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On iterated almostν-stable derived equivalences

Wei Hu

Abstract

In a recent paper [6], we introduced a classes of derived equivalences called almostν-stable derived equiv-
alences. The crucial property is that an almostν-stable derived equivalence always induces a stable equiv-
alence of Morita type, which generalizes a well-known result of Rickard: derived-equivalent self-injective
algebras are stably equivalent of Morita type. In this paper, we shall consider the compositions of almostν-
stable derived equivalences and their quasi-inverses, which are called iterated almostν-stable derived equiva-
lences. We give a sufficient and necessary condition for a derived equivalence to be an iterated almostν-stable
derived equivalence, and give an explicit construction of the stable equivalence functor induced by an iterated
almostν-stable derived equivalence. As a consequence, we get some new sufficient conditions for a derived
equivalence between general finite-dimensional algebras to induce a stable equivalence of Morita type.

1 Introduction

In [6], we introduced a class of derived equivalences calledalmostν-stable derived equivalences. The crucial
property is that an almostν-stable derived equivalence always induces a stable equivalence of Morita type, which
generalizes a classical result of Rickard ([13, Corollary 5.5]). This also gives a sufficient condition for a derived
equivalence between general finite-dimensional algebras to induce a stable equivalence of Morita type. Note that
many homological dimensions, such as global dimension, finitistic dimension, and representation dimension, are
not invariant under derived equivalences in general. But they are all preserved by stable equivalences of Morita
type. So, this also helps us to compare the homological dimensions of derived-equivalent algebras.

Let us first recall the definition of almostν-stable derived equivalences. LetF : Db(A) −→ Db(B) be
a derived equivalence between two Artin algebrasA and B, whereDb(A) and Db(B) stand for the derived
categories of bounded complexes overA andB, respectively. We useF−1 to denote a quasi-inverse ofF. F is
called analmostν-stable derived equivalenceif the following hold:

(1) The tilting complex T• associated to F has the following form:

0−→ T−n −→ ·· · −→ T−1 −→ T0 −→ 0

In this case, the tiltinḡT• associated toF−1 has the following form (see [6, Lemma 2.1]):

0−→ T̄0 −→ T̄1 −→ ·· · −→ T̄n −→ 0

(2) add(
⊕n

i=1 T−i) = add(
⊕n

i=1 νAT−i) and add(
⊕n

i=1 T̄ i) = add(
⊕n

i=1 νBT̄ i), whereν is the Nakayama
functor.

Let us remark that the composition of two almostν-stable derived equivalences (or their quasi-inverses) isno
longer almostν-stable in general. If a derived equivalence is a composition F ≃ F1F2 · · ·Fm with Fi or F−1

i being
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an almostν-stable derived equivalence for alli, thenF is called aniterated almostν-stable derived equivalence.
By definition, we see that an almostν-stable derived equivalence and its quasi-inverse are iterated almostν-
stable derived equivalences, and that the composition of two iterated almostν-stable derived equivalences is
again an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence. Clearly, an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence
always induces a stable equivalence of Morita type, and therefore the involved algebras have many common
homological dimensions. But the problem is:

Question: Given a derived equivalence F, how to determine whether F is iterated almostν-stable or not?

The main purpose of this note is to give a complete answer to the above question. For a bounded complex
X• over an algebraA, we useX± to denote

⊕
i 6=0Xi. The main result of this note can be stated as the following

theorem.

Theorem 1.1. Let F : Db(A)−→Db(B) be a derived equivalence between two Artin algebras A and B. Suppose
that T• and T̄• are the tilting complexes associated to F and F−1, respectively. Then F is an iterated almost
ν-stable derived equivalence if and only ifadd(AT±) = add(νAT±) andadd(BT̄±) = add(νBT̄±).

The above theorem tells us that, by checking the terms of tilting complexes, we can determine whether a
derived equivalence is iterated almostν-stable or not. If we work with finite-dimensional algebras over a field,
then we have several other characterizations of iterated almostν-stable derived equivalences. For details, see
Theorem 3.6 below. As a consequence of Theorem 1.1, we have the following corollary, which provides a new
sufficient condition for a derived equivalence to induce a stable equivalence of Morita type. For information on
stable equivalences of Morita type, we refer to [3, 8, 9, 10].

Corollary 1.2. Let F : Db(A)−→ Db(B) be a derived equivalence between two finite-dimensional algebras A
and B over a field. Suppose that T• andT̄• are the tilting complexes associated to F and F−1, respectively. If
add(AT±) = add(νAT±) andadd(BT̄±) = add(νBT̄±), then A and B are stably equivalent of Morita type.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we shall recall some notations and basic facts. Theorem
1.1 will be proved in Section 3 after several lemmas. Section4 is devoted to describing the stable equivalence
functor induced by an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence. Finally, in Section 5, we shall give several
methods to construct iterated almostν-stable derived equivalences.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we shall recall some basic definitions and facts needed in our later proofs.
Throughout this paper, unless specified otherwise, all algebras will be Artin algebras over a fixed commu-

tative Artin ringR. All modules will be finitely generated unitary left modules. For an algebraA, the category
of A-modules is denoted byA-mod; the full subcategory ofA-mod consisting of projective modules is denoted
by A-proj. The stable module category, denoted byA-mod, is the quotient category ofA-mod modulo the ideal
generated by morphisms factorizing through projective modules. We denote byνA the usual Nakayama functor.

Let C be an additive category. The composition of two morphismsf : X −→Y andg : Y −→ Z in C will be
denoted byf g. For two functorsF : C → D andG : D → E of categories, their composition is denoted byGF.
For an objectX in C , add(X) is the full subcategory ofC consisting of all direct summands of finite direct sums
of copies ofX.

A complexX• overC is a sequence· · · −→ Xi−1 di−1
X−→ Xi di

X−→ Xi+1 di+1
X−→ ·· · in C such thatdi

Xdi+1
X = 0 for all

integersi. The category of complexes overC is denoted byC (C ). The homotopy category of complexes over
C is denoted byK (C ). WhenC is an abelian category, the derived category of complexes over C is denoted by
D(C ). The full subcategory ofK (C ) andD(C ) consisting of bounded complexes overC is denoted byK b(C )
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andDb(C ), respectively. As usual, for a given algebraA, we simply writeK b(A) andDb(A) for K b(A-mod)
andDb(A-mod), respectively.

It is well-known that, for an algebraA, K b(A) andDb(A) are triangulated categories. For basic results
on triangulated categories, we refer to Happel’s book [4]. Throughout this paper, we useX•[n] to denote the
complex obtained by shiftingX• to the left byn degree.

Let A be an algebra. A homomorphismf : X −→Y of A-modules is called aradical mapif, for any module
Z and homomorphismsh : Z−→X andg :Y −→ Z, the compositionh f g is not an isomorphism. A complex over
A-mod is called aradical complex if all its differential maps are radical maps. Everycomplex overA-mod is
isomorphic in the homotopy categoryK (A) to a radical complex. It is easy to see that if two radical complexes
X• andY• are isomorphic inK (A), thenX• andY• are isomorphic inC (A).

Two algebrasA andB are said to bederived-equivalentif their derived categoriesDb(A) andDb(B) are
equivalent as triangulated categories. In [12], Rickard proved that two algebras are derived-equivalent if and
only if there is a complexT• in K b(A-proj) satisfying

(1) Hom(T•,T•[n]) = 0 for all n 6= 0, and
(2) add(T•) generatesK b(A-proj) as a triangulated category

such thatB≃End(T•). A complex inK b(A-proj) satisfying the above two conditions is called atilting complex
overA. It is known that, given a derived equivalenceF betweenA andB, there is a unique (up to isomorphism)
tilting complexT• overAsuch thatF(T•)≃B. If T• is a radical complex, it is called a tilting complexassociated
to F. Note that, by definition, a tilting complex associated toF is unique up to isomorphism inC b(A).

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

Lemma 2.1. Let C and D be two additive categories, and let F: K b(C ) −→ K b(D) be a triangle functor.
Let X• be a complex inK b(C ). For each term Xi, let Y•

i be a complex isomorphic to F(Xi). Then F(X•) is
isomorphic to a complex Z• with Zm =

⊕
i+ j=mY j

i for all m∈ Z.

Proof. We use induction on the number of non-zero terms ofX•. If X• has only one non-zero term, then it is
obvious. Assume thatX• has more than one non-zero terms. Without loss of generality, we suppose thatX• is
the following complex

0−→ X0 −→ X1 −→ ·· · −→ Xn −→ 0

with Xi 6= 0 for all i = 0,1, · · · ,n. Let σ>1X• be the complex 0−→ X1 −→ ·· · −→ Xn −→ 0. Then there is a
distinguished triangle inK b(C ):

X0[−1]−→ σ>1X• −→ X• −→ X0.

Applying F, we get a distinguished triangle inK b(D):

F(X0[−1])−→ F(σ>1X•)−→ F(X•)−→ F(X0).

By induction,F(σ>1X•) is isomorphic to a complexU• with Um =
⊕

16i6n,i+ j=m
Y j

i . Thus,F(X•) is isomorphic

to the mapping coneZ• of the map fromY•
0 [−1] to U•. Thus, by definition, we have

Zm =
⊕

06i6n,i+ j=m

Y j
i =

⊕

i+ j=m

Y j
i .

This finishes the proof.

Remark: Let F : Db(A)−→ Db(B) be a derived equivalence between two algebrasA andB. F induces an
equivalenceF : K b(A-proj)−→ K b(B-proj). So, for a bounded complex of projectiveA-modules, we can use
the above lemma to calculate its image underF.
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3 Characterizations of iterated almost ν-stable derived equivalences

In this section, we shall give a proof of our main result Theorem 1.1, which characterizes iterated almostν-stable
derived equivalences in terms of tilting complexes. In casethat the algebras are finite-dimensional algebras over
a field, we shall give several other characterizations of iterated almostν-stable derived equivalences. For this
purpose, we need some lemmas.

Let A be an algebra, and letAE be the direct sum of all those non-isomorphic indecomposable projective
A-modulesP with νi

AP being projective-injective for alli > 0. TheA-moduleAE is unique up to isomorphism,
and is called themaximalν-stable A-module. IfAQ is a projectiveA-module such that add(AQ) = add(νAQ),
then clearlyAQ∈ add(AE). Throughout this paper, we useνA-Stp to denote the category add(AE). Recall that
for a bounded complexX• overA, we useX± to denote theA-module

⊕
i 6=0 Xi.

Lemma 3.1. Let T• be a tilting complex associated to a derived equivalence F: Db(A)−→Db(B) between two
algebras. Then the following two conditions are equivalent.

(1) add(νAT±) = add(AT±);
(2) AT± ∈ νA-Stp.

Proof. Clearly, we have(1) ⇒ (2). It remains to show that(2) implies (1). Now we assume(2) holds. Let
Q1 =

⊕
i<0 T i . Using the same method in the proof of [6, Lemma 3.1],F−1(B) is isomorphic inDb(A) to a

complexX• with Xi ∈ add(νAQ1) for all i < 0. Thus,T• ≃ X•, and there is a quasi-isomorphismf • : T• −→ X•,
which induces a quasi-isomorphism

U• : · · · // T−2

f−2

��

d−2
T // T−1

f−1

��

πT // Imd−1
T

f 0|
Imd−1

T��

// 0

V• : · · · // X−2
d−2

X // X−1
πX // Imd−1

X
// 0.

We claim that the canonical epimorphismπT : T−1 −→ Imd−1
T is still a radical map. Otherwise, leth :Y −→T−1

andg : Imd−1
T −→Y be such thathπTg= 1Y. ThenY is isomorphic to a direct summand ofT−1, and therefore

Y is an injective module. Thus,g factors through the inclusionλ : Imd−1
T −→ T0, sayg = λu. Consequently

1Y = hπTλu = hd−1
T u. This means thatd−1

T : T−1 −→ T0 is not radical which is a contradiction. SinceT i

and Xi are injective for alli < 0, by [6, Lemma 2.2],U• andV• are isomorphic inK b(A). Thus,T i is a
direct summand ofXi for all i < 0, and consequentlyQ1 =

⊕
i<0 T i ∈ add(νAQ1). SinceQ1 and νAQ1 have

the same number of non-isomorphic indecomposable direct summands, we have add(AQ1) = add(νAQ1). Let
Q2 :=

⊕
i>0T i. Similarly, we have add(AQ2) = add(νAQ2). Consequently, add(AT±) = add(AQ1 ⊕ AQ2) =

add(νAQ1⊕νAQ2) = add(νAT±). Hence(2)⇒ (1).

In the following, we shall use Lemma 3.1 freely. For instance, in the definition of an almostν-stable equiva-
lence, the condition add(

⊕n
i=1T−i) = add(

⊕n
i=1 νAT−i) is equivalent to say thatT−i ∈ νA-Stp for alli = 1, · · · ,n.

Lemma 3.2. Let F : Db(A)−→ Db(B) be a derived equivalence between two algebras A and B, and letT• and
T̄• be the tilting complexes associated to F and F−1, respectively. Ifadd(AT±) = add(νAT±) andadd(BT̄±) =
add(νBT̄±), then F induces an equivalence betweenK b(νA-Stp) andK b(νB-Stp).

Proof. Let AE (respectively,BĒ) be the maximalν-stableA-module (respectively,B-module). Then by defini-
tion, we haveνA-Stp= add(AE) andνB-Stp= add(BĒ). The complexF(AE) is isomorphic to a complex̄T•

1 in
add(T̄•). SinceνAE ≃ AE, we haveνBT̄•

1 ≃ T̄•
1 in Db(B). Hence there is a chain mapη from T̄•

1 to νBT̄•
1 such

that the mapping cone con(η) is acyclic. By our assumption, all̄T i
1 andνBT̄ i

1 with i 6= 0 are projective-injective
since they are all inνB-Stp. Hence con(η) splits, and thereforeνBT̄0

1 ⊕ Q̄1 ≃ T̄0
1 ⊕ Q̄2 for someQ̄1,Q̄2 ∈ νB-Stp.

Hence,νBT̄0
1 ∈ add(T̄0

1 ⊕ BĒ). It follows thatνi
BT̄0

1 ∈ add(T̄0
1 ⊕ BĒ) is projective-injective for alli > 0. Hence
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T̄0
1 ∈ νB-Stp, and consequentlȳT•

1 is in K b(νB-Stp). Similarly, we can show thatF−1(BĒ) is isomorphic to a
complex inK b(νA-Stp) and the lemma is proved.

The following lemma is useful in the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Lemma 3.3. Let F : Db(A) −→ Db(B) and G: Db(B)−→ Db(C) be derived equivalences, and let P•, P̄•,Q•,
Q̄•, T•, and T̄• be the tilting complexes associated to F, F−1,G, G−1, GF, and F−1G−1 respectively. If the
following hold:

(1) AP± ∈ νA-StpandBP̄± ∈ νB-Stp;
(2) BQ± ∈ νB-StpandCQ̄± ∈ νC-Stp,

then we haveAT± ∈ νA-StpandCT̄± ∈ νC-Stp.

Proof. We only need to show that̄T± ∈ νC-Stp, the other statement follows by symmetry. By definition, T̄• is
isomorphic toGF(A)≃ G(P̄•). SinceP̄i ∈ νB-Stp for alli 6= 0, by Lemma 3.2,G(P̄i) is isomorphic to a complex
Y•

i in K b(νC-Stp) for all i 6= 0. For i = 0, the complexG(P̄0) is isomorphic to a complexY•
0 in add(Q̄•). By

Lemma 2.1, the complexG(P̄•) is isomorphic to a complexZ• with Zm =
⊕

i+ j=mY j
i . Since allY j

i , exceptY0
0 ,

are inνC-Stp, we haveZ± ∈ νC-Stp. Note that both̄T• andZ• are inK b(C-proj). The complexes̄T• andZ•

are isomorphic inK b(C-proj). Furthermore, since the complex̄T• is a radical complex, it follows that̄T i is a
direct summand ofZi for integersi, and consequentlȳT± ∈ νC-Stp.

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

Lemma 3.4. Let F : Db(A) −→ Db(B) be a derived equivalence between two Artin algebras A and B, and
let T• be the associated tilting complex of F. IfAT± ∈ νA-Stp, then there is an almostν-stable equivalence
G : Db(C) −→ Db(A) such that associated tilting complex P• of FG satisfies that Pi ∈ νC-Stp for all i < 0 and
Pi = 0 for all i > 0.

Proof. Let AE be the maximalν-stableA-module. ThenνA-Stp= add(AE). Supposem is the maximal integer
such thatTm 6= 0. By a dual statement of [5, Proposition 3.2], there is a tilting complexQ• := R•⊕ AE[−m]
overA, whereR• is of the form:R• : 0−→ A−→ R1 −→ ·· · −→ Rm−→ 0 with Ri ∈ νA-Stp for all i > 0. LetC
be the endomorphism algebra ofQ•, and letH : Db(A)−→ Db(C) be a derived equivalence given by the tilting
complexQ•. It is easy to see thatH(AE)≃ CP[m] for someCP∈ νC-Stp, andH(A) is isomorphic to a complex
S•: 0−→ S−m −→ ·· · −→ S−1 −→ S0 −→ 0 with Si ∈ νC-Stp for all i < 0. LetG is a quasi-inverse ofH. Then
S• is a tilting complex associated toG. By Lemma 3.1, we see thatG is almostν-stable.

Now letY•
i := H(T i) for each integeri. SinceT± ∈ νA-Stp, for each integeri 6= 0, we haveY•

i ≃ Pi[m] for
somePi ∈ νC-Stp. Moreover,Y•

i = 0 for all i > m sinceT i = 0 for all i > m. The complexY•
0 has the property

thatYi
0 = 0 for all i > 0 andYi

0 ∈ νC-Stp for all i < 0. By Lemma 2.1, the complexH(T•) is isomorphic to
a complexZ• with Zt =

⊕
i+ j=t Y

j
i . It follows that Zt = 0 for all t > 0 andZt ∈ νC-Stp for all t < 0. Since

FG(H(T•)) ≃ F(T•) ≃ B≃ FG(P•) in Db(B), the complexZ• is isomorphic inDb(C) to the tilting complex
P• associated toFG. Since bothZ• andP• are inK b(C-proj), they are isomorphic inK b(C-proj). Since
P• is a radical complex, the termPi is a direct summand ofZi for all i, and consequentlyP• has the desired
property.

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

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Assume thatF is an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence. LetF ≃ F1F2 · · ·Fm

be a composition such thatFi or F−1
i is an almostν-stable derived equivalence. Then by Lemma 3.3, we have

add(AT±) = add(νAT±) and add(BT̄±) = add(νBT̄±). Conversely, assume that add(AT±) = add(νAT±) and
add(BT̄±) = add(νBT̄±). By Lemma 3.4, there is an almostν-stable derived equivalenceG : Db(C)−→ Db(A)
such that the tilting complexP• associated toFG has the property thatPi = 0 for all i > 0 andPi ∈ νC-Stp for
all i < 0. By Lemma 3.1, we have add(

⊕
i<0Pi) = add(

⊕
i<0 νCPi). Let P̄• be the tilting complex associated
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to G−1F−1. By Lemma 3.3, we have add(BP̄±) = add(νBP̄±). SincePi = 0 for all i > 0, by [6, Lemma 2.1],
we haveP̄i = 0 for all i < 0. HenceFG is an almostν-stable derived equivalence. Thus,F ≃ (FG)G−1 is an
iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence.

Remark:(1) Theorem 1.1 gives us a method to determine whether a derived equivalence is iterated almost
ν-stable or not by checking the terms of the involved tilting complexes.

(2) Let P be a projectiveA-module. The condition add(AP) = add(νAP) is equivalent to say thatP is
projective-injective and add(top(P)) = add(soc(P)).

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

As an application of Theorem 1.1, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.5. Let F : Db(A) −→ Db(B) be a derived equivalence between two Artin algebras A and B, and
let T• and T̄• be the tilting complexes associated to F and F−1, respectively. Ifadd(AT±) = add(νAT±) and
add(BT̄±) = add(νBT̄±), then the following hold:

(1) fin.dim(A) = fin.dim(B), andgl.dim(A) = gl.dim(B);
(2) rep.dim(A) = rep.dim(B);
(3) dom.dim(A) = dom.dim(B),

wherefin.dim,gl.dim, rep.dim and dom.dim stand for finitistic dimension, global dimension, representation
dimension and dominant dimension, respectively.

Proof. The corollary follows from [6, Corollary 1.2] and Theorem 1.1.

Now we work with finite-dimensional algebras over a field. In this case, we get several other characteriza-
tions of iterated almostν-stable derived equivalences, which is the following theorem.

Theorem 3.6. Let F : Db(A)−→Db(B) be a derived equivalence between two finite-dimensional basic algebras
A and B over a field, and let T• andT̄• be the tilting complexes associated to F and F−1, respectively. Then the
following are equivalent:

(1) The functor F is an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence.
(2) add(νAT±) = add(AT±) andadd(νBT̄±) = add(BT̄±).
(3) T± ∈ νA-StpandT̄± ∈ νB-Stp.
(4) For each indecomposable projective A-module P6∈ νA-Stp, the image F(top(P)) is isomorphic inDb(B)

to a simple B-module.
(5) For each indecomposable projective A-module P6∈ νA-Stp, the following conditions are satisfied:

(a) P 6∈ add(AT±);
(b) the multiplicity of P as a direct summand ofAT0 is 1.

Proof. It follows from Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 3.1 that the statements(1), (2) and(3) are equivalent. Note
that for any simple moduleSover a basic algebraΛ, the dimension ofSas an EndΛ(S)-space is 1. In this proof,
let AE andBĒ be the maximalν-stableA-module andB-module, respectively.

(4)⇒ (5) For each indecomposable projectiveA-moduleP not in νA-Stp, sinceF(top(P)) is isomorphic in
Db(B) to a simpleB-module, we have HomDb(A)(T

•, top(P)[i]) = 0 for all i 6= 0, and

HomDb(A)(T
•, top(P))≃ HomB(B,F(top(P)))≃ F(top(P))

is one-dimensional over the division ring EndA(top(P)). Note thatT• is a radical complex. It follows thatP is
not a direct summand ofT± and the multiplicity ofP as a direct summand ofT0 is 1.
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(5) ⇒ (4) By condition (a), we see that HomDb(A)(T
•, top(P)[i]) = 0 for all i 6= 0. HenceF(top(P)) is

isomorphic to an indecomposableB-moduleX. By condition(b), we can assume thatT•
P is the only indecom-

posable direct summand ofT• such thatP is a direct summand of its degree zero term. Suppose thatP̄ is the
indecomposable projectiveB-module corresponding to the direct summandT•

P . Then

HomB(B,X)≃ HomDb(A)(T
•, top(P))≃ HomDb(A)(T

•
P , top(P))≃ HomB(P̄,X).

This implies thatX only contains top(P̄) as composition factors. IfX is not a simpleB-module, then there is a
nonzero mapX −→ soc(X) −→ X in EndB(X) which is not an isomorphism. This contradicts to the fact that
EndB(X)≃ EndA(top(P)) is a division ring. HenceX ≃ F(top(P)) is a simpleB-module.

(3) ⇒ (4) By definition, we have add(AE) = νA-Stp and add(BĒ) = νB-Stp. LetP be an indecomposable
projectiveA-module not inνA-Stp. Then it is clear that HomDb(A)(T

•, top(P)[i]) = 0 for all i 6= 0 sinceT± ∈

νA-Stp, and consequentlyF(top(P)) is isomorphic inDb(B) to a B-moduleX. By Lemma 3.2, the complex
F−1(BĒ) is isomorphic inDb(A) to a complexE• in K b(νA-Stp). Hence

HomB(BĒ,X)≃ HomDb(A)(F
−1(BĒ), top(P))≃ HomK b(A)(E

•, top(P)) = 0.

If BX is not simple, then there is a short exact sequence 0−→ Ū −→ X −→ V̄ −→ 0 in B-module with
Ū ,V̄ non-zero. Applying HomB(BĒ,−), we get that HomB(BĒ,Ū) = 0 = HomB(BĒ,V̄), and consequently
HomDb(B)(T̄

•,Ū [i]) = 0 = HomDb(B)(T̄
•,V̄[i]) for all i 6= 0 sinceT̄± ∈ νB-Stp. HenceF−1(Ū) and F−1(V̄)

are isomorphic toA-modulesU andV, respectively. Thus, we get a distinguished triangle

U −→ top(P)−→V −→U [1]

in Db(A) by applyingF−1 to the distinguished trianglēU −→ X −→ V̄ −→ Ū [1]. Applying HomDb(A)(A,−) to
the above triangle, we get an exact sequence 0−→U −→ top(P)−→V −→ 0 with non-zeroA-modulesU and
V. This contradicts to the fact that top(P) is a simpleA-module. HenceF(top(P))≃ X is a simpleB-module.

(4) ⇒ (3) For each indecomposable projectiveA-moduleP not in νA-Stp, sinceF(top(P)) is isomorphic
Db(B) to a simpleB-module, we have HomDb(A)(T

•, top(P)[i]) = 0 for all i 6= 0. Together with the isomorphism

HomDb(A)(T
•, top(P)[i])≃ HomK b(A)(T

•, top(P)[i])≃ HomA(T
i , top(P)),

we get HomA(T i, top(P)) = 0 for all i 6= 0 and for all indecomposable projectiveA-moduleP not in νA-Stp.
HenceT i ∈ νA-Stp for all i 6= 0, that is,T± ∈ νA-Stp. Now letAQ be a projectiveA-module such thatAA ≃

AE⊕ AQ. It follows by assumption thatF(top(Q)) is a semi-simpleB-module. Suppose that̄Q is a projective
cover ofF(top(Q)), and suppose thatBB≃ Q̄⊕W. SinceT̄• is a radical complex inB-proj, we have

HomB(T̄ i , top(Q̄)) ≃ HomK b(B)(T̄
•, top(Q̄)[i])

≃ HomDb(B)(T̄
•, top(Q̄)[i])

≃ HomDb(A)(A, top(Q)[i]) = 0

for all i 6= 0. HenceT̄± ∈ add(BW). It remains to showBW ∈ νB-Stp. Note that HomB(BW, top(Q̄)[i]) = 0 for all
integersi. It follows that HomDb(A)(F

−1(BW), top(Q)[i]) = 0 for all integersi. Let L• be a radical complex in
K b(A-proj) such thatF−1(BW) ≃ L•. Then HomA(Li , top(Q)) ≃ HomDb(A)(L

•, top(Q)[i]) = 0 for all integers
i. HenceLi ∈ add(AE) for all integersi. Using the same proof as the proof of [1, Theorem 2.1], we can show
that νi

BW is a projectiveB-module for all i > 0. It follows that BW ≃ νk
BW for somek > 0. HenceBW is

projective-injective andνi
BW is projective-injective fori > 0, and consequentlyBW ∈ νB-Stp. This finishes the

proof.
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Remark:(1) By Theorem 3.6 (5), we see that if we consider finite-dimensional algebras over a field, then
we can determine whether a derived equivalenceF is iterated almostν-stable or not by checking the terms of
the tilting complex associated toF, and we do not need to check the terms of the tilting complex associated to
F−1, which is needed in Theorem 1.1.

(2) It is interesting to know whether Theorem 3.6 holds for general Artin algebras. Note that the only
problem is the step “(4) ⇒ (3)”, where the method in the proof of [1, Theorem 2.1] does not work for general
Artin algebras.

As a consequence, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.7. Let F : Db(A)−→ Db(B) be a derived equivalence between two finite-dimensional basic alge-
bras over a field. If one of the equivalent conditions inTheorem 3.6is satisfied, then the algebras A and B are
stably equivalent of Morita type.

Proof. This follows from Theorem 3.6, and [6, Theorem 5.3].

We end this section by using a simple example to illustrate Theorem 3.6 and Corollary 3.7.

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

•
α1 2// •

β����
��
�

•3

γ

YY33333

•
α // •

1 2β
oo

γ // •
3δ

oo

αγ = δβ = 0
αβγ = βγαβ = γαβγ = 0 αβ = δγδ = βα− γδ = 0.

Fig. 1 Fig. 2

Let P(i) denote the indecomposable projectiveA-module corresponding to the vertexi. Then there is a tilting
complex ofA-modules

T• : 0−→ P(2)⊕P(2)⊕P(3)
[ f ,0,0]T
−→ P(1)−→ 0

with P(1) in degree zero. One can check that End
K b(A-proj)(T

•) is isomorphic toB, and thatνA-Stp=

add(P(2)⊕P(3)). Hence the tilting complex satisfies the condition (5) in Theorem 3.6. Therefore, the complex
T• induces an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence (actually even an almostν-stable derived equivalence)
betweenA andB. By Corollary 3.7, the algebrasA andB are stably equivalent of Morita type.

4 The stable equivalence functor

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

Let A be an Artin algebra, and letAE be a maximalν-stableA-module. Then by definitionνA-Stp= add(AE).
We useA-modν to denote the quotient category ofA-mod modulo morphisms factorizing through modules in
νA-Stp. The Hom-space inA-modν is denoted by HomνA(−,−). For a morphismf in A-mod, its image in
A-modν under the canonical functor fromA-mod to A-modν is denoted byf . The categoryK b(νA-Stp) is
a clearly thick subcategory (that is, a triangulated full subcategory closed under taking direct summands) of
Db(A). Let Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp) be the Verdier quotient category, then we have a canonical additive functor

Σ′ : A-mod−→ D
b(A)/K b(νA-Stp)

obtained by composing the natural embedding fromA-mod toDb(A) and the quotient functor fromDb(A)−→
Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp). For the definition and basic properties of Verdier quotient, we refer to [11, Chapter 2].
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SinceΣ′(AE) is clearly isomorphic to zero object inDb(A)/K b(νA-Stp), the functorΣ′ induces an additive
functor

Σ : A-modν −→ D
b(A)/K b(νA-Stp).

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

Proposition 4.1. The functor
Σ : A-modν −→ D

b(A)/K b(νA-Stp)

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

Proof. A morphismX• −→Y• in Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp) is denoted by a fractions−1a : X• s
⇐= Z• a

−→Y•, where
a and s are morphisms inDb(A), and if Z• s

=⇒ X• −→ U• −→ Z•[1] is a distinguished triangle inDb(A),

thenU• ∈ K b(νA-Stp). A morphisms′ in Db(A) with this property will be denoted by
s′

=⇒. Two morphisms

X• s
⇐=U• a

−→Y• andX• r
⇐=V• b

−→Y• are equal if and only if there are morphismsW• t
=⇒U• andW• h

=⇒V•

such thatts= hr andta= hb. An isomorphism fromX to Y is of the formX
s

⇐=U• t
=⇒Y.

First, we show thatΣ is a full functor. For this purpose, it suffices to show thatΣ′ is a full functor. Now

let f : X −→Y be a morphism inA-mod. ThenΣ′( f ) is the morphismX
1X⇐= X

f
−→ Y. We need to show that

each morphism fromX to Y in Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp) is of this form. LetX
s

⇐= U• a
−→ Y be a morphism in

Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp). By definition, there is a distinguished triangleU• s
−→ X

g
−→ E• −→U•[1] in Db(A) with

E• ∈ K b(νA-Stp). Consider the distinguished triangle inDb(A)

σ>0E• α
−→ E• β

−→ σ<0E• −→ (σ>0E•)[1].

SinceE• is clearly inK b(A-inj), we have HomDb(A)(X,σ<0E•) ≃ HomK b(A)(X,σ<0E•) = 0. It follows that
gβ = 0, and thereforeg factorizes throughα. Hence we can form the following commutative diagram inDb(A)
with rows being distinguished triangles.

V• h +3

r

��

X // σ>0E• w //

α
��

V•[1]

r [1]
��

U• s +3 X
g // E• // U•[1].

Since HomDb(A)((σ>0E•)[−1],Y)≃ HomK b(A)((σ>0E•)[−1],Y) = 0, the morphism(w[−1])ra = 0, and hence
there is some morphismf : X −→ Y in Db(A) such thatra = h f . Then we have the following commutative
diagram inDb(A)

V•
h
�%

BB
BB
BB

BBr
x� zzz

z
zzz

z

U•

s ��
a ((QQQQQQQQQ X1X

rz mmmmmmmmm

mmmmmmmmm
f��

X Y,

which means that the morphismsX
s

⇐=U• a
−→Y andX

1X⇐= X
f

−→Y in Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp) are equal. Since
the embedding ofA-mod intoDb(A) is fully faithful, the morphismf is given by a morphism inA-mod. Hence
the functorΣ′ is full, and thereforeΣ is a full functor.

Suppose thatf : X −→Y is a morphism inA-mod such thatΣ′( f ) = 0. That is, the morphismsX
1X⇐=X

0
−→Y

andX
1X⇐= X

f
−→ Y are equal inDb(A)/K b(νA-Stp). Then there is a morphismW• s

=⇒ X such thats f = 0
in Db(A). Embeddings into a distinguished triangle inDb(A), we see thatf factorizes inDb(A) through a
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complex inK b(νA-Stp), and therefore it follows easily thatf factorizes inA-mod through anA-moduleνA-Stp.
Hence the functorΣ is faithful.

If A is self-injective, thenνA-Stp= A-proj and the equivalence was proved by Rickard [14, Theorem2.1]. If
A is not self-injective, then there is a projectiveA-modulePnot inνA-Stp. Suppose thatΣ is an equivalence. Then
there is someA-moduleX such thatX ≃ P[−1] in Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp). That is, there is an isomorphismX

s
⇐=

U• t
=⇒ P[−1] in Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp). Then by Octahedral Axiom, we can form the following commutative

diagram inDb(A)

E•
1

// U• t +3

s

��

P[−1] //

h
��

E•
1[1]

E•
1

g // X
t //

��

con(g) //

��

E•
1[1],

E•
2 E•

2

whereE•
1 andE•

2 are inK b(νA-Stp), and con(g) is the mapping cone ofg. From the vertical distinguished
triangle on the right side, we see that the mapping cone con(h) of h is isomorphic inDb(A) to a complexE•

2 in
K b(νA-Stp). All the terms of con(h) in non-zero degrees are inνA-Stp andP⊕X is a direct summand of the
0-degree term of con(h). HenceP is isomorphic to a complex inK b(νA-Stp) which is impossible sinceP is
projective and is not inνA-Stp. This finishes the proof.

Remark:In the above proposition, suppose thatP is a projective-injectiveA-module, if we replaceA-modν

by the quotient category ofA-mod modulo morphisms factorizing through modules in add(P), and replace
Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp) by Db(A)/K b(add(P)), then the proof of Proposition 4.1 actually can be used to show
that in this case the functorΣ is also fully faithful.

Now for each iterated almostν-stable derived equivalenceF : Db(A)−→Db(B). By Lemma 3.2, we see that
F induces an equivalence between the triangulated categoriesDb(A)/K b(νA-Stp) andDb(B)/K b(νB-Stp). We
also denote this equivalence byF . In the following, we will see that there is an equivalenceφF : A-modν −→
B-modν such that the diagram

A-modν Σ //

φF

��

Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp)

F
��

B-modν Σ // Db(B)/K b(νB-Stp)

of additive functors is commutative up to isomorphism. Moreover, the functorφF also induces an equivalence
between the stable module categoriesA-modandB-mod.

Before we give the construction ofφF , we give the following lemma, which generalizes [6, Lemma 2.2] and
will be used in the construction ofφF .

Lemma 4.2. Let A be an arbitrary ring, and let A-Mod be the category of all left (not necessarily finitely
generated) A-modules. Suppose X• is a complex over A-Mod bounded above and Y• is a complex over A-Mod
bounded below. If there is an integer m such that Xi is projective for all i> m and Yj is injective for all
j < m, thenθX•,Y• : Hom

K (A-Mod)(X
•,Y•) → Hom

D(A-Mod)(X
•,Y•) induced by the localization functorθ :

K (A-Mod) → D(A-Mod) is an isomorphism.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume thatm= 0. For simplicity, we writeK for K (A-Mod) and
D for D(A-Mod). Also, the Hom-spaces HomK (−,−) and HomD (−,−) will be denoted byK (−,−) and

D(−,−), respectively.
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First, we show that, for eachA-moduleZ, the induced map

θX•,Z[1] : K (X•,Z[1])−→ D(X
•,Z[1])

is monic. Indeed, applyingK (−,Z[1]) andD(−,Z[1]) to the distinguished triangle

σ>0X• −→ X• −→ σ<0X• −→ (σ>0X•)[1],

we get a commutative diagram with exact rows.

K (σ>0X•,Z) //

θσ>0X• ,Z

��

K (σ<0X•,Z[1]) //

θσ<0X• ,Z[1]

��

K (X•,Z[1]) //

θX•,Z[1]

��

K (σ>0X•,Z[1])

θσ>0X•,Z[1]

��
D (σ>0X•,Z) //

D (σ<0X•,Z[1]) //
D (X•,Z[1]) //

D(σ>0X•,Z[1])

By [6, Lemma 2.2], the mapsθσ>0X•,Z andθσ<0X•,Z[1] are isomorphisms. SinceK (σ>0X•,Z[1]) = 0, the map
θσ>0X•,Z[1] is clearly monic. Thus, by the Five Lemma (see, for example [15, p.13]), the mapθX•,Z[1] is monic.

Next, we show that the map

θX•,(σ>0Y•)[1] : K (X•,(σ>0Y
•)[1]) −→ D(X

•,(σ>0Y
•)[1])

is monic. Indeed, applyingK (X•,−) andD (X•,−) to the distinguished triangle

Y0 −→ (σ>0Y
•)[1] −→ (σ>0Y

•)[1] −→Y0[1],

we get a commutative diagram with exact rows.

K (X•,Y0) //

θσ
X•,Y0

��

K (X•,(σ>0Y•)[1]) //

θX•,(σ>0Y•)[1]

��

K (X•,(σ>0Y•)[1]) //

θX•,(σ>0Y•)[1]

��

K (X•,Y0[1])

θX•,Y0[1]

��

D(X•,Y0) //
D (X•,(σ<0Y•)[1]) //

D (X•,(σ>0Y•)[1]) //
D(X•,Y0[1])

Again by [6, Lemma 2.2], the left two vertical maps are isomorphisms. By the above discussion, we see that
θX•,Y0[1] is monic. So, by the Five Lemma again, the mapθX•,(σ>0Y•)[1] is monic.

Finally, applyingK (X•,−) andD (X•,−) to the distinguished triangle

(σ<0Y
•)[−1]−→ σ>0Y

• −→Y• −→ σ<0Y
•,

we get a commutative diagram

K (X•,(σ<0Y•)[−1]) //

θX•,(σ<0Y•)[−1]

��

K (X•,σ>0Y•) //

θX•,σ>0Y•

��

K (X•,Y•) //

θX•,Y•

��

K (X•,σ<0Y•)

θX•,σ<0Y•

��

//
K (X•,(σ>0Y•)[1])

θX•,(σ>0Y•)[1]

��
D (X•,(σ<0Y•)[−1]) //

D (X•,σ>0Y•) //
D (X•,Y•) //

D (X•,σ<0Y•) //
D (X•,(σ>0Y•)[1])

By assumption, the complexσ<0Y• is a bounded complex of injectiveA-modules. So, the mapsθX•,(σ<0Y•)[−1]

andθX•,σ<0Y• are isomorphisms. By [6, Lemmma 2.2], the mapθX•,σ>0Y• is an isomorphism. We have already
proved that the mapθX•,(σ>0Y•)[1] is monic. Then by applying the Five Lemma again, the proof is completed.

Now we fix some notations for the rest of this section. LetF : Db(A) −→ Db(B) be an iterated almost
ν-stable derived equivalences between two Artin algebrasA andB, and letG be a quasi-inverse ofF. Let T•

andT̄• be the tilting complexes associated toF andG, respectively. Then by Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 3.1, the
terms ofT• in non-zero degrees are all inνA-Stp, and the terms of̄T• in non-zero degrees are all inνB-Stp.

Keeping these notations, we have the following lemma.
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Lemma 4.3. For each A-module X, the complex F(X) is isomorphic inDb(B) to a radical complexT̄•
X with

T̄±
X ∈ νB-Stp. Moreover, the complex̄T•

X of this form is unique up to isomorphism inC b(B). In particular,
if X is a projective (respectively, injective) module, thenT̄•

X is isomorphic inC b(B) to a complex inadd(T̄•)
(respectively,add(νBT̄•)).

Proof. By the proof of Theorem 1.1, we see thatF ≃ F2F−1
1 for two almostν-stable derived equivalences

F1 : Db(C)−→ Db(A) andF2 : Db(C)−→ Db(B). For eachA-moduleX, by [6, Lemma 3.2] and the definition
of almostν-stable derived equivalences, we see thatF−1

1 (X) is isomorphic inDb(C) to a complexQ•
X with

Qi
X = 0 for all i > 0 andQi

X ∈ νC-Stp for all i < 0. Applying F2 to the distinguished triangle(σ<0Q•
X)[−1] −→

Q0
X −→ Q•

X −→ σ<0Q•
X, we get a distinguished triangle inDb(B)

F2(σ<0Q•
X)[−1]−→ F2(Q

0
X)−→ F2(Q

•
X)−→ F2(σ<0Q•

X).

Since(σ<0Q•
X)[−1] is a complex inK b(νC-Stp), by Lemma 3.2, the complexF2(σ<0Q•

X)[−1] is isomorphic
in Db(B) to a complexU• in K b(νB-Stp). By [6, Lemma 3.1] and the definition of almostν-stable derived
equivalences, the complexF2(Q0

X) is isomorphic inDb(B) to a complexV• with V i ∈ νB-Stp for all i > 0 and
V i = 0 for all i < 0. Thus, the complexF2(Q•

X), which is isomorphic inDb(B) to F(X), is isomorphic inDb(B)
to the mapping cone con(α) of a chain mapα from U• to V•. Now it is clear that all the terms of con(α) in
non-zero degrees are inνB-Stp. Taking a radical complex̄T•

X which is isomorphic to con(α) in K b(B), we see
thatF(X) is isomorphic toT̄•

X andT̄±
X ∈ νB-Stp.

Suppose thatW• is another radical complex withW± ∈ νB-Stp, andF(X) ≃ W•. ThenW• and T̄•
X are

isomorphic inDb(B). By Lemma 4.2, they are isomorphic inK b(B). Since bothW• and T̄•
X are radical

complexes, they are also isomorphic inC b(B).
Since all the complexes in add(T̄•) and add(νBT̄•) have the desired form, the last statement follows by the

uniqueness of̄T•
X .

In the following, without loss of generality, we fix for eachA-moduleX a complexT̄•
X defined in Lemma 4.3

and assume thatF(X) = T̄•
X for all A-modulesX. LetX andY be twoA-modules. There is a natural isomorphism

HomA(X,Y)≃ HomDb(B)(T̄
•
X , T̄

•
Y )

sendingf to F( f ). By Lemma 4.2, there is a natural isomorphism

HomK b(B)(T̄
•
X , T̄

•
Y )≃ HomDb(B)(T̄

•
X , T̄

•
Y )

induced by the localization functor fromK b(B) to Db(B). It is easy to see that there is a natural map

HomK b(B)(T̄
•

X , T̄
•

Y )−→ Homν
B(T̄

0
X , T̄

0
Y )

sendingu• to u0. Indeed, ifu• = v• in HomK b(B)(T̄
•
X , T̄

•
Y ), thenu0−v0 factorizes through̄T1

X ⊕ T̄−1
Y which is in

νB-Stp by definition. This meansu0−v0 = 0 in Homν
B(T̄

0
X , T̄

0
Y ). Altogether, we have a natural morphism

φ : HomA(X,Y)−→ Homν
B(T̄

0
X , T̄

0
Y )

sending f to u0, whereu• is a chain map such thatu• = F( f ). Now if f factorizes through anA-module in
νA-Stp, thenu• factorizes through a complexP• in K b(νB-Stp) by Lemma 3.2. By Lemma 4.2, we can assume
that u• = g•h• in K b(B) for chain mapsg• : T̄•

X −→ P• andh• : P• −→ T̄•
Y . Thus, it follows thatu0 − g0h0

factorizes through̄T1
X ⊕ T̄−1

Y , and consequentlyu0 factorizes throughP0⊕ T̄1
X ⊕ T̄−1

Y which is inνB-Stp. Hence
u0 = 0. Hence we get a natural morphism

φ̄ : Homν
A(X,Y)−→ Homν

B(T̄
0

X , T̄
0

Y )
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Now we define a functorφF : A-modν −→ B-modν. For eachA-moduleX, we setφF(X) := T̄0
X , and for each

morphism f ∈ Homν
A(X,Y), we defineφF( f ) := u0, whereu• = F( f ). Now it is easy to see that the diagram

A-modν Σ //

φF

��

Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp)

F
��

B-modν Σ // Db(B)/K b(νB-Stp)

(♣)

is commutative up to isomorphism. Indeed, one can check thatthe isomorphismT̄•
X

s
⇐= σ>0T̄•

X
t

=⇒ X in
Db(B)/K b(νB-Stp) with s and t the canonical maps is a natural map, and this gives rise to an isomorphism
from the functorFΣ to the functorΣφF .

For an Artin algebra, in the following theorem, we denote byA-mod the quotient category ofA-mod modulo
morphisms factorizing through injective modules.

Theorem 4.4. Let F : Db(A)−→ Db(B) be an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence. Then we have the
following:

(1) The functorφF : A-modν −→ B-modν is an equivalence;
(2) The functorφF induces an equivalence between A-modand B-mod;
(3) The functorφF induces an equivalence between A-modand B-mod;
(4) The functorφF is uniquely (up to isomorphism) determined by the commutative diagram(♣). Moreover,

if F ′ : Db(B)−→ Db(C) is another iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence, thenφF ′F ≃ φF ′φF .

Proof. Let G be a quasi-inverse ofF. ThenG also induces an equivalence betweenDb(B)/K b(νB-Stp) and
Db(A)/K b(νA-Stp). We also denote it byG. Then by the above commutative diagram of additive functors, the
functor ΣφGφF is isomorphic to the functorGFΣ, which is isomorphic toΣ. By Proposition 4.1, the functorΣ
is a fully faithful embedding. HenceφGφF is isomorphic to 1A-modν . By symmetry, the functorφF φG is also

isomorphic to 1B-modν . HenceφF is an equivalence, and(1) is proved.
By the construction ofφF , it follows from Lemma 4.3 thatφF sends projective modules to projective mod-

ules, and sends injective modules to injective modules. Moreover, the modules inνA-Stp andνB-Stp are all
projective-injective. Thus, the statements(2) and(3) follow.

(4) If φ : A-modν −→ B-modν is a functor such thatΣφ ≃ FΣ, then the functorΣφ is isomorphic toΣφF .
Henceφ ≃ φF sinceΣ is fully faithful. The rest of (4) follows similarly.

Remark: (1) It follows from the definition of iterated almostν-stable derived equivalences and [6, Theorem
3.7] that every iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence induces an equivalence between the stable module
categories, however, the proof of Theorem 4.4 presented here is not based on the earlier result [6, Thoerem 3.7],
and is completely different from the proof there. Moreover,Theorem 4.4 is more general than [6, Theorem 3.7]
since we get an equivalence betweenA-modν andB-modν which is not obtained in [6, Theorem 3.7].

(2) In case thatF is an almostν-stable derived equivalence, it follows by definition that the stable equivalence
from A-modto B-modinduced by the functorφF coincides with the stable functor̄F considered in [10].

5 Constructions of iterated almost ν-stable derived equivalences

In this section, we shall give some constructions of iterated almostν-stable derived equivalences.
Let us recall from [2] the definition of approximations. LetC be a category, and letD be a full subcategory

of C , andX an object inC . A morphism f : D −→ X in C is called aright D-approximationof X if D ∈ D and
the induced map HomC (D′, f ): HomC (D′,D) −→ HomC (D′,X) is surjective for every objectD′ ∈ D. Dually,
one can defineleft D-approximations.
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By Theorem 1.1, to get an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence, we only need to construct a derived
equivalence with the involved tilting complexes satisfying the conditions in Theorem 1.1. LetA be an algebra,
and letP,Q be two projectiveA-modules satisfying the following two conditions:

(1) add(AP) = add(νAP), add(AQ) = add(νAQ);
(2) HomA(P,Q) = 0.

For each positive integerr, we can form the following complex:

0−→ P−r fr
−→−→ P−r+1 −→ ·· · −→ P−1 f1

−→ A−→ 0,

where f1 : P−1 −→ A is a right add(AP)-approximation ofA, and fi+1 : P−i−1 −→ P−i is a right add(AP)-
approximation of Ker( fi) for i = 1, · · · , r −1. Similarly, we can form a complex

0−→ A
g1
−→ Q1 −→ ·· · −→ Qs−1 gs

−→ Qs −→ 0,

whereg1 is a left add(AQ)-approximation ofA, and gi+1 is a left add(AQ)-approximation of Coker(gi) for
i = 1,2, · · · ,s−1. Since HomA(P,Q) = 0, connecting the two complexes together, we get a complex

0−→ P−r −→ ·· · −→ P−1 f1
−→ A

g1
−→ Q1 −→ ·· · −→ Qs −→ 0,

whereA is in degree zero. We denote this complex byT•
P,Q, and letT• := T•

P,Q⊕P[r]⊕Q[−s].

Proposition 5.1. Keeping the notations above, we have the following:
(1) The complex T• is a tilting complex.
(2) Let B := EndDb(A)(T

•). Then T• induces an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence between the
algebras A and B.

Proof. (1) By the construction ofT•, we have

T i =































P−r ⊕P, i =−r ;
Pi, −r < i < 0;
A, i = 0;
Qi, 0< i < s;
Qs⊕Q, i = s;
0 otherwise.

, anddi
T =























[ fr
0

]

, i =−r ;
f−i, −r < i < 0;
gi+1, 06 i < s−1;
[gs

0

]

, i = s−1;
0 otherwise.

We first show that Hom
K b(A-proj)(T

•,T•[i]) = 0 for all i 6= 0. Assume thati is a positive integer. Letu• be

a morphism in Hom
K b(A-proj)(T

•,T•[i]). Then we have the following commutative diagram

· · · // T−i−1
d−i−1

T //

u−i−1

��

T−i
d−i

T //

u−i

��

T−i+1
d−i+1

T //

u−i+1

��

· · · // T−1 d−1
//

u−1

��

T0
d0

T //

u0

��

T1
d1

T //

u1

��

· · ·

· · · // T−1
d−1

T // T0
d0

T // T1
d1

T // · · · // T i−1
di−1

T // T i
di

T // T i+1
di+1

T // · · ·

Since HomA(P,Q) = 0, we haveuk = 0 for all −i < k < 0. By definition, T−i ∈ add(AP). Sinced−1
T = f1

is a right add(AP)-approximation, there is a maph−i : T−i −→ T−1 such thatu−i = h−id−1
T . Thus,(u−i−1 −

d−i−1
T h−i)d−1

T = d−i−1
T u−i−d−i−1

T h−id−1
T = d−i−1

T u−i−d−i−1
T u−i = 0. Sinced−2

T is a rightadd(AP)-approximation
of Ker(d−1

T ), there is a maph−i−1 : T−i−1 −→ T−2 such thatu−i−1 − d−i−1
T h−i = h−i−1d−2

T , that isu−i−1 =
d−i−1

T h−i +h−i−1d−2
T . Similarly, for each integerk<−i−1, there are mapshk+1 : Tk+1 −→ Tk+i andhk : Tk −→

Tk+i−1 such thatuk = dk
Thk+1+hkdk+i−1

T . Defininghk = 0 for all −i < k6 0, we haveuk = dk
Thk+1+hkdk+i−1

T
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for all k < 0. Similarly, we can prove thatuk = dk
Thk+1+hkdk+i−1

T for k > 0. Altogether, we have shown that
u• = 0 in K b(A-proj). Hence Hom

K b(A-proj)(T
•,T•[i]) = 0 for all i > 0. By an analogous proof, we have

Hom
K b(A-proj)(T

•,T•[i]) = 0 for all i < 0. Finally, sinceP[r] andQ[−s] are in add(T•), we deduce thatAA is

in the triangulated subcategory ofK b(A-proj) generated by add(T•). Hence add(T•) generatesK b(A-proj) as
a triangulated category, and consequentlyT• is a tilting complex overA.

(2) Let F : Db(A) −→ Db(B) be a derived equivalence induced byT•. Also, we useF to denote the
equivalence betweenK b(A-proj) andK b(B-proj) induced byF. SetP̄ := Hom

K b(A-proj)(T
•,P[r])≃ F(P[r]),

Q̄ := Hom
K b(A-proj)(T

•,Q[−s]) ≃ F(Q[−s]), andŪ := Hom
K b(A-proj)(T

•,T•
P,Q) ≃ F(T•

P,Q). ThenF(P) ≃

P̄[−r] andF(Q)≃ Q̄[s]. For simplicity, we list some subcomplexes ofT•:

P• : 0−→ P−r −→ ·· · −→ P−1 −→ 0,
Q• : 0−→ Q1 −→ ·· · −→ Qs −→ 0,
R• : 0−→ A−→ Q1 −→ ·· · −→ Qs −→ 0.

By Lemma 2.1,F(P•) is isomorphic to a complex̄P• in K b(add(P̄)) such thatP̄i = 0 for all i < 0 and alli > r.
The complexF(Q•) is isomorphic to a complex̄Q• in K b(add(Q̄)) with Q̄i = 0 for all i > 0 and alli 6 −s.
Note that there is a distinguished triangle inK b(A-proj)

P•[−1]−→ R• −→ T•
P,Q −→ P•.

Applying F, we get a distinguished triangle inK b(B-proj):

F(P•)[−1]−→ F(R•)−→ F(T•
P,Q)−→ F(P•).

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

0−→ Ū −→ P̄0 −→ P̄1 −→ ·· ·

with Ū in degree 0. Next we have a distinguished triangle

Q• −→ R• −→ A−→ Q•[1]

in K b(A-proj). Applying F, we see thatF(A) is isomorphic to a complex̄T• of the form

· · · −→ Q̄−1 −→ Q̄0 −→ Ū −→ P̄0 −→ P̄1 −→ ·· · ,

whereŪ is in degree zero. Note that̄T• is a tilting complex associated toF−1 sinceF−1(T̄•) ≃ A. Since
add(AP) = add(νAP) and add(AQ) = add(νAQ), we have add(BP̄) = add(νBP̄) and add(BQ̄) = add(νBQ̄). Thus,
we have add(AT±) = add(νAT±) and add(BT̄±) = add(νBT̄±). By Theorem 1.1, the statement(2) follows.

To illustrate Proposition 5.1, we give an example. LetA be the finite-dimensionalk-algebra given by the
quiver

•
α // •

1 2α′
oo

β // •
3β′

oo
γ // •

4γ′
oo

with relationsα′α = ββ′ = αβ = βγ = β′α′ = γ′β′ = β′β− γγ′ = 0. We usePi to denote the indecomposable
projectiveA-module corresponding to the vertexi for i = 1,2,3,4. The Loewy structure of the projectiveA-
modules can be listed as follows.

P1 :
1
2
1

P2 :
2

1 3 P3 :
3

2 4
3

P4 :
4
3
4
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Let P := P1 andQ := P3⊕P4. Then we have add(AP) = add(νAP), add(AQ) = add(νAQ), and HomA(P,Q) = 0.
Using Proposition 5.1, we have a tilting complexT• overA. The indecomposable direct summands ofT• are:

T•
1 : 0−→ P1 −→ 0

T•
2 : 0−→ P1 −→ P2 −→ P3 −→ 0

T•
3 : 0−→ P3 −→ 0

T•
4 : 0−→ P4 −→ 0

A calculation shows that the algebraB := EndDb(A)(T
•) is given by the quiver

•
δ

yyssssss

•
α // •

1 2α′
oo

β %%KKKKKK

•4

3

γ

OO

with relationsα′α = αβ = δα′ = βγδ = γδβγ = 0. By Proposition 5.1,T• induces an iterated almostν-stable
derived equivalence betweenA andB. Therefore,A andB are also stably equivalent of Morita type.

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

Proposition 5.2. Let F : Db(A) −→ Db(B) be an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence between two
finite-dimensional algebras A and B over a field k, and letφF be the stable equivalence induced by F (see,
Theorem 4.4). Then we have the following:

(1) For each A-module X, there is an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence between the endomor-
phism algebrasEndA(A⊕X) andEndB(B⊕φF(X));

(2) For a finite-dimension self-injective k-algebra C, there isan iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence
between A⊗kC and B⊗kC.

Proof. Suppose thatF ≃ F1F2 · · ·Fn such thatFi or F−1
i is almostν-stable for alli. By Theorem 4.4, we have

φF ≃ φF1φF2 · · ·φFn. By the remark after Theorem 4.4, we know thatφFi coincides with theF̄i considered in [6]
for all i. Thus, the statements (1) follows from [6, Corollary 1.3]. The proof of (2) is similar to that of [6,
Proposition 6.2].

Let us recall from [7] the definition ofΦ-Auslander-Yoneda algebras. A subsetΦ of the set of natural
numbersN is called admissible provided that: (1) 0∈ Φ; (2) If i + j + k ∈ Φ for i, j,k ∈ Φ, then i + j ∈ Φ
implies that j + k ∈ Φ. For instance, the setsN, {0,1, · · · ,n} are admissible subsets ofN. Suppose thatΦ
be an admissible subset ofN. Let A be an Artin algebra, and letX be anA-module. Now we consider the
Yoneda algebra Ext∗A(X,X) =

⊕
i>0 HomDb(A)(X,X[i]) of X, and define EΦA(X) :=

⊕
i∈Φ HomDb(A)(X,X[i]) with

multiplication: forai ∈ HomDb(A)(X,X[i]) anda j ∈ HomDb(A)(X,X[ j]), we defineai ·a j = aia j if i+ j ∈ Φ, and
zero otherwise. Then one can check that EΦ

A (X) is an associated algebra. IfΦ = {0}, then EΦ
A(X) is isomorphic

to EndA(X). If Φ =N, then EΦ
A(X) is just the Yoneda algebra ofX.

Proposition 5.3. Let F : Db(A) −→ Db(B) be an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence between two
Artin algebras A and B. Suppose thatΦ is an admissible subset ofN. Then we have the following:

(1) For any A-module X, there is a derived equivalence between the Φ-Auslander-Yoneda algebrasEΦ
A(A⊕

X) andEΦ
B(B⊕φF(X));

(2) If Φ is a finite set, then for any A-module X, there is an iterated almostν-stable derived equivalence
betweenEΦ

A (A⊕X) andEΦ
B (B⊕φF(X)).

Proof. Using the result [7, Theorem 3.4], the proof is similar to that of Proposition 5.2 (1).
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