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On iterated almost-stable derived equivalences

Wei Hu

Abstract

In arecent paper [6], we introduced a classes of derivedralguices called almoststable derived equiv-
alences. The crucial property is that an almestable derived equivalence always induces a stable equiv-
alence of Morita type, which generalizes a well-known res@iRickard: derived-equivalent self-injective
algebras are stably equivalent of Morita type. In this pawershall consider the compositions of almest
stable derived equivalences and their quasi-inverseshaie called iterated almoststable derived equiva-
lences. We give a sufficient and necessary condition forigetbequivalence to be an iterated almestable
derived equivalence, and give an explicit constructiomefdtable equivalence functor induced by an iterated
almostv-stable derived equivalence. As a consequence, we get semsufficient conditions for a derived
equivalence between general finite-dimensional algebremsitice a stable equivalence of Morita type.

1 Introduction

In [6], we introduced a class of derived equivalences calletbstv-stable derived equivalences. The crucial
property is that an almoststable derived equivalence always induces a stable dgno@of Morita type, which
generalizes a classical result of Rickard {[13, CorollaB})5 This also gives a sufficient condition for a derived
equivalence between general finite-dimensional algebrisltice a stable equivalence of Morita type. Note that
many homological dimensions, such as global dimensioriidiiici dimension, and representation dimension, are
not invariant under derived equivalences in general. Bey re all preserved by stable equivalences of Morita
type. So, this also helps us to compare the homological dsiroes of derived-equivalent algebras.

Let us first recall the definition of almoststable derived equivalences. LEt: 2°(A) — 2°(B) be
a derived equivalence between two Artin algebfaand B, where 2°(A) and 2°(B) stand for the derived
categories of bounded complexes oeandB, respectively. We usé ! to denote a quasi-inverse Bf F is
called analmostv-stable derived equivalendgthe following hold:

(1) The tilting complex T associated to F has the following form:
0—T"—... T 1 T %0

In this case, the tiItingT' associated t& ~* has the following form (seé[6, Lemma 2.1]):

-0

0—To—T—... —T"—0

(2) add@®P ;T 1) = add B, vaT 1) and add @, T') = add @ ,veT'), wherev is the Nakayama
functor.

Let us remark that the composition of two almosttable derived equivalences (or their quasi-inversa®) is
longer almosv-stable in general. If a derived equivalence is a compaskio- F1F - - - Fy, with F or Ffl being
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an almosw-stable derived equivalence for althenF is called anterated almosv-stable derived equivalence
By definition, we see that an almoststable derived equivalence and its quasi-inverse aratéeralmosw-
stable derived equivalences, and that the composition ofitevated almostv-stable derived equivalences is
again an iterated almoststable derived equivalence. Clearly, an iterated almesttible derived equivalence
always induces a stable equivalence of Morita type, andether the involved algebras have many common
homological dimensions. But the problem is:

Question: Given a derived equivalence F, how to determine whether teiiated almosv-stable or not?

The main purpose of this note is to give a complete answeret@fiove question. For a bounded complex
X* over an algebrd, we useX™ to denoted; .o X'. The main result of this note can be stated as the following
theorem.

Theorem 1.1. LetF: 2°(A) — 2°(B) be a derived equivalence between two Artin algebras A andifp&e
that T* and T* are the tilting complexes associated to F anlerespectingy. Then F is an iterated almost
v-stable derived equivalence if and onhadd oT*) = addvaT*) andaddgT*) = addveT*).

The above theorem tells us that, by checking the terms ofdgiltomplexes, we can determine whether a
derived equivalence is iterated almesstable or not. If we work with finite-dimensional algebragoa field,
then we have several other characterizations of iterat@dsih-stable derived equivalences. For details, see
Theoreni 3.6 below. As a consequence of Thedremn 1.1, we havelkbwing corollary, which provides a new
sufficient condition for a derived equivalence to induceadkst equivalence of Morita type. For information on
stable equivalences of Morita type, we referto [3./8, 9, 10].

Corollary 1.2. Let F: 2°(A) — 2°(B) be a derived equivalence between two finite-dimensionahbad A

and B over a field. Suppose that and T* are the tilting complexes associated to F and'Frespectively. If
addaT*) = addvaT*) andaddgT*) = addvgT+), then A and B are stably equivalent of Morita type.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we shalltemme notations and basic facts. Theorem
1.3 will be proved in Section 3 after several lemmas. Sectimdevoted to describing the stable equivalence
functor induced by an iterated almasttable derived equivalence. Finally, in Section 5, welgifiaé several
methods to construct iterated almesstable derived equivalences.

2 Préiminaries

In this section, we shall recall some basic definitions antsfaeeded in our later proofs.

Throughout this paper, unless specified otherwise, albatgewill be Artin algebras over a fixed commu-
tative Artin ringR. All modules will be finitely generated unitary left moduldsor an algebr&, the category
of A-modules is denoted b&-mod; the full subcategory af-mod consisting of projective modules is denoted
by A-proj. The stable module category, denoteddmod, is the quotient category @-mod modulo the ideal
generated by morphisms factorizing through projective mhesl We denote bya the usual Nakayama functor.

Let C be an additive category. The composition of two morphism¥X — Y andg:Y — Z in C will be
denoted byfg. For two functord- : ¢ — D andG : D — ‘E of categories, their composition is denoted®ly.
For an objecKX in ¢, add X) is the full subcategory of consisting of all direct summands of finite direct sums
of copies ofX.

. . d'fl i di i di+1 ) . .
A complexX*® over C is a sequence - — XI=1 2 X1 25 X1 X, ... in ¢ such thatd dy"* = 0 for all

integersi. The category of complexes overis denoted bys'(C). The homotopy category of complexes over
C is denoted by# (C). When( is an abelian category, the derived category of complexes®is denoted by
2(C). The full subcategory of# (C) and2(C) consisting of bounded complexes oveis denoted by# ()



and 2°(C), respectively. As usual, for a given algel#awe simply write.# ®(A) and 2°(A) for .#°(A-mod)
and 2°(A-mod), respectively.

It is well-known that, for an algebra, .#?(A) and 2°(A) are triangulated categories. For basic results
on triangulated categories, we refer to Happel's baok [4}rolighout this paper, we us€[n| to denote the
complex obtained by shiftin® to the left byn degree.

Let A be an algebra. A homomorphisfin X — Y of A-modules is called eadical mapif, for any module
Z and homomorphismis: Z — X andg:Y — Z, the compositiorn fgis not an isomorphism. A complex over
A-mod is called aadical complex if all its differential maps are radical maps. Eveoynplex overA-mod is
isomorphic in the homotopy category (A) to a radical complex. It is easy to see that if two radical clexgs
X* andY* are isomorphic inZ (A), thenX*® andY* are isomorphic ir¢’(A).

Two algebrasA andB are said to belerived-equivalentf their derived categories’®(A) and 2°(B) are
equivalent as triangulated categories. [Inl [12], Rickamled that two algebras are derived-equivalent if and
only if there is a complesT* in 7 (A-proj) satisfying

(1) Hom(T*,T*[n]) =0 for alln# 0, and

(2) add T*) generates# ®(A-proj) as a triangulated category
such thaB ~ End(T*). A complex in.#®(A-proj) satisfying the above two conditions is calletiling complex
overA. Itis known that, given a derived equivalengdetweenA andB, there is a unique (up to isomorphism)
tilting complexT* overAsuch thaf (T*) ~B. If T* is aradical complex, it is called a tilting complagsociated
to F. Note that, by definition, a tilting complex associatedrts unique up to isomorphism g2(A).

The following lemma is useful in our later proof. For the cenience of the reader, we provide a proof.

Lemma 2.1. Let C and 9D be two additive categories, and let:E#°(C) — #P(D) be a triangle functor.
Let X* be a complex in#®(C). For each term X let ¥* be a complex isomorphic to(K'). Then RX*) is

isomorphic to a complexZwith Z™ = @, j_pY;’ for all m € Z.

Proof. We use induction on the number of non-zero termXtf If X* has only one non-zero term, then it is
obvious. Assume tha*® has more than one non-zero terms. Without loss of generaléysuppose thaX*® is
the following complex

0—X0—x—...—X"—0

with X' £ 0 for alli = 0,1,--- ,n. Leto>1X* be the complex 0— X' — ... — X" — 0. Then there is a
distinguished triangle inZ ®(C):

X1 — 051X* — X* — XO.
Applying F, we get a distinguished triangle i#®(D):
F(X%[~1)) — F(021X®) — F(X*) — F(XO).
By induction,F (0>1X*®) is isomorphic to a complei® with U™ = &) Yij. Thus,F(X*) is isomorphic

1<i<nji+j=m

to the mapping cong&* of the map fromy;[—1] toU*®. Thus, by definition, we have
o<ign,i+j=m i+j=m
This finishes the proof. O

Remark: LetF : 2°(A) — 2°(B) be a derived equivalence between two algeBrasdB. F induces an
equivalencer : ¢ °(A-proj) — #°(B-proj). So, for a bounded complex of projectidemodules, we can use
the above lemma to calculate its image unéer



3 Characterizations of iterated almost v-stable derived equivalences

In this section, we shall give a proof of our main result Tleadd.1, which characterizes iterated almsstable
derived equivalences in terms of tilting complexes. In ¢haéthe algebras are finite-dimensional algebras over
a field, we shall give several other characterizations ohfiesl almosv-stable derived equivalences. For this
purpose, we need some lemmas.

Let A be an algebra, and IgE be the direct sum of all those non-isomorphic indecompesplbjective
A-modulesP with ka being projective-injective for all > 0. TheA-moduleE is unique up to isomorphism,
and is called thenaximalv-stable Amodule. IfAQ is a projectiveA-module such that addQ) = addvaQ),
then clearlyaQ € add AE). Throughout this paper, we usg-Stp to denote the category ddé&). Recall that
for a bounded compleX® overA, we useX™ to denote thé\—module@#oxi.

Lemma3.1. Let T* be atilting complex associated to a derived equivalence/2(A) — 2°(B) between two
algebras. Then the following two conditions are equivalent

(1) addvaT*) = add AT ™);

(2) ATE € va-Stp

Proof. Clearly, we havegl) = (2). It remains to show that2) implies (1). Now we assumé&2) holds. Let
Q1 =P, T'. Using the same method in the proof of [6, Lemma 3FL]}(B) is isomorphic inZ°(A) to a
complexX*® with X' € addvaQy) for alli < 0. Thus,T* ~ X*, and there is a quasi-isomorphisih: T* —; X*,
which induces a quasi-isomorphism

d72
ue: .. T2 T 11T Imd;t ——0
-2 f-1 lfo‘m,l
o e P
ve: o X2 X1 Imdyt ——o0.

We claim that the canonical epimorphiseg: T~ — Im d{l is still a radical map. Otherwise, lotY — T1
andg: Ide‘1 — Y be such thahrigrg = 1y. ThenY is isomorphic to a direct summand Bf %, and therefore
Y is an injective module. Thug factors through the inclusiol : Im dT‘1 — T9, sayg = Au. Consequently
1y = hrgAu = hdr'u. This means that! : T-* — TO is not radical which is a contradiction. Singé
and X' are injective for alli < 0, by [6, Lemma 2.2]U* andV*® are isomorphic in#®(A). Thus, T'is a
direct summand oK' for all i < 0, and consequentl®; = @;_oT' € addvaQ1). SinceQ; andvaQ; have
the same number of non-isomorphic indecomposable direstrginds, we have addQ;) = addvaQi). Let
Q2:= @i-oT'. Similarly, we have adgQ,) = addvaQ,). Consequently, addT*) = addaQ1 ® AQ2) =
addvaQ; ®vaQ2) = addvaT*). Hence(2) = (1). O

In the following, we shall use Lemnma3.1 freely. For instaringhe definition_ of an almost-stable equiva-
lence, the condition adéb, T~') = add P, vaT ') is equivalent to say thdt ' € va-Stp foralli=1,--- ,n.

Lemma3.2. LetF: 2°(A) — 2°(B) be a derived equivalence between two algebras A and B, aifd letd
T* be the tilting complexes associated to F and'Frespectively. laddaT*) = addvaT*) andaddgT*) =
addvgT*), then F induces an equivalence betweg(va-Stp) and.7 P (vg-Stp).

Proof. Let oE (respectivelygE) be the maximab-stableA-module (respectivelyB-module). Then by defini-
tion, we haveva-Stp= add AE) andvg-Stp= addgE). The compleXt (AE) is isomorphic to a compleX;® in
addT*). SincevaE =~ AE, we havevgT; =~ T; in 2°(B). Hence there is a chain mapfrom T; to vgT; such
that the mapping cone c@m) is acyclic. By our assumption, aTy_ and_vE;Tli ‘with i # 0 are projective-injective
since they are all ing-Stp. Hence cofn) splits, and thereioreBTf@ Q1 ~ Tlo@ Q. for someQ,Q, € vg-Stp.
HencevgT? € add T @ gE). It follows thatvsT? € add T @ gE) is projective-injective for all > 0. Hence
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'Flo € vp-Stp, and consequentrﬁl‘ is in 7 ®(vg-Stp). Similarly, we can show tha@*l(BIE_) is isomorphic to a
complex in.#®(va-Stp) and the lemma is proved. O

The following lemma is useful in the proof of Theorém]1.1.

Lemma3.3. Let F: 2°(A) — 2°(B) and G: 2°(B) — 2°(C) be derived equivalences, and let, P*, Q°,
Q°, T*, and T* be the tilting complexes associated to F;¥G, G 1, GF, and F1G~! respectively. If the
following hold: _

(1) AP* € va-StpandgP* € vg-Stp

(2) gQ* € va-StpandcQ* € vc-Stp
then we haveT* € va-StpandcT* € ve-Stp.

Proof. We only need to show that* € vc-Stp, the other statement follows by symmetry. By definitioh is
isomorphic taGF(A) ~ G(P*). SinceP' € vg-Stp for alli 0, by Lemm&32G(P') is isomorphic to a complex
Y in #°(ve-Stp) for all i #£ 0. Fori = 0, the complexG(P?) is isomorphic to a compleXs in addQ*). B
Lemma 2.1, the comple®(P*) is isomorphic to a complex® with Z™ = @; ;_,,Y;'. Since ally, exceptYO,
are invc-Stp, we haveZ* € ve-Stp. Note that botfT* andz* are in.#®(C-proj). The complexed* andZ*
are isomorphic m}i/b(C proj). Furthermore, since the compl@® is a radical complex, it follows thak' is a
direct summand o' for integersi, and consequently* € vc-Stp. O

Finally, we have the following lemma which is crucial in th@pf of our main result.

Lemma 3.4. Let F: 2°(A) — 2°(B) be a derived equivalence between two Artin algebras A andnB, a
let T* be the associated tilting complex of F. AT+ € va-Stp, then there is an almost-stable equivalence
G: 2°(C) — 2°(A) such that associated tilting comple Bf FG satisfies that Re vc-Stpfor all i < 0 and
P'=O0foralli > 0.

Proof. Let oAE be the maximab-stableA-module. Therva-Stp= addAE). Supposen is the maximal integer
such thafT™ # 0. By a dual statement of [5, Proposition 3.2], there is atlicomplexQ® := R* @ AE[—m)]
overA, whereR® is of the form:R*: 0 — A— Rl — ... — R™" — 0 with R € vA-Stp for alli > 0. LetC
be the endomorphism algebra@f, and letH : 2°(A) — 2°(C) be a derived equivalence given by the tilting
complexQ®. Itis easy to see thai (AE) ~ cP[m| for somecP € vc-Stp, andH (A) is isomorphic to a complex
S:0—S"™"—... St 3 5 0withS € vc-Stp for alli < 0. LetG is a quasi-inverse dfi. Then
S is a tilting complex associated ®. By Lemmd 3.1, we see thétis almostv-stable.

Now letY* := H(T') for each integer. SinceT* € va-Stp, for each integeir# 0, we haveY* ~ R[m] for
somePR € vc-Stp. Moreovery;* =0 for all i > msinceT' =0 for alli > m. The complexyy has the property
thatY} = O for all i > 0 andY] € vc-Stp for alli < 0. By Lemma 2.1, the complei (T*) is isomorphic to
a complexz® with Z' = @; ;_Y;'. It follows thatZ' = 0 for all t > 0 andZ' € vc-Stp for allt < 0. Since
FG(H(T*)) ~ F(T*) ~B~FG(P*) in 2°(B), the complexz® is isomorphic inZ°(C) to the tilting complex
P* associated t&G. Since bothz® andP* are in.#®(C-proj), they are isomorphic in#®(C-proj). Since
P* is a radical complex, the terfd is a direct summand d' for all i, and consequentl® has the desired
property. ]

We are now in the position to give a proof of our main result.

Proof of Theorem[1.Il Assume thafF is an iterated almost-stable derived equivalence. et~ FF---Fy,

be a composition such th&t or F;~ !is an almosw-stable derived equivalence. Then by Lenima 3.3, we have
addaT*) = addvaT*) and ad(ﬂBTi) = addvgT*). Conversely, assume that dgd@*) = addvaT+) and
addsT*) = addvsT*). By Lemmd3.4, there is an almosstable derived equivalen&: 2°(C) —s Z°(A)
such that the tilting compleR® associated t&G has the property tha® =O0foralli>0 andP' € v¢-Stp for

alli < 0. By Lemmd 31, we have ati@;_oP') = add@;_ovcP'). Let P* be the tilting complex associated
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to G"IF L. By Lemma 3.8, we have agP*) = addvgP*). SinceP' =0 for alli > 0, by [6, Lemma 2.1],
we haveP' = 0 for alli < 0. HenceFG is an almosw-stable derived equivalence. This~ (FG)G1is an
iterated almosv-stable derived equivalence. O

Remark:(1) Theoreni_ 11 gives us a method to determine whether aedeeguivalence is iterated almost
v-stable or not by checking the terms of the involved tiltirgnplexes.

(2) Let P be a projectiveA-module. The condition addP) = addvaP) is equivalent to say tha® is
projective-injective and adtbp(P)) = add'sodP)).

(3) The proof of Corollary 12 follows immediately from Theon[1.1 and[10, Theorem 5.3]. But Corollary
1.2 generalizes [10, Theorem 5.3]. This gives a new suffia@endition for a derived equivalence to induce a
stable equivalence of Morita type.

As an application of Theorem 1.1, we have the following dargl

Corollary 35. Let F: 2°(A) — 2°(B) be a derived equivalence between two Artin algebras A anch@, a
let T* and T* be the tilting complexes associated to F and*Frespectively. laddaT*) = addvaT*) and
addgT*) = addvgT ™), then the following hold:

(1) fin.dim(A) = fin.dim(B), andgl.dim(A) = gl.dim(B);

(2) repdim(A) = repdim(B);

(3) domdim(A) = domdim(B),
where fin.dim, gl.dim,repdim and domdim stand for finitistic dimension, global dimension, reprdation
dimension and dominant dimension, respectively.

Proof. The corollary follows from[[6, Corollary 1.2] and Theoréndll. O

Now we work with finite-dimensional algebras over a field. listcase, we get several other characteriza-
tions of iterated almost-stable derived equivalences, which is the following tleeor

Theorem 3.6. Let F: 2°(A) — 2°(B) be a derived equivalence between two finite-dimensionad aégebras
A and B over a field, and letTand T* be the tilting complexes associated to F and‘Frespectively. Then the
following are equivalent:
(1) The functor F is an iterated almoststable derived equivalence.
(2) addvaT*) = addaT*) andaddvgT*) = addgT*).
(3) T* € va-Stpand T+ € vp-Stp.
(4) For each indecomposable projective A-modulg Pa-Stp, the image Ftop(P)) is isomorphic in2®(B)
to a simple B-module.
(5) For each indecomposable projective A-modulg Pa-Stp, the following conditions are satisfied:
() P ¢ addaT*);
(b) the multiplicity of P as a direct summand gF° is 1.

Proof. It follows from Theoreni_ 111 and Lemnia 8.1 that the stateméhtts(2) and (3) are equivalent. Note
that for any simple modul€ over a basic algebra, the dimension o6as an End(S)-space is 1. In this proof,
let AE andgE be the maximab-stableA-module andB-module, respectively.

(4) = (5) For each indecomposable projectikanoduleP not inva-Stp, since= (top(P)) is isomorphic in
2P(B) to a simpleB-module, we have Hog ) (T*,top(P)[i]) = O for alli # 0, and

Homypp) (T*,top(P)) ~ Homg (B, F (top(P))) ~ F(top(P))

is one-dimensional over the division ring Exitbp(P)). Note thatT* is a radical complex. It follows thd is
not a direct summand df* and the multiplicity ofP as a direct summand a® is 1.



(5) = (4) By condition (a), we see that Hogp ) (T*,top(P)[i]) = O for all i # 0. HenceF (top(P)) is
isomorphic to an indecomposaldiemoduleX. By condition(b), we can assume thag is the only indecom-
posable direct summand @ such thatP is a direct summand of its degree zero term. Supposertimthe
indecomposable projectiie-module corresponding to the direct summdgd Then

Homg(B, X) ~ Homgs ) (T*,top(P)) =~ Homgypa) (Tg , top(P)) =~ Homg(P, X).

This implies thafX only contains topP_) as composition factors. K is not a simpleéB-module, then there is a
nonzero mapX — sodX) — X in Ends(X) which is not an isomorphism. This contradicts to the fact tha
Ends(X) ~ Enda(top(P)) is a division ring. Henc& ~ F (top(P)) is a simpleB-module.

(3) = (4) By definition, we have addE) = va-Stp and ad(kE) = vs-Stp. LetP be an indecomposable
projectiveA-module not inva-Stp. Then it is clear that Hopaa) (T*,top(P)[i]) = O for all i # 0 sinceT* ¢
va-Stp, and consequently(top(P)) is isomorphic inZ®(B) to aB-moduleX. By Lemmal3.2, the complex
F~1(gE) is isomorphic inZ°(A) to a complexE*® in .#(va-Stp). Hence

Homg (sE, X) =~ Homys(a) (F~*(gE), top(P)) =~ Hom v s (E*, top(P)) =

If gX is not simple, then there is a short exact sequeneeaOU — X — V — 0 in B-module with
U,V non-zero. Applying Horg(BE —), we get that Horg(gE,U) = 0 = HomB(BE V) an_d consequently
Homgs g )(T Uli))=0= Homgs g (T*, Vi]) for all i # 0 sinceT* € vg-Stp. HenceF~1(U) andF~1(V)
are isomorphic téA\-moduledJ andV, respectively. Thus, we get a distinguished triangle

U —top(P) —V —U[1]

in Z°(A) by applyingF ~ to the distinguished trianglé — X —V — U[1]. Applying Homys(a) (A, —) to
the above triangle, we get an exact sequenees0J — top(P) — V — 0 with non-zercA-modulesU and
V. This contradicts to the fact that t@p) is a simpleA-module. Hencé (top(P)) ~ X is a simpleB-module.

(4) = (3) For each indecomposable projectiemnoduleP not in va-Stp, sinceF (top(P)) is isomorphic
P(B) to a simpleB-module, we have Hopm ) (T*,top(P)[i]) = O for alli # 0. Together with the isomorphism

Homgyn p) (T*,top(P)[i]) ~ Hom%b(A)(T',top(P) [i]) ~ HomA(Ti,top(P)),

we get Hom(T',top(P)) = O for all i # 0 and for all indecomposable projectivemoduleP not in va-Stp.
HenceT' € va-Stp for alli # 0, that is, T* € va-Stp. Now letaQ be a projectiveA-module such thatA ~

AE @ AQ. It follows by assumption théf (top(Q)) is a semi-simpléB-module. Suppose th& is a projective
cover ofF (top(Q)), and suppose thaB ~ Q@ W. SinceT* is a radical complex iB-proj, we have

Qi)
~ Homy g, (T*, top(Q) i])
~ Homys a) (A, top(Q)[i]) = 0

Homg(T',top(Q)) =~ Hom u(g)(T*,top(Q)

for all i # 0. HenceT* € addgW). It remains to showW e vg-Stp. Note that Hom(sW, top(Q)[i]) = O for all
integersi. It follows that Hon}Zb(A)(F‘l(BW),top(Q)[i]) = 0 for all integers. LetL® be a radical complex in
J®(A-proj) such thatF ~1(gW) ~ L*. Then Hom(L',top(Q)) ~ Homya(L*,top(Q)[i]) = O for all integers
i. Hencel' € add AE) for all integersi. Using the same proof as the proof of [1, Theorem 2.1], we baws
that viW is a projectiveB-module for alli > 0. It follows thatgW ~ VEW for somek > 0. HencegW is
projective-injective an@gW is projective-injective foii > 0, and consequentiyWW € vg-Stp. This finishes the
proof. O



Remark: (1) By Theoreni_3J6 (5), we see that if we consider finite-disi@mal algebras over a field, then
we can determine whether a derived equivaleds iterated almosv-stable or not by checking the terms of
the tilting complex associated #, and we do not need to check the terms of the tilting complerdated to
F~1, which is needed in Theorem1.1.

(2) It is interesting to know whether Theordm 3.6 holds foneyal Artin algebras. Note that the only
problem is the step(4) = (3)”, where the method in the proof dfl[1, Theorem 2.1] does natkfor general
Artin algebras.

As a consequence, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.7. Let F: 2°(A) — 2°(B) be a derived equivalence between two finite-dimensionat laége-
bras over a field. If one of the equivalent conditionsTmeoreni 3.8s satisfied, then the algebras A and B are
stably equivalent of Morita type.

Proof. This follows from Theorer 3|6, and![6, Theorem 5.3]. O

We end this section by using a simple example to illustrateofén{ 3.6 and Corollafy 3.7.

Example: Let k be a field, and leA andB be finite-dimensionak-algebras given by quivers with relations in
Fig. 1 and Fig. 2, respectively.

a

% a g e e __ " e
- 1 g 2 5 3
N /o
e ay=3B=0
apy=ByaB=yapy=0 ap =oyd=Ba—yd=0.
Fig. 1 Fig. 2

Let P(i) denote the indecomposable projectArenodule corresponding to the vertexThen there is a tilting
complex ofA-modules

T 0—P2eP2aPd Y p1)—o

with P(1) in degree zero. One can check that Emgx-proj) (T*) is isomorphic toB, and thatva-Stp=
addP(2) © P(3)). Hence the tilting complex satisfies the condition (5) in diteen[3.6. Therefore, the complex
T* induces an iterated almoststable derived equivalence (actually even an almestble derived equivalence)
betweerA andB. By Corollary[3.7, the algebrasandB are stably equivalent of Morita type.

4 The stable equivalence functor

In this section, we will give a description of the stable eglence functor induced by an iterated almostable
derived equivalence.

Let Abe an Artin algebra, and IgE be a maximav-stableA-module. Then by definitiona-Stp=add AE).
We useA-mod’ to denote the quotient category Afmod modulo morphisms factorizing through modules in
va-Stp. The Hom-space iA-mod’ is denoted by Hoif(—,—). For a morphismf in A-mod, its image in
A-mod’ under the canonical functor from-mod to A-mod’ is denoted byf. The category#®(va-Stp) is
a clearly thick subcategory (that is, a triangulated fubhcategory closed under taking direct summands) of
FP(A). Let Z°(A) /2 P(va-Stp) be the Verdier quotient category, then we have a canonichitizl functor

s’ : A-mod—s Z°(A) /¢ P(va-Stp)

obtained by composing the natural embedding fismod to Z°(A) and the quotient functor fro®(A) —
PP(A)/#P(va-Stp). For the definition and basic properties of Verdier quotievet refer to [11, Chapter 2].
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SinceX'(aE) is clearly isomorphic to zero object i@°(A)/.#P(va-Stp), the functorZ’ induces an additive
functor
3 : A-mod — Z°(A) /% P(va-Stp).

Keeping this notation, we have a proposition, which can beved as a generalization of a well-known result
of Rickard [14, Theorem 2.1]

Proposition 4.1. The functor
> : Amod — Z°(A) /" (va-Stp)

is fully faithful. Moreover, the functak is an equivalence if and only if A is self-injective.

Proof. A morphismX® —; Y* in 2°(A) /¢ ®(va-Stp) is denoted by a fractios 1a: X* <= z* -2 Y*, where
a ands are morphisms inZ°(A), and if Z* = X* — U* — Z°[1] is a distinguished triangle itw°(A),
thenU*® € .#P(va-Stp). A morphisms’ in 2°(A) with this property will be denoted by>>. Two morphisms
X* <= U* -2, v andX* <=V* -2, Y* are equal if and only if there are morphisiis == U* andw* == \/*
such thats = hr andta = hb. An isomorphism fronX to Y is of the formX SurLy.

First, we show thak is a full functor. For this purpose, it suffices to show thais a full functor. Now
let f : X — Y be a morphism ilA-mod. ThenX'(f) is the morphisnX 2 x 15 Y. We need to show that
each morphism fronX to Y in 2°(A)/.#°(va-Stp) is of this form. LetX <=U* -2 Y be a morphism in
PP(A)/ ¢ P(va-Stp). By definition, there is a distinguished trianggé —+ X —» E* —» U*[1] in Z°(A) with
E* € #°(va-Stp). Consider the distinguished triangle #P(A)

0-0E* % E* P4 0 0E* — (020E)[.
SinceE* is clearly in.#®(A-inj), we have Homb (a) (X, 0<0E®) =~ Hom v (X, 0<0E®) = 0. It follows that
gB = 0, and thereforg factorizes throughu. Hence we can form the following commutative diagran#i(A)
with rows being distinguished triangles.

Ve :> X —— 0'>0E' Wy [1]

Ll |+

Us ==X u*[dl.

Since Homyoa) ((0>0E°)[—1],Y) = Hom yv(a) ((00E®)[—1],Y) = 0, the morphisn{w[—1])ra = 0, and hence
there is some morphisri: X — Y in 2°(A) such thatra = hf. Then we have the following commutative
diagram inZ°(A)

A
(U 1x X
sll \Lf
X awy,

which means that the morphisis<=U* 2+ Y andX <= X "5 Y in 2P(A)/.#(va-Stp) are equal. Since
the embedding oA-mod intoZ°(A) is fully faithful, the morphismf is given by a morphism id-mod. Hence
the functor¥’ is full, and thereforex is a full functor.

Suppose that X —Y is amorphism irA-mod such thak'(f) = 0. That is, the morphisms Ax %y

andX <= X -1 Y are equal inZ°(A)/#P(va-Stp). Then there is a morphistv* =% X such thatsf = 0
in 2°(A). Embeddings into a distinguished triangle it?°(A), we see thaf factorizes in2°(A) through a
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complex in.# ®(va-Stp), and therefore it follows easily thdtfactorizes inA-mod through am-moduleva-Stp.
Hence the functok is faithful.

If Ais self-injective, therwa-Stp= A-proj and the equivalence was proved by Rickard [14, The@dh If
Alis not self-injective, then there is a projectikenoduleP not inva-Stp. Suppose thatis an equivalence. Then
there is somé\-moduleX such thatX ~ P[—1] in 2P(A)/.#P(va-Stp). That is, there is an isomorphisk<=
U* =% P[—1] in 2P(A)/.#P(va-Stp). Then by Octahedral Axiom, we can form the following comntivea
diagram inZ°(A)

E; —=uU*—%P[-1 ——E}[1]

L

E} ——> X —> con(g) — E}[1],

]

EE——F8K

whereE; andE3 are in 4 P(va-Stp), and cortg) is the mapping cone aj. From the vertical distinguished
triangle on the right side, we see that the mapping con¢hyaf h is isomorphic inZ°(A) to a complexE; in
P(va-Stp). All the terms of corth) in non-zero degrees are Wa-Stp andP @ X is a direct summand of the
0-degree term of cdh). HenceP is isomorphic to a complex it ®(va-Stp) which is impossible sinc® is
projective and is not ina-Stp. This finishes the proof. O

Remark:In the above proposition, suppose tRa a projective-injectiveA-module, if we replacé-mod’
by the quotient category oA-mod modulo morphisms factorizing through modules in (&Jdand replace
PP(A) ) P(va-Stp) by 2°(A)/.#P(addP)), then the proof of Propositidn 4.1 actually can be used tovsho
that in this case the functaris also fully faithful.

Now for each iterated almoststable derived equivalenée: 2°(A) — 2°(B). By Lemmd3.2, we see that
F induces an equivalence between the triangulated categofi@\) /.7 ®(va-Stp) and2°(B) /# ®(ve-Stp). We
also denote this equivalence By In the following, we will see that there is an equivalerge: A-mod’ —
B-mod’ such that the diagram

A-mod’ —=- ZP(A) /. P(va-Stp)

|+ |
B-mod’ —=~ 7°(B) /. °(ve-Stp)

of additive functors is commutative up to isomorphism. Muer, the functorp:= also induces an equivalence
between the stable module categoremodandB-mod

Before we give the construction @, we give the following lemma, which generalizé$ [6, Lemni] 2nd
will be used in the construction gk.

Lemma 4.2. Let A be an arbitrary ring, and let AMod be the category of all left (not necessarily finitely
generated) A-modules. SuppostiXa complex over AMod bounded above and*Ms a complex over AMod
bounded below. If there is an integer m such thatis<projective for all i> m and ¥ is injective for all

j <m, thenBx-y- : Hom , n Mod) (X*,Y*) = Homy, , Mo (X®,Y*) induced by the localization functd :
 (A-Mod) — 2(A-Mod) is an isomorphism.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume timat 0. For simplicity, we write#” for .2 (A-Mod) and
2 for Z(A-Mod). Also, the Hom-spaces Hom(—,—) and Homy,(—,—) will be denoted by, (—,—) and
2(—,—), respectively.
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First, we show that, for eacl+moduleZ, the induced map
Oxe z11y v (X, Z[1]) — 2(X*,Z[1])
is monic. Indeed, applying - (—,Z[1]) and4(—,Z[1]) to the distinguished triangle
050X* — X* — 0 oX* — (00X°)[1],
we get a commutative diagram with exact rows.
#(020X%,Z) — y(0<0X*, Z[1]) — » (X*,Z[1]) — »(00X*,Z[1])
le%ox.z J/90<0X’~Z[1] lex.zm lec>ox°,2[11
7(0:0X*,Z) —— 4(0<0X*,Z[1]) —— 9(X*,Z[1]) —— 9(0=0X", Z[1])

By [6, Lemma 2.2], the map8;_,x-z andBy_cx- 71 are isomorphisms. Sincg (0-0X*®,Z[1]) = 0, the map
B5.x+ /1) Is clearly monic. Thus, by the Five Lemma (see, for exampie p113]), the magx. 71 is monic.
Next, we show that the map

B+ (os0v)) - ¢ (X*,(020Y*)[1]) — 2(X*, (0=0Y*)[1])
is monic. Indeed, applying (X*,—) and4(X*, —) to the distinguished triangle
Y% — (020Y*)[1] — (050Y*)[1] — YO[1],
we get a commutative diagram with exact rows.
2 (X2 Y0) —— (X%, (050Y*)[1]) — # (X®, (020Y*)[1]) — #(X*,YO[1))
leﬁx-,yo LGX°,<o>oY°>m lex'@ov')m lex-.yom
7(X*,Y0) ——= 5(X*,(0<0Y*)[1]) —— 2(X*, (020Y*)[1]) — 4(X*,Y[1))

Again by [6, Lemma 2.2], the left two vertical maps are isopiosms. By the above discussion, we see that
Bx. yoj1) is monic. So, by the Five Lemma again, the nB&p o ,v+)[1 is monic.
Finally, applying_» (X*,—) and4(X*®,—) to the distinguished triangle

(00Y*)[-1] — 0=0Y* — Y* — 0-0Y",
we get a commutative diagram
a (X2, (00Y*)[=1]) — ¢ (X*,050Y*) — » (X®,Y*) — »(X®,00Y*) — (X, (0=0Y*)[1])
lex-,mwv-)[u l9x°,a>ov° lexw' lex-.%y- lech}ov')m
7(X%,(0<0Y*)[-1]) — 2(X*,020Y*) —= 5(X*,Y*) —= 2(X*,00Y*) — 2(X*, (0=0Y*)[1])

By assumption, the complexoY* is a bounded complex of injective-modules. So, the max. _gy+)-1
and6x. g_,y+ are isomorphisms. By [6, Lemmma 2.2], the nhp v+ is an isomorphism. We have already
proved that the ma@x. (5. ,v+)3) Is monic. Then by applying the Five Lemma again, the proobmleted. [

Now we fix some notations for the rest of this section. Eet Z°(A) — 2°(B) be an iterated almost
v-stable derived equivalences between two Artin algeBrasdB, and letG be a quasi-inverse df. Let T®
andT* be the tilting complexes associatedR@ndG, respectively. Then by Theordm 1.1 and Lenima 3.1, the
terms of T* in non-zero degrees are allin-Stp, and the terms &F* in non-zero degrees are allg-Stp.

Keeping these notations, we have the following lemma.
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Lemma 4.3. For each A-module X, the complex¥) is isomorphic inZ®(B) to a radical complexTy with
Tf € vg-Stp. Moreover, the compleXy of this form is unique up to isomorphism #P(B). In particular,
if X is a projective (respectively, injective) module, thghis isomorphic ing®(B) to a complex indd T*)
(respectivelyadd vgT*®)).

Proof. By the proof of Theorenmh 111, we see tHat~ F2F1*l for two almostv-stable derived equivalences
Fi: 2°(C) — 2°(A) andF, : 2°(C) — 2°(B). For eachA-moduleX, by [6, Lemma 3.2] and the definition
of almostv-stable derived equivalences, we see fhat(X) is isomorphic inZ°(C) to a complexQ¥ with
QiX =O0foralli>0 aninX € vc-Stp for alli < 0. Applying F, to the distinguished triangleooQ%)[—1] —
QQ( — Q% — 0-0Q%, we get a distinguished triangle i°(B)

F2(0-0Q%) [~ 1] — F2(Q}) — F2(Q%) — Fa(0-0Q%).

Since (0-0Q%)[—1] is a complex in#®(vc-Stp), by Lemma 3.2, the complebe(0-0Q%)[—1] is isomorphic
in 2°(B) to a complexJ* in #®(ve-Stp). By [6, Lemma 3.1] and the definition of almoststable derived
equivalences, the complé(QY) is isomorphic inZ°(B) to a complex/* with V! € vg-Stp for alli > 0 and
V! =0 foralli < 0. Thus, the comple,(Q%), which is isomorphic inz°(B) to F (X), is isomorphic in2®(B)
to the mapping cone c¢a) of a chain mam from U* to V*. Now it is clear that all the terms of cem) in
non-zero degrees are W-Stp. Taking a radical complekg which is isomorphic to cof) in #°(B), we see
thatF (X) is isomorphic toly andTy" € vg-Stp. _

Suppose thatv* is another radical complex witW= € vg-Stp, andF (X) ~ W-°. ThenW* andTg are
isomorphic inZ°(B). By Lemmal4.2, they are isomorphic i#®(B). Since bothw* and T¢ are radical
complexes, they are also isomorphicdfi(B).

Since all the complexes in aff*) and addvgT*) have the desired form, the last statement follows by the
uniqueness ofy. O

In the following, without loss of generality, we fix for eaéhmoduleX a complex‘F; defined in Lemm@a4]3
and assume th&(X) = Ty for all A-modulesX. LetX andY be twoA-modules. There is a natural isomorphism

Homa(X,Y) =~ Homgs(g) (T, )
sendingf to F(f). By Lemmd4.2, there is a natural isomorphism
Hom yog) (T2, T) ~ Homgn(g) (TR, )
induced by the localization functor from ®(B) to 2°(B). It is easy to see that there is a natural map
Hom yug) (TR, Ty ) — Homg (TR, )

sendingu® to L. Indeed, ifu® = v* in Hom ;v g (T, Ty), thenu® — \° factorizes througfT & T, * which is in
vg-Stp by definition. This means’ —\° = 0 in Hom}(TY, TY). Altogether, we have a natural morphism

@: Homa(X,Y) — Hom}(T2, )

sendingf to u°, whereu® is a chain map such that = F(f). Now if f factorizes through aA-module in
va-Stp, theru® factorizes through a compld¥X in °(vp-Stp) by Lemmd3.R. By Lemma4.2, we can assume
thatu® = g*h* in #®(B) for chain mapg® : T¢ — P* andh® : P* — T. Thus, it follows that® — g°h°
factorizes througﬁ%@T{l, and consequently factorizes througHPOeaTQeaTY*l which is invg-Stp. Hence

w = 0. Hence we get a natural morphism

@: HomA(X,Y) — Homy(T, )
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Now we define a functog: : A-mod’ — B-mod’. For eachA-moduleX, we set@:(X) := 'ITQ, and for each
morphismf € Homj (X, Y), we definege (f) := W, whereu® = F(f). Now it is easy to see that the diagram

Amod —=—~ FO(A) /A P(va-Stp) ()

N )

B-mod’ —=> 7°(B)/.¢ *(ve-Stp)

is commutative up to isomorphism. Indeed, one can checkttgaisomorphismily <= 0-oTe = X in
9°(B)/.#®(ve-Stp) with s andt the canonical maps is a natural map, and this gives rise teandrphism
from the functorZ to the functorzgr.

For an Artin algebra, in the following theorem, we denotedamod the quotient category éfmod modulo
morphisms factorizing through injective modules.

Theorem 4.4. Let F: 2°(A) — 2°(B) be an iterated almost-stable derived equivalence. Then we have the
following:

(1) The functorgr : A-mod’ — B-mod’ is an equivalence;

(2) The functorg: induces an equivalence betweem@dand Bmod;

(3) The functorg: induces an equivalence betweem&dand B mod

(4) The functorge is uniquely (up to isomorphism) determined by the comnwuetatiagram(é). Moreover,
if F: 2°(B) — 2°(C) is another iterated almost-stable derived equivalence, thegr ~ @ @r.

Proof. Let G be a quasi-inverse ¢f. ThenG also induces an equivalence betwegf(B)/.# P (vs-Stp) and
PP(A) /. # P(va-Stp). We also denote it b. Then by the above commutative diagram of additive fungiiies
functor Z@s@= is isomorphic to the functoGFZ, which is isomorphic t&. By Propositiori 4.1, the funct&
is a fully faithful embedding. Hencec@r is isomorphic to ] ,oq- By symmetry, the functoge@s is also
isomorphic to 1_,o- Hencegr is an equivalence, and) is proved.

By the construction ofx, it follows from Lemmd4.B thap- sends projective modules to projective mod-
ules, and sends injective modules to injective modules. eldhagr, the modules ina-Stp andvg-Stp are all
projective-injective. Thus, the stateme(i23 and(3) follow.

(4) If : A-mod — B-mod’ is a functor such thatp ~ FZ, then the functoZ is isomorphic toZq:.
Hencep~ @: sinceX is fully faithful. The rest of (4) follows similarly. O

Remark: (1) It follows from the definition of iterated almoststable derived equivalences ahd [6, Theorem
3.7] that every iterated almoststable derived equivalence induces an equivalence bettieestable module
categories, however, the proof of Theorlem 4.4 presentadifi@ot based on the earlier resllt [6, Thoerem 3.7],
and is completely different from the proof there. Moreovéreoreni 4.4 is more general than [6, Theorem 3.7]
since we get an equivalence betwegemod’ andB-mod’ which is not obtained iri |6, Theorem 3.7].

(2) In case thak is an almosv-stable derived equivalence, it follows by definition the stable equivalence
from A-modto B-modinduced by the functoge coincides with the stable functér considered in[10].

5 Constructionsof iterated almost v-stable derived equivalences

In this section, we shall give some constructions of itetaienostv-stable derived equivalences.

Let us recall from([2] the definition of approximations. L@tbe a category, and l&b be a full subcategory
of ¢, andX an object inC. A morphismf : D — X in C is called aright D-approximationof X if D € D and
the induced map Hop(D’, f): Hom.(D’,D) — Hom(D’, X) is surjective for every objedd’ € . Dually,
one can defingeft D-approximations
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By Theoreni 1.1, to get an iterated almositable derived equivalence, we only need to constructigeter
equivalence with the involved tilting complexes satisfytine conditions in Theorem 1.1. LAtbe an algebra,
and letP, Q be two projectiveA-modules satisfying the following two conditions:

(l) adc{AP) = adC(V/_\P), adC{/_\Q) = adc(vAQ);
(2) Hom\(PQ) =0
For each positive integet we can form the following complex:

0P sprl . ,pt A g

where f; : P~1 — A is a right addaP)-approximation ofA, and fi,; : P2 — P~ is a right addaP)-
approximation of Keff;) fori =1,--- ,r — 1. Similarly, we can form a complex

0—-ALQY ... st E 0

whereg; is a left addaQ)-approximation ofA, andg;,1 is a left addaQ)-approximation of Cokép;) for
i=1,2---,5—1. Since Hom(P,Q) = 0, connecting the two complexes together, we get a complex

0P ... spt Al .. O 0
whereA is in degree zero. We denote this complexTgy, and letT* := Tgo & P[r] & Q[—5].

Proposition 5.1. Keeping the notations above, we have the following:

(1) The complex Tis a tilting complex.

(2) Let B:=Endyn(a)(T*). Then T induces an iterated almoststable derived equivalence between the
algebras A and B.

Proof. (1) By the construction of *, we have

p—r@R i=—r; f .

. . [r] i=—r"

P, —r<i<o; 0l A
, A i—0: i fi, —-r<i<o;
T=¢ 45 . anddr=1¢ g1, 0<i<s-—1;

85’@Q ?—<sl-<s’ 3], i=s-1;

0 T 0 otherwise.

otherwise.

We first show that HOm o a-proj) (T*,T*[i]) =0 for alli # 0. Assume thai is a positive integer. Lai® be
a morphism in Hom, o a-proj) (T*,T*[i]). Then we have the following commutative diagram

) dfifl ) dfi ) d7i+1 1 dO dl
.._>T—|—1T_>T7| _T>T—I+1 T T—l d TO T Tl T
luil lui luH»l lul luo lul
d—l dO di di—l di dl+1
T—l T TO T Tl T Ti—l T Ti T TI+1—>-'-

Since Hom(P,Q) = 0, we haveu® = 0 for all —i < k < O By definition, T~ € addaP). Sinced;* = f;
is a right adtdAP) apprOX|mat|on there is a mahf' T — T such thau = h~'drt. Thus, (U=t -
dr'~th- )d =dy' tu—dr' thidrt=dr tu T —dr' tu T = 0. Sinced; 2 |sar|ghtadd(AP) approximation
ofKer(d b, therelsamapn - T - l—>T 2suchthalu =1 _dr'th i = h 102, that isu-1 =
dr'~*h~ +h~"~1d:2. Similarly, for each integek < —i — 1, there are ma|d§<+1 Tk Tkt gndhk: T —
T"+I 1 such thaiuk dkhkt1 4 hkdkt—1, Definingh* = 0 for all —i < k < 0, we haveuk = dhi+t 4 hkgk+i-1
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for all k < 0. Similarly, we can prove that* = dkhk+1 4 hkdk*1=1 for k > 0. Altogether, we have shown that
u* = 0 in #®(A-proj). Hence Horggb(A_proj)(T',T'[i]) =0 for alli > 0. By an analogous proof, we have
Hom%b(A_proj)(T’,T'[i]) =0 for alli < 0. Finally, sinceP[r] andQ[—s] are in addT*), we deduce thatA is
in the triangulated subcategory .of ®(A-proj) generated by add@*). Hence ad@r*) generates? ®(A-proj) as
a triangulated category, and consequefithyis a tilting complex oveA.

(2) Let F : 2°(A) — 2°(B) be a derived equivalence induced By. Also, we useF to denote the
equivalence betweert(A-proj) and.# ®(B-proj) induced byF. SetP := Hom s a-proj) (T*,P[r]) ~ F(P[r]),
Q = Hom s sproj (T*Q1=S)) ~ F(Q[-s)), andU := Hom .o s proj) (T, TSo) = F(T3o). ThenF (P) ~

P[—r] andF (Q) ~ Q|[s]. For simplicity, we list some subcomplexesTof:

PP 0—P"—... P10
Q: 0—Qt— .. —Q—0,
R: 0—A—=Q —...—Q@—0

By Lemma Z1F (P*) is isomorphic to a compleR® in . ®(addP)) such thaP' = 0 for alli < 0 and alli > .
The complexF (Q*) is isomorphic to a comple®® in .#®(addQ)) with Q' = 0 for alli > 0 and alli < —s.
Note that there is a distinguished triangle#i®(A-proj)

P*[-1] — R — Tgqg — P".
Applying F, we get a distinguished triangle i#®(B-proj):
F(P*)[-1] — F(R") — F(Tgg) — F(P*).

HenceF (R®) is isomorphic to a complex of the following form:

ISO 51

0—U-—P"—P—...

with U in degree 0. Next we have a distinguished triangle
Q®*— R —A—Q]

in 7 ®(A-proj). Applying F, we see thaF (A) is isomorphic to a compleXx*® of the form

Q5 QU — P Pt

whereU is in degree zero. Note that* is a tilting complex associated ! sinceF~(T*) ~ A. Since

add aP) = addvaP) and addaQ) = addvaQ), we have ad(kP) = addvgP) and ad@gQ) = addvgQ). Thus,
we have ad(hT*) = addvaT*) and addsT*) = addvgT*). By Theoreni 111, the stateme(®) follows. O

To illustrate Propositioh 511, we give an example. Bdbe the finite-dimensionadt-algebra given by the
quiver

Y
[ ]
1 o 2 B 3 y 4

with relationsa’a = B = aB = Py=PR'a’ = yp = p'B—yy = 0. We useP, to denote the indecomposable
projective A-module corresponding to the vertefor i = 1,2,3,4. The Loewy structure of the projective
modules can be listed as follows.

1 2 3 4
Pi: 2 P: 1 3 Ps: 2 4 Py 3
1 3 4
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LetP:=P; andQ := P;© Ps. Then we have addP) = addvaP), addaQ) = addvaQ), and Hom(P, Q) = 0.
Using Propositiofl 511, we have a tilting complEX over A. The indecomposable direct summandd dfare:

wT: 0—P.—0

: 0—P.—P,—P;—0
T3 0—P;s—0
Ty 0—Ps—0

A calculation shows that the algetBa= Endys () (T*) is given by the quiver

o3

5
a /
e—>e y
1 o 2\
B .4

with relationsa’a = afy = da’ = Byd = ydBy = 0. By Propositio 5J1T* induces an iterated almoststable
derived equivalence betweénandB. Therefore A andB are also stably equivalent of Morita type.

The following proposition shows how we can construct itedeslmosw-stable derived equivalences induc-
tively.

Proposition 5.2. Let F: 2°(A) — 2°(B) be an iterated almost-stable derived equivalence between two
finite-dimensional algebras A and B over a field k, andgetbe the stable equivalence induced by F (see,
Theoreni 4 Then we have the following:

(1) For each A-module X, there is an iterated almositable derived equivalence between the endomor-
phism algebragnds(A® X) andEnds(B @ @ (X));

(2) For afinite-dimension self-injective k-algebra C, therarsiterated almost-stable derived equivalence
between A&, C and BxC.

Proof. Suppose thaf ~ FF,---F, such thats or Fi‘1 is almostv-stable for alli. By Theoreni 44, we have
Or ~ @r, @, - - @, By the remark after Theoreim 4.4, we know tlpgt coincides with thes considered in[[6]

for all i. Thus, the statements (1) follows from [6, Corollary 1.3JheTproof of (2) is similar to that of [6,
Proposition 6.2]. O

Let us recall from[[7] the definition ofb-Auslander-Yoneda algebras. A subsgtof the set of natural
numbersN is called admissible provided that: (1)e0®; (2) If i+ j+ ke ® for i, j,k € ®, theni+ j € ®
implies thatj + k € ®. For instance, the sefs, {0,1,---,n} are admissible subsets Bf Suppose tha®
be an admissible subset Bf. Let A be an Artin algebra, and let be anA-module. Now we consider the
Yoneda algebra EX{X, X) = @;~oHomgs a) (X, X[i]) of X, and define B(X):= DBico Homgn ) (X, X[i]) with
multiplication: fora; € Homgna) (X, X[i]) andaj € Homge ) (X, X[j]), we defines; - aj = aa; if i + j € ®, and
zero otherwise. Then one can check th@tX) is an associated algebra.df= {0}, then EY(X) is isomorphic
to Ench(X). If ® =N, then EX(X) is just the Yoneda algebra f.

Proposition 5.3. Let F : 2°(A) — 2°(B) be an iterated almost-stable derived equivalence between two
Artin algebras A and B. Suppose thatis an admissible subset b Then we have the following:

(1) For any A-module X, there is a derived equivalence betweetAuslander-Yoneda algebr&s (A®
X) andER (BD @ (X));

(2) If @ is a finite set, then for any A-module X, there is an iteratedaaitv-stable derived equivalence
betweerER (A® X) andEE (B® ¢=(X)).

Proof. Using the result[7, Theorem 3.4], the proof is similar tot thiaPropositiorl 5.2 (1). O
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