transform r~1E is canonically isomorphic to the (rs)-th root stack X(sr)-1E
in E, and this isomorphism identifies s~(r~*)E with (sr)"1E.

(b) The transform r—'E is a generalized snc divisor on X,-1p.

If furthermore X is smooth over a field k and E is an snc divisor, then we have the
following:

(¢c) The stack X,-1g is smooth and r—*E is an snc divisor.

Proof. Assume that r = (rq,...,7,). By identifying [A"/C?] with [A}/G,,]", we
get a canonical morphism

Top = Ty X oo X 70, 0 [A"/C1 ] — [A" /Gy

where each 7, corresponds to the morphism 7 in the universal r;-th root dia-
gram 3.1. The generalized snc divisor F = (FE1, ..., E,) gives rise to a morphism

frr X S5 X" [A"/0R],

where the second morphism is the product fg, x --- x fg, with each fg, as in
Definition 3.1. It is now easy to see that the structure map X,-1p — X of the
root stack is canonically isomorphic to the pull-back of 7, along fg (cf. | ,
§1.3.b]). Using this description, statement (a) follows from the diagram

(XT—IE)S—I(T—IE)) —_— [A"/Gnm]

T

Xprp —— [A"/C]

fr1m
l ﬂ-Tl

X ————— /o)

with cartesian squares and the fact that . o 73 = m,s.
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Next we prove statement (b). We may work locally on X and assume that
X =SpecR and E = (V(f1),...,V(fn)) where fi1,..., fn is a regular sequence in
R. Then X,-1g is given by [Spec R'/A] with R’ = Rl[t1,...,t,]/(t]* — f1,---tir —
fn) and A =y, x .-+ x W, (cf. Example 3.2). The divisor r~'E is given by
(V(t1),...,V(ts)). It is now easy to verify that t1,...,¢, is a regular sequence in
R’, which proves the statement.

Now assume in addition that the ring R/(f1,...,fn) is regular. Then the
same holds for the rings R'/(t1,...,t,) for 0 < r < n since R'/(t1,...,tn) =

R/(f1,.--, fn) and t1,...,t, is a regular sequence. In particular, this implies (c)
since smoothness over k is equivalent to regularity after base change to an alge-
braically closed field. (|

Due to Proposition 3.9.(a) root constructions in generalized snc divisors are
sometimes referred to as iterated root constructions.

4. SEMIORTHOGONAL DECOMPOSITIONS FOR ROOT STACKS

In many aspects, root stacks behave like blowups. For example, they give rise
to semiorthogonal decompositions. This was observed by Ishii-Ueda in [ , The-
orem 1.6]. In this section, we reprove this theorem in a more general setting as
Theorem 4.7. We also give an explicit, combinatorial description of the semior-
thogonal decomposition of the derived category of an iterated root stack.

Lemma 4.1 (cf. | , Theorem 4.14.(1)]). Let ¢: E — X be an effective Cartier
divisor on an algebraic stack X. Then the functor tx = Rix: Dgc(E) — Dge(X)
admits a right adjoint 1, and both v, and 1> preserve perfect complexes.

Before we prove the lemma, we introduce some auxiliary notation. Let Z be an
algebraic stack and R a quasi-coherent sheaf of commutative Oz-algebras. We call
a sheaf of R-modules quasi-coherent if it is quasi-coherent as an Oz-module. Let
D(Z,R) denote the derived category of sheaves of R-modules in the topos Zj;s ¢t and
let Dye(Z,R) be the full subcategory of objects with quasi-coherent cohomology.
More generally, the definitions of D(Z, R) and Dqc.(Z, R) generalize in the obvious
way to the case that R is a quasi-coherent sheaf of commutative dg Oz-algebras.

Proof. Consider the sheaf of commutative dg Ox-algebras R = (Ox(—FE) — Ox)
where Ox sits in degree zero. It comes with a quasi-isomorphism R — ¢,Opg of
sheaves of dg Ox-algebras. The pushforward

ts: Dge(E) = Dye(E, Op) = Dge(X) = Dge(X, Ox)
factors as
(4.1) Dye(E,Or) = Dge(X, tx05) = Dge(X, R) =2 Dge(X, Ox).

Indeed, the first functor is an equivalence since ¢ is affine | , Corollary 2.7]. The
second equivalence is induced by restriction along the quasi-isomorphism R — ¢.Og
[ , Proposition 1.5.6]. The third functor «, is induced by restriction along the
structure morphism Ox — R. This reduces the problem of finding a right adjoint
to . to finding a right adjoint to .

On the level of complexes, the functor Home, (R, —) is easily seen to be right
adjoint to restriction along Ox — R. Since R is strictly perfect as a complex of O x-
modules, the functor Home, (R, —) takes acyclic complexes to acyclic complexes
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and descends to a right adjoint o : Dge(Ox, X) = Dgc(R, X) of a.. This proves
the existence of <.

Next we prove that ¢, preserves perfect complexes. Let F € Dpe(E). The
question whether ¢, F is perfect is local on X. Since vector bundles on E trivialize
locally on X, we may assume that F is a bounded complex of finite free modules.
But now the fact that (.OF is perfect implies that ¢, F is perfect.

Finally, let us prove that ¢* preserves perfect complexes. Since the question
is local on X, it is enough to verify that ¢*(Ox) is perfect. Observe first that
a*(Ox) = Homo (R,0x) 2 R @0y Ox(E)[—1] in Dye(X,R). Under the equiv-
alences of (4.1), this object corresponds to the object t.Op ®o, Ox(E)[—1] =
1+(OF @0, " (Ox(E))[—1] 2 . (t*(Ox (E))[—1] of Dgc(X, txOFg) and to the object
*(Ox (E))[—1] of Dgc(F). This latter object is obviously perfect and isomorphic
to ¢ (Ox) O

Lemma 4.2. In the setting of Lemma 4.1, given any object F of Dqc(E), the
adjunction counit Li* o, F — F fits into a triangle

F®o, *Ox(—E)[1] = L', F = F — F @0, 1*Ox(~E)[2]

Proof. Recall the factorization (4.1) of ¢, from the proof of Lemma 4.1. The functor
«, occuring there is restriction of scalars along Ox — R. Extension of scalars
(— ®oy R) preserves acyclic complexes and therefore defines a left adjoint (— ®o
R): Dge(X,0x) = Dge(X,R) to a.. Modulo the two equivalences in (4.1) this
functor is isomorphic to L¢*, and the adjunction counit L¢t*1, — id corresponds to
the adjunction counit (— ®o, R) — id.

Let M be a dg R-module. The adjunction counit M ®p, R — M is given by
multiplication. We denote its kernel by I and obtain a short exact sequence

K= Mo, R—»M
of dg R-modules. As complexes of dg O x-modules, we have an obvious isomorphism
K2M®®o, Ox(—E)[1].

Assume that M is obtained from a complex of dg ¢, Og-modules by restriction along
R — 1,Opg. Then this isomorphism is even an isomorphism of dg R-modules. Since
Mo, Ox(—E) and M % (R ®px Ox(—FE)) are isomorphic as dg R-modules,
we obtain a triangle

MR (R®oy Ox(—E))[1] > MRo,y R > M —= M3Rr (R®o, Ox(—E))[2]

in D(X,R). Since restriction of scalars Do (X, t+Or) — Dqo(X,R) is an equiva-
lence, we obtain such a triangle in Dqc (X, R) for any object M of Dyo(X,R). The
claim follows. g

Lemma 4.3. Let f: X — Y be a concentrated morphism of algebraic stacks such
that Rfs: Dgc(X) — Dqc(Y) preserves perfect complexes. Then Lf*: Dpe(Y) —
Dpe(X) has a left adjoint fx given by

Fxo Dpe(X) = Dpe(Y),  F = (REA(FY))Y
where (—)" denotes the dual RHomo  (—, Ox) on Dpe(X), and similarly for Dpe(Y').



14 DANIEL BERGH, VALERY A. LUNTS, AND OLAF M. SCHNURER

Proof. This statement is a formal consequence of the dual (=) being an involutive
anti-equivalence which respects derived pullbacks. Explicitly, for F € Dp¢(X) and
G € Dp¢(Y) we have

Homp x)(F,Lf*G) = Hompx)((Lf*G)", F")

= Hompx)(Lf*(G"), F")

= Hompy)(G",Rf(FY))

= Homp y)((Rf*(]:v)) (GY)Y)
(fxF,G).

= HOHlD (Y)

O

Lemma 4.4. Let f: X — Y be a concentrated morphism of algebraic stacks. Then
Lf*: Dqc(Y) — Dqe(X) is full and faithful if and only if the natural morphism
Oy — Rf.Ox is an isomorphism.

Proof. A left adjoint functor is full and faithful if and only if the adjunction unit is
an isomorphism. In particular, one implication is trivial. For the other implication,
assume that Oy — Rf,.Ox is an isomorphism. Then the projection formula [ ,
Corollary 4.12] gives

G 5 RAOx ®G 5 REA(Ox @ LFG) =5 RELF*G, G € Dgo(Y).

This shows that the adjunction unit is an isomorphism. O

Lemma 4.5. Let X be a tame algebraic stack with finite inertia, and let m: X —
Xcs denote the canonical morphism to its coarse space. Then the natural morphism
Ox.. — Rm.Ox is an isomorphism. Moreover, if m is flat and of finite presentation,
then Rmy: Dqe(X) — Dqe(Xcs) preserves perfect complezes.

Proof. To check that a morphism in the derived category Dgc(Xcs) is an isomor-
phism, we may pass to an fppf covering by affine schemes. Since the derived push-
forward and the formation of the coarse space commute with flat base change, we
reduce to the situation where X is affine. Since m: X — X is the canonical
morphism to the coarse space, it is separated and quasi-compact. Furthermore X
has finite stabilizers. By Remark 2.12 and 2.13, we can therefore identify Dgc(X)
with D(Qcoh(X)) and similarly for X.s. The canonical morphism Ox_ — m.Ox
is an isomorphism, again because 7 is the structure morphism to the coarse space.
Hence the first statement follows from the exactness of . : Qcoh(X) — Qcoh(Xcs)
which is a consequence of the tameness hypothesis.

For the other statement, we may again work locally on X, since perfectness of
a complex is a local property. Hence we may again assume that X is affine. We
can also assume that we have a finite locally free covering a.: U — X by an affine
scheme U (cf. | , Theorem 6.10 and Proposition 6.11]).

In this situation, we claim that the object o, Oy is a compact projective generator
for Qcoh(X). In particular, the category Qcoh(X) is equivalent to the category of
modules for a not necessarily commutative ring.

Now we prove the statement claimed above. First note that since « is affine, the
functor a, has a right adjoint a* with the property that a,a* = Home,, (@ Oy, —).
Since «a, Oy is finite locally free, it follows that the functor a,a™ is exact, faithful,
and commutes with filtered colimits. Since « is affine, the functor o, reflects these
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properties, which implies that also a* is exact, faithful and commutes with filtered
colimits. Finally, since U is affine, it follows that also the functor

Homoy (0 Oy, —) = Home,, (Oy, ™ (—))

has these properties, so a. Oy is indeed a compact, projective generator for Qcoh(X).

It follows that the compact objects of the derived category Dqc(X), which coin-
cides with D(Qcoh(X)) by Remark 2.12, are precisely those isomorphic to bounded
complexes of compact projective objects. By tameness, the perfect objects of
Dgc(X) coincide with the compact objects | , Remark 4.6]. Hence it suffices
to show that 7, : Qcoh(X) — Qcoh(X,s) preserves compact projective objects.

To prove this, we assume that P is a compact, projective object in Qcoh(X).
Since a,(Oy) is a compact, projective generator of Qcoh(X), there exists a split
surjection o, (Oy)®" — P for some positive integer n. Hence also the pushforward
T (Op)®" — 7,P is a split surjection. But .. (Op) is finite locally free, and
hence compact and projective in Qcoh(Xcs), by our assumption that m: X — X
is flat and of finite presentation. It follows that m,P is compact and projective,
which concludes the proof. 0

Example 4.6. We give some examples of concentrated morphisms f: X — Y of
algebraic stacks such that the functor Rf,: Dgc(X) — Dgqc(Y) preserves perfect
complexes and the natural morphism Oy — Rf.Ox is an isomorphism (cf. Lem-
mas 4.3 and 4.4). Note that these properties are fppf local on Y. Examples where
f is representable are

(a) blow-ups of smooth algebraic stacks over a field in a smooth locus;

(b) more generally, proper birational morphisms between smooth algebraic

stacks over a field;

(c) projective bundles.
Examples where f is not necessarily representable are

(d) the morphism p in the root diagram (3.2);

(e) the morphism 7 in the root diagram (3.2).
The last two items follow by applying Lemma 4.5 after an appropriate base change,
and using part (b), (c), (d), and (e) of Proposition 3.3.

Theorem 4.7. Let X be an algebraic stack and E C X an effective Cartier divisor.
Fiz a positive integer v and let m: X = X,-1g — X be the r-th root construction
of X in E with v and p as in the root diagram (3.2). Then the functors

(4.2) 7 Dp(X) — Dpe(X),

(4.3) B, = Oz (r ™ E) @ t,p" (=) Dpe(E) — Dpe(X)
forae{1,....,r — 1}, are full and faithful and admit left and right adjoints. Fur-
thermore, the category D(X) has the semiorthogonal decomposition

(4.4) D(X) = (®,_1,..., 81, 7%)

into admissible subcategories.

Recall that m and p are flat and that ¢ is the embedding of the Cartier divisor
r~'E (Proposition 3.3, part (a), (b), (c)) and that O (ar~'E) is a line bundle.
Therefore we omitted the usual decorations for derived functors in (4.2) and (4.3).
Also note that @, is well-defined by Lemma 4.1.
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Proof of Theorem /J.7. Both functors p*: Dpe(E) — Dpe(r~'E) and 7*: Dpe(X) —
Dpf()N( ) are full and faithful and admit left and right adjoints by part (d) and (e)
of Example 4.6 and Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4. Since tensoring with a line bundle is an
autoequivalence and since ¢, : Dpe(r™1E) — Dpf()N( ) admits left and right adjoints,
by Lemma 4.1, we deduce that the functors ®, admit left and right adjoints.

The stack r ! F is a p,-gerbe over E. Therefore the category Mod(r~! E) splits as
a direct sum @;;}J Mod(r~!E), according to the characters of the inertial action.
This induces a corresponding decomposition @;;B Dpe(r~1E), of the triangulated
category Dps(r~1E). The essential image of p* is Dps(r~1 E)o.

Consider

Homp, ) (¢4 F, 1+G) = Homp (-1 ) (Lt 14 F, G)

for F, G € Dpe(r~'E). Since ¢ is the inclusion of an effective Cartier divisor,
Lemma 4.2 provides a triangle
FRN] = L't F = F > FRN[2]
where N = 1*O5(—r~1E) is the conormal line bundle of the closed immersion ¢.
Now assume that F € Dp¢(r~'E), and G € Dys(r—'E)y. Since N € Dy (r—1E)y,
the above triangle enables us to compute

HOHID(T—IE) (]:, g) if X =,
(4.5) Homp 5 (tuF,0.G) = ¢ Homp (-1 (F[1] QN,G) ifx+1=1inZ/r
0 otherwise.

In particular, we see that the restriction of the functor ¢, to the category Dp¢(r~' E),
is full and faithful for each y. As a consequence, all functors @, are full and faithful.
Moreover, given ‘H € Dp¢(X), we have

HomD();)(ﬁ*’H,, 1xG) = Homp (1) (Le*7*H, G) = Homp -1 5)(p" L™ H, G),

which vanishes if ¢ # 0 since the essential image of p* is Dpe(r—1E)o.
This, together with the third equality in (4.5) shows that

(4.6) tDpt (P E) 1y 0D (1 E) ey, m D (X))

is a semiorthogonal sequence. The projection formula [ , Corollary 4.12]
shows that ®, = 1, (N®~% ® p*(—)). Hence the essential image of ®, lies in
t:Dpe(r~'E)_, and the essential images of the functors in (4.4) form a semiorthog-
onal sequence.

Let 7 denote the smallest strict full triangulated subcategory of Dps(r~! E') which
contains all these essential images. Then

T = <¢7’71)' "7(1)157T*>

is a semiorthogonal decomposition into admissible subcategories. It remains to
prove that 7 = Dp(X,-1g). This can be done fppf locally on X by conservative
descent | ]. Hence we may work with the local description given in Example 3.2.
Using the notation from the example, the category Qcoh(X,-1z) is equivalent to
the category of Z/rZ-graded R’-modules. We use the symbol (—) to denote shifts
with respect to the Z/rZ-grading. More precisely, given a graded R’-module M =
P M", we write M (i) for the graded R’-module with components (M (i))" = M*+n.

Note that P = R'(0) & --- ® R'(r — 1) is a compact projective generator of
Qcoh(X,-1g). This implies that P is a classical generator of Dp(X,-1p). Since
each of the semiorthogonal summands of 7 is idempotent complete, the same holds
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for 7. Therefore, it is enough to prove that R/(i) is contained in T for each . But
T contains 7*Ox = R'(0), and ;0 = R'/(t)(i) = R/(f)() for i € {1,...r — 1},
so this follows from the triangles

R(i—1) 5 RG) = R/(f)li) — R — 1)[1]

and induction on ¢ starting with ¢ = 1. O

Remark 4.8. In | |, Ishii and Ueda state Theorem 4.7 for bounded derived
categories of coherent sheaves. They assume that X and E are quasi-compact,
separated Deligne-Mumford stacks which are smooth over C (although not all of
these conditions are explicitly mentioned). Under these hypotheses the triangulated
categories DP(Coh(X)), DP(Coh(E)), and DP(Coh(X, 1)) are equivalent to the
categories Dp¢(X), Dpr(E), and Dpp(X,—15) respectively (cf. Remark A.3).

Next, we generalize Theorem 4.7 to iterated root stacks.

Theorem 4.9. Let X be an algebraic stack and E a generalized snc divisor on X
with components indexed by I. Fix a multi-index r > 0 in Z! and let X, -1 be the
r-th root stack as in Definition 3.7. For any multi-index a satisfying r > a > 0
denote its support by I, C I and consider the diagram

(4.7) rlB(I) —> X,

E(I,) —— X,
where E(1,) := Nier, B; and rYE(1,) := Nier, (r 1 E);. Then all the functors

(48)  @.:=Ox _,,(ar "B)® (ta)upi(=): Dpr(E(LL)) = Dyr(X, 1)

“ig
are full and faithful and admit left and right adjoints. Furthermore, the category
Dp¢(X,-1g) has the semiorthogonal decomposition

(4.9) (By | r>a>0)

into admissible subcategories. Here the multi-indezes a with r > a > 0 are arranged
into any sequence aM,a® .. a such that a'® > a®) implies s < t for all
s,t € {1,...,m} where m = [[,c; 7.

Remark 4.10. If r has at most one coordinate which is strictly bigger than one, then
the root stack X,-1g is isomorphic to a non-iterated root stack, and we recover
Theorem 4.7.

Example 4.11. If our generalized snc divisor E has two components F; = D,
Ey = F and 71 = 4 and 75 = 3, the Hasse diagram of the poset {a € Z? | r > a > 0}
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looks as follows.

~

(with arrows pointing to smaller elements

(4.10) (3:2)par  (2:1)p

The index at a vertex a = (a1,a2) is E(I,). If we think of such a vertex as repre-
senting the essential image of D¢(E(I,)) under the fully faithful functor ®,, this
gives a nice way to visualize the semiorthogonal decompositions (4.9) for all allowed
sequences ¢V, ..., a"® at once. If there is a nonzero morphism from an object
of the category represented by a vertex a to an object of the category represented
by a vertex b, then there is a directed path from a to b in the Hasse diagram. Of
course, we could have used the concept of a semiorthogonal decomposition indexed
by a poset.

Proof of Theorem 4.9. We use induction on the number of coordinates of r which
are strictly bigger than one. In light of Remark 4.10, we may assume that r;, > 1
for some index ig € I which we fix. Then the multi-index r factors as s - t, where
t = (t;) satisfies ¢;, = 13, and t; = 1 for all ¢ # 5. By Proposition 3.9.(a), the root
stack X,—-1p — X decomposes into a sequence

(411) X,o-1pg—=>Xgg— X

of root stacks.

Any multi-index 7 > a > 0 can be uniquely written as a sum a = o’ + a” with
t>a >0and s> a” >0, and this gives a bijective correspondence between the
set of multi-indexes a with r > a > 0 and pairs (a’,a”) of multi-indexes satisfying
t>a >0and s >a” > 0. The support I,/ of such a multi-index a’ is contained
in {’Lo}

For any such multi-index a = a’ 4+ a” the sequence (4.11) induces the decompo-
sition

(4.12) r 1 E(I,) — r'E(ly) — X, -1 p

| N

sTIE(I,) —= s 'E(ly) —= X1

| L

E(1) E(I) X

of the diagram (4.7).
In the rest of this proof, we call a diagram of the form (4.7) a transform diagram.
The upper right square in (4.12) depends on the support of @’ (but not on a and
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a”) and is a transform diagram for the ¢-th root of the divisor s 'E in X, 1p. If
I, = {ig} it is, in fact, by the special form of ¢, a root diagram for the r;,-th root of
the effective Cartier divisor (s7!E);, on X,-15. Denote the functors corresponding
to (4.8) for this root construction by ®,: Dps(s 1 E(Ily)) — Dpe(X,-1). Then
Theorem 4.7 yields the semiorthogonal decomposition

(4.13) Dpi(X, -1 E) = (¥, |t >a' >0).

Fix t > o/ > 0 for a moment. Note that the lower right square of (4.12) is
cartesian. This is trivial if I,» = () and otherwise follows from the fact that s;, = 1.
As a consequence, s E(I,/) — E(I,) is an s’-th root of the generalized snc divisor
E'" = (E; N E(la))ier—1ioy Where s’ = (si)ijcr—{io}- The corresponding transform
diagram for s > @’ > 0 is the lower left square of diagram (4.12) where a = a’ +a”.
Let ®”,,: Dpe(E(1,)) — Dpe(s 1 E(I,)) denote the functors corresponding to (4.8)
for this iterated root construction; here a” is identified with its restriction to I—{io}.
By the induction hypothesis, we obtain the semiorthogonal decomposition

(4.14) Dpt(s P E(I4)) = (9, | s > a” > 0).
Combining the decompositions (4.13) and (4.14) yields the semiorthogonal de-
composition
(4.15) Dpt(X,—1E) = (9, 0®, [t >a" >0, s>d">0).
Next, we establish an isomorphism ®, = ®/, 0 &7, for a = a’ +a” as above. Let
L'=0x_, (dr 'E), L"=0x_, (a"s'E).

Furthermore, we denote the horizontal arrows in (4.12) by ¢;; and the vertical arrows
by pi;j, where ¢ denotes the row and j the column of domain of the morphism as
viewed in the diagram. With this notation, we have identities

w =L @ (2)«pia(—), Dy = 132L" @ (121)p31 (—)-

Consider the composition ®/,0®’, of these two functors. By the projection formula

for 112 ([ , Corollary 4.12]) and the fact that pullbacks and tensor products
commute, we see that this composition is isomorphic to

(4.16) L@ pisL" @ (112)+p12(021) 4051 (—).

Since the upper left square in (4.12) is cartesian, flat base change (| , The-

orem 2.6.(4)]) along the flat morphism pi2 (Proposition 3.3.(c)) shows that our
composition (4.16) is isomorphic to
(4.17) L' @ pisL" @ (112 0 t11)«(p11 © p21)*.
Now

L'®pisl" =0x _, ((d +ta")r 'E).
But a’ +ta” = a’ +a” = a since t; = 1 for i in the support of a”, so (4.17) is indeed
isomorphic to ®,. This shows &, = @/, 0 &”,,.

Hence @, is full and faithful and admits left and right adjoints, and the semior-
thogonal decomposition (4.15) simplifies to

(4.18) Dpt(X,—1E)= (P, |t >a" >0, s>a" >0, a=d +d").

Since g was arbitrary with r;, > 1 the above shows: if a and b are two multi-
indexes with » > a > 0 and » > b > 0 such that a nonzero morphism from an
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object of the essential image of ®, to an object of the essential image of @} exists,
then a > b. This proves the theorem. O

5. DIFFERENTIAL GRADED ENHANCEMENTS AND GEOMETRICITY

Many triangulated categories are homotopy categories of certain differential
graded (dg) categories. This observation leads to the notion of a dg enhancement
of a triangulated category. We introduce obvious dg enhancements of the derived
categories considered in this article and explain how to lift certain derived functors
to dg functors between these enhancements. We then recall Orlov’s notion of a
geometric dg category and state his main glueing result.

We assume that the reader has some familiarity with differential graded cate-
gories, see for example [ , ]. In this section, we will work over a fixed
field k and assume that all our triangulated categories and all our dg categories are
k-linear.

DG enhancements. We introduce the dg enhancements we will use in the rest of
this article.

The homotopy category of a dg category A is denoted by [A]. Recall that if A
is a pretriangulated dg category, then the homotopy category [A] has a canonical
structure of a triangulated category.

Definition 5.1. A dg enhancement of a triangulated category T is a pair (€,¢)
consisting of a pretriangulated dg category £ together with an equivalence e: [£] =
T of triangulated categories.

Example 5.2. Let (X, O) be a ringed topos over k. In the dg category of complexes
of O-modules, consider the full dg subcategory D (X, O) consisting of h-injective
complexes of injective O-modules. This pretriangulated dg category together with
the obvious equivalence

(5.1) [DU(X,0)] = D(X,0)
forms a dg enhancement of D(X). We chose to work with these dg enhancements

in this article.

Remark 5.3. Another dg enhancement of D(X, Q) is provided by the Drinfeld dg
quotient of the dg category of complexes of O-modules by its full dg subcategory
of acyclic complexes.

Remark 5.4. If (€, ) is a dg enhancement of T then any strict full triangulated sub-
category S of 7 has an induced dg enhancement: just take the full dg subcategory
of £ of objects that go to objects of S under ¢, and restrict € appropriately.

Example 5.5. Let X be an algebraic stack over k and consider the ringed topos
(Xiis-st, Ox ). The derived category D(X) = D(Xjis.st, Ox) has the dg enhancement
Ddg(X) = Ddg(Xlis_ét, Ox). By Remark 5.4, the strict triangulated subcategories
Dyc(X) and Dpe(X) have induced dg enhancements which we denote by D(dlff(X )
and Dg%(X ), respectively.

Example 5.6. If X is a Deligne-Mumford stack over k we could instead consider
the ringed topos (Xs,Ox) and define the dg enhancements D98 (Xy,), Dgf(Xét)
and Di%(Xét) for the triangulated categories D(Xg;), Dgc(Xet) and Dpp(Xey) in a
similar way as in the previous example.
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Remark 5.7. Let X be a Deligne-Mumford stack. As described in Remark 2.9, the
morphism (2.1) of ringed topoi induces a triangulated equivalence e, : Dgc(Xiis-¢t) =
Dgc(Xegt). Since €* is exact, the functor e, : Mod(Xiis.¢s, O) — Mod(X¢, O) pre-
serves injectives and h-injective complexes. Therefore we obtain quasi-equivalences
DS (Xiser) — DO3(Xe) and DOF(Xieer) — DOF(Xe) lifting the equivalences

Dge(Xiisét) — Dge(Xet) and Dpg(Xiiset) — Dpi(Xest) to dg enhancements.

Uniqueness of dg enhancements. We would like to point out that the derived
categories we are mainly interested in have unique dg enhancements in the sense of
the following definition.

Definition 5.8 (cf. | , ]). We say that a triangulated category T has a
unique dg enhancement if it has a dg enhancement and given any two dg enhance-
ments (£,¢) and (£',¢’) of T, the dg categories £ and £’ are quasi-equivalent. That
is, they are connected by a zig-zag of quasi-equivalences.

Remark 5.9. By | , Proposition 6.10], the derived category Dp(X) for any
separated, tame algebraic stack X which is smooth and of finite type over k has a
unique dg enhancement. In particular, this includes the stacks considered in the
main theorems of this article. Indeed, Proposition 6.10 from loc. cit. applies since
every coherent Ox-module on X is perfect by the assumption that X is regular
(cf. Proposition A.2). Furthermore, the category Qcoh(X) is generated by a set of
coherent Ox-modules as a Grothendieck category since every quasi-coherent O x-
module is the filtered colimit of its coherent submodules | , Proposition 15.4].

Lifts of some derived functors to dg enhancements. We need to lift some
derived functors to the level of dg enhancements. Since our main results concern
algebraic stacks over a field we chose to use the methods of | ]. We briefly
recall the results we need.

If (X, ©O) is a ringed topos over the field k, we have replacement dg functors i and
e on the dg category of complexes of O-modules. The functor i replaces a complex
with a quasi-isomorphic h-injective complex of injective O-modules, and e replaces
a complex with an h-flat complex of flat O-modules (| , Theorem 4.17]).

Let f: (X,0) — (Y, ') be a morphism of ringed topoi over k. Then the dg func-
tors

[*i=if*e: DU(Y) — DU(X),

foi=if.: D'%(X) — D(Y)

make the diagrams

fr i
(62) DY) — s (X)) [D%(X)] > [DU(Y)
DY) — L px), DX)— " p(y)
commutative up to isomorphisms of triangulated functors, by [ , Proposi-

tion 6.5]. The vertical arrows in these diagrams are given by the functor (5.1).
Here we abbreviate D(X) = D(X, 0) and DU (X) = D(X, ) to ease the nota-
tion, and similarly for Y.
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Similarly, if F € D(X) is any object, the dg functor
(Bo-) = i(E @ e(-)): DY(X) - D¥%(X)
makes the diagram

(5.3) D% (X)) — = [p(x)

P

D(X) ———— = D(X)

commutative up to an isomorphism of triangulated functors; this follows immedi-
ately from | , Section 6.3].
These three diagrams say that the dg functors f*, f. and (E®@—) lift the trian-

gulated functors Lf*, Rf, and (E ® —) to dg enhancements.

Remark 5.10. In the above situation assume that Do(X) and D(Y) are strict
triangulated subcategories of D(X) and D(Y"), respectively. By Remark 5.4, these
subcategories have induced dg enhancements D38 (X) and D38(Y). If Lf*: D(Y) —
D(X) maps Do (Y) to Do(X), then f*: DU(Y") — D (X) maps D¥(Y) to DJ8(X),
and the induced dg functor f*: D3 (Y) — DI8(X) lifts the induced triangulated
functor Lf*: Do(Y) = Do(X): diagram (5.2) restricts to

(5.4) Dd(v)) — L pis(x))
Do (Y) L Do (X)

Similar remarks apply to the functors Rf, and (E @ —).

Example 5.11. Let f: X — Y be a concentrated morphism of Deligne-Mumford
stacks over the field k. As stated in Remark 2.11, we get an induced morphism
of ringed topoi. Hence Remark 5.10 applies and the functors Lf* and Rf, lift to
dg functors f*: Dé?(Yé ) — D;if(Xét) and f.: D;if(Xét) — DgCg(Yét) between the
dg enhancements of Example 5.6. If E € Dy.(Xg) then (FE @' —): Dye(Xe) —
Dgc(Xet) lifts to a dg functor (E®—): D§¥(Xa) — DSE(Xer).

Example 5.12. Let f: X — Y be a concentrated morphism of arbitrary algebraic
stacks over the field k. Then the functors

(5.5) Lf*: Dge(Y) & Dge(X): Rfs
lift to dg functors
(5.6) 7 DY) 2 DE(X): f

between the dg enhancements of Example 5.5 as we explain below. Given a complex
E € Dye(X), we also get a lift of the triangulated functor (E @ —): Dy (X) —
Dgc(X) to a dg functor (E®—): Dgf(X) — DgCg(X). Moreover, if the functors Lf*,
Rf. and (E ®" —) restrict to the triangulated categories Dp¢(X) and Dp¢(Y), then
the lifts f*, f., (E®—) restrict to the dg categories Dﬁ%(X) and Di%(Y).
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Due to the fact that f does not induce a morphism between the lisse-étale topoi,
this situation is more complicated than the situation in Example 5.11. To circum-
vent the problem one can use the technique of cohomological descent from | ]
and | ]. Choose smooth hyper-coverings mx: X¢ — X and 7y : Yo — Y to-
gether with a morphism X, — Y, over f: X — Y. Passing to the associated strictly
simplicial algebraic spaces we obtain a morphism f: X — Y," augmenting f. This
gives us a diagram

(Xiiseét, Ox) =—— (X F s Ox) —— (X ey, Ox)

o6t

|

(Yiis-st, Oy) - (Y, Oy) — (Y.J,récv Oy)

o lis-ét?’

of ringed topoi, where € x and €y are restriction morphism similar to the morphisms
(2.1) from Remark 2.9. The dg functor f*: D%(Y) — D(X) is defined as the

composition

(mx)eex [ (ey)emy
and similarly for f.. Again using Remark 5.10 we see that the restrictions of f*
and fi to Dgf(X) and Dgf(Y) give the lifts (5.6) of the triangulated functors (5.5)
(cf. [ , Example 2.2.5], | , Section 1]).

Remark 5.13. As we have seen in Example 5.12, the triangulated functors Lf*,
Rf. and (E ®" —) lift to dg functors f*, f. and (E®—) when working over a
field. Over an arbitrary base ring R, dg R-linear (or even additive) replacement
functors similar to e and i need not exist (see [ , Lemma 4.4]). However, it
is presumably possible to define morphisms in the homotopy category of R-linear
dg categories (where the quasi-equivalences are inverted) which lift these functors
when considered as morphisms in the homotopy category of triangulated categories
(where equivalences are inverted).

Geometric dg categories. After recalling some standard notions for dg cate-
gories we discuss geometric dg categories. Then we state Orlov’s gluing result as
Theorem 5.22. We keep the assumption that k is a field.

Definition 5.14 (cf. | , Definition 2.4], | , Definition 2.3], [ , Sec-
tions 2.2, 2.5]). Let A be a k-linear dg category.

(a) A is triangulated if it is pretriangulated and the triangulated category [A]
is idempotent complete.

(b) A is locally cohomologically bounded if A(A, B) is cohomologically bounded
for all A, B e A.

(¢) A is locally perfect if A(A, B) is a perfect complex of k-vector spaces, for
all A, B € A. That is, all complexes A(A, B) have bounded and finite
dimensional cohomology.

(d) A has a compact generator if its derived category D(A) of dg A-modules
has a compact generator.

(e) A is proper if it is locally perfect and has a compact generator.

(f) A is smooth if A is compact as an object of the derived category of dg
A ® A°P-modules.

(g) A is saturated if it is triangulated, smooth and proper.
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We say that two dg categories are quasi-equivalent if they are connected by
a zig-zag of quasi-equivalences. The above notions are all well-defined on quasi-
equivalence classes of dg categories (cf. | , Lemma 2.12]). In fact, proper-
ties (b)—(f) are well-defined on Morita equivalence classes of dg categories (cf. | ,
Lemma 2.13]).

Remark 5.15. Orlov’s definition of a (derived) non-commutative scheme (| )
Definition 3.3]) can be reformulated using the terms above. A non-commutative
scheme is precisely a locally cohomologically bounded, triangulated dg category
with a compact generator.

Indeed, a triangulated dg category A has a compact generator if and only if it
is quasi-equivalent to a dg category of perfect dg A-modules for some dg algebra A
( , Definition 2.2, Lemma 2.3, Corollary 2.4, Proposition 2.16]). In this case,
A is locally cohomologically bounded if and only if A is (locally) cohomologically
bounded (the property of being ”locally cohomologically bounded” can be added
to the list in [ , Lemma 2.13].

Definition 5.16 (cf. | , Definition 4.3]). A dg category A is geometric if there
exists a smooth projective scheme X over k and an admissible subcategory S of
Dp¢(X) such that A and the full dg subcategory of Dg%(X ) consisting of objects of
S are quasi-equivalent.

Remark 5.17. Geometric dg categories are saturated. Indeed, if X is any scheme,
then Dp¢(X) is idempotent complete | , Tag 08GA], and so is any admissi-
ble subcategory. This shows that a geometric dg category is triangulated. If X
is smooth and proper over the field k, then Dif(X ) is smooth and proper, by
[ , Theorem 1.2 and 1.4] or | , Proposition 3.31]. Moreover, smoothness
and properness are inherited to dg subcategories of Di?(X ) enhancing admissible
subcategories of Dp¢(X), by | , Proposition 2.20].

This shows, together with Remark 5.15, that our geometric dg categories coin-
cide with Orlov’s geometric noncommutative schemes as defined in | , Defini-
tion 4.3].

Example 5.18. Not all geometric dg categories are of the form Dg?(X ) for some
smooth projective variety X over k. Let A = k[e — o] be the path algebra of a
Dynkin quiver of type As. Then the standard enhancement of the bounded derived
category DP(A) is geometric by | , Corollary 5.4].

On the other hand, the third power of the Serre functor on Db(A) is isomorphic
to the shift [1] (cf. | , Proposition 3.1]). Hence DP(A) cannot be equivalent to
Dp¢(X) for any smooth projective variety X over k.

Lemma 5.19. Let B be a dg subcategory of a geometric dg category A such that [B]
is an admissible subcategory of the triangulated category [A]. Then B is geometric.

We will see in Corollary 5.21 below that it is enough to assume that [B] is right
or left admissible in [A].

Proof. Let X be a smooth projective scheme and £ a dg subcategory of Dg%(X )

such that [€] is an admissible subcategory of [Dif(X )] and there is a zig-zag of
quasi-equivalences connecting A and €. Transfering B along such a zig-zag yields a
zig-zag of quasi-equivalences connecting B with a dg subcategory F of £ such that
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[F] is an admissible subcategory of [£]. But then [F] is also admissible in [Di? (X)]-
Hence B is geometric. O

Proposition 5.20. Let B be a dg subcategory of a saturated dg category A such
that [B] is a right (resp. left) admissible subcategory of the triangulated category
[A]. Then [B] is admissible in [A] and B is saturated.

Proof. We have a semiorthogonal decomposition [A] = ([B]*,[B]) (resp. [4] =
(1B, [B])). So our claim follows from the proof of | , Proposition 2.26]. O

Corollary 5.21. Let B be a dg subcategory of a geometric dg category A such that
[B] is a right (resp. left) admissible subcategory of the triangulated category [A].
Then [B] is admissible in [A] and B is geometric.

Proof. Since A is saturated, by Remark 5.17, this follows from Proposition 5.20
and Lemma 5.19. (]

We reformulate Orlov’s result | , Theorem 4.15] that the gluing of geometric
dg categories is again geometric; for completeness we add the implication in the
other direction.

Theorem 5.22 (cf. | , Theorem 4.15]). Let A be a pretriangulated dg category
with full dg subcategories Bi, ..., By, such that [A] = ([Bi],...,[By]) is a semior-
thogonal decomposition. Then A is geometric if and only if A is locally perfect and
all dg categories Bu, ..., B, are geometric.

Moreover, if these conditions are satisfied then all [B;] are admissible in [A].

Proof. If A is locally perfect and all dg categories By, ... B, are geometric then A
is geometric by [ , Theorem 4.15]. (The “proper” dg categories in | | are
usually called locally perfect, cf. | , Remark 3.15)).

Conversely assume that A is geometric. Then A is saturated by Remark 5.17
and in particular locally perfect. Corollary 5.21 and an easy induction (using [ ,
Lemma A.11]) shows that all B; are geometric and that all [B;] are admissible in

A 0

6. GEOMETRICITY FOR DG ENHANCEMENTS OF ALGEBRAIC STACKS

In this section, we combine Orlov’s result on gluing of geometric dg categories
with a geometric argument to obtain the results about geometricity for dg en-
hancements of algebraic stacks stated in the introduction. The geometric argument
depends on the existence of destackifications in the sense of | , ]. We
start by briefly recalling this notion.

In this section, we will mostly work with tame stacks which are separated and
of finite type over a field k. Such a stack will be called an orbifold provided that it
is smooth over k and contains an open dense substack which is an algebraic space.

Let X be an orbifold over k. Although the stack X is smooth, the same need
not hold for its coarse space X.s. However, it is possible to modify the stack via
a sequence of birational modifications such that the coarse space of the modified
stack becomes smooth. It suffices to use two kinds of modifications: blowups in
smooth centers and root stacks in smooth divisors. Collectively, we refer to such
modifications as smooth stacky blowups.
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Theorem 6.1 (Destackification). Let X be a tame, separated algebraic stack which
is smooth and of finite type over a field k. Assume that X contains an open dense
substack which is an algebraic space. Then there exists a morphism f:Y — X,
which is a composition of smooth stacky blowups, such that Ycs is smooth over k
and such that' Y — Y.s 1s an tterated root construction in an snc divisor E on Y.

Proof. The case where X has abelian stabilizers is treated in | , Theorem 1.2].
In the discussion before | , Corollary 1.4] it is shown how the abelian hypothesis
can be removed if k has characteristic zero. For k of arbitrary characteristic, the
theorem is shown in | ]. O

Proposition 6.2. Let f: X — Y be a concentrated morphism of algebraic stacks
over a field k such that the natural morphism Oy — Rf.Ox is an isomorphism and
Rf« preserves perfect complexes. If the k-linear dg category Di?(X) s geometric

then so is Ditg»(Y).

Proof. Lemma 4.4 shows that Lf*: Dp(Y) — Dpe(X) is full and faithful. Exam-
ple 5.12 and Remark 5.10 provide the dg functor f*: Dg?(Y) — Dif(X) lifting L f*
to dg enhancements. It defines a quasi-equivalence from Di?(Y) to €& where (&,¢)
is the induced dg enhancement of the essential image of Lf*: Dpr(Y) — Dpe(X)
(cf. [ , Lemma 2.5]). By assumption, this essential image is a right admissible
subcategory. Therefore, if Dif(X ) is geometric, so are £ and Dif(Y); either use
Corollary 5.21, or the easier Lemma 5.19 together with the fact that the essential
image of Lf* is left admissible, by Lemma 4.3. O

Proposition 6.3. Let X be a smooth projective scheme over a field k. Assume
that E is an snc divisor on X and that v > 0 is a multi-index (with respect to the
indexing set of E). Then the k-linear dg category Di%(XT—lE) associated to the root
stack X,-1p is geometric.

Proof. The root stack X,-1p is tame (Proposition 3.3.(e)) and proper (Propo-
sition 3.3.(b)) over k. This implies that the cohomology of coherent sheaves is
bounded ([ , Theorem 2.1]) and coherent ([ , Theorem 1]). Therefore, the
dg category Di%(XT—lE) is locally perfect.

Recall the semiorthogonal decomposition for iterated root constructions from
Theorem 4.9 and observe that the functors (4.8) involved in this decomposition lift
to dg functors

(6.1) Ox,_,, (ar ' E)®(ta)«(pa)"(—): DSE(E(L4)) = DOF(X,-1p)

between dg enhancements, by Example 5.12, Lemma 4.1 and Remark 5.10. Since
all intersections E(I,) are smooth, projective schemes over k, all dg categories
DY (E(I,)) are geometric. The claim now follows from Orlov’s glueing Theo-

pf
rem 5.22. 0

We are now ready to prove our first result on geometricity for dg enhancements
of algebraic stacks.

Theorem 6.4. Let X be a tame, smooth, projective algebraic stack over an arbi-
trary field k. Then the k-linear dg category Dg% (X) is geometric, and in particular
saturated.
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Proof. Since X is a global quotient stack, there is a projectivized vector bundle
P — X such that P contains an open dense substack which is an algebraic space
(cf. | , Proof of Theorem 1]). Explicitly, we can construct such a bundle as
follows. Let T — X be a GL,-torsor where T is an algebraic space. Consider
the corresponding vector bundle £ of rank n on X. Then we have dense open
immersions T' < V < P, where V = V(Endp, (£)) and P = P(Endo, (£) & Ox).
The stack P is tame since P — X is representable. Since also T is representable,
it follows that P is an orbifold.

Now we apply Theorem 6.1 and get a proper birational morphism Y — P which
is a composition of smooth stacky blowups such that Y and Y,s are smooth and the
canonical map Y — Y is an iterated root construction in an snc divisor £ on Y.

Note that Y is a projective algebraic stack. Indeed, the map ¥ — P is a
composition of root stacks and blowups and P — X is projective, so this follows
from Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 2.8. In particular, Y is a smooth projective scheme.
Hence Proposition 6.3 shows that Dif (Y) is geometric.

Denote the composition Y — P — X by 7. Since 7 is a composition of root
stacks, blow-ups and the structure morphism of a projective bundle, the canonical
morphism Ox — ROy is an isomorphism, and R, preserves perfect complexes
by part (a), (c), (e) of Example 4.6. In particular, the morphism = satisfies the
assumptions of Proposition 6.2. Therefore Dﬁ%(X ) is geometric since the same holds

for DIE(Y'). 0

If we work over a field k which admits resolution of singularities, we have the
following version of Chow’s Lemma.

Proposition 6.5 (Chow’s Lemma). Let X be a separated Deligne—Mumford stack
which is smooth and of finite type over a field k of characteristic zero. Then there
exists a morphism w:Y — X which is a composition of (non-stacky) blowups in
smooth centers such that Y is a quasi-projective algebraic stack.

Proof. By | , Theorem 4.3], which is attributed to Rydh, we can find a se-
quence of (non-stacky) blowups ¥ — --- — X in smooth centers such that Yes is
quasi-projective. By [ , 4.4] any smooth Deligne-Mumford stack of finite type
over a field is automatically a global quotient if its coarse space is quasi-projective.
In particular, the stack Y is quasi-projective. (]

In particular, over a field of characteristic zero, we can replace the projectivity
assumption from Theorem 6.4 by a properness assumption.

Theorem 6.6. Let X be a smooth, proper Deligne—Mumford stack over a field k
of characteristc zero. Then the k-linear dg category Dif(X) is geometric, and in
particular saturated.

Proof. By Proposition 6.5, there is a composition 7: Y — X of blow-ups in smooth
centers such that Y is a projective algebraic stack. Hence Di?(Y) is geometric
by Theorem 6.4. By arguing as in the final paragraph of the proof of the same
theorem, we see that also Dg%(X ) is geometric. O
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APPENDIX A. BOUNDED DERIVED CATEGORY OF COHERENT MODULES

Our aim is to show that the bounded derived category of coherent modules on a
regular, quasi-compact, separated algebraic stack with finite stabilizers is equivalent
to the derived category of perfect complexes (see Remark A.3).

The category of coherent Ox-modules on a locally noetherian algebraic stack X
is denoted by Coh(X'). We use the usual decorations for full subcategories of derived
categories. For example, the symbol D¢, (Qcoh(X)) denotes the full subcategory
of the derived category D(Qcoh(X)) of quasi-coherent modules whose objects have
bounded above coherent cohomology modules.

The following proposition generalizes a well-known result for noetherian schemes
[ , Exposé II, Proposition 2.2.2], | , Proposition 3.5] to noetherian alge-
braic stacks.

Proposition A.1. Let X be an noetherian algebraic stack. Then the obvious func-
tor defines an equivalence

D™ (Coh(X)) = Do (Qeoh(X)).

Proof. 1t is certainly enough to show that each bounded above complex of quasi-
coherent modules with coherent cohomology modules has a quasi-isomorphic sub-
complex of coherent modules. This is an easy consequence of the proof of | ,
Proposition 3.5] as soon as we know the following fact: given any epimorphism
G — F from a quasi-coherent module G to a coherent module F', there is a co-
herent submodule G’ of G such that the composition G' € G — F is still an
epimorphism. This latter statement follows from the fact that every quasi-coherent
module is the filtered colimit of its coherent submodules | , Proposition 15.4]
and | , Exposé II, Lemma 2.1.1.a)]. O

Proposition A.2. Let X be a regular and quasi-compact algebraic stack. Then we
have an equality Dps(X) = D2y, (X).

Proof. Since X is quasi-compact we have Dps(X) C D¢, (X). In order to show
equality it is enough to prove that any coherent module is perfect. Let Spec A — X
be any smooth morphism where A is a ring. Then A is regular. It is enough to
prove that any finitely generated A-module M has a finite resolution by finitely
generated projective A-modules. Let P — M be a resolution by finitely gener-
ated projective A-modules. Let p € Spec A. Since A, is regular, it has finite
global dimension by the Auslander-Buchsbaum—Serre theorem. Therefore, there is
a natural number n = n(p) such that the kernel of the differential d=": (P~"), —
(P~t1), is a finitely generated projective Ay,-module. Since A is noetherian,
there is some open neighborhood Spec Ay of p in Spec A such that the kernel of
d=": (P™™)y — (P7""1); is a finitely generated projective As-module. Then also
all kernels d=*: (P~%) ¢ — (P~"*1)4, for i > n, are finitely generated projective
Ag-modules. Since Spec A is quasi-compact there is a natural number N such that
the kernel of d=%: P=N — P~N+1l g a finitely generated projective A-module. [

Remark A.3. If X is a noetherian, separated algebraic stack with finite stabilizers
we have equivalences

D™ (Coh(X)) = D (Qeoh(X)) = Dy (X).



This follows immediately from Proposition A.1 and the equivalence D(Qcoh(X)) —
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~

Dy (X) from (2.2). If we assume in addition that X is regular then Proposition A.2
together with the above equivalences shows that

D"(Coh(X)) = D¢ (X) = Dpt(X)

is an equivalence.

[AGV08]
[AOV08]
[BC10]
[Ber14]
[BK89]
[BR15]
[BS16]
[BVdB03]
[Cad07]
[Cho12]
[CS15]
[CT12]
[EGAII]
[Fal03]
[FMN10]
[Hal14)
[HI11]
[HLP15]
[HNR14]
[HR14]
[HR15]
[Huy06
[U11]

[Kel06]

REFERENCES

Dan Abramovich, Tom Graber, and Angelo Vistoli. Gromov-Witten theory of Deligne-
Mumford stacks. Amer. J. Math., 130(5):1337-1398, 2008.

Dan Abramovich, Martin Olsson, and Angelo Vistoli. Tame stacks in positive charac-
teristic. Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble), 58(4):1057-1091, 2008.

Arend Bayer and Charles Cadman. Quantum cohomology of [CN /u.]. Compos. Math.,
146(5):1291-1322, 2010.

Daniel Bergh. Functorial destackification of tame stacks with abelian stabilisers.
arXiv:1409.5713v1, 2014.

A. 1. Bondal and M. M. Kapranov. Representable functors, Serre functors, and recon-
structions/mutations. Izv. Akad. Nauk SSSR Ser. Mat., 53(6):1183-1205, 1337, 1989.
Daniel Bergh and David Rydh. Functorial destackification and weak factorization of
orbifolds. In preparation, 2015.

Daniel Bergh and Olaf Schniirer. Conservative descent for semiorthogonal decomposi-
tions. In preparation, 2016.

A. Bondal and M. Van den Bergh. Generators and representability of functors in com-
mutative and noncommutative geometry. Mosc. Math. J., 3(1):1-36, 258, 2003.
Charles Cadman. Using stacks to impose tangency conditions on curves. Amer. J.
Math., 129(2):405-427, 2007.

Utsav Choudhury. Motives of Deligne-Mumford stacks. Adv. Math., 231(6):3094-3117,
2012.

Alberto Canonaco and Paolo Stellari. Uniqueness of dg enhancements for the derived
category of a Grothendieck category, 2015. arxiv:1507.05509v2.

Denis-Charles Cisinski and Gongalo Tabuada. Symmetric monoidal structure on non-
commutative motives. J. K-Theory, 9(2):201-268, 2012.

A. Grothendieck. Eléments de géométrie algébrique. II. Etude globale élémentaire de
quelques classes de morphismes. Inst. Hautes Etudes Sci. Publ. Maith., (8):222, 1961.
Gerd Faltings. Finiteness of coherent cohomology for proper fppf stacks. J. Algebraic
Geom., 12(2):357-366, 2003.

Barbara Fantechi, Etienne Mann, and Fabio Nironi. Smooth toric Deligne-Mumford
stacks. J. Reine Angew. Math., 648:201-244, 2010.

Jack Hall. The Balmer spectrum of a tame stack. 2014. arXiv:1411.6295v1, to appear
in Annals of K-theory.

Martin Herschend and Osamu Iyama. n-representation-finite algebras and twisted frac-
tionally Calabi-Yau algebras. Bull. Lond. Math. Soc., 43(3):449-466, 2011.

Daniel Halpern-Leistner and Daniel Pomerleano. Equivariant hodge theory and non-
commutative geometry. Preprint, 2015. arXiv:1507.01924v1.

Jack Hall, Amnon Neeman, and David Rydh. One positive and two negative results
for derived categories of algebraic stacks, 2014. arXiv:1405.1888v2.

Jack Hall and David Rydh. Perfect complexes on algebraic stacks, 2014.
arXiv:1405.1887v2.

Jack Hall and David Rydh. Algebraic groups and compact generation of their derived
categories of representations. Indiana Univ. Math. J., 64:1903-1923, 2015.

D. Huybrechts. Fourier-Mukat transforms in algebraic geometry. Oxford Mathematical
Monographs. The Clarendon Press Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2006.

Akira Ishii and Kazushi Ueda. The special McKay correspondence and exceptional
collection, 2011.

Bernhard Keller. On differential graded categories. In International Congress of Math-
ematicians. Vol. I, pages 151-190. Eur. Math. Soc., Ziirich, 2006.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1409.5713
http://arxiv.org/abs/1507.05509
http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.6295
http://arxiv.org/abs/1507.01924
http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.1888
http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.1887

30

[KMO7]
[Kol97]

[Kre09]

[KV04]
[LMBOO]
[LO08]
[LO10]

[LS12]

[LS13]
[LS14]
[MFK94]
[01507]
[Ols12]
[Or192]
[Orl14]
[Ric10]
[Ryd13]
[Ryd15a]

[Ryd15b]

[Sch15]

[SGA1]

[SGAS6]
[SP16]

[Tab11]
[To&09)]

[Toé11]

DANIEL BERGH, VALERY A. LUNTS, AND OLAF M. SCHNURER

Seén Keel and Shigefumi Mori. Quotients by groupoids. Ann. of Math. (2), 145(1):193—
213, 1997.

Jénos Kollar. Quotient spaces modulo algebraic groups. Ann. of Math. (2), 145(1):33—
79, 1997.

Andrew Kresch. On the geometry of Deligne-Mumford stacks. In Algebraic geometry—
Seattle 2005. Part 1, volume 80 of Proc. Sympos. Pure Math., pages 259-271. Amer.
Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2009.

Andrew Kresch and Angelo Vistoli. On coverings of Deligne-Mumford stacks and sur-
jectivity of the Brauer map. Bull. London Math. Soc., 36(2):188-192, 2004.

Gérard Laumon and Laurent Moret-Bailly. Champs algébriques, volume 39 of Ergeb-
nisse der Mathematik und ihrer Grenzgebiete. 3. Folge. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2000.
Yves Laszlo and Martin Olsson. The six operations for sheaves on Artin stacks. I. Finite
coefficients. Publ. Math. Inst. Hautes Etudes Sci., (107):109-168, 2008.

Valery A. Lunts and Dmitri O. Orlov. Uniqueness of enhancement for triangulated
categories. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 23(3):853-908, 2010.

Valery A. Lunts and Olaf M. Schniirer. Matrix-factorizations and semi-orthogonal
decompositions for blowing-ups. accepted by J. Noncommut. Geom., 2012.
arXiv:1212.2670v2.

Valery A. Lunts and Olaf M. Schniirer. Matrix factorizations and motivic measures.
accepted by J. Noncommut. Geom., 2013. arXiv:1310.7640v2.

Valery A. Lunts and Olaf M. Schniirer. New enhancements of derived categories of
coherent sheaves and applications. accepted by J. Algebra, 2014. arxiv:1406.7559v2.
D. Mumford, J. Fogarty, and F. Kirwan. Geometric invariant theory, volume 34 of
Ergebnisse der Mathematik und ihrer Grenzgebiete (2) [Results in Mathematics and
Related Areas (2)]. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, third edition, 1994.

Martin Olsson. Sheaves on Artin stacks. J. Reine Angew. Math., 603:55-112, 2007.
Martin Olsson. Integral models for moduli spaces of G-torsors. Ann. Inst. Fourier
(Grenoble), 62(4):1483-1549, 2012.

D. O. Orlov. Projective bundles, monoidal transformations, and derived categories of
coherent sheaves. Izv. Ross. Akad. Nauk Ser. Mat., 56(4):852-862, 1992.

Dmitri Orlov. Smooth and proper noncommutative schemes and gluing of dg categories.
Preprint, 2014. arXiv:1402.7364v5.

Simon Riche. Koszul duality and modular representations of semisimple Lie algebras.
Duke Math. J., 154(1):31-134, 2010.

David Rydh. Existence and properties of geometric quotients. J. Algebraic Geom.,
22(4):629-669, 2013.

David Rydh. Approximation of sheaves on algebraic stacks. J. Algebraic Geom.,
page 21, 2015.

David Rydh. Do line bundles descend to coarse moduli spaces of Artin stacks with
finite inertia? MathOverflow, 2015. http://mathoverflow.net/q/206117 (version: 2015-
05-09).

Olaf M. Schniirer. Six operations on dg enhancements of derived categories of sheaves.
Preprint, 2015. arXiv:1507.08697v1.

Alexander Grothendieck. Revétements étales et groupe fondamental (SGA 1).
Documents Mathématiques (Paris) [Mathematical Documents (Paris)], 3. Société
Mathématique de France, Paris, 2003. Séminaire de géométrie algébrique du Bois Marie
1960-61. Updated and annotated reprint of the 1971 original [Lecture Notes in Math.,
224, Springer, Berlin].

P. Berthelot, A. Grothendieck, and L. Illusie. Théorie des intersections et théoréme
de Riemann-Roch. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, Vol. 225. Springer-Verlag, Berlin,
1971. Séminaire de Géométrie Algébrique du Bois-Marie 1966-1967 (SGA 6).

The Stacks Project Authors. Stacks project. http://stacks.math.columbia.edu, 2016.
Gongalo Tabuada. A guided tour through the garden of noncommutative motives.
arXiv:1108.3787v1, 2011.

Bertrand Toén. Finitude homotopique des dg-algebres propres et lisses. Proc. Lond.
Math. Soc. (8), 98(1):217-240, 2009.

Bertrand Toén. Lectures on DG-categories. In Topics in algebraic and topological K-
theory, volume 2008 of Lecture Notes in Math., pages 243—-302. Springer, Berlin, 2011.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1212.2670
http://arxiv.org/abs/1310.7640
http://arxiv.org/abs/1406.7559
http://arxiv.org/abs/1402.7364
http://mathoverflow.net/q/206117
http://arxiv.org/abs/1507.08697
http://stacks.math.columbia.edu
http://arxiv.org/abs/1108.3787

GEOMETRICITY FOR DERIVED CATEGORIES OF ALGEBRAIC STACKS 31

[TVO0T7] Bertrand Toén and Michel Vaquié. Moduli of objects in dg-categories. Ann. Sci. Ecole
Norm. Sup. (4), 40(3):387—444, 2007.

MATHEMATISCHES INSTITUT, UNIVERSITAT BONN, ENDENICHER ALLEE 60, 53115 BONN, GER-
MANY
E-mail address: dbergh@gmail.com

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, INDIANA UNIVERSITY, RAWLES HALL, 831 EAST 3RD STREET,
BLOOMINGTON, IN 47405, USA
E-mail address: vlunts@indiana.edu

MATHEMATISCHES INSTITUT, UNIVERSITAT BONN, ENDENICHER ALLEE 60, 53115 BONN, GER-
MANY
E-mail address: olaf.schnuerer@math.uni-bonn.de



	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries
	3. Root constructions
	4. Semiorthogonal decompositions for root stacks
	5. Differential graded enhancements and geometricity
	6. Geometricity for dg enhancements of algebraic stacks
	Appendix A. Bounded derived category of coherent modules
	References

