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CONICS ON GUSHEL–MUKAI FOURFOLDS, EPW SEXTICS AND

BRIDGELAND MODULI SPACES

HANFEI GUO, ZHIYU LIU, SHIZHUO ZHANG

Abstract. We identify the double dual EPW sextic ỸA⊥ and the double EPW sextic

ỸA, associated with a very general Gushel–Mukai fourfold X , with the Bridgeland moduli
spaces of stable objects of character Λ1 and Λ2 in the Kuznetsov component Ku(X). This
provides an affirmative answer to a question of Perry–Pertusi–Zhao. As an application,
we prove a conjecture of Kuznetsov–Perry for very general Gushel–Mukai fourfolds.

1. Introduction

1.1. Hyperkähler varieties as Bridgeland moduli spaces for Kuznetsov com-

ponents of Fano fourfolds. Compact hyperkähler varieties are higher-dimensional ana-
logues of K3 surfaces, which are important building blocks of algebraic geometry. However,
constructing a compact hyperkähler variety is involved so that only a few of examples are
known. The major examples are moduli spaces of stable sheaves on a K3 surface, by the
work [Bea83], [Muk84], [O’G95], [Yos99], [Yos01] and many others.

To produce more examples of hyperkähler varieties, one could consider the moduli
spaces of stable objects on a non-commutative K3 surface, which we now briefly explain.
In [Kuz04], Kuznetsov constructs a semi-orthogonal decomposition of the derived category
of a cubic fourfold X

Db(X) = 〈Ku(X),OX ,OX(H),OX(2H)〉,

where OX(H) is the ample line bundle OP5(1)|X . Kuznetsov observes that the non-trivial
semi-orthogonal component Ku(X) is a K3 category in the sense that it has the same
Serre functor and Hochschild cohomology as the derived category of a K3 surface. On the
other hand, it has now been expected that the Kuznetsov component of a smooth Fano
variety encodes essential birational geometric information. In [BLMS17], the authors
construct stability conditions on the Kuznetsov component of a series of Fano varieties,
including Ku(X). In particular, one could construct Bridgeland moduli spaces of stable
objects in Ku(X) with respect to the stability conditions. Under certain circumstances,
these moduli spaces provide new examples of hyperkähler varieties. In the present article,
we focus on the case of a Gushel–Mukai(GM) fourfold X , which is a degree 10 and index
two Fano variety. Let V5 be a complex vector space of dimension five. A general GM
fourfold is defined by a smooth transverse intersection of Gr(2, V5) with a linear section
P8 and a quadric section Q in P9 after the Plücker embedding

X := Gr(2, V5) ∩ P8 ∩Q.

By the work [DIM15], [DK18], [KP18], [DK19] and many others, it is shown that GM
fourfolds share many similarities with cubic fourfolds. For example, a GM fourfold X also
admits a semi-orthogonal decomposition

Db(X) = 〈Ku(X),OX,U
∨,OX(H),U∨(H)〉,

where U is the pull back of the tautological sub-bundle on Gr(2, V5) and OX(H) is the
restriction of the Plücker line bundleOP9(1). Furthermore, Ku(X) is also a K3 category. In
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particular, there is a rank two lattice inside the numerical Grothendieck group N (Ku(X))
generated by

Λ1 = −2 + (H2 − Σ′)−
1

2
P, Λ2 = −4 + 2H −

5

3
L,

where Σ′ is the class of a degree 6 surface. In [PPZ19], the authors construct stability con-
ditions on Ku(X) and they show that for a non-zero primitive Mukai vector v and a generic
stability condition σ, if the moduli space Mσ(v) is non-empty, it is a smooth projective
hyperkähler variety of dimension (v, v) + 2. In particular, they prove that if X is very

general, Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) is either isomorphic to the double dual EPW sextic ỸA⊥ or the

double EPW sextic ỸA, where A is the Lagrangian data associated with X . Furthermore,
as observed in [PPZ19, Section 5.4.1], they expect that there exist two isomorphisms,

Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) ∼= ỸA⊥ and Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2) ∼= ỸA.

1.2. Main Results. The first main result of our article answers the question of Perry–
Pertusi–Zhao.

Theorem 1.1. Let X be a very general GM fourfold. Then, for a generic stability condi-
tion σ on Ku(X), we have

(1) Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) ∼= ỸA⊥.

(2) Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2) ∼= ỸA.
(3) There is an involutive auto-equivalence on Ku(X) and the induced involution on

Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) coincides with the natural involution on ỸA⊥.

Remark 1.2. Here very general means general non-Hodge-special, see Definition 2.1. We
only use this assumption in Theorem 7.1 to prove the stability of projection objects.
Once Theorem 7.1 is known for general GM fourfold and generic stability conditions,
Theorem 1.1 can be generalized to the case of general GM fourfolds.

We approach Theorem 1.1 by projecting objects related to conics to the Kuznetsov
component. The Hilbert scheme of conics Fg(X) of a general GM fourfold X is a smooth
projective variety of dimension 5. By [IM11], there exists a morphism

f : Fg(X) −→ ỸA⊥

and this morphism is an essential P1-fibration in that f contracts a P1-family of generic
conics, while taking two special types of conics to two different points. Starting with a
twisted structure sheaf OC(H) of a conic C ⊂ X , we show that the projection functor
to Ku(X) produces an essential P1-fibration over Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1). More precisely, if X
is a very general GM fourfold, we prove that the morphism p : Fg(X) → Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1)
induced by the projection functor coincides with the morphism f constructed in [IM11].

As a result, we prove that Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) ∼= ỸA⊥.
In [KP19], the authors study GM varieties of arbitrary dimension and propose the

following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.3 ([KP19, Conjecture 1.7]). If X and X ′ are GM varieties of the same
dimension such that there exists an equivalence Ku(X) ≃ Ku(X ′), then X and X ′ are
birationally equivalent.

In [JLLZ21], we show the conjecture is true for general GM threefolds. In this article,
we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 1.4. Let X and X ′ be very general GM fourfolds. If there is an equivalence
Ku(X) ≃ Ku(X ′), then X and X ′ are period partners or period duals. In particular, X
is birational to X ′.
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We will review the definitions of period partners and period duals in Section 2. Roughly
speaking, X and X ′ have the same period point up to an involution of the period domain.

The idea is very similar to the proof for GM threefolds as in [JLLZ21, Theorem 10.1].
The equivalence Φ : Ku(X) ≃ Ku(X ′) would induce an isomorphism from the moduli
space Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2) to either Mσ(Ku(X ′),Λ′

2) or Mσ(Ku(X ′),Λ′
1). By Theorem 1.1,

the former case shows that X and X ′ are period partners while the latter shows that they
are period dual. In both cases, X is birationally equivalent to X ′ by [DK18, Corollary
4.16, Theorem 4.20] and [DK19, Remark 5.28].

1.3. Related work.

1.3.1. Hyperkähler varieties as Bridgeland moduli spaces for Kuznetsov components. In
[LPZ18], the authors reconstruct the Fano variety of lines for any cubic fourfold and the
LLSvS eightfolds for cubic fourfolds not containing a plane as the moduli spaces of stable
objects on the Kuznetsov component with primitive Mukai vector λ1 + λ2 and 2λ1 + λ2

respectively. In [LPZ20], the authors show that a symplectic resolution of the moduli
space Mσ(2λ1 + 2λ2) is a hyperkähler variety, deformation equivalent to O’Grady 10.

1.3.2. Birational categorical Torelli for GM varieties. In [JLLZ21], we show that the
Kuznetsov component determines the birational isomorphic class for general GM threefolds
while in the present article, we prove a similar statement for very general GM fourfolds.
Since GM fivefolds and sixfolds are all rational (cf. [DK18, Prop 4.2]), the analogous
statements automatically hold in these cases.

1.4. Further questions.

1.4.1. Structure of the moduli space Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2). It would be interesting to know if
the Bridgeland moduli space Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2) can be realized as a Gieseker moduli space
on X . Inspired by our previous work [JLLZ21] for GM threefolds, we wonder if the moduli
space Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2) is isomorphic to the moduli space MX(4−2H+ 1

6
H3) of semistable

sheaves on X .

1.4.2. Refined categorical Torelli for GM fourfolds. The duality conjecture [KP19, The-
orem 1.6] tells us that the Kuznetsov component of GM varieties cannot determine the
isomorphism class. In [JLLZ21], we prove what we called Refined categorical Torelli theo-
rem for GM threefolds, meaning that an extra assumption can be made on the equivalence
Φ : Ku(X) ≃ Ku(X ′) of GM threefolds X and X ′ to deduce that X ∼= X ′. It is natural
to see if similar statements can be proved for GM fourfolds, as asked in [PS22, Question
6.5].

1.5. Organization of the paper. In Section 2, we review the basic terminologies of
GM fourfolds and the associated hyperkähler varieties, double EPW sextics and double
dual EPW sextics. In Section 3, we introduce the semi-orthogonal decomposition of GM
fourfolds and construct an involutive auto-equivalence on the Kuznetsov component. In
Section 4, we briefly review the concepts of weak stability conditions on a general tri-
angulated category and stability conditions on the Kuznetsov component Ku(X) for a
GM fourfold X . Then we prove some properties of stability conditions on Ku(X) which
will be used later. In Section 5, we introduce three types of conics on GM fourfolds. In
Section 6, we compute the projection objects for conics of each type. In Section 7, we
prove the stability of the projection objects of conics. In Section 8, we show that the
morphism induced by the projection functor coincides with the classical map defined by
Iliev–Manivel in [IM11], and as a consequence we prove Theorem 1.1. In Section 9, using
results in Section 8, we prove Theorem 1.4.
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1.6. Notation and conventions.

• We work over k = C.
• The term K3 surface means a smooth projective K3 surface.
• We denote the bounded derived category of coherent sheaves on a smooth vari-
ety X by Db(X). The derived dual functor RHomX(−,OX) on Db(X) is denoted
by D(−).

• If X → Y is a morphism between varieties and F ∈ Db(Y ), then we often write FX

for the pullback of F to X . By abuse of notation, if D is a divisor on Y , we often
still denote its pullback by D.

• We will use Vi to denote a complex vector space of dimension i.
• We use hom and exti to represent the dimension of the vector spaces Hom and Exti.
• We denote the Hilbert scheme of conics on a variety X by Fg(X), following the
notation in [IM11].

• The symbol ≃ denotes an equivalence of categories and a birational equivalence of
varieties. The symbol ∼= denotes an isomorphism between varieties, complexes or
functors.

Acknowledgements. Firstly, it is our pleasure to thank Arend Bayer and Qizheng Yin
for very useful discussions on the topics of this project. We would like to thank Sasha
Kuznetsov, Kieran G. O’Grady, Alexander Perry, Laura Pertusi and Xiaolei Zhao for help-
ful comments. The first author would like to thank Guolei Zhong for his suggestions and
companion. The third author thanks Tingyu Sun for constant support and encouragement.
We also would like to thank the referee for the careful reading and for providing detailed
comments. The third author is supported by the ERC Consolidator Grant WallCrossAG,
no. 819864.

2. Geometry of Gushel–Mukai fourfolds and the associated EPW sextics

Let X be an ordinary GM fourfold, which is defined by a smooth transverse intersection
of Gr(2, V5) with a linear section P8 and a quadric section Q in P9 after the Plücker
embedding

X := Gr(2, V5) ∩ P8 ∩Q.

There is a natural embedding γX : X → Gr(2, V5), which is usually called the Gushel map.
We define OX(H) := OP9(1)|X and U := γ∗

XUGr(2,V5), where UGr(2,V5) is the tautological
rank two sub-bundle of Gr(2, V5).

We denote σi,j ∈ H2(i+j)(Gr(2, V5),Z) the Schubert cycles of Gr(2, V5) for any integers
3 ≥ i ≥ j ≥ 0. By [DK19, Proposition 3.4], the cohomology groupH4(X,Z) is torsion free.
The image of the embedding γ∗

X : H4(Gr(2, V5),Z) → H4(X,Z) is a rank two sub-lattice
generated by γ∗

X(σ1)
2 and γ∗

X(σ2).

Definition 2.1. An ordinary GM fourfold X is called non-Hodge-special if

H2,2(X) ∩H4(X,Z) = γ∗
XH

4(Gr(2, V5),Z).

It means H2,2(X) ∩ H4(X,Z) is a rank two integral lattice. X is called Hodge-special if
the lattice H2,2(X) ∩H4(X,Z) is of rank at least three.

According to [DIM15], [DK19] and [Deb20, Section 4.5], there is a period map from the
moduli stack of GM fourfolds to the period domain

℘4 : M
GM
4 −→ D .

In particular, the locus of periods of the Hodge-special GM fourfolds constitute a countably
union of hypersurfaces.

In the current paper, we will always assume X to be very general in the sense that it
is general among the locus of non-Hodge-special GM fourfolds. For a comment on the
general case, see Remark 1.2.



5

2.1. EPW sextics and conics on Gushel–Mukai fourfolds. As a cubic fourfold ad-
mits an associated hyperkähler variety, which is called Fano variety of lines, a general GM
fourfold also admits its associated hyperkähler variety.

Here we briefly review the definition and some properties of EPW sextics introduced by
Eisenbud, Popescu, and Walter, in particular their relations with GM varieties.

Let X be an ordinary GM fourfold, following [DK19], one can naturally associate a
triple (A(X), V5(X), V6(X)) with X , which is called a Lagrangian data of X . Here V6(X)

is a six-dimensional vector space, V5(X) is a hyperplane in V6(X) and A(X) ⊂
∧3 V6(X) is

Lagarangian with respect to the natural symplectic structure on
∧3 V6(X) given by wedge

product. When X is clear, we will use the notation (A, V5, V6).
Starting from a Lagrangian data, one can construct various varieties which are important

to the geometry of GM fourfolds. For any integer l ≥ 0, we define closed subschemes

Y ≥l
A := {[U1] ∈ P(V6)|dim(A ∩ (U1 ∧

2∧
V6)) ≥ l} ⊂ P(V6),

Y ≥l
A⊥ := {[U5] ∈ P(V6

∨)|dim(A ∩
3∧
U5) ≥ l} ⊂ P(V6

∨).

At the same time, we set Y ℓ
A := Y ≥ℓ

A \Y ≥ℓ+1
A and Y ℓ

A⊥ := Y ≥ℓ
A⊥\Y

≥ℓ+1
A⊥ .

If X is general, we can assume that A is also general. Then YA := Y ≥1
A ⊂ P(V6) is

a normal integral sextic hypersurface, which is called an EPW sextic. The fourfold YA

is singular at the integral surface Y ≥2
A . In [O’G10, Section 1.2], the author constructs a

canonical double cover

ỸA → YA,

branched over the integral surface Y ≥2
A , which is called the double EPW sextic. Since A

is general, Y ≥3
A = ∅, ỸA is a smooth hyperkähler fourfold. The analogue statements also

hold for Y ≥l
A⊥.

Many properties of a GM fourfoldX depend on A(X), its even part of the corresponding
Lagrangian subspace. Here we introduce two important notions called period partner and
period dual.

Definition 2.2 ([DK18, Definition 3.20]). Two GM fourfolds X1 and X2 are called pe-
riod partners if there exists an isomorphism φ : V6(X1) ∼= V6(X2) such that we have

(
∧3 φ)(A(X1)) = A(X2). They are called period duals if there exists an isomorphism
φ : V6(X1) ∼= V6(X2)

∨ such that (
∧3 φ)(A(X1)) = A(X2)

⊥.

By definition, period partners are constructed by the same Lagrangian subspace A, but
possibly with different hyperplanes of V6. By [DK19, Theorem 5.1], there is an identifica-
tion between the primitive Hodge structure of a GM fourfold and the one of its associated
double EPW sextic. As a corollary, period partners share the same period point.

According to [O’G06, Theorem 1.1], for any A ∈ LG(∧3V6)
00( i.e. the associated double

cover of the EPW sextic and its dual ỸA and ỸA⊥ are both smooth), the period points of

ỸA and ỸA⊥ differ by an involution r̄. In particular, r̄ is non-trivial, which implies that ỸA

is not isomorphic to ỸA⊥ for general A.
In [IM11], the authors show that the double EPW sextic can be constructed from the

Hilbert scheme of conics on a general GM fourfold. Here we give a short review of their
construction.

Denote by Fg(X) the Hilbert scheme of conics lying on X . When X is general, it is
a smooth projective variety of dimension five. Fg(X) admits a natural map to a sextic
hypersurface Y ∨

X ⊂ P5, over which Fg(X) is essentially a fibration in projective lines. By
Stein factorization, we get

Fg(X)
f
−→ Ỹ ∨

X → Y ∨
X .
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It turns out Ỹ ∨
X is also a smooth fourfold and the morphism f is birational to a P1-bundle.

Recall that YX ⊂ P(IX(2)) ∼= P5. The quadrics containing Gr(2, V5), which are sec-
tions of IGr(2,V5)(2), are called Pfaffian quadrics. The hyperplane of Pfaffian quadrics
in P(IX(2)) ∼= P5 is denoted by Hp. Then in the dual projective space, Hp defines a
point hp, which is called the Plücker point.

By [IM11, Theorem 3.2], there are three types of conics on X which are τ -conics, ρ-
conics and σ-conics. The locus of the last two types F ρ

g (X) and F σ
g (X) are isomorphic to

a three-dimensional quadric Q3 and the blow-up of P4 at a point, respectively.

Proposition 2.3 ([IM11]). The morphism f : Fg(X) → Ỹ ∨
X is a birational P1-bundle in

that

(1) f(F ρ
g (X)) = p1 and f(F σ

g (X)) = p2, where p1, p2 ∈ Ỹ ∨
X are preimages of the

Plücker point under the double cover Ỹ ∨
X → Y ∨

X .

(2) f(F τ
g (X)) = Ỹ ∨

X − {p1, p2} and the restriction f |F τ
g (X) : F

τ
g (X) → Ỹ ∨

X − {p1, p2} is

a P1-bundle.

Thus the natural holomorphic two-form on Fg(X), which is induced by the generator

of H3,1(X), descends to Ỹ ∨
X . This makes Ỹ ∨

X a hyperkähler fourfold. Indeed, Ỹ ∨
X → Y ∨

X is
a double cover and the natural involution is anti-symplectic as in [IM11, Proposition 4.17].

This implies Y ∨
X is an EPW sextic and Ỹ ∨

X coincides with the double cover constructed by

O’Grady in Section 2.1. In the followings, we will use the notations YA and ỸA uniformly
to refer to an EPW sextic and its double cover.

3. Semi-orthogonal decomposition and Kuznetsov components of

Gushel–Mukai fourfolds

Let X be a GM fourfold, the derived category Db(X) admits a semi-orthogonal decom-
position, given by [KP18, Prop 2.3]

Db(X) = 〈Ku(X),OX ,U
∨,OX(H),U∨(H)〉.

By [KP18, Prop 2.6], the Serre functor of Ku(X) is SKu(X)
∼= [2]. In this case, we define

the projection functor as pr1 := LOX
LU∨LOX(H)LU∨(H).

Since U∨ has rank two and c1(U∨) = H , we have an isomorphism U∨ ∼= U(H). Then
using Serre duality, there is an alternative semi-orthogonal decomposition

Db(X) = 〈OX(−H),U ,Ku(X),OX ,U
∨〉.

Under this decomposition, we denote the projection functor by pr2 := RUROX(−H)LOX
LU∨.

We denote the Grothendieck group of Ku(X) by K0(Ku(X)) and χ is the Euler form
over it. Its numerical Grothendieck group is defined as N (Ku(X)) := K0(Ku(X))/ ker(χ).

Lemma 3.1 ([KP18, Proposition 2.25]). Let X be a very general GM fourfold, then
N (Ku(X)) ∼= Z2. Furthermore, it is generated by Λ1 and Λ2, where Λ1 = −2 + (H2 −
Σ′)− 1

2
P and Λ2 = −4 + 2H − 5

3
L. The Euler form χ(−,−) on 〈Λ1,Λ2〉 is in the form

[
−2 0
0 −2

]
. (1)

Here H := γ∗
Xσ1 and Σ′ := γ∗

Xσ2. We have

ch(U) = 2−H + (−
1

2
H2 + Σ′) +

1

3
L−

1

12
P.

By standard computation, we see

H2Σ′ = H2.γ∗
Xσ2 = (γ∗

Xσ1)
2.γ∗

Xσ2 = σ2
1.σ2 = (σ2)

2 + σ1,1.σ2 = 6.
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In [Per19], the Todd class of X is calculated

td(X) = 1 +H +

(
2

3
H2 −

1

12
Σ′

)
+

17

60
H3 +

1

10
H4.

Then for any κ = a+ bH + (cH2 + dΣ′) + eL+ fP ∈ N (Ku(X)), the Euler characteristic
is given by

χ(X, κ) = (ch(κ). td(X))4 = a+
17

6
b+

37

6
c+

11

3
d+ e + f.

Now we are going to introduce a functor T on Ku(X), which is defined by T := LOX
◦D.

Proposition 3.2. The functor T is an involutive auto-equivalence on Ku(X).

Proof. First we prove that for any object E ∈ Ku(X), we have T (E) ∈ Ku(X). Indeed,
by the definition of LOX

, we have a triangle

RHom(OX ,D(E))⊗OX → D(E) → LOX
(D(E)) = T (E). (2)

By Serre duality, we have

Hom(U∨(H),D(E)[k]) = Hom(D(E),U [4− k]) = Hom(U∨, E[4− k]) = 0

for any k. Similarly, we see RHom(OX(H),D(E)) = RHom(U∨,D(E)) = 0, which implies
D(E) ∈ 〈Ku(X),OX〉. As OX ∈ 〈Ku(X),OX〉, we have LOX

(D(E)) ∈ 〈Ku(X),OX〉.
Thus if we apply Hom(OX ,−) to the triangle (2), we have RHom(OX ,LOX

(D(E))) = 0,
which implies T (E) = LOX

(D(E)) ∈ Ku(X).
Then for any object F ∈ Ku(X), if we apply Hom(D(F ),−) to the triangle (2), since

RHom(D(F ),OX) = RHom(OX , F ) = 0, we obtain natural isomorphisms

RHom(D(F ),D(E)) ∼= RHom(D(F ), T (E)) ∼= RHom(T (F ), T (E)),

thus T is fully faithful. Note that the last isomorphism follows from T (E) ∈ Ku(X) and
the adjunction of LOX

.
Now applying the functor D to the triangle (2), we obtain a triangle

D(T (E)) → E → RHom(OX ,D(E))∨ ⊗OX . (3)

Taking the functor LOX
again, by E ∈ Ku(X) and exceptionality of OX , we have

T (T (E)) ∼= LOX
E = E, which shows that T ◦ T ∼= idKu(X), i.e., T is an involution

on Ku(X). �

Remark 3.3. It is easy to see that the induced action of T on N (Ku(X)) will fix Λ1 and
map Λ2 to −Λ2.

4. Stability conditions on Kuznetsov components of Gushel–Mukai

fourfolds

In this section, we recall Bridgeland stability conditions on a triangulated category and
the notion of stability conditions on the Kuznetsov component of an ordinary GM fourfold.
We follow from [BLMS17, Section 2].

4.1. Stability conditions. LetD be a triangulated category andK0(D) be its Grothendieck
group. Fix a surjective morphism to a finite rank lattice v : K0(D) → Λ.

Definition 4.1. The heart of a bounded t-structure on D is an abelian subcategory A ⊂ D
such that the following conditions are satisfied

(1) for any E, F ∈ A and n < 0, we have Hom(E, F [n]) = 0,
(2) for any object E ∈ D, there exists a sequence of morphisms

0 = E0
φ1−→ E1

φ2−→ · · ·
φm
−−→ Em = E

such that cone(φi) is in the form Ai[ki], for some sequence k1 > k2 > · · · > km of
integers and Ai ∈ A.
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Definition 4.2. Let A be an abelian category and Z : K0(A) → C be a group homo-
morphism such that for any E ∈ A we have ImZ(E) ≥ 0 and if ImZ(E) = 0 then
ReZ(E) < 0. Then we call Z a stability function on A.

Definition 4.3. A stability condition on D is a pair σ = (A, Z), where A is the heart of
a bounded t-structure on D and Z : Λ → C is a group homomorphism such that

(1) the composition Z ◦ v : K0(A) ∼= K0(D) → C is a stability function on A. From
now on, we write Z(E) rather than Z(v(E)).

Much like the slope from classical µ-stability, we can define a slope µσ for σ using Z. For
any E ∈ A, set

µσ(E) :=

{
−ReZ(E)

ImZ(E)
, ImZ(E) > 0

+∞, else.

We say an object 0 6= E ∈ A is σ-(semi)stable if µσ(F ) < µσ(E) (respectively µσ(F ) ≤
µσ(E)) for any proper subobject F ⊂ E.

(2) Any object E ∈ A has a Harder–Narasimhan filtration in terms of σ-semistability
defined above.

(3) There exists a quadratic form Q on Λ ⊗ R such that Q|kerZ is negative definite
and Q(E) ≥ 0 for all σ-semistable objects E ∈ A. This is known as the support
property.

4.2. Stability conditions on Kuznetsov components of Gushel–Mukai fourfolds.

In [PPZ19], inspired by the idea of constructing stability conditions on Kuznetsov compo-
nents of cubic fourfolds in [BLMS17], the authors embed the Kuznetsov component Ku(X)
of a general ordinary GM fourfold X into a twisted derived category of modules over a
quadric threefold, associated to a conic fibration of X . In particular, they prove the
following theorem.

Theorem 4.4. Let X be a GM fourfold. Then the category Ku(X) has a stability condi-
tion.

We prove some simple properties for stability conditions on Ku(X), whose Serre functor
is SKu(X)

∼= [2].

Proposition 4.5. Let X be a GM fourfold and σ be a stability condition on Ku(X) and
A be its heart. Then

(1) the homological dimension of A is 2.
(2) If X is a non-Hodge-special GM fourfold, then we have ext1(A,A) ≥ 4 for any

non-trivial object A ∈ A.

Proof. Let A,B ∈ A, then Hom(A,B[i]) ∼= Hom(B[i], A[2]) ∼= Hom(B,A[2 − i]) = 0 for
i ≥ 3. Thus (1) holds. Let A be a non-trivial object in A, then by (1),

χ(A,A) = hom(A,A)− ext1(A,A) + ext2(A,A).

Note that χ(A,A) ≤ −2. Then ext1(A,A) = 2hom(A,A) − χ(A,A) ≥ 4, which proves
(2). �

By the same argument as in [BB17, Lemma 2.4], we have

Lemma 4.6. (Weak Mukai Lemma) Let A → E → B be a triangle in Ku(X) with
Hom(A,B) = 0, then we have

ext1(A,A) + ext1(B,B) ≤ ext1(E,E).

Using Proposition 4.5 and Lemma 4.6, the same argument as [BLMS17, Lemma A.5]
shows that:

Proposition 4.7. Let X be a non-Hodge-special GM fourfold. If E ∈ Ku(X) is an object
with ext1(E,E) ≤ 4, then E is stable with respect to every stability condition σ on Ku(X).
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5. Conics on Gushel–Mukai fourfolds

In [IM11], the moduli space of conics Fg(X) on a general ordinary GM fourfold X plays

an important role in the construction of the hyperkähler variety ỸA⊥. In this section, we
present some basic properties of conics in Fg(X) and list some calculation results which
heavily rely on the geometry of X .

According to [DIM15], there are two types of planes in Gr(2, V5) which are called σ-
planes and ρ-planes. A σ-plane is in the form P(V1 ∧ V4) and a ρ-plane is in the form
P(∧2V3) for some subspaces V1 ⊂ V4 ⊂ V5 and V3 ⊂ V5, respectively. Similarly, a σ-3-plane
is P3 ⊂ Gr(2, V5) in the form P(V1 ∧ V4) for some subspaces V1, V4 ⊂ V5 with V1 * V4.
Note that in Gr(2, V5), every P3 is a σ-3-plane.

Recall that for a n-dimensional vector space Vn and r ≥ 1, the zero locus of a non-zero
section of U∨

Gr(r,Vn)
is Gr(r, Vn−1) for a codimension one subspace Vn−1 ⊂ Vn, where UGr(r,Vn)

is the tautological subbundle of Gr(r, Vn). Similarly, since the tautological quotient bundle
QGr(r,Vn) is isomorphic to the dual of the tautological subbundle of Gr(n− r, V ∨

n ) via the
isomorphism Gr(r, Vn) ∼= Gr(n−r, V ∨

n ), then the zero locus of a non-zero section ofQGr(r,Vn)

is Gr(r − 1, Vn/V1) ⊂ Gr(r, Vn) for a one-dimensional subspace V1 ⊂ Vn.
Therefore, a σ-3-plane in Gr(2, V5) is indeed the zero locus of a non-zero section of

QGr(2,V5), which is isomorphic to Gr(1, 3). Similarly, a ρ-plane is nothing but the zero
locus of two linearly independent sections of U∨

Gr(2,V5)
, which is isomorphic to Gr(2, 3).

Definition 5.1 ([IM11, Section 3.1]). Let X be an ordinary GM fourfold, there are three
types of conics

(1) τ -conics are conics spanning planes which are not contained in Gr(2, V5).
(2) σ-conics are conics parametrizing lines passing through a common point, i.e., they

span σ-planes.
(3) ρ-conics are conics parametrizing lines contained in a common plane, i.e., they

span ρ-planes.

Lemma 5.2 ([IM11, Section 3.2]). Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold and U ,Q be
the tautological sub and the quotient bundle on X. For a smooth conic C on X, we have

(1) U∨|C ∼= OC(1)⊕OC(1) and Q|C ∼= OC(1)⊕OC(1)⊕OC if C is a τ -conic;
(2) U∨|C ∼= OC(2)⊕OC and Q|C ∼= OC(1)⊕OC(1)⊕OC if C is a σ-conic;
(3) U∨|C ∼= OC(1)⊕OC(1) and Q|C ∼= OC(2)⊕OC ⊕OC if C is a ρ-conic.

In fact, the type of a conic onX is detected by the numbers hom(U , IC) and hom(Q∨, IC).

Lemma 5.3. Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold and C be a conic on X.

(1) If C is a τ -conic, then Hom(U , IC) = k and Hom(Q∨, IC) = 0.
(2) If C is a σ-conic, then Hom(U , IC) = k and Hom(Q∨, IC) = k.
(3) If C is a ρ-conic, then Hom(U , IC) = k2 and Hom(Q∨, IC) = 0.

Proof. Note that for a conic C, if Hom(U , IC) = ka, for some integer a ≥ 0, then C is
contained in Gr(2, V5−a)∩X by the discussion above. Since for any conic C, there is some
V4 such that C lies in Gr(2, V4), then we have hom(U , IC) ≥ 1. Now if hom(U , IC) ≥ 2, we
know that C is contained in a ρ-plane Gr(2, V3). For a τ -conic C, 〈C〉 is not contained in
Gr(2, V4) for any V4 ⊂ V5 and a σ-conic C generates a σ-plane P(V1 ∧ V4). Thus for such
two types of conics, we have Hom(U , IC) = k. For a ρ-conic C, since 〈C〉 is in the form
Gr(2, V3), we have hom(U , IC) ≥ 2. But if hom(U , IC) ≥ 3, we know that C ⊂ Gr(2, V2),
which is impossible. Hence for a ρ-conic C, we have Hom(U , IC) = k2.

On the other hand, if Hom(Q∨, IC) = kb for an integer b ≥ 0, C is contained in
Gr(2 − b, V5−b) ∩ X . Thus we have hom(Q∨, IC) ≤ 1 for any conic C. It is easy to see
hom(Q∨, IC) = 1 if and only if C is contained in the zero locus of a global section of Q,
which is a σ-3-plane P(V1∧V5) of Gr(2, V5). This implies that Hom(Q∨, IC) = 0 for conics
of type τ or ρ and Hom(Q∨, IC) = k for conics of type σ. �
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Now we state two lemmas, which are useful in the following sections.

Lemma 5.4. Let X be an ordinary GM fourfold, then we have

(1) RHom(U ,Q∨) = k[0].
(2) RHom(U∨,Q) = 0.
(3) RHom(U∨,U) = 0.
(4) RHom(Q∨,Q(−H)) = k[−2].
(5) RHom(U∨,Q∨) = k[−1].
(6) RHom(U ,Q∨(H)) = k46[0].
(7) RHom(OX ,U

∨(H)) = k35[0].

Proof. The Koszul resolution of an ordinary GM fourfold is in the form

0 → OGr(2,V5)(−3) → OGr(2,V5)(−2)⊕OGr(2,V5)(−1) → OGr(2,V5) → OX → 0.

Then the result follows from this resolution and a standard computation applying the
Borel–Weil–Bott theorem, see e.g. [Wey03, (4.1.9), (4.1.12)]. �

Lemma 5.5. Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold and C ⊂ X be a conic. Then we
have

(1) RHom(OX(H),OC) = k[−1].
(2) RHom(U∨,OC) = 0 when C is of type τ or ρ.
(3) RHom(U∨,OC) = k[0]⊕ k[−1] when C is a σ-conic.
(4) RHom(U∨(H),OC) = k4[−1].
(5) RHom(Q∨(H),OC) = k[−1] when C is of type τ or σ.
(6) RHom(Q∨(H),OC) = k[0]⊕ k2[−1] when C is of type ρ.

Proof. When C is smooth, the result follows from C ∼= P1 and Lemma 5.2.
When C is not smooth but reduced, we have an exact sequence

0 → OC → Ol1 ⊕Ol2 → Ox → 0,

where li are lines such that l1 ∪ l2 = C, l1 ∩ l2 = x. When C is non-reduced, we have

0 → Ol(−H) → OC → Ol → 0,

where l = Cred is a line. Then the results follow from applying the Hom-functor to two
exact sequences above, taking long exact sequences and applying Lemma 5.3. �

Finally, we introduce a surface q, which is called a σ-quadric surface. We follow [DIM15,
Section 3].

Recall that X = Gr(2, V5) ∩ P8 ∩ Q. The hyperplane P8 is defined by a nonzero skew-
symmetric form ω on V5. Then the σ-quadric surface q is defined by a σ-3-plane P(V ω

1 ∧
V5) in Gr(2, V5) intersecting with X , where V ω

1 ⊂ V5 is the kernel of the nonzero skew-
symmetric form ω on V5. Indeed, 〈q〉 = P(V ω

1 ∧ V5), i.e. q is the zero locus of a section of
Q. Moreover, when X is general, q is smooth and is the only quadric surface contained in
X due to [PPZ19, Remark 2.2] and [DIM15] .

Proposition 5.6. Let Iq be the ideal sheaf of the σ-quadric q. Then there is an exact
sequence

0 → U → Q∨ → Iq → 0.

Proof. By definition, q is the zero locus of a section of Q, which corresponds to a surjective
map πq : Q∨

։ Iq.
It is left to show that ker(πq) ∼= U . Since U is slope-stable, we only need to prove that

ker(πq) is slope-stable as well and Hom(U , ker(πq)) 6= 0. If ker(πq) is not stable, we choose
a destabilizing sheaf D of ker(πq). Then we have µ(Q∨) = −1

3
> µ(D) ≥ µ(K) = −1

2
.
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While Pic(X) = Z.H and rk(D) = 1, this can not happen. Thus ker(πq) is slope-stable.
Then we apply Hom(U ,−) to the exact sequence

0 → ker(πq) → Q∨ → Iq → 0.

By Lemma 5.4, Hom(U ,Q∨) = k. At the same time, Hom(U , Iq) = 0, otherwise q is
contained in the zero locus of a section of U∨, which is Gr(2, V4)∩H ∩Q for some V4 ⊂ V5

and can not happen. Then we get Hom(U , ker(πq)) = k as desired. �

6. Projection objects of conics

Recall that pr1 := LOX
LU∨LOX(H)LU∨(H) and pr2 := RUROX(−H)LOX

LU∨ . In this
section, we find out the objects pr1(OC(H)) and pr2(IC) for any conic C on a general
ordinary GM fourfold, then we relate them via the involution T defined in Section 3.

The characters ch(pr1(OC(H))) and ch(pr2(IC)) of a conic C are Λ1. We start with two
lemmas.

Lemma 6.1. Let X be an ordinary GM fourfold and C be a conic on X. Let j : Y →֒ X
be any hyperplane section containing C. Then we have

pr2(IC)
∼= pr2(IC/Y ).

Proof. Note that we have an exact sequence

0 → OX(−H) → IC → IC/Y → 0.

Since LOX
LU∨(OX(−H)) = OX(−H), thus we have

pr2(OX(−H)) = RUROX(−H)LOX
LU∨(OX(−H)) = 0.

Therefore we obtain pr2(IC)
∼= pr2(IC/Y ). �

Recall that by dualizing the exact triangle defining the mutation functor, we have
D(LE) ∼= RD(E) ◦ D and D(RE) ∼= LD(E) ◦ D for any object E.

Lemma 6.2. Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold and C be a conic on X. Then we
have

T (pr2(IC))
∼= pr1(OC(H))[−2].

Proof. By definition, we have

T (pr2(IC)) = LOX
D(RUROX(−H)LOX

LU∨IC).

Since D ◦ (RUROX(−H)LOX
LU∨) = LU∨LOX(H)ROX

RU ◦ D, we get

T (pr2(IC)) = LOX
LU∨LOX(H)ROX

RU(D(IC)).

Applying ROX
RU(D(−)) to the standard exact sequence of C, we obtain

ROX
RU(D(IC)) ∼= ROX

RU(D(OC))[1],

which means
T (pr2(IC))

∼= LOX
LU∨LOX(H)ROX

RU(D(OC))[1].

Firstly, we deal with τ -conics and ρ-conics. According to Lemma 5.5(2), we have

LOX(H)LU∨(H)(OC(H)) = IC(H)[1],

ROX
RU(OC(H)) = ROX

(OC(H))

and a triangle
ROX

RU(OC(H)) → OC(H) → OX [3].

Applying LOX
LU∨LOX(H) to this triangle, we obtain that

LOX
LU∨LOX(H)ROX

RU(OC(H)) ∼= LOX
LU∨LOX(H)(OC(H)) ∼= LOX

LU∨(IC(H)[1]).

The last complex is just pr1(OC(H)). In order to establish T (pr2(IC))
∼= pr1(OC(H))[−2],

we only need to show that D(OC) ∼= OC(H)[−3].
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• Let C be a smooth conic of type τ or ρ. By Grothendieck–Verdier duality, we have
D(OC) ∼= OC(H)[−3].

• Let C be a non-smooth reduced conic of type τ or ρ. We have the exact sequence

0 → OC → Ol1 ⊕Ol2 → Ox → 0

where li are lines such that l1 ∪ l2 = C, l1 ∩ l2 = x. By Grothendieck–Verdier
duality, we have D(Oli)

∼= Oli[−3] and D(Ox) ∼= Ox[−4]. Thus applying D to the
exact sequence above, we obtain a triangle

Ox[−4] → (Ol1 ⊕Ol2)[−3] → D(OC).

It means we have an exact sequence

0 → Ol1 ⊕Ol2 → D(OC)[3] → Ox → 0,

then we obtain D(OC) ∼= OC(H)[−3].
• Let C be a double line of type τ or ρ. We have

0 → Ol(−H) → OC → Ol → 0,

where l = Cred is a line. Applying D to this exact sequence, we have a triangle

Ol[−3] → D(OC) → Ol(H)[−3],

then we obtain D(OC) ∼= OC(H)[−3].

When C is a σ-conic, the computation is similar. We omit details here. �

Next, we compute projection objects of all three types of conics to the Kuznetsov
component Ku(X).

6.1. τ-conic. In this subsection, we compute the projection objects of τ -conics.

Proposition 6.3. Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold and C be a τ -conic on X.
Then we have

pr1(OC(H)) ∼= LOX
(IC/Σ(H))[1],

where Σ is the zero locus of a section of U∨ containing C. Moreover, there is an exact
sequence

0 → U⊕4 → K1 → pr2(IC) → IC → 0,

where K1 := cok(OX(−H) →֒ U⊕5) = RU OX(−H)[1].

Proof. By definition of pr1, we have

pr1(OC(H)) = LOX
LU∨LOX(H)LU∨(H)(OC(H))

∼= LOX
LU∨LOX(H)(OC(H))

∼= LOX
LU∨(IC(H))[1].

The first isomorphism follows from Lemma 5.5. The second isomorphism follows from the
standard exact sequence associated with C. Next, we have an exact triangle

RHom(U∨, IC(H))⊗ U∨ → IC(H) → LU∨(IC(H)).

Note that RHom(U∨, IC(H)) ∼= RHom(U , IC). By Lemma 5.3, RHom(U , IC) = k[0]. Then
the object LU∨(IC(H)) fits into the triangle

U∨ → IC(H) → LU∨(IC(H)).

The image of π : U → IC is the ideal sheaf IΣ, where Σ is the zero locus of a section of U∨

containing C, which is a surface Σ = Gr(2, V4) ∩X for some V4. Then we have two short
exact sequences

0 → ker π → U → IΣ → 0

and
0 → IΣ → IC → IC/Σ → 0.



13

Note that ker π is a rank one reflexive sheaf on X , hence is a line bundle. Thus we have
ker π ∼= OX(−H) and there is an exact triangle

OX(−H)[2] → LU(IC)[1] → IC/Σ[1].

Tensoring with OX(H), we get

OX [2] → LU∨(IC(H))[1] → IC/Σ(H)[1].

Finally, applying LOX
to this triangle, we get pr1(OC(H)) ∼= LOX

(IC/Σ(H))[1].
Now we compute pr2(IC). Since RHom(OX , IC) = RHom(U∨, IC) = 0 by Lemma 5.5,

we have
pr2(IC) = RUROX(−H)(IC).

Since we have RHom(IC ,OX(−H)) = k[−2] and RHom(IC ,U) = k4[−2], then we obtain
triangles

ROX(−H)(IC) → IC → OX(−H)[2],

RU(IC) → IC → U⊕4[2]

and
RUROX(−H)IC → RUIC → K1[1],

where K1 := cok(OX(−H) →֒ U⊕5) = RU OX(−H)[1]. Therefore, taking the long exact
sequence of cohomology, we get

0 → H−1(pr2(IC)) → U⊕4 α
−→ K1 → H0(pr2(IC)) → IC → 0. (4)

Claim. We have ker(α) = H−1(pr2(IC)) = 0. Thus the sequence of (4) becomes

0 → U⊕4 α
−→ K1 → pr2(IC) → IC → 0.

Now the rest of the proof aims to prove this claim. From the definition of α, we have a
commutative diagram

Hom(IC [−2],U)∨ ⊗ U [1] RUIC IC

Hom(OX(−H),U)∨ ⊗ U [1] RU OX(−H)[2] OX(−H)[2]

v

f2

v′f1 .

Here v′ ◦ f2 = α[1] and rows are induced by the definition of functor RU . Let v be a non-
zero element in Hom(IC ,OX(−H)[2]) = k, v′ and f1 be the morphisms induced by v and
the right mutation functor. To determine f1, we only need to determine the natural map
f3 : Hom(IC [−2],U)∨ → Hom(OX(−H),U)∨ induced by v due to the fact f3⊗ idU [1] = f1.

To this end, using Serre duality we see that f3 : Hom(IC [−2],U)∨ → Hom(OX(−H),U)∨

is actually the dual map of f4 : Hom(OX(−H),U) → Hom(IC [−2],U) induced by v : IC →
OX(−H)[2]. We claim that f3 is injective, which implies ker(α) = 0. Indeed, we only
need to show f4 is surjective, which is equivalent to show Hom(ROX(−H)(IC),U) = 0 since
ROX(−H)(IC) = cone(v)[−1].

By Serre duality and adjunction of mutation functors, we have

Hom(ROX(−H)(IC),U) = Ext4(U∨(H),ROX(−H)(IC)) = Ext4(LOX(−H)U
∨(H), IC).

Note that by (7) of Lemma 5.4 and Serre duality, we see U∨(2H) is regular in the sense
of Castelnuovo–Mumford, i.e. H i(U∨((2 − i)H)) = 0 for any i ≥ 1. Hence U∨(2H) is
globally generated, which implies LOX(−H)U∨(H)[−1] is a vector bundle. Moreover, we

have Exti(LOX(−H)U∨(H),OX) = 0 for i ≥ 2 by applying Hom(−,OX) to the exact
triangle defining LOX(−H)U

∨(H). Then applying Hom(LOX(−H)U
∨(H),−) to the exact

sequence 0 → IC → OX → OC → 0, we see

Ext4(LOX(−H)U
∨(H), IC) = Ext3(LOX(−H)U

∨(H),OC) = 0.

�
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6.2. Projection of U . In this subsection, we find out the projection object of U .

Proposition 6.4. Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold. Then we have a triangle

U → pr1(U) → K2[−1],

where K2 := LOX
(Iq(H))[−1] is a µ-stable reflexive sheaf, q is the unique σ-quadric in X.

Proof. We apply the first mutation LU∨(H) to U ,

RHom(U∨(H),U)⊗ U∨(H) → U → LU∨(H)U .

By Serre duality and exceptionality of U , we have RHom(U∨(H),U) = k[−4]. Then the
triangle becomes

U∨(H)[−4] → U → LU∨(H)U .

Applying LOX(H) to this triangle, we get

LOX(H)U
∨(H)[−4] → LOX(H)U → LOX(H)LU∨(H)U .

By Serre duality, RHom(OX(H),U) = 0, so that LOX(H)U ∼= U . Then we have the triangle

Q∨(H)[−3] → U → LOX(H)LU∨(H)U .

Applying LU∨, we obtain

(LUQ
∨)(H)[−3] → LU∨U → LU∨LOX(H)LU∨(H)U .

Since RHom(U∨,U) = 0 by Lemma 5.4, we have the following triangle

(LUQ
∨)(H)[−3] → U → LU∨LOX(H)LU∨(H)U .

Now from the fact RHom(U ,Q∨) = k[0], there is a triangle

U → Q∨ → LUQ
∨.

Since U and Q∨ are both µ-stable with slopes µ(U) = −1
2
and µ(Q∨) = −1

3
, the map

U
s
−→ Q∨ is injective and LUQ∨ ∼= cok(s) ∼= Iq by Proposition 5.6. Then the triangle

becomes
Iq ⊗OX(H)[−3] → U → LU∨LOX(H)LU∨(H)U .

Applying LOX
, we get

LOX
(Iq ⊗OX(H))[−3] → U → pr1(U).

As in Section 5.1, q = 〈q〉 ∩ X = 〈q〉 ∩ Q, which means q is cut out by five hyper-
plane sections of P8. This implies the morphism t : O⊕5

X −→ Iq(H) is surjective and
LOX

(Iq(H))[−1] ∼= ker(t), which is denoted by K2. By [Har80, Proposition 1.1], K2 is a
reflexive sheaf. Finally, the stability of K2 follows from the poly-stability of O⊕5

X and the
fact RHom(OX , K2) = 0. �

6.3. ρ-conic. In this subsection, we compute the projection objects of ρ-conics.
At first, we offer two lemmas which will be very useful in the proof of Proposition 6.7.

Lemma 6.5. Let X be an ordinary GM fourfold and F be a µ-semistable sheaf on X with
rk(F ) = 3, ch1(F ) = −H and H · ch2(F ) = eL. Then we have e ≤ −1.

Proof. By Mayamura’s restriction theorem, we can take a general smooth hyperplane
section Y such that F |Y remains µ-semistable. Then ch≤2(F |Y ) = (3,−H, eL). The result
follows from [Li15, Proposition 3.2]. �

Lemma 6.6. Use the notations as in Proposition 6.4, we have

(1) RHom(Iq(H),U) = k[−3].
(2) RHom(K2,U) = k[−2].
(3) Ext1(Iq(H), IC) = k.
(4) Hom(K2, IC) = k.



15

Proof. For (1), by Serre duality we only need to compute RHom(U∨, Iq). Then we apply
Hom(U∨,−) to the exact sequence

0 → U → Q∨ → Iq → 0,

the result follows from Lemma 5.4.
For (3), we apply Hom(−, IC) to the exact sequence

0 → U(H) → Q∨(H) → Iq(H) → 0,

since C is a ρ-conic, the result follows from RHom(U∨, IC) = 0 in Lemma 5.3 and
Lemma 5.5.

Now if we apply Hom(−,U) to the exact sequence

0 → K2 → O⊕5
X → Iq(H) → 0,

then (2) follows from (1). If we apply Hom(−, IC) to the exact sequence above, we have
Hom(K2, IC) ∼= Ext1(Iq(H), IC), then (4) follows from (3). �

Proposition 6.7. Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold and C be a ρ-conic on X.
Then we have

pr2(IC)
∼= pr1(U)[1].

Proof. As in the proof of Proposition 6.3, we have a long exact sequence

0 → H−1(pr2(IC)) → U⊕4 α
−→ K1 → H0(pr2(IC)) → IC → 0. (5)

Note that in this case Hom(Q∨(H),OC) = k by Lemma 5.5. Thus

H−1(pr2(IC))
∼= ker(α) ∼= U .

And we have an exact sequence

0 → K3 → H0(pr2(IC)) → IC → 0, (6)

where 0 → U⊕3 → K1 → K3 → 0. Note that we have a commutative diagram

0

OX(−H)

0 U⊕3 U⊕5 U⊕2 0

0 U⊕3 K1 K3 0

0

Hence K3 also fits into an exact sequence

0 → OX(−H) → U⊕2 → K3 → 0. (7)

By the slope stability of U , we see that the torsion part of K3 is supported in codimension
≥ 2. Since K3 is a quotient of two bundles, we know that the torsion part of K3 is zero
or has pure codimension one, which implies the torsion-freeness of K3, hence H0(pr2(IC))
is also torsion-free. From RHom(U ,OX(−H)) = 0, we have the following commutative
diagram

0 U U

0 OX(−H) U⊕2 K3 0

κ
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with rows exact. Note that κ is injective. Indeed, if κ is not injective, then rk(im(κ)) = 1.
By the stability of U , we see ch1(im(κ)) = xH , where x ≥ 0. Hence, we see rk(cok(κ)) = 2
and ch1(cok(κ)) = (−1 − x)H . Since cok(κ) is a quotient of U⊕2, by the stability of U
again, we have x = 0. But by the uniqueness of Jordan–Holder factors of U⊕2, we know
that cok(κ) ∼= U , which is impossible since K3 is a quotient of K1 = RU OX(−H)[1]
(cf. Proposition 6.3).

Now by the injectivity of κ and the snake lemma, we get an exact sequence 0 →
OX(−H) → U → cok(κ) → 0, which implies cok(κ) = IΣ1 , where Σ1 is the zero locus of
a regular section of U∨. Hence we have an exact sequence

0 → U
κ
−→ K3 → IΣ1 → 0, (8)

First, we claim that K3 is µ-(semi)stable. Indeed, by the stability of U and IΣ1 , the only
possible case is that the maximal destabilizing subsheaf of K3 is in the form IW , where W
is a closed subscheme containing the surface Σ1. It is easy to see rk(K3/IW ) = 2 and
ch1(K3/IW ) = −H . Thus (K3/IW )∨∨ is also µ-semistable with rank two and ch1 = −H .
If we apply Hom(−, (K3/IW )∨∨) to the sequence (8), we have Hom(U , (K3/IW )∨∨) 6= 0.
By the stability of U and (K3/IW )∨∨, we know that U ⊂ (K3/IW )∨∨, but this is impossible.
This is because U is locally free and (K3/IW )∨∨ is reflexive, the support of the quotient
is of codimension ≤ 1, which contradicts with the fact (K3/IW )∨∨/U is supported in
codimension ≥ 2.

Next we claim that K3 is reflexive. Indeed, we have a commutative diagram

0 U K3 IΣ1 0

0 U K∨∨
3 OX

θ

and Im(θ) = IZ1, where Z1 is a closed subscheme contained in Σ1. If Z1 6= Σ1, we can
assume that ch(IZ1) = 1 − eL + fP , where e ≥ 0. In this case K∨∨

3 is also µ-semistable.
But H · ch2(K

∨∨
3 ) = L and this contradicts Lemma 6.5. Thus Z1 = Σ1 and we know that

K3
∼= K∨∨

3 .
Then we claim that H0(pr2(IC)) is µ-(semi)stable. Indeed, if H0(pr2(IC)) is not µ-

semistable, letK4 be its minimal destabilizing quotient sheaf. Then by (6) and the stability
of K3 and IC , it is not hard to see that the only possible case is rk(K4) = 3 and ch1(K4) =
−H . Then if we apply Hom(−, K∨∨

4 ) to the triangle (6), we obtain Hom(K3, K
∨∨
4 ) 6= 0.

Since they have the same rank and ch1, by stability we haveK3 ⊂ K∨∨
4 , which is impossible

since they are both reflexive but K∨∨
4 /K3 is supported in codimension ≥ 2.

Finally, we show that Hom(K2,H0(pr2(IC))) = k, then using the µ-stability of K2

and H0(pr2(IC)), we obtain K2
∼= H0(pr2(IC)). From the definition of K2, it is not

hard to see that RHom(K2,OX(−H)) = 0. Now applying Hom(K2,−) to the exact
sequence (7), we obtain RHom(K2,U⊕2) = RHom(K2, K3). By Lemma 6.6, we know that
RHom(K2, K3) = k2[−2]. Therefore, if we apply Hom(K2,−) to the exact sequence (6),
we obtain

Hom(K2,H
0(pr2(IC))) = Hom(K2, IC),

which equals to k by Lemma 6.6.
Recall that pr1(U)[1] sits in the triangle

U [1] → pr1(U)[1] → K2.

Now we have established pr2(IC) and pr1(U)[1] share the same cohomology objects. Then
the result pr2(IC)

∼= pr1(U)[1] follows from the fact Ext1(K2,U [1]) = k. �
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6.4. σ-conic. In this subsection, we compute the projection objects of σ-conics.

Proposition 6.8. Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold and C be a σ-conic on X.
Then we have a triangle

D(Iq(H))[1] → pr2(IC) → Q∨,

where q is the unique σ-quadric on X.

Proof. Let Y be a hyperplane section of X containing C, it is easy to see Y is integral
because X is of Picard number one. Since X is general, it does not contain any plane,
then 〈C〉 ∩Y = C. At the same time, C is a σ-conic in Y , which means that C is the zero
locus of a section of QY . Thus we have an exact sequence on Y

0 → UY → Q∨
Y → IC/Y → 0.

Note that we have exact sequences on X

0 → U(−H) → U → UY → 0 (9)

and

0 → Q∨(−H) → Q∨ → Q∨
Y → 0. (10)

Hence RHom(U∨,UY ) = k[−3] and RHom(U∨,Q∨
Y ) = k[−1]. Applying the muta-

tion LOX
to the defining complexes of LU∨UY and LU∨Q∨

Y respectively, we get triangles

UY → LOX
LU∨UY → Q∨[−1]

and

Q∨ → Q∨
Y → LOX

LU∨Q∨
Y .

Now applying the mutation ROX(−H) on the sequences (9) and (10), since Ext1(U ,Q∨) = 0
by Lemma 5.4, we have ROX(−H)UY

∼= U ⊕Q(−H) and ROX(−H)Q∨
Y
∼= U ⊕Q∨.

Applying ROX(−H) to the above triangles respectively, we get triangles

U ⊕Q(−H) → ROX(−H)LOX
LU∨UY → Q∨[−1]

and

Q∨ → U ⊕Q∨ → ROX(−H)LOX
LU∨Q∨

Y .

After taking the mutation RU , we have

RUQ(−H) → pr2(UY ) → Q∨[−1]

and

pr2(Q
∨
Y )

∼= 0.

Therefore, using Lemma 6.1, combined with the sequence 0 → UY → Q∨
Y → IC/Y → 0

and pr2(Q
∨
Y )

∼= 0, we obtain that

pr2(IC)
∼= pr2(UY )[1].

Under this case, pr2(IC) sits in the triangle

RUQ(−H)[1] → pr2(IC) → Q∨.

Now the result follows from RUQ(−H) = D(Iq(H)). To this end, we only need to prove
that Iq(H) ∼= D(RUQ(−H)) ∼= LU∨Q∨(H), which is implied by the fact LUQ∨ ∼= Iq in
Proposition 6.4. �
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7. Stability of projection objects of conics

In this section, we apply Proposition 4.7 to show pr2(IC) is stable with respect to every
stability condition on Ku(X) for a very general ordinary GM fourfold X .

Theorem 7.1. Let X be a very general ordinary GM fourfold and C be a conic on X.
Then the objects pr2(IC) and pr1(OC(H)) are stable with respect to every stability condition
on Ku(X).

Proof. By Proposition 4.7 and the identification in Lemma 6.2, for a conic C, we only
need to show that one of the objects pr1(OC(H)) and pr2(IC) is stable. In the followings,
we prove the theorem in Proposition 7.4, Proposition 7.6 and Proposition 7.7. �

7.1. Stability of projection objects of τ-conics. At first, we list two lemmas that are
useful when we compute the spectral sequences in Proposition 7.4.

Lemma 7.2. Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold and C be a τ -conic on X. Let Σ
be the zero locus of a section of U∨ containing C. Then we have

(1) RHom(IC , IC) = k[0]⊕ k5[−1]⊕ k7[−2].
(2) RHom(IΣ, IΣ) = k[0]⊕ k4[−1]
(3) RHom(IC , IΣ) = k[−1]⊕ k4[−2].
(4) RHom(IΣ, IC) = k[0]⊕ k6[−1].

Proof. (1): It is clear that hom(IC , IC) = 1, by Serre duality we have

ext4(IC , IC) = hom(IC , IC(−2H)) = 0.

Using [IM11, Theorem 3.2], we know ext1(IC , IC) = 5. Since χ(IC , IC) = 3, we only need
to show that ext3(IC , IC) = 0. To this end, we apply Hom(IC ,−) to the exact sequence

0 → IC(−2H) → OX(−2H) → OC(−2H) → 0.

Since Hom(IC ,OX(−2H)) ∼= Ext1(IC ,OX(−2H)) = 0, we have

Ext1(IC , IC(−2H)) ∼= Hom(IC ,OC(−2H)) = 0.

By Serre duality, we obtain Ext3(IC , IC) ∼= Ext1(IC , IC(−2H)) = 0.
(2): Note that χ(IΣ, IΣ) = −3. Recall that Σ is the zero locus of a section of U∨, hence

we have the Koszul resolution

0 → OX(−H) → U → IΣ → 0.

Then the result follows from applying [Pir20, Lemma 2.27] to this exact sequence.
(3): It is clear that Hom(IC , IΣ) = Ext4(IC , IΣ) = 0. Now the result follows from

applying Hom(IC ,−) to the Koszul resolution of IΣ.
(4): Applying Hom(−, IC) to the resolution of IΣ, we obtain Exti(IΣ, IC) = 0 for i 6= 0, 1

and an exact sequence

0 → Hom(IΣ, IC) → k → k6 → Ext1(IΣ, IC) → 0.

Since hom(IΣ, IC) = 1, we obtain ext1(IΣ, IC) = 6. �

Lemma 7.3. Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold and C be a τ -conic on X. Let Σ
be the zero locus of a section of U∨ containing C. Then we have:

(1) RHom(IC/Σ, IC/Σ) = k[0]⊕ kn[−1]⊕ kn+1[−2] for some n ≥ 3.
(2) RHom(IC/Σ(H),OX) = k2[−2].
(3) RHom(OX , IC/Σ(H)) = k2[0].

Proof. Note that χ(IC/Σ, IC/Σ) = 2. Then (1) follows from Lemma 7.2 and applying [Pir20,
Lemma 2.27] to the exact sequence 0 → IΣ → IC → IC/Σ → 0.

(2) and (3) follow from applying Hom(−,OX) and Hom(OX ,−) to the exact sequence
0 → IΣ(H) → IC(H) → IC/Σ(H) → 0. �
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Proposition 7.4. Let X be a very general ordinary GM fourfold and C be a τ -conic on
X. Then pr1(OC(H)) is stable with respect to every stability condition on Ku(X).

Proof. In Proposition 6.3, we have pr1(OC(H)) ∼= LOX
(IC/Σ(H))[1]. Then we apply [Pir20,

Lemma 2.27] to the triangle

O⊕2
X → IC/Σ(H) → pr1(OC(H))[−1].

From Lemma 7.3, for i /∈ {0, 1, 2},

Hom(pr1(OC(H)), pr1(OC(H))) = k, Exti(pr1(OC(H)), pr1(OC(H))) = 0.

Then by Serre duality in Ku(X), we have

Ext2(pr1(OC(H)), pr1(OC(H))) = Hom(pr1(OC(H)), pr1(OC(H))) = k.

Since χ(pr1(OC(H)), pr1(OC(H))) = −2, we obtain Ext1(pr1(OC(H), pr1(OC(H)) = k4.
Then by Proposition 4.7, pr1(OC(H)) is stable with respect to every stability condition
on Ku(X). �

7.2. Stability of projection objects of ρ-conics. Let C be a ρ-conic on X , by Propo-
sition 6.7, pr2(IC)

∼= pr1(U)[1], where pr1(U) fits into the triangle as in Proposition 6.4

U → pr1(U) → LOX
(Iq(H))[−2].

Now we only need to prove pr1(U) is stable.

Lemma 7.5.

(1) RHom(U ,LOX
(Iq(H))[−3]) = km[−2]⊕ km−3[−3], for some integer 3 ≤ m ≤ 25.

(2) RHom(U , pr1(U)) ∼= RHom(pr1(U), pr1(U)) = k[0]⊕ k4[−1]⊕ k[−2].

Proof. (1): Applying Hom(U ,−) to the tautological exact sequence and using (1) of
Lemma 5.4, we see RHom(U ,U∨) = k24[0]. And we have RHom(U ,Q∨(H)) = k46[0]
by (6) of Lemma 5.4. Therefore, applying Hom(U ,−) to the short exact sequence

0 → U∨ → Q∨(H) → Iq(H) → 0,

we get RHom(U , Iq(H)) = k22[0]. Then we apply Hom(U ,−) to the triangle

O⊕5
X → Iq(H) → LOX

(Iq(H)).

Since RHom(U ,O⊕5
X ) = k25[0], by the long exact sequence we have

RHom(U ,LOX
(Iq(H))) = km[1]⊕ km−3[0],

for some integer 3 ≤ m ≤ 25. Then we obtain

RHom(U ,LOX
(Iq(H))[−3]) = km[−2]⊕ km−3[−3].

(2): Since pr1(U) fits into the triangle

LOX
(Iq ⊗OX(H))[−3] → U → pr1(U),

using (1) and RHom(U ,U) = k[0], we have RHom(U , pr1(U)) = k[0]⊕km[−1]⊕km−3[−2].
By Serre duality in Ku(X) and adjunction, we have

Hom(U , pr1(U)) = Hom(pr1(U), pr1(U)) = Hom(pr1(U), pr1(U)[2]) = Hom(U , pr1(U)[2]).

Therefore, we obtainm−3 = 1, which means RHom(U , pr1(U)) = k[0]⊕k4[−1]⊕k[−2]. �

Proposition 7.6. Let X be a very general ordinary GM fourfold and C be a ρ-conic on X,
then pr2(IC) is stable with respect to every stability condition on Ku(X).

Proof. By Lemma 7.5, Ext1(pr1(U), pr1(U)) = k4. Then using Proposition 4.7, pr1(U)
is stable, which implies pr2(IC) is stable with respect to every stability condition on
Ku(X). �
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7.3. Stability of projection objects of σ-conics.

Proposition 7.7. Let X be a very general GM fourfold and C be a σ-conic on X, then
pr2(IC) is stable with respect to every stability condition on Ku(X).

Proof. By Proposition 6.8, the object pr2(IC) fits into the triangle

D(Iq(H))[1] → pr2(IC) → Q∨.

It is easy to check that T (pr2(IC))
∼= pr1(U)[1]. Then the result follows from Proposition

7.6. �

Remark 7.8. For any ρ-conic C, pr2(IC)
∼= pr1(U)[1], for any σ-conic C, we have

T (pr2(IC))
∼= pr1(U)[1]. Indeed, it is easy to check T (pr1(U)[1]) ≇ pr1(U)[1]. This means

that the morphism p induced by pr2 contracts the locus σ-conics and ρ-conics in Fg(X) to
two different points in the moduli space Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1). Moreover, the induced action
of T on Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) will take one point to another.

8. Bridgeland moduli spaces and the double EPW sextics

8.1. Moduli space of stable objects Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1). For a very general GM four-
fold X , let Fg(X) be the Hilbert scheme of conics on X . In this section, we show that the
projection functor pr1 : D

b(X) → Ku(X)(or equivalently, pr2) induces a dominant proper
morphism p from Fg(X) to the Bridgeland moduli space Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1). Moreover, this

morphism p is compatible with the morphism f : Fg(X) → ỸA⊥ defined in [IM11, Section

4.4]. In particular, we show that Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) ∼= ỸA⊥ and Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2) ∼= ỸA.
By Theorem 7.1, the object pr1(OC(H)) is σ-stable for any conic C ∈ Fg(X). On the

other hand, Fg(X) admits a universal family and the functor pr1 is of Fourier–Mukai type.
By the standard argument as in [LPZ18, Theorem 3.9], the projection functor pr1 induces
a morphism p : Fg(X) → Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1). According to Remark 7.8, the morphism p
contracts ρ-conics and σ-conics to two different points in Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1). Next, when
restricting on the locus of τ -conics, we show that p is a P1-bundle.

We first review the construction of f : Fg(X) → ỸA⊥. In [IM11, Section 4.4], f(C) =
f(C ′) if and only if

(1) there exists some V4 ⊂ V5 such that C,C ′ ⊂ Gr(2, V4) ∩X ,
(2) the planes 〈C〉 and 〈C ′〉 in P(

∧2 V4) ∩ H ∼= P4 are contained in a same quadric

Q′, where Q′ is in the pencil |PV4, QV4 |, where QV4 := Q ∩ P(
∧2 V4) ∩ H and

PV4 := Gr(2, V4) ∩H ,
(3) 〈C〉 and 〈C ′〉 are linearly equivalent divisors on Q′.

Proposition 8.1. Let C and C ′ be two τ -conics on X. Then f(C) = f(C ′) if and only if
Hom(pr1(OC(H)), pr1(OC′(H))) 6= 0.

Proof. First we assume that C ⊂ Σ and C ′ ⊂ Σ′, where the two surfaces Σ := Gr(2, V4)∩X
and Σ′ := Gr(2, V ′

4) ∩X are zero locus of two sections of U∨.
From the definition of left mutation and Proposition 6.3, we have two triangles

O⊕2
X → IC/Σ(H) → pr1(OC(H))[−1]

and

O⊕2
X → IC′/Σ′(H) → pr1(OC′(H))[−1].

If we apply [Pir20, Lemma 2.27] to these two triangles, we obtain a spectral sequence with
the first page Ep,q

1 in the form
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...
...

...
Ext1(IC/Σ(H),O⊕2

X ) Ext1(O⊕2
X ,O⊕2

X )⊕ Ext1(IC/Σ(H), IC′/Σ′(H)) Ext1(O⊕2
X , IC′/Σ′(H))

Hom(IC/Σ(H),O⊕2
X ) Hom(O⊕2

X ,O⊕2
X )⊕Hom(IC/Σ(H), IC′/Σ′(H)) Hom(O⊕2

X , IC′/Σ′(H))
0 0 0

Since Hom(IC/Σ(H),O⊕2
X ) = Ext1(IC/Σ(H),O⊕2

X ) = 0 and pr1(OC′(H)) ∈ Ku(X),

Hom(pr1(OC(H)), pr1(OC′(H))) = E0,0
∞ = ker(E0,0

1 → E1,0
1 ) = Hom(IC/Σ, IC′/Σ′).

Then we need to prove that Hom(IC/Σ, IC′/Σ′) 6= 0 if and only if f(C) = f(C ′).
First we claim that if Hom(IC/Σ, IC′/Σ′) 6= 0, then Σ = Σ′, i.e., Hom(IΣ/P4, IΣ′/P4) 6= 0.

Indeed, this follows from applying [Pir20, Lemma 2.27] to the exact sequences

0 → IΣ/P4 → IC/P4 → IC/Σ → 0

and

0 → IΣ′/P4 → IC′/P4 → IC′/Σ′ → 0.

Assume that f(C) = f(C ′). Then we have Σ = Σ′, and the planes 〈C〉 and 〈C ′〉 in
are contained in a same quadric Q′, where Q′ is in the pencil |PV4, QV4 |. As in [IM11,
Proposition 4.9], Q′ is either a cone over a smooth quadric surface and planes in Q′ are
parametrized by two projective lines, or a double cone over a smooth conic and planes in
Q′ are parametrized by that smooth conic. Thus, there is a one-to-one correspondence
between a τ -conic C with 〈C〉 ⊂ Q′ and a plane contained in Q′. Since f(C) = f(C ′),
from the construction of f , we know that 〈C〉 and 〈C ′〉 are linearly equivalent and hence
come from the same family of planes in Q′. This means that they are linearly equivalent
as Weil divisors in Σ, which implies IC/Σ

∼= IC′/Σ. Hence we have Hom(IC/Σ, IC′/Σ) 6= 0.
Conversely, if Hom(IC/Σ, IC′/Σ′) 6= 0, then we know that Σ = Σ′ as we claimed above.

Moreover, C and C ′ are linearly equivalent as Weil divisors in Σ. From the construction
of f , we obtain that f(C) = f(C ′). �

Now, we are ready to prove the first main result of our paper.

Theorem 8.2. Let X be a very general GM fourfold with a Lagrangian data (A, V5, V6).
For any generic stability condition σ on Ku(X), the projection functor pr1 will induce an
isomorphism

i : ỸA⊥
∼= Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1).

Proof. Now we have the morphism p : Fg(X) → Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) induced by pr1. In
Proposition 8.1, on the locus of τ -conics, p is a P1-bundle and coincides with f . Further-
more, it follows from Proposition 6.7 and Proposition 6.8 that the morphism p coincides
with f on the whole Fg(X). By [PPZ19, Proposition 1.5], we know that Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1)
is a smooth projective variety of dimension four. On the other hand, since the dimension
of Fg(X) is five and the general fiber of p is one dimensional, p is a proper dominant
morphism onto Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1). Then according to [Vak17, Exercise 29.5.C], we have an

isomorphism i : ỸA⊥
∼= Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) such that i ◦ f = p. �

8.2. Moduli space of stable objects Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2). In Theorem 8.2, we have shown
that for a very general GM fourfold X , the moduli space Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) is isomorphic

to the double dual EPW sextic ỸA⊥. Now we prove the moduli space Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2) is

isomorphic to another hyperkähler fourfold, the double EPW sextic ỸA.

Theorem 8.3. Let X be a very general GM fourfold with a Lagrangian data (A, V5, V6).
For any generic stability condition σ on Ku(X), we have an isomorphism

Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2) ∼= ỸA.
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Proof. Let X ′ be the period dual of X , we can always choose X ′ to be very general
as well. Then by [KP19, Theorem 1.6], there is an equivalence of Fourier–Mukai type
Φ : Ku(X) ≃ Ku(X ′). We claim that Φ induces an isomorphism between Bridgeland
moduli spaces φ : Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) → Mσ′(Ku(X ′),Λ′

2). Indeed as a corollary of [BP22,
Theorem 5.12], the induced isomorphism

[Φ] : N (Ku(X)) ∼= N (Ku(X ′))

will identify the canonical rank 2 lattices 〈Λ1,Λ2〉 and 〈Λ′
1,Λ

′
2〉 on each side. Then up to

sign, [Φ](Λ1) = Λ′
1 or Λ′

2. If [Φ](Λ1) = Λ′
1, then Φ induces a bijective map φ between the

moduli spaces Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) and Mσ′(Ku(X),Λ′
1). Since Φ is of Fourier–Mukai type,

we get an isomorphism of moduli functors M1
∼= M

′
1 : (Sch/C)op → Gpds, where

Mi : T 7→ {F ∈ Db(X × T ) a family of geometrically σ-stable objects over T of class Λi}

M
′
i : T 7→ {F ′ ∈ Db(X ′×T ) a family of geometrically σ′-stable objects over T of class Λ′

i},

see [BLM+21, Definition 21.11]. More precisely, the isomorphism of functors is given by

M1(T ) → M
′
1(T ), F 7→ Φ⊠ idDb(T )(F)

for any T ∈ (Sch/C)op, where Φ is the composition Db(X)
pr1−−→ Ku(X)

Φ
−→ Ku(X ′) →֒

Db(X ′). Note that the functor Φ ⊠ idDb(T ) makes sense since Φ and idDb(T ) are Fourier–
Mukai functors so that we can pull their Fourier–Mukai kernels back to X × T ×X ′ × T
and take the product.

Since both moduli functors are algebraic stacks finite type over C (cf. [BLM+21, Theo-
rem 21.24 (2)]), by the uniqueness of good moduli spaces [Alp08, Theorem 6.6] we have

φ : ỸA⊥
∼= Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) ∼= Mσ′(Ku(X ′),Λ′

1)
∼= ỸA′⊥.

But X ′ is the period dual of X , A′ = A⊥, then we get an isomorphism ỸA⊥
∼= ỸA,

which is impossible by [O’G06, Theorem 1.1]. Thus up to sign, we have [Φ](Λ1) = Λ′
2

and [Φ](Λ2) = Λ′
1, which implies M1

∼= M
′
2 by the same argument above. Then the

moduli space Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2) ∼= Mσ(Ku(X ′),Λ′
1)

∼= ỸA′⊥, again by A′ = A⊥, we have

Mσ(Ku(X),Λ2) ∼= ỸA. �

Remark 8.4. In fact, [BP22, Theorem 5.12] holds for any GM fourfold. As a result, once
we extend Theorem 1.1(1) to a general GM fourfold, Theorem 1.1(2) automatically holds.
The point is that even though the rank of the numerical Grothendieck group is bigger than
two, the induced equivalence of period duals still fixes the canonical A⊕2

1 lattice. Then
our method in Theorem 8.3 still works.

8.3. An involution on Ku(X) and its induced action on the double dual EPW

sextic. Now we are going to discuss two involutions acting on ỸA⊥ and Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1)
respectively. One is naturally induced by the structure of double cover and the other is
induced by the involutive functor T of Ku(X) defined in Lemma 3.2.

By the result of Theorem 8.2, we have the following diagram

ỸA⊥ ỸA⊥

Fg(X) Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1),

i

η

p

f

η′

where i is the isomorphism such that i◦ f = p in Theorem 8.2 and the two involutions are
denoted by η and η′ respectively. To prove η and η′ coincide, it suffices to show that for
a general conic C ∈ Fg(X), there exists another conic C ′ such that η ◦ f(C) = f(C ′) and
η′ ◦ p(C) = p(C ′).

Firstly, we briefly review the involution η described in [IM11, Lemma 4.19]. For a
general conic C, if there exists another conic C ′ such that η ◦ f(C) = f(C ′), then the
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spanning planes 〈C〉 and 〈C ′〉 lie in a same quadric threefold QC,V4 = QC′,V4 . Here QC,V4 is
the unique singular quadric of the pencil 〈Gr(2, V4)∩H,H ∩Q〉 contained in P(∧2V4)∩H .
However, 〈C〉 and 〈C ′〉 do not belong to the same ruling, as a result, 〈C〉 meets 〈C ′〉 along
a line. Furthermore, the generating 3-plane 〈C,C ′〉 cuts X at a degenerate elliptic curve

e := C ∪ C ′ = 〈C,C ′〉 ∩Gr(2, V4) ∩Q.

Now we only need to show such C ′ satisfies η′◦p(C) = p(C ′) as well, which is equivalent
to prove T (pr1(OC(H))) ∼= pr1(OC′(H)).

Lemma 8.5. Let X be a general ordinary GM fourfold. Let C be a general τ -conic such
that it is contained in a smooth surface Σ, defined by the zero locus of a section of U∨.
Then we have a triangle

0 → IΣ → pr2(IC) → IC → 0.

Moreover, T (pr1(OC(H))) ∼= pr1(OC′(H)) for another τ -conic C ′ ⊂ Σ such that as divisors
of Σ, C ′ = −C −KΣ.

Proof. The first statement follows from Proposition 6.3, note that cok(U⊕4 →֒ K1) =
cok(OX(−H) →֒ U) ∼= IΣ. Since IΣ and IC are both subsheaves of OX , pr2(IC) is also a

subsheaf of O⊕2
X . The cokernel of pr2(IC)

i
−֒→ O⊕2

X is a sheaf obtained by an extension of
OΣ by OC . Consider the standard exact sequence of C ⊂ Σ,

0 → OΣ(−C) → OΣ → OC → 0.

By the standard exact sequence 0 → U∨|C = NΣ/X |C → NC/X → NC/Σ → 0 and [IM11,
Lemma 3.3], we see degNC/Σ = 0, i.e. C.C = 0. Then tensoring with OΣ(C), we get

0 → OΣ → OΣ(C) → OC → 0.

Then pr2(IC)
∼= ker(O⊕2

X → OΣ(C)). Note that NΣ/X = U∨|C , then from the conormal
sequence and KX = OX(−2H), we see KΣ

∼= OΣ(−H). Hence −C − KΣ is a divisor of
conic as well.

We take C ′ ∈ | − C − KΣ|, then C ∪ C ′ ∈ |C ′ + C| = | − KΣ|, which is a degenerate
degree 4 elliptic curve on Σ. Thus we have

pr2(IC)
∼= ker(O⊕2

X → OΣ(−C ′ +H)) ∼= ker(O⊕2
X → IC′/Σ(H)) ∼= pr1(OC′(H))[−2].

By Lemma 6.2, pr2(IC)
∼= T (pr1(OC(H)))[−2], we obtain T (pr1(OC(H))) ∼= pr1(OC′(H)).

Now it remains to show that C ′ is also a τ -conic. By Proposition 6.7 and Proposition 6.8,
if C ′ is of σ-type or ρ-type, pr1(OC′(H)) ∼= pr1(U)[3] or T (pr1(U))[3], neither of them is a
rank two sheaf up to a shift. Then the result follows. �

Proposition 8.6. Let X be a very general ordinary GM fourfold, then via the isomor-
phism i, the two involutions η and η′ coincide.

Proof. By Lemma 8.5, for a general conic C, if η′ ◦ p(C) = p(C ′) for another conic C ′, C
and C ′ lie in a same surface Σ of degree four. In particular, C ∪ C ′ is an elliptic curve of
degree 4, which spans a 3-plane in P(∧2V4)∩H , cutting along X by C∪C ′. This coincides
with the choice of C ′ in [IM11], which means for a general conic C, we can always find
another C ′ such that η ◦ f(C) = f(C ′) and η′ ◦ p(C) = p(C ′). In conclusion, the two
involutions essentially are the same.

�

Remark 8.7. There is an easier proof of Proposition 8.6 using the fact that for a very

general GM fourfold X , the automorphism group of ỸA⊥ is isomorphic to Z2, generated
by the natural involution η. Thus to show η coincides with η′, it suffices to prove η′ is
non-trivial, which is obvious. However, our method in Proposition 8.6 is independent of
this fact. Thus Proposition 8.6 will still be true in general once we identify ỸA⊥ with
Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) for a general ordinary GM fourfold X .
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9. Birational categorical Torelli for Gushel–Mukai fourfolds

9.1. A universal family. Let X be a very general ordinary GM fourfold. Let F τ
g (X)

be the locus of τ -conics and MX
0 := p(F τ

g (X)) ⊂ Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1). In this subsection, we

construct a universal family on MX
0 . By [Kuz07, Theorem 5.8], we have a semiorthogonal

decomposition of the form

Db(X × Fg(X)) = 〈OX(−H)⊠ Db(Fg(X)),U ⊠Db(Fg(X)),Ku(X × Fg(X)),

OX ⊠Db(Fg(X)),U∨
⊠ Db(Fg(X))〉.

Let pr3 := RU⊠Db(Fg(X))ROX(−H)⊠Db(Fg(X))LOX ⊠Db(Fg(X))LU∨⊠Db(Fg(X)) be the relative pro-
jection functor. Let I ∈ Coh(X × Fg(X)) be the universal ideal sheaf of conics. We
define

Ĩ := (id× p)∗pr3(I) ∈ Db(X ×Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1))

and J̃ be the restriction of Ĩ to X ×MX
0 .

Lemma 9.1. J̃ is a universal family on MX
0 .

Proof. Let [C] ∈ F τ
g (X) and we denote [AC ] := [pr2(IC)] ∈ MX

0 ⊂ Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1). We
have a commutative diagram with all squares cartesian:

X × P1 X × F τ
g (X) X × Fg(X)

X × {[AC ]} X ×MX
0 X ×Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1)

q1

i[AC ]

j[AC ]

id×p′

l2

l1

id×p

where q1 is the projection to the first component, and rows are natural embeddings. Note
that p′ is the restriction of p to F τ

g (X), which is a P1-fibration.
Now we have

j∗[AC ]J̃ = j∗[AC ]l
∗
1Ĩ = j∗[AC ]l

∗
1(id× p)∗pr3(I)

∼= j∗[AC ](id× p′)∗l
∗
2pr3(I)

∼= (q1)∗i
∗
[AC ]l

∗
2pr3(I),

where the last two isomorphisms follow from the base change theorem. For any [C ′] ∈
P1 ⊂ Fg(X), we denote l[C′] : X × {[C ′]} →֒ X × P1. Note that since pr3 commute with
base change, we have l∗[C′]i

∗
[AC ]l

∗
2pr3(I)

∼= pr2(IC′) = A[C′]
∼= A[C] for any [C ′] ∈ P1. Then

from the construction of relative projection functor pr3, we have i∗[AC ]l
∗
2pr3(I)

∼= q∗1AC .
Thus we obtain

j∗[AC ]J̃
∼= (q1)∗i

∗
[AC ]l

∗
2pr3(I)

∼= (q1)∗q
∗
1AC

∼= AC ,

where the last isomorphism follows from the projection formula and (q1)∗OX×P1
∼= OX .

Since the above argument holds for every τ -conic C, this shows that J̃ is a universal
family on MX

0 . �

Consider the period map of GM fourfolds,

℘4 : M
GM
4 −→ D .

It is known that the fibers of ℘4 are of dimension four. On the other hand, it is shown
in [KP19] that GM fourfolds have the equivalent Kuznetsov components if they are in
the same fiber of the period map. It is natural to ask if Ku(X) determines the birational
isomorphism class of X . In fact, Kuznetsov–Perry propose the following conjecture in
[KP19, Conjecture 1.9].

Conjecture 9.2. Let X and X ′ be GM varieties of the same dimension such that there
is an equivalence Ku(X) ≃ Ku(X ′), then X is birational to X ′.

In [JLLZ21, Theorem 1.5], we prove the conjecture for general GM threefolds. In the
current article, we prove this conjecture for very general GM fourfolds.
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Theorem 9.3. Let X and X ′ be very general ordinary GM fourfolds with equivalent
Kuznetsov components Ku(X) ≃ Ku(X ′). Then X is either the period partner or the
period dual of X ′. In particular, X is birational to X ′.

Proof. Let Φ denote the equivalence Ku(X) ≃ Ku(X ′), then Φ induces an isometry be-
tween numerical Grothendieck groups. Since X and X ′ are non-Hodge-special, the isom-
etry will map the canonical rank two lattice 〈Λ1,Λ2〉 to 〈Λ′

1,Λ
′
2〉. Thus Φ induces a

bijection φ or φ′ between Bridgeland moduli spaces

Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) Mσ′(Ku(X ′),Λ′
2)

Mσ′(Ku(X ′),Λ′
1)

φ

φ′

By Lemma 9.1, the open subscheme MX
0 of Mσ(Ku(X),Λ1) admits a universal family.

Then according to the standard argument in [BMMS12, Section 5], φ or φ′ is a morphism
when restricted to MX

0 , hence is actually a birational isomorphism. Since X and X ′ are
very general, by Verbitsky’s Torelli theorem [Ver13], we obtain that φ or φ′ is actually an
isomorphism.

In either case, after taking the primitive cohomology on both sides, we have a Hodge
isometry

〈Λ1,Λ2〉
⊥ ∼= 〈Λ′

1,Λ
′
2〉

⊥.

Using the result in [PPZ19, Proposition 4.14], this is equivalent to an isomorphism
between weight two Hodge structure of X and X ′

H4(X,Z)0(1) ∼= H4(X ′,Z)0(1).

Thus we deduce that X and X ′ are period partners or period duals (cf. [DK19, Remark
5.28]). In particular, X is birational to X ′ by [DK18, Corollary 4.16, Theorem 4.20]. �

Remark 9.4. Note that we do not assume the equivalence Φ: Ku(X) → Ku(X ′) to
be Fourier–Mukai type, thus we need the existence of the universal family to apply the
standard argument in [BMMS12, Section 5].

Remark 9.5. As a corollary of Theorem 9.3, for very general ordinary GM fourfolds
X and X ′, they are period partners or duals if and only if there exists an equivalence
Φ : Ku(X) ≃ Ku(X ′). In a forthcoming preprint [LPZ22], the authors prove that any
equivalence Φ between the Kuznetsov components of GM fourfolds is of Fourier–Mukai
type. Thus Φ induces a Hodge isometry between the numerical Grothendieck groups.
Using this property, combined with the result in [BP22], there is a more general version
of Theorem 9.3. More precisely, using [BP22, Theorem 5.12] and the same argument in
[PS22, Remark 6.16], one can prove that any two GM fourfolds X and X ′ are period
partners or duals if and only if there exists an equivalence Φ : Ku(X) ≃ Ku(X ′) such that
the induced Hodge isometry [Φ] : N (Ku(X)) → N (Ku(X ′)) maps 〈Λ1,Λ2〉 to 〈Λ′

1,Λ
′
2〉.
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