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On Noetherian algebras, Schur functors and Hemmer-Nakano

dimensions
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Abstract

Important connections in representation theory arise from resolving a finite-dimensional algebra
by an endomorphism algebra of a generator-cogenerator with finite global dimension; for instance,
Auslander’s correspondence, classical Schur–Weyl duality and Soergel’s Struktursatz. Here, the mod-
ule category of the resolution and the module category of the algebra being resolved are linked via
an exact functor known as the Schur functor.

In this paper, we investigate how to measure the quality of the connection between module
categories of (projective) Noetherian algebras, B, and module categories of endomorphism algebras
of generator-relative cogenerators over B which are split quasi-hereditary Noetherian algebras. In
particular, we are interested in finding, if it exists, the highest degree n so that the endomorphism
algebra of a generator-cogenerator provides an n-faithful cover, in the sense of Rouquier, of B. The
degree n is known as the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of the standard modules.

We prove that, in general, the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of standard modules with respect to
a Schur functor from a split highest weight category over a field to the module category of a finite-
dimensional algebra B is bounded above by the number of non-isomorphic simple modules of B.

We establish methods for reducing computations of Hemmer-Nakano dimensions in the integral
setup to computations of Hemmer-Nakano dimensions over finite-dimensional algebras, and vice-
versa. In addition, we extend the framework to study Hemmer-Nakano dimensions of arbitrary
resolving subcategories. In this setup, we find that the relative dominant dimension over (projective)
Noetherian algebras is an important tool in the computation of these degrees, extending the previous
work of Fang and Koenig. In particular, this theory allows us to derive results for Schur algebras
and the BGG category O in the integral setup from the finite-dimensional case. More precisely, we
use the relative dominant dimension of Schur algebras to completely determine the Hemmer-Nakano
dimension of standard modules with respect to Schur functors between module categories of Schur
algebras over regular Noetherian rings and module categories of group algebras of symmetric groups
over regular Noetherian rings.

We exhibit several structural properties of deformations of the blocks of the Bernstein-Gelfand-
Gelfand category O establishing an integral version of Soergel’s Struktursatz. We show that defor-
mations of the combinatorial Soergel’s functor have better homological properties than the classical
one.
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1 Introduction

A common theme in representation theory is the study of a module category through the lens of an-
other module category having nicer properties. A successful example of this approach is the study of
a finite-dimensional algebra by one of its quasi-hereditary covers. Quasi-hereditary covers appear quite
frequently in algebraic Lie theory (for example as an instance of classical Schur–Weyl duality [Gre81] and
Soergel’s Struktursatz [Soe90]) and in several abstract results of representation theory, like Auslander’s
correspondence [Aus71] and finiteness of representation dimension [Iya03]. In [DR89], Dlab and Ringel
using a construction developed in [Aus71] by Auslander have shown that every finite-dimensional algebra
admits a quasi-hereditary cover in the sense of Rouquier (see [Rou08]). In particular, all finite-dimensional
algebras can be resolved by finite-dimensional algebras of finite global dimension.

General setup Given a finite-dimensional algebraA and a finitely generated projectiveA-module P , we
say that (A,P ) is a (resp. split) quasi-hereditary cover of B if A is a (resp. split) quasi-hereditary algebra
(with respect to some ordering on the simple modules), B is the endomorphism algebra of P , and the exact
functor F := HomA(P,−) : A-mod → B-mod restricts to a fully faithful functor on the full subcategory
of finitely generated projective A-modules. The functor F is known in the literature as Schur functor and
it can be used to completely determine the simple B-modules knowing the simple A-modules [Gre81, 6.2].
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To transfer cohomological information from the quasi-hereditary cover (A,P ) to B through the Schur
functor, the quasi-hereditary cover should possess stronger properties. In particular, we can distinguish
quasi-hereditary covers by the properties that the Schur functor exhibits on standard modules. Following
[Rou08], a quasi-hereditary cover is called n-faithful if the exact functor HomA(P,−) : A-mod → B-mod
identifies extensions groups

ExtiA(M,N) ≃ ExtiB(HomA(P,M),HomA(P,N))

for all integers i ranging from 0 to n and all modules M and N having a filtration by standard A-
modules. We give a meaning also to the term (−1)-faithful cover (see Definition 3.0.1). In [Rou08], we
can see that covers with large enough quality (that is n-faithful covers with n large enough) are in some
sense unique, in particular, 1-faithful (split quasi-hereditary) covers under some mild assumptions are
unique. Nowadays, the optimal value n making a cover being n-faithful is known as the Hemmer-Nakano
dimension of the subcategory whose modules admit a filtration by standard modules, coined in [FK11].

Examples in this setup Schur algebras S(d, d) together with their faithful projective-injective module,
V ⊗d, are a classical example of a (split) quasi-hereditary cover of group algebras of the symmetric group
of d letters Sd. The block algebras of the Bernstein-Gelfand-Gelfand category O, together with their
projective-injective module, form (split) quasi-hereditary covers of subalgebras of coinvariant algebras.
The former connection is a consequence of Schur–Weyl duality [Gre81] while the latter follows from
Soergel’s Struktursatz [Soe90]. One more classical example of quasi-hereditary covers is the class of
Auslander algebras. Auslander’s correspondence can be viewed as an instance of cover theory. In fact, it
assigns to each representation-finite finite-dimensional algebra B a quasi-hereditary cover of B known as
Auslander algebra. These three classes of examples have actually more in common: they are instances
of quasi-hereditary covers that can be realised as endomorphism algebras of generator-cogenerators.
Here, generator-cogenerators, are modules whose additive closure contains all injective and all projective
modules. In view of the Morita-Tachikawa correspondence all such covers are exactly the covers formed
by algebras having dominant dimension at least two (see for example [Mue68]). In such a case, the
computation of Hemmer-Nakano dimensions relies on the computation of dominant dimensions following
[Mue68] and [FK11].

In [Cru22], the author introduced a generalisation of dominant dimension suitable for the integral
setup. We wonder to what extent the computations of Hemmer-Nakano dimensions in the integral setup
rely on computations of relative dominant dimension in the sense of [Cru22]. Our focus in this paper is
to construct more tools to compute Hemmer-Nakano dimensions and in particular to develop techniques
to be able to compute Hemmer-Nakano dimensions in the integral setup like deformation techniques
(see Sections 5 and 6). There are very strong reasons to care about the integral case in this setup. To
understand why this problem is relevant, we shall have a closer look to what values the Hemmer-Nakano
dimension takes in the classical examples.

Schur algebras and symmetric groups Over the complex numbers, Schur in modern terminology
used in [Sch01] the cover (S(d, d), V ⊗d) and more precisely the Schur functor (associated with this cover)
to connect the polynomial representation theory of GLd(C) with the complex representation theory of
Sd. In this case, the Schur functor is an equivalence of categories. In positive characteristic, this cover
is no longer a particular case of an equivalence of categories. Its quality in the positive characteristic
case started to attract attention in [HN04]. In [HN04], Hemmer and Nakano established that when the
underlying field has characteristic p > 3, (S(d, d), V ⊗d) is a (p − 3)-faithful cover. In particular, they
proved that the Schur functor induces an exact equivalence between the full subcategory of modules
having a Weyl filtration and the full subcategory of the module category of the group algebra of the
symmetric group whose modules admit a filtration by dual Specht modules if the characteristic is bigger
than three. Later, in [FK11], it was reproved that (S(d, d), V ⊗d) is a (p−3)-faithful cover using dominant
dimension when the underlying field has characteristic p > 0. There, it was established that this degree is
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optimal, that is, (S(d, d), V ⊗d) is not a (p− 2)-faithful cover when the underlying field has characteristic
p > 0. Unfortunately, the Schur functor in characteristics two or three no longer identifies the subcategory
of modules having a Weyl filtration with the subcategory of modules having a filtration by dual Specht
modules.

BGG category O and subalgebras of coinvariant algebras The situation for the BGG category
O of a complex semi-simple Lie algebra seems to be even worse. In fact, all standard modules, also known
as Verma modules, are sent to the same module under Soergel’s combinatorial functor. Here Soergel’s
combinatorial functor is the Schur functor in Soergel’s Struktursatz. So, these covers formed by the block
algebras of the BGG category O are not even 0-faithful (see [Fan08]).

Integral setup It turns out that this is not the end of the story for the study of these covers. The
concept of cover can be defined over any commutative Noetherian ring and Rouquier’s framework is
also suitable for Noetherian algebras. Moreover, [Rou08, Proposition 4.42] provides evidence that quasi-
hereditary covers might behave better in the integral setup. This claim is also supported by the work
developed in [CPS96]. Naively, we could think that increasing the global dimension of the ground ring
could allow more extensions groups to be identified, improving the situation overall.

All previous examples mentioned above can be studied using dominant dimension. In the integral
setup, projective-injective modules rarely exist, so the classical dominant dimension cannot be used
directly here. The generalisation of dominant dimension introduced in [Cru22] fixes this obstacle. A
major difference is that this new relative dominant dimension over projective Noetherian algebras is
not characterised in terms of Ext groups but instead by Tor groups. This fact combined with [Cru22,
Theorem 6.13] provides further evidence that covers might behave better in the integral setup. So, to
continue this story, it is fundamental to understand the connections between Hemmer-Nakano dimensions
and this recent concept of relative dominant dimension.

List of questions Given this context, the following questions are crucial.

(1) Under what conditions are integral covers better than finite-dimensional ones?

(2) Can we lift the covers mentioned above to covers over commutative regular rings with higher quality,
resulting in higher values of Hemmer-Nakano dimensions?

(3) Does an increase in the Krull dimension of the ground ring result in a cover with higher quality?
Conversely, is the cover tensored with a quotient ring always worse than the original cover?

In [CFK+21], the concept of rigidity dimension was introduced to measure the quality of the best
resolution of a finite-dimensional algebra by an endomorphism algebra of a generator-cogenerator. In
particular, such a dimension aims to give an upper bound to the quality of any resolution of a finite-
dimensional algebra via endomorphism algebra of generator-cogenerators with finite global dimension.
In general, the finiteness of the rigidity dimension is an open problem. In our setup, we can replace the
algebras of finite global dimension with stronger assumptions like being quasi-hereditary algebras or even
split quasi-hereditary algebras. This situation raises the following question:

(4) Can the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of the subcategory of modules admitting a filtration by standard
modules with respect to a (split) quasi-hereditary cover of B be controlled solely by invariants of B?

Contributions The aim of this paper is to advance our knowledge on how to compute Hemmer-Nakano
dimensions in the integral setup by giving answers to these questions and providing a generalisation of
the Hemmer-Nakano theorem for Schur algebras (and q-Schur algebras) over regular rings. In addition,
we study deformations of covers of subalgebras of coinvariant algebras having higher quality than their
finite-dimensional counterparts. That is, these new covers have higher levels of faithfulness - see Definition
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3.0.1- in the sense of Rouquier. We answer Question (4) for split quasi-hereditary covers in Theorem
4.1.1. Theorem 4.1.1 states that if (A,P ) is an n-faithful (split quasi-hereditary) cover of a finite-
dimensional algebra B with infinite global dimension then n must be smaller than or equal to the number
of non-isomorphic classes of simple B-modules. This result gives finiteness to resolving algebras by
quasi-hereditary covers, in contrast with the rigidity dimension whose finiteness relies on homological
conjectures. Our answer to Question (1) is given mainly in Theorem 5.1.1. This result allows us to
determine the degrees in which a Schur functor identifies extension groups between modules belonging to
a given resolving subcategory and their images under the Schur functor covering in this way more general
situations than n-faithful covers.

Theorem (Theorem 5.1.1 and Corollary 5.0.8 for n-faithful covers). Let R be a regular local commutative
Noetherian ring with quotient field K. Suppose that (A,P ) is a 0-faithful cover of B. Let i ≥ 0. Then
(A,P ) is an (i+ 1)-faithful cover of B if and only if the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) (K ⊗R A,K ⊗R P ) is an (i+ 1)-faithful cover of K ⊗R B.

(ii) For each prime ideal p of height one, (R/p⊗R A,R/p⊗R P ) is an i-faithful cover of R/p⊗R B.

This means that the computation of the Hemmer-Nakano dimension depends on the spectrum of
the ground ring R and knowing the behaviour of a cover on residue fields is not enough, in contrast
to the relative dominant dimension. Our approach evaluates the Schur functor mainly on resolving
subcategories that behave nicely under change of ground ring like the subcategory of projective modules
and the subcategory of modules having a finite filtration by direct summands of direct sums of standard
modules. Condition (ii) might be dropped if the Krull dimension is just one, or if we already know that
(A,P ) is an i-faithful cover. The difference between the global dimension of the rings R and R/p is just
one whenever p has height one. Therefore, Condition (ii) guarantees that if (A,P ) (resp. (A/mA,P/mP )
with m the maximal ideal of R) is an i-faithful cover (resp. j-faithful cover ) of B (resp. B/mB) then
i is greater than or equal to j (see also Propositions 5.0.6 and 5.0.5) and their difference is not greater
than the global dimension of the coefficient ring R. In short, a cover (A,P ) has better properties than
their finite-dimensional counterpart (A/mA,P/mP ) if tensoring with the quotient field produces a cover
with better properties.

Question (2) has a positive answer for both Schur algebras and blocks of the BGG category O of a
semi-simple Lie algebra.

Applications for Schur algebras For Schur algebras we obtain the following:

Theorem (7.1.4, 7.1.6). Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring and d ∈ N. Define
i := inf{k ∈ N | (k + 1) · 1R /∈ R×, k < d} ∈ N∪ {+∞}, where R× denotes the set of invertible elements
of R. If R is a local ring of equal characteristic, then (SR(d, d), V

⊗d) is an (i− 2)-faithful cover of RSd.
If R is a local ring of unequal characteristic, then (SR(d, d), V

⊗d) is an (i − 1)-faithful cover of RSd.
Both of these values are maximal.

This result gives a positive answer to Question (2) for the case of Schur algebras. Moreover, this
result says that the cover of the symmetric group formed by the Schur algebra behaves exactly like in the
finite-dimensional case if the coefficient ring is a local regular ring containing a field as a subring, that is,
a local ring of equal characteristic. In particular, it follows that the Schur functor over the localization
of the integers away from 2 restricts to an exact equivalence between the category whose modules admit
Weyl filtration and the category whose modules admit a dual Specht filtration improving, therefore, the
characteristic three case. In Theorems 7.2.6 and 7.2.7, we obtain an analogue result for q-Schur algebras.

Applications for the BGG category O For the BGG categoryO the improvement of going integrally
is more dramatic.

5



Theorem (7.3.38, 7.3.44, 7.3.45). Fix a natural number t. Let R be the localization of C[X1, . . . , Xt]
at the maximal ideal (X1, . . . , Xt). Denote by m the unique maximal ideal of R. Let OD be a block of the
BGG category O of a complex semi-simple Lie algebra g. For any natural number s being smaller than or
equal to the minimum between the dimension of the Cartan subalgebra of g and t, there exists an R-algebra
ADs which is projective and finitely generated as R-module so that there exists an exact equivalence of
categories between OD and R/m⊗R ADs-mod. Furthermore, ADs is a split quasi-hereditary algebra over
R and there exists a projective ADs-module P so that the following assertions hold:

(i) (ADs , P ) is a relative gendo-symmetric R-algebra;

(ii) (ADs , P ) is an (s− 1)-faithful cover of a deformation of a subalgebra of a coinvariant algebra.

Surprisingly, in the integral setup if g 6= sl2 this result says that we can construct a deformation of
Soergel’s combinatorial functor that actually restricts to an exact equivalence between the category of
modules having a finite filtration by integral Verma modules and the category of modules having a finite
filtration by the image of integral Verma modules by such a functor.

This result about deformations of blocks of the BGG category O answers Question (3). It turns
out that the Hemmer-Nakano dimension is not fully determined by the Krull dimension and the relative
dominant dimension alone, and without further assumptions simply increasing the Krull dimension of
the ground ring does not cause an increase of the Hemmer-Nakano dimension. These results also clarify
that using extension groups to determine relative dominant dimension as it was introduced in [Cru22] is
not precise over rings with higher Krull dimension and so using Tor groups is essential for that purpose
(see Remark 7.3.48).

Strategy The quality of covers is a local property, so it is enough to consider the cases when the ground
ring is a local regular ring. The proofs of Theorem 5.1.1 and Corollary 5.0.8 make use of a version of
the universal coefficient Theorem to yield information about vanishing of the right derived functor of the
right adjoint of a Schur functor by tensoring a suitable cochain of projective R-modules with R/x, for
some element x of a regular sequence of the regular local ring R. We shall now give a brief overview of our
approach to (1). Assume that we are provided with a finite-dimensional algebra B and with a generator-
cogenerator M over B. Morita-Tachikawa correspondence states that the endomorphism algebra of M
over B, A, has dominant dimension at least two. To find an integral version of this resolution is then the
same as finding a projective Noetherian algebra AR (over a commutative Noetherian ring or just a local
commutative Noetherian R) with relative dominant dimension at least two in the sense of [Cru22] and a
projective module MR over AR so that A can be recovered as AR/mAR and M as MR/mMR for every
maximal ideal m of R, respectively. In particular, the endomorphism algebra of MR over AR, which we
denote by BR, is an integral version of B. Here projective Noetherian algebra means an algebra whose
regular module is finitely generated and projective as a module over the ground ring. By the relative
Morita-Tachikawa correspondence (see [Cru22, Theorem 4.1]),MR is a generator and relative cogenerator
over BR so that AR is the endomorphism algebra of MR over BR having a base change property. Now
using Propositions 5.0.6 and 5.0.5 or relative dominant dimension in the form of [Cru22, Theorem 6.13]
we see that the connection between the module categories of AR and BR is no less strong than the
connection between the module categories of A and B. Such connection is then obtained by measuring
relative dominant dimensions over AR and over Q(R/p) ⊗R AR for all quotient fields of quotients by
prime ideals p of R.

Structure of the paper This paper is organised as follows:
In Subsection 2.1, we collect some basic results on change of rings and some elementary facts involving
tensor products. In Subsections 2.2 and 2.3 we recall the definition and some properties of split quasi-
hereditary algebras and covers, respectively. In 2.4, we bring back the concept of relative dominant
dimension over Noetherian algebras introduced by the author in [Cru22].
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In Section 3, we generalize the concept of faithful covers to what we call A-covers, where A represents
a resolving subcategory of the module category. We give also their basic properties.

In Section 4, we explore the question of finiteness of the quality of an A-cover, generalising the concept
of equivalence of covers to tackle the uniqueness of covers. In particular, in Corollary 4.3.6 we give an
alternative proof for the uniqueness of 1-faithful covers under mild assumptions. In Theorem 4.1.1, we
prove that if the degrees, in which a Schur functor preserves extensions groups between standard modules
and their images under the Schur functor, are greater than the number of non-isomorphic classes of simple
modules of one of the algebras involved then the Schur functor is actually an equivalence of categories.

In Section 5, we study the behaviour of A-covers under change of ground rings. Here we have to
restrict our attention to resolving subcategories that remain resolving under change of ground ring. To
do that, in Definition 5.0.1, we introduce what we call well behaved resolving subcategories of a module
category. In this section, we explore how we can increase and decrease the quality of a cover by changing
the ground ring. In particular, Propositions 5.0.4, 5.0.6, Corollary 5.0.8 and Theorem 5.1.1 say that the
quality of a cover over a regular Noetherian ring gets determined by knowing the effect that tensoring
the cover with the quotient field of R/p causes, running p over all the prime ideals of the ground ring R.

In Section 6, we combine the tools of relative dominant dimension with cover theory to give lower
and upper bounds for Hemmer-Nakano dimensions of well behaved resolving subcategories (with respect
to covers formed by a relative QF3-algebra over a regular ring with relative dominant dimension at least
two) in terms of relative dominant dimension of modules belonging to the resolving subcategory under
study and of the Krull dimension of the ground ring. Based on the work of [FK11], in Subsections 6.1, 6.2,
6.3, we show that inside the resolving categories that we are interested in there are tilting modules whose
relative dominant dimension can be used to control the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of the subcategory
under study.

In Subsection 7.1, we study the quality of the Schur functor from the module category over a Schur
algebra over a regular Noetherian ring to the module category of the group algebra of a symmetric group
over a regular Noetherian ring. In Subsubsection 7.1.2, we discuss the problem of the existence of better
covers for symmetric groups than the one formed by the Schur algebra. In Subsection 7.2, we study the
quality of the cover of the Iwahori-Hecke algebra formed by the q-Schur algebra and V ⊗d. This answer
requires the introduction of the concept of a partially quantum divisible ring. In Subsection 7.3, we study
deformations of Bernstein-Gelfand-Gelfand category O, over commutative rings, introduced in [GJ81].
In 7.3.37, we present for any block OD of the BGG category O, a projective Noetherian algebra whose
module category is a deformation of the block OD. In Theorem 7.3.38, we show that this algebra is
split quasi-hereditary with integral Verma modules as standard modules. In Theorem 7.3.42, we prove
that this algebra is also cellular over any local regular ring which is a Q-algebra. In Theorem 7.3.43, we
compute its relative dominant dimension. Such a result is then applied to establish in Theorem 7.3.44
an integral version of Soergel’s Struktursatz. In Theorem 7.3.45, we address the quality of the respective
integral version of Soergel’s combinatorial functor.

Further applications of the work here developed will appear in forthcoming work. For instance,
Theorem 7.3.45 will be used to deduce that the blocks of the BGG category O of complex semi-simple
Lie algebra are Ringel self-dual. Another application of the framework here developed will be the existence
of Hemmer-Nakano type results involving generalisations of Auslander algebras which are not necessarily
quasi-hereditary.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we give the notation and the objects to be used in the current paper.
Throughout this paper, we assume that R is a Noetherian commutative ring with identity and A is

a projective Noetherian R-algebra, unless stated otherwise. By a projective Noetherian R-algebra
we mean an R-algebra A so that A is finitely generated and projective as R-module. We call A a free
Noetherian R-algebra if A is a Noetherian R-algebra so that A is free of finite rank as R-module. By
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A-mod we denote the category of all finitely generated (left) A-modules. Given M ∈ A-mod, addAM
denotes the full subcategory of A-mod whose modules are direct summands of a direct sum of copies of
M . We will write addM when there is no ambiguity on the ambient algebra. We will denote by idM the
identity map on M ∈ A-mod. With EndA(M) we denote the endomorphism algebra over an A-module
M . We denote by A-proj the subcategory addAA of A-mod. We will denote by Aop the opposite algebra
of A and by DR the standard duality functor HomR(−, R) : A-mod → Aop-mod. We will just write D
when there is no ambiguity on the ground ring. A module M ∈ A-mod is known as generator (resp.
(A,R)-cogenerator) if A ∈ addAM (resp. DA ∈ addAM). By a progenerator we mean a generator
that is also projective. By an (A,R)-exact sequence we mean an exact sequence of A-modules which
splits as a sequence of R-modules. A map f ∈ HomA(M,N) is called an (A,R)-monomorphism if the

sequence 0 →M
f
−→ N is (A,R)-exact. A module M ∈ A-mod∩R-proj is (A,R)-injective if and only if

M ∈addDA.
Given C a full subcategory of A-mod, we denote by qC the full subcategory of A-mod whose modules

M fit into an exact sequence of the form 0 →M → X0 → · · · → Xs → 0, where all Xi ∈ C.
We write pdimAM to denote the projective dimension ofM ∈ A-mod and we write gldimA to denote

the global dimension of A. By dimR we mean the Krull dimension of R. We will denote by SpecR the set
of prime ideals of R and by MaxSpecR the set of maximal ideals of R. Given p ∈ SpecR, we denote by
ht(p) (resp. coht(p)) the height (resp. coheight) of p and byMp (resp. Rp) the localization ofM ∈ R-mod
(resp. Rp) at p. Given f ∈ HomA(M,N) we write fp to denote the localization of f at p ∈ SpecR. By a
regular ring we mean a commutative Noetherian ring R for which for every p ∈ SpecR the commutative
Noetherian local ring Rp has finite global dimension. In such a case, dimR = gldimR (see for example
[Rot09, Theorem 8.62]). By R× we denote the set of invertible elements of R. For each m ∈ MaxSpecR,
we will denote by R(m) the residue field R/m ≃ Rm/mm. For each m ∈ MaxSpecR and M ∈ A-mod we
will write M(m) to denote R(m)⊗RM ∈ A(m)-mod. Further, for each m ∈ MaxSpecR, we will use D(m)

to denote the standard duality DR(m). Given a subset S of the extended natural numbers N ∪ {0,+∞},
we will denote by inf S the infimum of the subset S in the poset of the extended natural numbers.

2.1 Some basic facts

Some facts to keep in mind about localization are the following: M = 0 if and only if Mm = 0 for every
m ∈ MaxSpecR and localization is an exact functor. In particular, localization commutes with Ext and
Tor functors (see for example [Rot09, Proposition 3.3.10]).

Lemma 2.1.1. Let f : R → S be a surjective R-algebra homomorphism. Let A be an R-algebra. If M
and N are A-modules, then HomS⊗RA(S⊗RM,S⊗RN) ≃ HomA(S⊗RM,S⊗RN) ≃ HomA(M,S⊗RN).

Proof. Let φ ∈ HomS⊗RA(S ⊗RM,S ⊗R N). Then, for any a ∈ A, s⊗R m ∈ S ⊗RM ,

φ(a(s ⊗m)) = φ(s⊗ am) = φ((1S ⊗ a)(s⊗m)) = (1S ⊗ a)φ(s⊗m) = aφ(s⊗ a). (1)

Thus, φ ∈ HomA(S⊗RM,S⊗RN). Now consider φ ∈ HomA(S⊗RM,S⊗RN). For any a ∈ A, m ∈M ,
s′, s ∈ S we have

φ(s′ ⊗ as⊗m) = φ(s′s⊗ am) = φ(a(s′s⊗m)) = aφ(f(r′)s⊗m) = aφ(r′f(1R)s⊗m) (2)

= r′aφ(1Ss⊗m) = (1S ⊗ r′a)φ(s⊗m) = (f(1Rr
′)⊗ a)φ(s⊗m) = s′ ⊗ aφ(s⊗m), (3)

for some r′ ∈ R. Hence, φ ∈ HomS⊗RA(S⊗RM,S⊗RN). Therefore, the first isomorphism is established.
Let φ ∈ HomA(M,S⊗RN). We extend φ to a map φ′ ∈ HomA(S⊗RM,S⊗RN) by imposing φ′(s⊗m) =
sφ(m). Let φ ∈ HomA(S ⊗RM,S ⊗R N), we restrict it to φ| ∈ HomA(M,S ⊗R N) by defining φ|(m) =
φ(1S ⊗m), m ∈M . Using these two correspondences, we obtain the second isomorphism.

Lemma 2.1.2. Let x be a non-zero divisor of R. The following assertions hold.
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(i) Let M ∈ R-proj. Then the R-homomorphism δ : M →M, m 7→ xm is a monomorphism.

(ii) Let M ∈ A-mod∩R-proj. The map EndA(M)⊗R R/Rx→ HomA(M,R/Rx⊗RM), given by
f ⊗ r +Rx 7→ (m 7→ r +Rx⊗R f(m)), is a monomorphism.

Proof. Let m ∈ M such that xm = 0. Since M is projective over R, there exists a natural number
n and K ∈ R-mod such that Rn ≃ M

⊕

K. So, there exists αi ∈ R satisfying m =
∑

i αiei, where
{ei : i = 1, . . . , n} is an R-basis for Rn. Therefore, xαi = 0 for all i = 1, . . . , n. Since x is a non-zero
divisor, αi = 0 for all i. Hence, m = 0. Thus, i) follows.

Assume that 0 = δ(
∑

i

fi⊗Rri+Rx) = δ(
∑

i

rifi⊗R1+Rx) = δ(f⊗R1+Rx) for some f ∈ EndA(M).

In particular, 1 + Rx ⊗R f(m) = 0 for all m ∈ M . Since R/Rx ⊗R M ≃ M/xM, it follows that
f(m) ∈ RxM = xM for all m ∈ M . We claim that f = xg for some g ∈ EndA(M). By assumption,
there is for every m ∈M , ym ∈M satisfying f(m) = xym. Note that, any b ∈ A and m,m1,m2 ∈M

xybm = f(bm) = bf(m) = b(xym) =⇒ x(ybm − bym) = 0 and (4)

xym1+m2 = f(m1 +m2) = f(m1) + f(m2) = xym1 + xym2 . (5)

By i), ybm − bym = 0 and ym1+m2 = ym1 + ym2 . Thus, g : M → M , given by g(m) := ym for every
m ∈M , is a well defined element of EndA(M) satisfying f = xg.

Hence, f ⊗R (1 +Rx) = xg ⊗ 1 +Rx = g ⊗ x+Rx = 0. So, δ is a monomorphism.

Lemma 2.1.3. Let M ∈ A-proj. Then the map ςM,N,U : HomA(M,N)⊗R U → HomA(M,N ⊗R U),
given by g ⊗ u 7→ g(−)⊗ u, is an R-isomorphism.

Proof. Consider M = A. The following diagram is commutative.

HomA(A,N)⊗R U HomA(M,N ⊗R U)

N ⊗R U N ⊗R U

ςA,N,U

Both columns are isomorphisms, thus ςA,N,U is an isomorphism. Since this map is compatible with
direct sums, it follows that ςM,N,U is an isomorphism for every M ∈ A-proj and any N ∈ A-Mod,
U ∈ R-Mod.

2.1.1 Filtrations and exact categories

A category A is called a (Quillen) exact category if A is a full subcategory closed under extensions
of some abelian category C.

A functor F : A → B between exact categories is called exact provided that F preserves exact
sequences. Let B be a projective Noetherian R-algebra. Let A be a full subcategory of A-mod closed
under extensions and closed under direct summands and let B be a full subcategory of B-mod closed
under extensions and closed under direct summands. In this paper, we will call F an exact equivalence
(commuting with R) or just exact equivalence if F is an exact functor, an equivalence of categories
and it satisfies F (M ⊗R U) ≃ FM ⊗R U for all U ∈ R-proj. Observe that if R is a field then the latter
just follows from F preserving direct summands and direct sums. Moreover, it follows from Lemma 2.1.3
that all exact equivalences of exact categories that descend from equivalences of categories of module
categories do have this extra property.

A category χ is said to be resolving of a category A if it is closed under extensions, direct summands
and kernels of epimorphisms, and it contains all projective objects of A.

Given a set of finitely generated A-modules, Θ, we denote by F(Θ) the full subcategory of A-mod
whose modules M admit a finite filtration 0 =Mn+1 ⊂Mn ⊂ · · · ⊂M1 =M , such that Mi/Mi+1 ∈ Θ.

Given an exact functor F : A → B and suppose that F(Θ) ⊂ A, then we write FΘ to denote the set
of objects {Fθ : θ ∈ Θ}.
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2.2 Split quasi-hereditary algebras

Quasi-hereditary algebras over fields were introduced in [CPS88] to model the representation theory of
complex semi-simple Lie algebras and algebraic groups. For the study of quasi-hereditary algebras over
fields, we refer to [PS88, CPS88, DR92], [DK94, A]. In particular, over algebraically closed fields, every
quasi-hereditary algebra is split quasi-hereditary. In [CPS90], the concept of quasi-hereditary algebra
and split quasi-hereditary algebra was extended to Noetherian algebras. In [Rou08], the study of split
quasi-hereditary algebras over commutative Noetherian rings (not necessarily local) was developed using
a module theoretical approach exploiting ”integral” standard modules.

Definition 2.2.1. Given a projective Noetherian R-algebra A and a collection of finitely generated left
A-modules {∆(λ) : λ ∈ Λ} indexed by a poset Λ, we say that (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) is a split quasi-hereditary
R-algebra if the following conditions hold:

(i) The modules ∆(λ) ∈ A-mod are projective over R.

(ii) Given λ, µ ∈ Λ, if HomA(∆(λ),∆(µ)) 6= 0, then λ ≤ µ.

(iii) EndA(∆(λ)) ≃ R, for all λ ∈ Λ.

(iv) Given λ ∈ Λ, there is P (λ) ∈ A-proj and an exact sequence 0 → C(λ) → P (λ) → ∆(λ) → 0 such
that C(λ) has a finite filtration by modules of the form ∆(µ)⊗R Uµ with Uµ ∈ R-proj and µ > λ.

(v) P =
⊕

λ∈Λ

P (λ) is a progenerator for A-mod.

Under these conditions, we also say that (A-mod, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) is a split highest weight category.
Here we can write the condition (v) instead of condition (4) in [Rou08, Definition 4.11] by exploiting

that a module P is a progenerator if and only if for any M ∈ A-mod there exists a surjective map
X →M with X ∈addA P . Using (iv) any non-zero map P (λ) →M induces a non-zero map ∆(µ) →M
for some standard module appearing in the filtration of P (λ). Taking the direct sum of all generators of
HomA(

⊕

λ∈Λ

P (λ), A) and using the previous fact, we can deduce our claim.

Results on split quasi-hereditary algebras can be found for example in [CPS90, Rou08, Cru23]. See
also [Cru]. We shall recall some facts about these algebras.

Let (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) be a split quasi-hereditary algebra. We will write ∆ to denote the set {∆(λ) : λ ∈ Λ}
and ∆̃ to denote the set {∆(λ)⊗R Uλ : λ ∈ Λ, Uλ ∈ R-proj}. By ∆̃µ>λ, we will denote the set

{∆(µ)⊗R Uµ : µ ∈ Λ, µ > λ, Uµ ∈ R-proj}. Analogously, we define the set ∆̃µ<λ. The subcategory

F(∆̃) contains all finitely generated projective A-modules, and moreover it is a resolving subcategory of
A-mod∩R-proj. Since Exti>0

A (∆(λ),∆(µ)) 6= 0 only if λ < µ, filtrations of the modules of F(∆̃) can be
rearranged into a filtration of the form 0 = Mn+1 ⊂ Mn ⊂ · · · ⊂ M1 = M with Mi/Mi+1 ≃ ∆i ⊗R Ui,
for some Ui ∈ R-proj, where Λ → {1, . . . , n}, λ 7→ iλ, is an increasing bijection with ∆iλ := ∆(λ).

The opposite algebra of a split quasi-hereditary algebra has again a split quasi-hereditary structure,
therefore there exists for each λ ∈ Λ a costandard module ∇(λ) making (Aop, {D∇(λ)λ∈Λ}) a split
quasi-hereditary algebra. Fixing ∇̃ = {∇(λ)⊗R Uλ : λ ∈ Λ, Uλ ∈ R-proj}, we obtain

F(∇̃) = {M ∈ A-mod∩R-proj: Ext1A(X,M) = 0, ∀X ∈ F(∆̃)} (6)

= {M ∈ A-mod∩R-proj: Exti>0
A (X,M) = 0, ∀X ∈ F(∆̃)}. (7)

An important aspect of split quasi-hereditary algebras is the existence of a characteristic tilting mod-
ule T =

⊕

λ∈Λ T (λ) which is a full generalized tilting module satisfying addT = F(∆̃) ∩ F(∇̃) and

F(∆̃) = ­addT . In particular, there exist exact sequences of the form 0 → ∆(λ) → T (λ) → X(λ) → 0,
with X ∈ F(∆̃µ<λ), λ ∈ Λ and T (λ) ∈ F(∇̃).
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Definition 2.2.2. Given two split highest weight categories (A-mod, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}), (B-mod, {Ω(θ)θ∈Θ}),
we say that a functor F : A-mod → B-mod is an equivalence of highest weight categories if it satisfies
the following:

(i) F is an equivalence of categories.

(ii) There is a bijection of posets Φ: Λ → Θ and for each λ ∈ Λ there exists an invertible R-module Uλ
satisfying F∆(λ) ≃ Ω(Φ(λ)) ⊗R Uλ.

By an invertible R-module we mean an R-module M satisfying Mm ≃ Rm for all m ∈ MaxSpecR.
We denote by Pic(R) the set of isomorphism classes of invertible R-modules.

Theorem 2.2.3. Two split highest weight categories (A-mod, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) and (B-mod, {Ω(θ)θ∈Θ}) are
equivalent as split highest weight categories if and only if there exists an exact equivalence between F(∆̃)
and F(Ω̃).

Proof. If R is a field we refer to [DR92]. For the general case, we refer to [Cru, Theorem 6.1].

2.3 Covers

Let P be a finitely generated projective A-module and B the endomorphism algebra EndA(P )
op. The

functor F := HomA(P,−) : A-Mod → B-Mod is known as the Schur functor. Since P ∈ A-proj, the
Schur functor is also isomorphic to the functor FA⊗A− : A-Mod → B-Mod (see for example Lemma 4.2.5
of [Zim14]). Observe that the module FA is a generator when viewed as a left B-module. We will denote
by G the right adjoint functor of F , G = HomB(FA,−) : B-Mod → A-Mod. Since R is a commutative
Noetherian ring, the functors HomA(P,−) : A-mod → B-mod and HomB(FA,−) : B-mod → A-mod
are well defined and form an adjoint pair as a consequence of the Tensor-Hom adjunction. In fact, for
any X ∈ A-mod, FX ⊂ HomR(P,X) which is finitely generated over R, in particular, FX is finitely
generated over B.

The unit of the adjunction F ⊣ G is the natural transformation η : idA-mod → G ◦ F such that for
any module N ∈ A-mod, the A-homomorphism

ηN : N → HomB(FA,HomA(P,N)) is given by η(n)(f)(p) = f(p)n, n ∈ N, f ∈ FA, p ∈ P.

The counit of the adjunction F ⊣ G is the natural transformation ε : F ◦G → idB-mod such that for
any module M ∈ B-mod, the B-homomorphism is given by the following commutative diagram

FA⊗A HomB(FA,M) M

HomA(P,HomB(FA,M)) M

ε′M

≃

εM

where ε′M : FA⊗A HomB(FA,M) →M is given by

ε′M (f ⊗ g) = g(f), f ⊗ g ∈ FA⊗A HomB(FA,M).

Proposition 2.3.1. G is fully faithful and εM is a B-isomorphism for any M ∈ B-mod.

Proof. For any M ∈ B-mod, there are canonical isomorphisms by Tensor-Hom adjunction,

HomA(P,HomB(FA,M)) ≃ HomB(FA⊗A P,M) ≃ HomB(B,M) ≃M.

So, the counit εM is aB-isomorphism for anyM ∈ B-mod. This fact implies thatG is full and faithful.

In [Rou08], the concept of cover was introduced. The pair (A,P ) is a cover of B if the functor
F = HomA(P,−) : A-mod → B-mod is fully faithful on A-proj. Covers can also be characterized using
double centralizer properties. To see that, we can observe that since the functors F and G are additive
Proposition 2.3.1 implies the following result:

11



Lemma 2.3.2. [Rou08, Lemma 4.32] Let M ∈ A-mod. The following assertions are equivalent.

(a) The unit ηM : M → GFM is an isomorphism.

(b) F induces a bijection of abelian groups HomA(N,M) → HomB(FN,FM), f 7→ Ff for every
N ∈ A-mod.

(c) F induces an isomorphism of A-modules HomA(A,M) → HomB(FA,FM), f 7→ Ff .

(d) M is a direct summand of a module in the image of G.

Again since F and G are additive functors, and the counit ηA gives the canonical homomorphism of
R-algebras A→ EndB(FA)

op, Lemma 2.3.2 implies the following characterization of covers.

Proposition 2.3.3. [Rou08, Proposition 4.33] The following assertions are equivalent.

(i) The canonical map of algebras A → EndB(FA)
op, given by a 7→ (f 7→ f(−)a), a ∈ A, f ∈ FA, is

an isomorphism of R-algebras, that is, there exists a double centralizer property on FA.

(ii) For all M ∈ A-proj, the unit ηM : M → GFM is an isomorphism of A-modules.

(iii) (A,P ) is a cover of B.

In particular, covers provide an abstract setup to deal with double centralizer properties on projective
modules. Since FA is a generator over B, if (A,P ) is a cover of B we see that Proposition 2.3.1 is a
special case of the Gabriel-Popescu theorem.

By a split quasi-hereditary cover of B we mean a cover (A,P ) of B such that (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) is
a split quasi-hereditary algebra for some collection of standard modules. By a quasi-hereditary cover
of B we mean a cover (A,P ) of B such that A is a quasi-hereditary algebra.

Every finite-dimensional algebra over a field has a quasi-hereditary cover (see [DR89]).
Moreover, there are a couple of general methods to construct quasi-hereditary covers. In fact, Iyama

gave another construction of quasi-hereditary covers in [Iya03, Iya04] to establish Iyama’s finiteness the-
orem. This construction has better properties than the construction established in [DR89]. In particular,
we have the following result.

Theorem 2.3.4. Let k be a field. Let B be a finite-dimensional k-algebra. Then B has a (not necessarily
split) quasi-hereditary cover (A,P ) whose associated Schur functor HomA(P,−) is also faithful on F(∆).

Proof. By Theorem 5(2) of [Rin10], there is a left strongly quasi-hereditary algebra A and an idempotent
e of A such that eA is a generator-cogenerator of eAe = B and A = EndeAe(eA). Therefore, (A,Ae) is a
cover of eAe = B. Now, since A is left strongly quasi-hereditary for a certain poset Λ, there are for each
λ ∈ Λ, exact sequences

0 → X(λ) → P (λ) → ∆(λ) → 0 (8)

with both X(λ) and P (λ) projective A-modules. Let F = HomA(Ae,−) and G its right adjoint. Since,
(A,Ae) is a cover of B, ηX is an isomorphism for everyX ∈ A-proj. By the commutativity of the diagram

0 X(λ) P (λ) ∆(λ) 0

0 GFX(λ) GFP (λ) GF∆(λ)

ηX(λ) ηP (λ) η∆(λ) , (9)

and the Snake Lemma we deduce that η∆(λ) is a monomorphism for every λ ∈ Λ.
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Not every (split) quasi-hereditary cover has this extra property. For instance, in Example 14 of
[Cru21b] it was constructed a split quasi-hereditary cover (A,P ) of an algebra isomorphic to the 2 × 2
lower triangular matrix algebra where the standard modules of A are labelled by 3 > 2 > 1 and η∆(1) is the
zero map. Also, we should mention that not all projective Noetherian algebras have split quasi-hereditary
covers.

Corollary 2.3.5. Let C3 be the abelian group of order 3. Let Z7 be the localization of Z at 7Z. The
group algebra Z7C3 over Z7 does not have a split quasi-hereditary cover. Moreover, the group algebra
ZC3 does not have a split quasi-hereditary cover.

Proof. In [Woo74], it was shown that the ring Z7C3 is not semi-perfect. By [Cru23, Theorem 3.4.1],
every split quasi-hereditary algebra over Z7 is semi-perfect. If (A,P ) is a split quasi-hereditary cover of
Z7C3 then Proposition 3.14 and Theorem 2.12 of [Fac98] yield that P is a direct sum of A-modules with
local endomorphism rings. Proposition 3.14 of [Fac98] would then imply that Z7C3 = EndA(P )

op is semi-
perfect, which is a contradiction. Since any split quasi-hereditary cover remains a split quasi-hereditary
cover under localization we obtain that ZC3 cannot have a split quasi-hereditary cover.

Our focus will not be on studying the existence of (split) quasi-hereditary covers but instead on how
to measure their quality, in the cases that we know that they exist. Before we discuss properties and how
to measure the quality of a split quasi-hereditary cover we need the following technical results.

The faithful part of Lemma 2.3.2 is as follows.

Lemma 2.3.6. Let (A,P ) be a cover of B. Let M ∈ A-mod. Then the map ηM is monomor-
phism if and only if HomA(N,M) → HomB(FN,FM) is injective for any N ∈ A-mod if and only
if HomA(A,M) → HomB(FA,FM) is injective.

Proof. Assume that HomA(N,M) → HomB(FN,FM) is injective for any N ∈ A-mod. In particular,
HomA(A,M) → HomB(FA,FM) is injective. Let m ∈ M such that ηM (m) = 0. Consider fm ∈
HomA(A,M), given by fm(1A) = m. Then Ffm = ηM (m) = 0. Thus, fm = 0 and m = 0. So, ηM is
a monomorphism. Now assume that ηM is a monomorphism. Let f ∈ HomA(N,M) satisfying Ff = 0.
Then ηM ◦ f = GFf ◦ ηN = 0 =⇒ f = 0. Thus, the statement follows.

The following result clarifies the behaviour of the unit under a change of ground ring.

Lemma 2.3.7. Let M ∈ A-mod∩R-proj. If the unit ηM(m) is a monomorphism for every maximal ideal
m in R, then the unit ηM is (A,R)-monomorphism. If, in addition, DM ⊗A P ⊗B HomA(P,A) ∈ R-proj
and ηM is (A,R)-monomorphism, then ηM(m) is a monomorphism for every maximal ideal m in R.

Proof. Let λM : DM ⊗A P ⊗B HomA(P,A) → DM , given by λM (f ⊗ p ⊗ g) = fg(p) for
f ⊗ p⊗ g ∈ DM ⊗A P ⊗B HomA(P,A). There is a commutative diagram

DDM D(DM ⊗A P ⊗B HomA(P,A))

D(DHomA(P,M)⊗B HomA(P,A))

M HomB(HomA(P,A),HomA(P,M))

DλM

D(ι⊗HomA(P,A))

ηM

wM

κ

(10)

where the isomorphism maps κ and ι are according to [Cru22, Proposition 2.1]. In fact, for m ∈ M,
f ⊗ p⊗ g ∈ DM ⊗A P ⊗B HomA(P,A),

D(ι⊗HomA(P,A)) ◦ κ ◦ ηM (m)(f ⊗ p⊗ g) = κ(ηM (m))(ι ⊗HomA(P,A))(f ⊗ p⊗ g)

= κ(ηM (m))(ι(f ⊗ p)⊗ g) = ι(f ⊗ p)(ηM (m)(g))
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= f(ηM (m)(g)(p)) = f(g(p)m)

DλM ◦ wM (m)(f ⊗ p⊗ g) = wM (m)(λM (m)(f ⊗ p⊗ g)) = wM (m)(f · g(p))

= (f · g(p))(m) = f(g(p)m).

By assumption, ηM(m)
is a monomorphism for every maximal ideal m in R. According to the commutative

diagram (10), D(m)λM(m) = HomR(m)(λM(m), R(m)) is a monomorphism for every maximal ideal m in R.
Hence, λM(m) is surjective for every maximal ideal in R. In view of the commutative diagram

DM ⊗A P ⊗B HomA(P,A)(m) DM(m)

DM(m)⊗A(m) P (m)⊗B(m) HomA(P,A)(m)

D(m)M(m)⊗A(m) P (m)⊗B(m) HomA(m)(P (m), A(m)) D(m)M(m)

λM (m)

≃

≃

≃

λM(m)

, (11)

λM (m) is surjective for every maximal ideal in R. By Nakayama’s Lemma, λM is surjective. As DM ∈
R-proj, λM splits over R, so there is an R-homomorphism t such that t ◦DλM = idM . Thus,

w−1
M ◦ t ◦D(ι⊗ HomA(P,A)) ◦ κ ◦ ηM = w−1

M ◦ t ◦DλM ◦ wM = w−1
M ◦ wM = idM .

Hence, ηM is an (A,R)-monomorphism.
Conversely, assume that ηM is an (A,R)-monomorphism and DM ⊗A P ⊗B HomA(P,A) ∈ R-proj.

In view of diagram (10), DλM is an (A,R)-monomorphism. Then DDλM is surjective.
As DM ⊗A P ⊗B HomA(P,A) ∈ R-proj, the map wDM⊗AP⊗BHomA(P,A) is an isomorphism and con-

sequently, λM is surjective. Applying the right exact functor R(m) ⊗R −, we obtain by diagram (11)
that λM(m) is surjective for every maximal ideal m in R. By the first diagram, it follows that ηM(m) is a
monomorphism for every maximal ideal m in R.

Higher versions of Lemma 2.3.2 and Lemma 2.3.6 are encoded in the long exact sequence obtained by
Grothendieck’s Spectral sequence applied to the Schur functor F .

Lemma 2.3.8. Let M ∈ A-mod. Suppose that either RiG(FM) = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ q or q = 0. Then, for
any X ∈ A-mod, there are isomorphisms ExtiA(X,GFM) ≃ ExtiB(FX,FM), 0 ≤ i ≤ q and an exact
sequence

0 → Extq+1
A (X,GFM) → Extq+1

B (FX,FM) → HomA(X,R
q+1G(FM)) → Extq+2

A (X,GFM)

→ Extq+2
B (FX,FM).

Proof. See for example [Fan08, Proposition 3.1] and [DEN04, 2.2]. The case q = 0 is obtained by applying
the dual version of [Cru22, Lemma A.3] together with an example of a Grothendieck’s Spectral sequence,
Ei,j2 = ExtiA(X,Ext

j
B(FA,FM)).

Corollary 2.3.9. Let P • be a flat cochain complex of R-modules 0 → P0 → P1 → · · · . Let M be an
R-module with flat R-dimension at most one. Then, for each integer n ≥ 0, there exists an exact sequence

0 → Hn(P •)⊗RM → Hn(P • ⊗RM) → TorR1 (H
n+1(P •),M) → 0. (12)

Proof. See for example [Has00, III, Lemma 2.1.2 (Universal coefficient theorem)].

The classification of simple eAe-modules in terms of Schur functors for a given finite-dimensional
algebra A over a field goes back to the work by Green and T. Martins [Gre81, Theorem 6.2g].
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Theorem 2.3.10. Let A be a finite-dimensional algebra over a field k. Suppose {Vλ : λ ∈ Λ} is a full
set of simple modules in A-mod, indexed by a set Λ. Let Λ′ = {λ ∈ Λ: eVλ 6= 0}. Then {eVλ : λ ∈ Λ′} is
a full set of simple modules in eAe-mod. The simple A/AeA-modules are exactly the simple A-modules
S with eS = 0.

2.4 Relative dominant dimension over Noetherian algebras

In [Cru22], the author introduced the concept of relative dominant dimension for projective Noetherian
algebras.

Definition 2.4.1. LetM ∈ A-mod. We say thatM has relative dominant dimension at least t ∈ N

if there exists an (A,R)-exact sequence of finitely generated left A-modules

0 →M → I1 → · · · → It (13)

with Ii being both A-projective and (A,R)-injective. If M admits no such (A,R)-exact sequence, then
we say that M has relative dominant dimension zero. Otherwise, the relative dominant dimension of M
is the supremum of the set of all values t such that an (A,R)-exact sequence of the form 13 exists. We
denote by domdim(A,R)M the relative dominant dimension of M . We write domdimAM whenever R is
a field and consequently when A is a finite-dimensional algebra over a field.

We will denote by domdim(A,R) the relative dominant dimension of the regular A-module A. A
left A-module is called (A,R)-strongly faithful if there exists an (A,R)-monomorphism A →֒ M t for
some t > 0. We say that a left A-module is an (A,R)-injective-strongly faithful module if it is
simultaneously (A,R)-injective and (A,R)-strongly faithful. We call a triple (A,P, V ) a relative QF3
R-algebra, or just RQF3 algebra provided P is an A-projective (A,R)-injective-strongly faithful left
A-module and V is an A-projective (A,R)-injective-strongly faithful right A-module.

The following characterisation of relative dominant dimension, known as Mueller’s theorem in the
classical case, will be crucial to our purposes.

Theorem 2.4.2. Let (A,P, V ) be an RQF3 algebra and B be the endomorphism algebra EndA(V ).
For any X ∈ A-mod∩R-proj, the following assertions hold.

(a) domdim(A,R)X ≥ 1 if and only if the canonical map ΦX : HomAop(V,DX)⊗B V → DX, given by
f ⊗ v 7→ f(v), is an epimorphism.

(b) If domdim(A,R)X ≥ 1, then αX : X → HomB(V, V ⊗A X), given by x 7→ (v 7→ v ⊗ x), is an
(A,R)-monomorphism. The converse holds if HomAop(V,DX)⊗B V ∈ R-proj.

(c) For any natural number n ≥ 2, the following assertions are equivalent:

(i) domdim(A,R)X ≥ n.

(ii) ΦX : HomA(V,DX) ⊗B V → DX is an isomorphism and TorBi (HomAop(V,DX), V ) = 0,
1 ≤ i ≤ n− 2.

(d) Let n be an integer greater than 1. If domdim(A,R)X ≥ n, then αX : X → HomB(V, V ⊗AX) is an

isomorphism and ExtiB(V, V ⊗A X) = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 2.

(e) Assume that R is a commutative Noetherian regular ring and let n be a natural number. If
αX : X → HomB(V, V ⊗A X) is an isomorphism and ExtiB(V, V ⊗AX) = 0 for every 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 2,
then domdim(A,R)X ≥ n− dimR.

Proof. Assertions (a) and (b) are contained in [Cru22, Proposition 3.23], (c) and (d) follow from [Cru22,
Proposition 3.23, Theorem 5.2] while (e) is [Cru22, Proposition 5.5].
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The following technical lemma is useful to relate covers with relative dominant dimension.

Lemma 2.4.3. Let (A,P, V ) be an RQF3 algebra and B be the endomorphism algebra EndA(V ). Let F
be the Schur functor HomA(HomAop(V,A),−) : A-mod → B-mod.

For any X ∈ A-mod, there exists an isomorphism βX ∈ HomA(HomB(V, V ⊗A X),HomB(FA,FX))
making the following diagram commutative:

X HomB(V, V ⊗A X)

X HomB(FA,FX)

αX

βX

ηX

Proof. Denote by wV the map V → HomA(HomAop(V,A), A), given by w(v)(f) = f(v). Since V is a
projective A-module, this map is an (EndAop(V ), A)-bimodule isomorphism.

Fix ψX : HomA(HomAop(V,A), A)⊗AX → HomA(HomAop(V,A), X) the canonical isomorphism given
by HomAop(V,A) being a projective A-module (see for example Lemma 4.2.5 of [Zim14]). Then define
βX = HomB(FA,ψX ◦ wV ⊗ idX) ◦HomB(w

−1
V , V ⊗A X). Let x ∈ X . Then

HomB(FA,ψX ◦wV ⊗ idX) ◦HomB(w
−1
V , V ⊗A X)(αX(x)) = HomB(FA,ψX ◦ wV ⊗ idX)(αX(x) ◦ w−1

V )

= ψX ◦ wV ⊗ idX ◦αX(x) ◦ w−1
V . (14)

For v ∈ V, f ∈ HomAop(V,A),

ψX ◦wV ⊗ idX ◦αX(x)(v)(f) = ψX ◦ wV ⊗ idX(v ⊗ x)(f) = ψX(wV (v)⊗ x)(f) = wV (v)(f)x = f(v)x.

On the other hand, ηX(x) ◦ wV (v)(f) = wV (v)(f)x = f(v)x. Therefore, composing with w−1
V on both

sides we conclude

HomB(FA,ψX ◦ wV ⊗ idX) ◦HomB(w
−1
V , V ⊗A X)(αX(x)) = ηX(x), x ∈ X.

Proposition 2.4.4. Let (A,P, V ) be an RQF3 algebra over a commutative Noetherian ring R. If
domdim(A,R) ≥ 2, then (A,HomA(V,A)) is a cover of B := EndA(V ).

Proof. Since domdim(A,R) ≥ 2 then αA : A → HomB(V, V ) is an isomorphism by Theorem 2.4.2. By
Lemma 2.3.3, it follows that (A,HomAop(V,A)) is a cover of B = EndA(HomAop(V,A))op ≃ EndA(V ).

Remark 2.4.5. It is essential to consider the projective HomAop(V,A) instead of P . Indeed, in [Cru21b,
Example 15], we see that there are examples of algebras with dominant dimension two with a projective-
injective-faithful module P but the pair (A,P ) fails to be a cover of EndA(P )

op.

Given Remark 2.4.5, we could ask in what situations (A,P ) is a cover of EndA(P )
op for a given RQF3

algebra (A,P, V ). It turns out that this property (over finite-dimensional algebras) characterizes Morita
algebras, that is, endomorphism algebras of generators over self-injective algebras.

Theorem 2.4.6. [Cru21b, Theorem 1] Let k be a field. Let (A,P, V ) be a QF3 k-algebra. Then (A,P )
is a cover of EndA(P )

op if and only if A is a Morita algebra.

Recall that a pair (A,P ) is a relative Morita algebra over a commutative Noetherian ring if
(A,P,DP ) is an RQF3 algebra so that domdim(A,R) ≥ 2 andaddDA⊗A P =addP .

Remark 2.4.7. It remains true that if (A,P ) is a relative Morita algebra over a commutative Noetherian
ring R, then (A,P ) is a cover of B.
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3 Introduction to A-covers

In this section, we give the setup to measure the quality of a cover based on the approach of [Rou08].
In particular, we introduce the concept of an A-cover (A,P ) for an arbitrary resolving subcategory A
of A-mod. Under this concept, faithful split quasi-hereditary covers are exactly F(∆̃)-covers. Allowing
arbitrary resolving subcategories offers the possibility to assign a quality to a cover which is not necessarily
quasi-hereditary and to distinguish the covers which are not even (−1)-faithful.

Definition 3.0.1. Let A be a projective Noetherian R-algebra. Let A be a resolving subcategory of
A-mod. Let B = EndA(P )

op for some P ∈ A-proj and let i ≥ 0. We say that the pair (A,P ) is an i-A
cover of B if the Schur functor F = HomA(P,−) induces isomorphisms

ExtjA(M,N) → ExtjB(FM,FN), ∀M,N ∈ A, j ≤ i.

We say that (A,P ) is a i-cover of B if (A,P ) is an i-(A-proj) cover of B.
We say that (A,P ) is an (−1)-A cover of B if (A,P ) is a cover of B and F induces monomorphisms

HomA(M,N) → HomB(FM,FN), ∀M,N ∈ A.

We say that (A,P ) is an (+∞)-A cover of B if (A,P ) is an i-A cover of B for all i ≥ 0.

Let (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) be a split quasi-hereditary algebra. As we have mentioned F(∆̃) is a resolving
subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj (see for example [Cru, Theorem 4.1]). In particular, we can see that the
concept of an i-F(∆̃) cover coincides with the concept of i-faithful cover introduced in [Rou08, Definition
4.37].

Remark 3.0.2. In our notation, a 0-cover is a cover in the usual sense.

We can see that Lemma 2.3.8 gives that a cover (A,P ) of B is a (−1)-A cover of B if and only if the
restriction of HomA(P,−) to A is faithful if and only if ηM is a monomorphism for every M ∈ A.

Proposition 3.0.3. The following assertions are equivalent.

(a) (A,P ) is a 0-A cover; that is, the restriction of F = HomA(P,−) to A is full and faithful.

(b) ηM is an isomorphism for all M ∈ A.

(c) Every module of A is in the image of the functor G = HomB(FA,−).

Proof. (a) =⇒ (b). Since A is resolving of A-mod∩R-proj, A ∈ A. By a),
HomA(A,M) → HomB(FA,FM) is an isomorphism. By Lemma 2.3.6, ηM is an isomorphism.

(b) =⇒ (c). Let M ∈ A. By assumption, ηM is an isomorphism. Hence, M ≃ G(FM).
(c) =⇒ (b). Let M ∈ A. There exists N ∈ B-mod such that GN ≃ M . Since idGN = GεN ◦ ηGN

and εN is an isomorphism according to Proposition 2.3.1, it follows that ηGN is an isomorphism. Let
α : M → GN be an isomorphism. As ηM is the composition of the isomorphisms GFα−1 ◦ ηGN ◦ α, it is
an isomorphism.

(b) =⇒ (a). By Lemma 2.3.2, HomA(M,N) → HomB(FN,FM) for every N,M ∈ A.

Proposition 3.0.4. Let (A,P ) be a 0-A cover of B. Let i ≥ 1. The following assertions are equivalent.

(a) (A,P ) is an i-A cover of B.

(b) For all M ∈ A, we have Rj G(FM) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ i.
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Proof. (a) =⇒ (b). Let M ∈ A. Let 1 ≤ j ≤ i. Then

Rj G(FM) = Rj HomB(FA,−)(FM) = ExtjB(FA,FM) ≃ ExtjA(A,M) = 0. (15)

(b) =⇒ (a). Let M ∈ A. By assumption, Rj G(FM) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ i. By Lemma 2.3.8,
ExtjA(X,GFM) ≃ ExtjB(FX,FM), 0 ≤ j ≤ i for any X ∈ A-mod. Since (A,P ) is a 0-A cover of
B, ηM : M → GFM is an A-isomorphism, and thus we have

ExtjA(X,M) ≃ ExtjB(FX,FM), 0 ≤ j ≤ i, ∀X ∈ A-mod . (16)

The choice of M ∈ A is arbitrary, hence (a) follows.

3.1 Faithful (split quasi-hereditary) covers

The most prominent example of A-covers is the faithful split quasi-hereditary covers. We shall now recall
what Propositions 3.0.3 and 3.0.4 translate into.

Proposition 3.1.1. Let (A,P ) be a cover of B and (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) be a split quasi-hereditary algebra
over a commutative Noetherian ring. The following assertions are equivalent.

(i) (A,P ) is a (−1)-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover of B; that is the restriction of F = HomA(P,−)
to F(∆̃) is faithful.

(ii) η⊕

λ∈Λ

∆(λ) is a monomorphism.

(iii) η∆(λ) is a monomorphism for all λ ∈ Λ.

(iv) ηM is a monomorphism for all M ∈ F(∆̃).

(v) ηT is a monomorphism for all (partial) tilting modules T .

(vi) Every module of F(∆̃) can be embedded into some module in the image of the functor G =
HomB(FA,−).

Proof. Implications (ii) =⇒ (iii) and (iv) =⇒ (vi) are clear.
(i) =⇒ (ii). A ∈ F(∆̃) and clearly

⊕

λ∈Λ

∆(λ) ∈ F(∆̃).

In view of (i), HomA(A,
⊕

λ∈Λ

∆(λ)) → HomB(FA,F
⊕

λ∈Λ

∆(λ)) is injective. By Lemma 2.3.6, η⊕

λ∈Λ

∆(λ)

is a monomorphism.
(iii) =⇒ (iv). By induction on the size of a filtration of M ∈ F(∆̃) and using the Snake Lemma, it

follows that ηM is a monomorphism for all M ∈ F(∆̃).
(vi) =⇒ (v). Every (partial) tilting module belongs to F(∆̃) ∩ F(∇̃). In particular, it belongs to

F(∆̃). Thus, given a (partial) tilting T , there exists a monomorphism α : T → GN for some N ∈ B-mod.
Since idGN = GεN ◦ ηGN and εN is an isomorphism according to Proposition 2.3.1, it follows that ηGN
is an isomorphism. Now, GFα ◦ ηT = ηGN ◦ α is a monomorphism. Thus, ηT is a monomorphism.

(v) =⇒ (iv). Let M ∈ F(∆̃). Since F(∆̃) = ­addA T and F(∆̃) is closed under kernels of epimor-
phisms, there exists a (partial) tilting module T ,N ∈ F(∆̃) and an exact sequence 0 →M → T → N → 0.
Applying G ◦ F = HomB(FA,F−) (left exact functor) yields the following commutative diagram with
exact rows

0 M T N 0

0 GFM GFT GFN

ηM ηT ηN .
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By assumption, ηT is a monomorphism. By Snake Lemma, ηM is a monomorphism.
(i) ⇔ (iv). By Lemma 2.3.6, ηM is monomorphism for every M ∈ F(∆̃) if and only if the functor

F|F(∆̃)
is faithful.

Proposition 3.1.2. The following assertions are equivalent.

(i) (A,P ) is a 0-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover of B; that is, the restriction of F = HomA(P,−)
to F(∆̃) is full and faithful.

(ii) η⊕

λ∈Λ

∆(λ) is an isomorphism.

(iii) η∆(λ) is an isomorphism for all λ ∈ Λ.

(iv) ηM is an isomorphism for all M ∈ F(∆̃).

(v) Every module of F(∆̃) is in the image of the functor G = HomB(FA,−).

(vi) ηT is an isomorphism for all (partial) tilting modules T .

(vii) Let T be a characteristic tilting module. Every module of addT is in the image of the functor
G = HomB(FA,−).

Proof. See for example [Rou08, Proposition 4.40]. This is an application of Proposition 3.0.3 using
analogous arguments to Proposition 3.1.1.

If we know that (A,P ) is a split quasi-hereditary cover of B, testing that it is a 0-faithful (split
quasi-hereditary) cover amounts to check that the counit is an epimorphism on standard modules.

Proposition 3.1.3. Let (A,P ) be a cover of B. Then (A,P ) is a 0-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover
of B if and only if η∆(λ) is an epimorphism for all λ ∈ Λ.

Proof. By Proposition 3.1.2, one implication is clear.
Assume that η∆(λ) is an epimorphism for all λ ∈ Λ. We claim that ηM is an epimorphism for all

M ∈ F(∆̃). We will prove it by induction on the size of filtration ofM , t. If t = 1, then M ≃ ∆(λ)⊗RUλ
for some λ and Uλ ∈ R-proj. So, ∆(λ)⊗RUλ ∈addA∆(λ) It follows that η∆(λ)⊗RUλ

is surjective. Assume
t > 1. There is a commutative diagram with exact rows

0 M ′ M ∆(µ)⊗R Uµ 0

0 GFM ′ GFM GF (∆(µ)⊗R Uµ)

ηM′ ηM η∆(µ)⊗RUµ .

By induction, ηM ′ is an epimorphism. By Snake Lemma, ηM is an epimorphism. Now consider the
commutative diagram

0 K(λ) P (λ) ∆(λ) 0

0 GFK(λ) GFP (λ) GF∆(λ)

ηK(λ) ηP (λ) η∆(λ) .

Since K(λ) ∈ F(∆̃), ηK(λ) is an epimorphism. By Snake Lemma, there is an exact sequence

0 = ker ηP (λ) → ker η∆(λ) → coker ηK(λ) = 0. (17)

It follows that η∆(λ) is also a monomorphism, and thus η∆(λ) is an isomorphism for every λ ∈ Λ. By
Proposition 3.1.2, the result follows.
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Proposition 3.1.4. Let (A,P ) be a 0-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover of B. The following assertions
are equivalent.

(a) (A,P ) is a 1-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover of B.

(b) F = HomA(P,−) restricts to an exact equivalence of categories F(∆̃) → F(F ∆̃) with inverse the
exact functor G|F(F ∆̃)

= HomB(FA,−)|F(F ∆̃)
.

(c) For all M ∈ FA(∆̃), we have R1G(FM) = 0.

Proof. See for example [Rou08, Proposition 4.41].

Proposition 3.1.5. Let (A,P ) be a 0-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover of B. Let i ≥ 1. The following
assertions are equivalent.

(a) (A,P ) is an i-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover of B.

(b) For all M ∈ F(∆̃), we have Rj G(FM) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ i.

(c) For all λ ∈ Λ, we have Rj G(F∆(λ)) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ i.

Proof. (a) ⇔ (b) is given by Proposition 3.0.4. The implication (b) =⇒ (c) is also clear.
Assume that (c) holds. Let M ∈ F(∆̃). There is a filtration

0 =Mn+1 ⊂Mn ⊂Mn−1 ⊂ · · · ⊂M1 =M, Mi/Mi+1 ≃ ∆i ⊗R Ui, 1 ≤ i ≤ n. (18)

We claim that Rj G(FMt) = 0, for t = 1, . . . , n, 1 ≤ j ≤ i. We will prove it by induction on n − t + 1.
Assume that n− t+ 1 = 1. Let 1 ≤ j ≤ i. Then Rj G(FMt) = Rj G(F (∆t ⊗R Ut)) is an R-summand of
Rj G(F∆t)

s = 0 for some s > 0 since Ut ∈ R-proj. Thus, Rj G(FMt) = 0. Moreover, Rj G(F (∆i) ⊗R
Ui) = 0 for every i = 1, . . . , n. Assume that the claim holds for s > t for some n ≥ t > 1. Consider the
exact sequence 0 →Mt+1 →Mt → ∆t⊗R Ut → 0. Applying the left exact functor G ◦F yields the exact
sequence

Rj G(FMt+1) → Rj G(FMt) → Rj G(F∆t ⊗R Ut) = 0. (19)

By induction, Rj G(FMt+1) = 0, hence Rj G(FMt) = 0. Therefore, (b) follows.

Hence, the quality of a 0-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover is given by the value

n(F(∆̃)) = sup{i ∈ N0 : Rj G(F∆(λ)) = 0, λ ∈ Λ, 1 ≤ j ≤ i}.

This motivates the following definition:

Definition 3.1.6. Let (A,P ) be a cover of B = EndA(P )
op. Let A be a resolving subcategory of

A-mod∩R-proj. The Hemmer–Nakano dimension of A (with respect to P ) is the maximal number
n such that (A,P ) is an n-A cover of B. We will denote it by HNdimF A, where F denotes the functor
HomA(P,−).

We also say the Hemmer–Nakano dimension of A (with respect to the functor F = HomA(P,−)).
When there is no confusion about the functor F , we will just call HNdimF A the Hemmer-Nakano
dimension of A. If (A,P ) is not a (−1)-A cover of B, then we say that the Hemmer-Nakano dimension
of A (with respect to P ) is −∞.
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3.2 Elementary properties of A-covers

0-A covers can help us understand the indecomposable objects in B-mod using the indecomposable
modules of A.

Proposition 3.2.1. Let (A,P ) be a 0-A cover of B for some resolving subcategory A of A-mod. Then
the Schur functor F = HomA(P,−) preserves the indecomposable objects of A.

Proof. Let M ∈ A be an indecomposable module. Assume that we can write FM ≃ X1 ⊕X2. Then

M ≃ GFM ≃ GX1 ⊕GX2. (20)

So, either GX1 = 0 or GX2 = 0. Since FA is a B-generator, there must exist a non-zero epimorphism
FAt → X1 for some t > 0 if X1 is non-zero. So, if X1 6= 0, then GX1 6= 0. Thus, FM is indecomposable.

The study of i-A covers of finite-dimensional algebras over a field with i ≥ 0 can be reduced to covers
coming from idempotents.

Proposition 3.2.2. Let R be a field and let i ≥ 0 be an integer. Let A be a resolving subcategory of
A-mod. If (A,P ) is an i-A cover of B, then there exists an idempotent e ∈ A such that (A,Ae) is an
i-A cover of eAe.

Proof. There exists an idempotent e ∈ A such that (A,Ae) is a cover of eAe and eAe is Morita equiv-
alent to B (see for example [Cru21b, Proposition 9]). Denote by H the equivalence of categories
B-mod → eAe-mod. For M,N ∈ A,

ExtjA(M,N) ≃ ExtjB(FM,FN) ≃ ExtjeAe(HFM,HFN), j ≤ i. (21)

It remains to show that HFM ≃ HomA(Ae,M) for every M ∈ A. But, this isomorphism holds since
(A,P ) is a 0-A cover of B. Thus, (A,Ae) is an i-A cover of eAe.

We should remark that the exact equivalence in Proposition 3.1.4 does not make the image of the
resolving subcategory A under the Schur functor a resolving subcategory in B-mod∩R-proj. In fact, this
only occurs when the Schur functor is an equivalence of categories.

Proposition 3.2.3. Let A be a resolving subcategory of A-mod. Let (A,P ) be a 1-A cover of B. Assume
that {FM : M ∈ A} is a resolving subcategory of B-mod. Then F = HomA(P,−) is an exact equivalence.

Proof. Consider the projective B-presentation

δ : 0 → K → Q→ FA→ 0. (22)

By projectivization, Q = FX for some X ∈addP , and consequently X ∈ A. Because {FM : M ∈ A} is
a resolving subcategory, there exists N ∈ A such that K ≃ FN . Hence,

δ ∈ Ext1B(FA,K) ≃ Ext1A(A,N) = 0. (23)

Therefore, FA is a B-summand of Q. Thus, FA ∈ B-proj. As we have seen before, since (A,P ) is a
cover of B, this implies that F is an exact equivalence.

Observe that {FM : M ∈ A} being a resolving subcategory of B-mod is not a sufficient condition for
F to be an equivalence of categories. As an example, one may think about the split quasi-hereditary
cover (SF2(2, 2),F

⊗2
2 ) of F2S2.
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4 Upper bounds for the quality of an A-cover

As Proposition 3.1.4 suggests, the better the quality of a cover (A,P ) of B the better the connection
between A-mod and B-mod. In this section, this slogan is made precise when A is of finite global
dimension.

4.1 F(∆)

For finite-dimensional algebras over fields, there is an upper bound for the level of faithfulness of a split
quasi-hereditary cover. To realize that we need the concept of length in a poset.

For any λ ∈ Λ, we define the length of λ ∈ Λ to be the length t of the longest chain
λ = x0 < x1 < . . . < xt in Λ and denote it by d(Λ, λ). Denote by d(Λ) to be the maximum value of
d(Λ, λ) over all λ ∈ Λ. Note that λ ∈ Λ is maximal if and only if d(Λ, λ) = 0 and d(Λ) is bounded by |Λ|.
Also, if z > λ, then d(Λ, λ) ≥ d(Λ, z) + 1.

Theorem 4.1.1. Let R be a field and let (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) be a split quasi-hereditary algebra over R. Let
{S(λ) : λ ∈ Λ} be a complete set of non-isomorphic simple A-modules.

We shall denote by Λ∗ the set {λ ∈ Λ: FS(λ) 6= 0}.
If (A,P ) is a split quasi-hereditary (d(Λ∗) + 1)-faithful cover of B-mod, then the Schur functor in-

duces by restriction to A-proj the functor F|A-proj
: A-proj → B-proj. Moreover, F is an equivalence of

categories.

Proof. Since R is a field we can assume, without loss of generality, that there exists an idempotent e ∈ A
such that P = Ae and B = eAe. By Theorem 2.3.10, the simple B-modules can be written in the form
FS where S is a simple A-module. Moreover, the simple B-modules are indexed by Λ∗. The set Λ∗ is
again a poset where its partial order is the one induced by the poset Λ.

Consider M a finitely generated projective A-module. We want to show that FM is a projective
B-module. It is enough to show that Ext1B(FM,S) = 0 for all simple B-modules S.

We claim that ExtjB(FM,FS(λ)) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ d(Λ∗, λ) + 1, λ ∈ Λ∗.
We shall proceed by induction on n(λ) = d(Λ∗) − d(Λ∗, λ), λ ∈ Λ∗. Assume that n(λ) = 0. Then

λ is minimal in Λ∗. Assume that λ is also minimal in the poset Λ. Then ∆(λ) = S(λ). Hence,
F∆(λ) = FS(λ). Now, assume that λ is not minimal in Λ. Consider the short exact sequence

0 → X → ∆(λ) → S(λ) → 0, (24)

where X has a composition series with composition factors S(µ) satisfying µ < λ. The minimality of λ in
Λ∗ implies that FS(µ) = 0 for µ < λ, µ ∈ Λ. By induction on the length of the composition series of X
it follows that FX = 0. Applying the functor F to the short exact sequence (24) yields F∆(λ) ≃ FS(λ).

Therefore,

ExtjB(FM,FS(λ)) = ExtjB(FM,F∆(λ)) ≃ ExtjA(M,∆(λ)) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ d(Λ∗) + 1 = d(Λ∗, λ) + 1.

The last isomorphism follows from the fact that (A,P ) is a (d(Λ∗) + 1)-faithful cover of B.
Assume that there exists a positive integer k such that the claim holds for all λ ∈ Λ∗ satisfying

n(λ) < k. Let λ ∈ Λ∗ such that n(λ) = k. Consider again the short exact sequence (24). Let S(µ) be a
composition factor of X . Hence, µ < λ. If µ /∈ Λ∗, then FS(µ) = 0. Otherwise, d(Λ∗, µ) ≥ d(Λ∗, λ) + 1
and

n(µ) = d(Λ∗)− d(Λ∗, µ) ≤ d(Λ∗)− d(Λ∗, λ)− 1 = k − 1 < k

By induction, ExtjB(FM,FS(µ)) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ d(Λ∗, λ) + 2. By induction on the length of the compo-

sition series of FX , we obtain ExtjB(FM,FX) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ d(Λ∗, λ) + 2. Now, applying the functor
HomB(FM,−) ◦ F to (24) yields the long exact sequence

0 = ExtjB(FM,F∆(λ)) → ExtjB(FM,FS(λ)) → Extj+1
B (FM,FX) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ d(Λ∗, λ) + 1. (25)
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This completes the proof of our claim. In particular, Ext1B(FM,FS(λ)) = 0 for all λ ∈ Λ∗. So, FM is
projective over B. By projectivization, since the Schur functor is written in the form F = HomA(P,−),
B-proj is equivalent to add(P ). Thus, by projectivization, the functor F|A-proj

: A-proj → B-proj is
essentially surjective. As by definition of cover, the functor F|A-proj

is fully and faithful it follows that the
functor F|A-proj

: A-proj → B-proj is an equivalence of categories.
So, for any finitely generated projective A-module M , we obtain FM = HomA(P,M) ∼= HomA(P, P

′)
for some P ′ ∈ add(P ). By applying the adjoint functor G we get that M ≃ GFM ≃ GFP ′ ≃ P ′. So,
A ∈ add(P ), which means that P is a progenerator. Hence, by Morita theory (see for example [Zim14,
Proposition 4.2.4]), F is an equivalence of categories.

Observe that d(Λ∗) + 1 ≤ |Λ∗| − 1 + 1 = |Λ∗| which is exactly the number of non-isomorphic classes
of simple B-modules. We have therefore proved that the number of simple B-modules is an upper bound
for the level of faithfulness of a split quasi-hereditary cover of B.

4.2 A-proj

We can also give upper bounds for A-proj-covers. To do that, we will use another example of resolving
subcategories. Let i ≥ 0 be an integer. Let P i be the full subcategory of A-mod whose modules have
projective dimension over A less than or equal to i. The category P i is a resolving subcategory of
A-mod∩R-proj. For i = 0, P i is exactly A-proj. For i = gldimA, P i = A-mod.

Theorem 4.2.1. Let A be a projective Noetherian R-algebra. Let i, j ≥ 0 be integers. If (A,P ) is an
i-Pj cover of B = EndA(P )

op, then (A,P ) is an (i − 1)-Pj+1 cover of B.

Proof. Let X be a module with projective dimension at most j + 1. We can consider a projective
presentation over A for X

0 → Q→ P → X → 0, (26)

such that Q ∈ Pj and P ∈ A-proj. Consider the following commutative diagram

0 Q P X 0

0 GFQ GFP GFX R1G(FQ)

ηQ ηP ηX . (27)

Due to i ≥ 0 and Q,P ∈ Pj, ηQ and ηP are A-isomorphisms. By Snake Lemma, ηX is a monomorphism.
So, (A,P ) is an (−1)-Pj+1 cover of B. If i ≥ 1, then R1G(FQ) = 0. In such a case, the Snake Lemma
implies that ηX is an isomorphism. So, the claim holds for i = 1. Assume now that i ≥ 2. Applying GF
to (26) yields the long exact sequence

0 = RlG(FP ) → RlG(FX) → Rl+1G(FQ) = 0, 1 ≤ l ≤ i− 1. (28)

Thus, (A,P ) is an (i− 1)-Pj+1 cover of B.

An immediate consequence of this result is the following bound on A-proj-covers.

Corollary 4.2.2. Let (A,P ) be a (gldimA)-(A-proj) cover of B. Then HomA(P,−) : A-mod → B-mod
is an equivalence of categories.

Proof. Using induction on Theorem 4.2.1, we obtain that (A,P ) is a 0-PgldimA cover of B. Moreover,
(A,P ) is a 0-(A-mod) cover of B. Thus, ηM is an isomorphism for every M ∈ A-mod. This means that
the functor HomA(P,−) : A-mod → B-mod is full and faithful. Because (A,P ) is a cover of B, the left
adjoint of HomA(P,−) is also full and faithful. Therefore, HomA(P,−) is an equivalence of categories.
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4.3 Uniqueness of A-covers

We will now introduce a concept of equivalence of covers that generalizes the concept of equivalent highest
weight covers of [Rou08].

Definition 4.3.1. Let A,A′, B,B′ be projective Noetherian R-algebras and A and A′ be resolving
subcategories of A-mod∩R-proj and A′-mod∩R-proj, respectively.

Assume that (A,P ) is a 0-A cover of B and (A′, P ′) is a 0-A′ cover of B′. We say that the A-covers
(A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are equivalent if there is an equivalence of categories H : A-mod → A′-mod, which
restricts to an exact equivalence A → A′, and an equivalence of categories L : B-mod → B′-mod making
the following diagram commutative:

A-mod B-mod

A′-mod B′-mod

HomA(P,−)

H L

HomA′ (P ′,−)

.

We say that two covers (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are isomorphic if they are equivalent with L being the
restriction of scalars functor B-mod → B′-mod along an isomorphism of R-algebras B′ ≃ B.

With this concept, Proposition 3.2.2 says that if (A,P ) is an i-A cover of a finite-dimensional algebra
(over a field) B then there exists an idempotent e ∈ A such that the cover (A,P ) is equivalent with
(A,Ae). The first observation to make is that equivalent covers have the same level of faithfulness.

Proposition 4.3.2. Let (A,P ) be a 0-A cover of B and let (A′, P ′) be a 0-A′ cover of B′. Assume that
the covers (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are equivalent. If (A,P ) is an i-A cover of B, then (A′, P ′) is an i-A′

cover of B′.

Proof. Denote the functor HomB′(F ′A′,−) by G′. Let M ∈ A′. Then, for 1 ≤ j ≤ i,

Rj G′(F ′M) = ExtjB′(F
′A′, F ′M) = ExtjB(F

′HQ,F ′HX)

= ExtjB′(LFQ,LFX) = ExtjB(FQ,FX) = ExtjA(Q,X) = 0,

for some X ∈ A and Q ∈ A-proj. By Proposition 3.0.4, the result follows.

Rouquier defined equivalence of split quasi-hereditary covers in the following way.

Definition 4.3.3. Two split quasi-hereditary covers (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are equivalent in the sense of

Rouquier if there is an equivalence of highest weight categories A-mod
≃
−→ A′-mod making the following

diagram commutative:

A-mod

B-mod

A′-mod

HomA(P,−)

≃

HomA′ (P ′,−)

.

We will show next that this definition is a particular case of our definition of isomorphic covers by
fixing A = F(∆̃), A′ = F(∆̃′), and L the identity functor. Moreover, the notion of isomorphic covers for
the resolving subcategory F(∆̃) is equivalent to the equivalence of covers of Definition 4.3.3.
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Proposition 4.3.4. Let (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) , (A′, {∆′(λ′)λ′∈Λ′}) be split quasi-hereditary algebras over a
commutative Noetherian ring R. Let (A,P ) and (A′, B′) be split quasi-hereditary covers of B. The
covers (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are equivalent with L = idB-mod in the sense of Definition 4.3.3 if and only if
they are isomorphic in the sense of Definition 4.3.1 with respect to the resolving subcategories F(∆̃) and
F(∆̃′).

Proof. Assume that (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are equivalent in the sense of Definition 4.3.3. Let
H : A-mod → A′-mod be a highest weight category equivalence such that HomA′(P ′,−)◦H = HomA(P,−).
Since H is an equivalence of highest weight categories, there is a bijection φ : Λ → Λ′ satisfying H∆(λ) =
∆′(φ(λ)) ⊗R Uλ. As H is exact and H∆(λ) ∈ F(∆̃′), the restriction functor H : F(∆̃) → F(∆̃′) is
well defined and it is fully faithful and exact. As Uλ ∈ Pic(R) there is Fλ such that Fλ ⊗R Uλ ≃ R,
thus ∆(λ′) = H∆(φ−1(λ′)) ⊗R Fλ′ = H(∆(φ−1(λ′)) ⊗R Fλ′). Let M ∈ F(∆̃′). By induction on the
filtration of M , we deduce that M is in the image of H|F(∆̃)

. Therefore, H restricts to an exact equiv-

alence F(∆̃) → F(∆̃′) and B ≃ EndA(P )
op ≃ EndA′(P ′)op. Hence, the covers (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are

isomorphic in the sense of Definition 4.3.1.
Conversely, assume that the covers (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are isomorphic in the sense of Definition 4.3.1

with respect to the resolving subcategories F(∆̃) and F(∆̃′). Let I be the quasi-inverse of H . Then HA
is a B-progenerator and for any Y ∈ B-mod,

HomB(HA, Y ) ≃ HomA(IHA, IY ) ≃ HomA(A, IY ) ≃ IY. (29)

In particular, I commutes with tensor products of projective R-modules, that is, for Y ∈ B-mod and
X ∈ R-proj, I(Y ⊗R X) = IY ⊗R X . In view of the proof of Theorem 6.1 of [Cru], there is a bijection
φ : Λ → Λ′ and

HomB(HA,∆
′(λ′)) = ∆(φ−1(λ′))⊗R Uλ′ = ∆(λ) ⊗R Uλ′ , Uλ′ ∈ Pic(R). (30)

Moreover, as A-modules,

I(∆′(λ′)⊗R Fλ′) ≃ I∆′(λ′)⊗R Fλ′ ≃ HomA(A, I∆
′(λ′))⊗R Fλ′ ≃ HomA(IHA, I∆

′(λ′))⊗R Fλ′ (31)

≃ HomB(HA,∆
′(λ′))⊗R Fλ′ ≃ ∆(λ) ⊗R Uλ′ ⊗R Fλ′ ≃ ∆(λ). (32)

Thus, H∆(λ) ≃ HI(∆′(λ′) ⊗R Fλ′) ≃ ∆′(φ(λ)) ⊗R Fλ, with Fλ′ = Fλ. Thus, H is an equivalence of
highest weight categories, and it follows that (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are equivalent in the sense of Definition
4.3.3.

The main reason to make the difference between isomorphic covers and equivalent covers is that intu-
itively the covers constructed in Proposition 3.2.2 should be equivalent although they are not isomorphic.
So, from now on, we will use only the concepts in the sense of Definition 4.3.1.

In [Rou08, Proposition 4.45] it is stated that when B admits a 1-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover
(A,P ), for every objectM ∈ B := F(HomA(P, ∆̃)) there exists a unique pair (Y (M),M) together with a
surjection πM so that Y (M) is relative projective to B and kerπM ∈ B. However, in [Rou08, Proposition
4.45] the assumptions to guarantee the uniqueness of the pair (Y (M),M) have not been stated explicitly.
When the ground ring R is assumed to be a local ring, an appropriate assumption is to require Y (M) to
be indecomposable when M is indecomposable. This assumption is used in the context of Hecke algebras
in [Ari08, Subsection 4.2]. In a general context, this assumption does, however, restrict the situation.
Indeed, even the standard modules are not indecomposable if R is not local.

In the following, we first give an example showing that [Rou08, Proposition 4.45] fails without more
restrictive assumptions. Subsequently, we then give an alternative proof of [Rou08, Corollary 4.46],
avoiding to use [Rou08, Proposition 4.45] and avoiding to impose additional assumptions, by using instead
our Theorem 2.2.3.
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Example 4.3.5. Let A the path algebra of the quiver 2 1
α

β
modulo the ideal generated by αβ.

Pick the partial order 2 > 1 and ∆(2) = P (2), ∆(1) = 1. Trivially, (A,AA) is a 1-faithful split quasi-
hereditary cover of A. The exact sequence

0 → ∆(2)⊕∆(2) → ∆(2)⊕ P (1) → ∆(1) → 0 (33)

also satisfies the conditions required for the pair (Y (∆(1)), p∆(1)). △

We will now give an alternative proof of [Rou08, Corollary 4.46].

Corollary 4.3.6. [Rou08, Corollary 4.46] Let (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) be two 1-faithful split quasi-hereditary
covers of B. Let F = HomA(P,−) and let F ′ = HomA′(P ′,−). Assume that there exists an exact
equivalence L : B-mod → B-mod which restricts to an exact equivalence

F(F ∆̃) → F(F ′∆̃′). (34)

Then (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are equivalent as faithful split quasi-hereditary covers of B. If, in addition, the
given bijection φ : Λ → Λ′ associated with the equivalence of categories H : A-mod → A′-mod satisfies

F∆(λ) = F ′∆′(φ(λ)) ⊗R Uλ, ∀λ ∈ Λ.

where H∆(λ) ≃ ∆′(φ(λ)) ⊗R Uλ, Uλ ∈ Pic(R), then (A,P ) and (A′, P ′) are isomorphic as split quasi-
hereditary covers of B.

Proof. By Proposition 3.1.4, there exists an exact equivalence

F(∆̃)
F
−→ F(F ∆̃)

L
−→ F(F ′∆̃′)

G′

−→ F(∆̃′).

By Theorem 2.2.3, A and A′ are equivalent as split quasi-hereditary algebras. Furthermore, the equiva-
lence of categories is given byH = HomA(GL

−1F ′A′,−) : A-mod → A′-mod. Thus, for everyX ∈ A-proj,

HX ≃ HomA(GL
−1F ′A′, X) ≃ HomB(FGL

−1F ′A′, FX) ≃ HomB(L
−1F ′A′, FX) (35)

≃ HomB(F
′A′, LFX) ≃ HomA′(A′, G′LFX) ≃ G′LFX. (36)

Therefore, F ′HX ≃ LFX for every X ∈ A-proj. Since all functors involved are exact we conclude that
F ′H = LF .

Assume, in addition, F∆(λ) = F ′∆′(φ(λ))⊗RUλ, ∀λ ∈ Λ and H∆(λ) ≃ ∆′(φ(λ))⊗RUλ, Uλ ∈ Pic(R)
for some bijection φ : Λ → Λ′. Using induction on the filtrations of M ∈ A-proj we obtain FM ≃ F ′HM
for every M ∈ A-proj. For any M ∈ A-mod, applying F and F ′H to one of the projective resolutions of
M , it follows that F ′HM ≃ FM .

5 A-covers under change of ground ring

We shall now see how A-covers behave under change of ground ring. Here we need to impose constraints
to the resolving subcategories A we want to work with. As a first step, note that A-mod∩R-proj
is a resolving subcategory of A-mod. So, we will restrict our attention to resolving subcategories of
A-mod∩R-proj since exact sequences in this category remain exact under change of ground ring. However,
this is not sufficient, so we are interested in resolving subcategories which behave well under change of
ground ring in the following sense.

Definition 5.0.1. We will call RA a well behaved resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj if it is
a resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj and the following properties are satisfied:
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1. For any commutative R-algebra S which is a Noetherian ring, there is a resolving subcategory
RA(S ⊗R A) of S ⊗R A-mod∩S-proj and there is a well defined functor H : RA → RA(S ⊗R A),
given byM 7→ S ⊗RM , satisfying 〈HRA〉 = RA(S ⊗R A), where 〈HRA〉 denotes the smallest sub-
category of S ⊗R A-mod∩S-proj containing HRA closed under direct summands and extensions.

2. M ∈ RA if and only if Mm ∈ RA(Am) for every maximal ideal m in R.

3. M ∈ RA if and only if M(m) ∈ RA(A(m)) for every maximal ideal m in R and M ∈ R-proj.

It follows that RA(A) = RA. From now on we will consider RA to be a well behaved resolving
subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Here are some examples of well behaved resolving subcategories.

Proposition 5.0.2. Let A be a projective Noetherian R-algebra. The following assertions hold.

(I) A-proj is a well behaved resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj.

(II) Let (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) be a split quasi-hereditary algebra. Then F(∆̃) is a well behaved resolving
subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj.

Proof. Clearly, A-proj is a resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Condition 5.0.1.2 follows from the
identity: Ext1A(M,N)m ≃ Ext1Am

(Mm, Nm) for every maximal ideal m of R. Condition 5.0.1.3 follows by
[CPS90, Lemma 3.3.2]. LetM ∈ A-proj. Then At ≃M

⊕

K for some t > 0 and some module K. Hence,
(S ⊗R A)

t ≃ S ⊗RM
⊕

S ⊗R K. So, S ⊗RM ∈ S ⊗R A-proj. Thus, the functor H is well defined. Let
X ∈ S ⊗R A-proj. Hence, S ⊗R A

s ≃ (S ⊗R A)
s ≃ X

⊕

K for some s > 0 and S ⊗R A
s ∈ 〈H(A-proj)〉,

thus X ∈ 〈H(A-proj)〉. So, (I) holds.
By Theorem 4.1 of [Cru], F(∆̃) is a resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Recall that 0 =

Exti>0
A (M,N) if and only if Exti>0

Am
(Mm, Nm) = 0 for every maximal ideal of R. By [Cru, Lemma 4.3,

Proposition 5.1], Condition 5.0.1.2 follows. Condition 5.0.1.3 follows from Proposition 5.7 of [Cru]. Since
the exact sequences arising from a filtration of M ∈ F(∆̃) are (A,R)-exact, applying the tensor product
S ⊗R − preserves the filtration and hence S ⊗RM ∈ F(S ⊗ ∆̃). So, the functor H is well defined. Let
X ∈ F(S ⊗R ∆̃). Then there is a filtration

0 = Xn+1 ⊂ Xn ⊂ · · · ⊂ X1 = X, Xi/Xi+1 ≃ S ⊗R ∆i ⊗S Ui, 1 ≤ i ≤ n. (37)

We will proceed by induction to prove that each Xi belongs to 〈HF(∆̃)〉. For i = n, Xn = S⊗R∆n⊗SUn
is an S ⊗R A-summand of (S ⊗R ∆n)

s ≃ S ⊗R ∆s
n ∈ 〈HF(∆̃)〉 for some s > 0. Since 〈HF(∆̃)〉 is closed

under direct summands, Xn ∈ 〈HF(∆̃)〉. Assume that we have proven the result for Xs for s > i for
some i. Consider the exact sequence

0 → Xi+1 → Xi → S ⊗R ∆i ⊗S Ui → 0. (38)

By induction, Xi+1 ∈ 〈HF(∆̃)〉, and since it is closed under extensions, Xi ∈ 〈HF(∆̃)〉. Thus, (II)
holds.

As before we will separate the cases -1 and 0 and consider them first.

Proposition 5.0.3. Let i ∈ {−1, 0}. Let RA be a well behaved resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj.
The following assertions are equivalent.

(a) (A,P ) is an i-RA cover of B.

(b) (S⊗RA,S⊗R P ) is an i-RA(S⊗RA) cover of S⊗RB for any commutative flat R-algebra S which
is a Noetherian ring.

(c) (Am, Pm) is an i-RA(Am) cover of Bm for every maximal ideal m of R.
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Proof. Let M ∈ A-mod∩R-proj and S be a commutative flat R-algebra which is a Noetherian ring.
Consider the following diagram

S ⊗RM S ⊗R HomB(HomA(P,A),HomA(P,M))

HomS⊗RB(S ⊗R HomA(P,A), S ⊗R HomA(P,M))

S ⊗R A HomS⊗RB(HomS⊗RA(S ⊗R P, S ⊗R A),HomS⊗RA(S ⊗R P, S ⊗RM))

S⊗RηM

ωHomA(P,A), HomA(P,M)

ηS⊗RM

ω−1
P,M◦(−)◦ωP,A

. (39)

The maps ω are the canonical isomorphisms giving the identity involving Hom and tensor product with
a flat module (see for example [Rot09, Proposition 3.3.10]). This is a commutative diagram. In fact, for
every s, s′, s′′ ∈ S, m ∈M , g ∈ HomA(P,A), p ∈ P , we have

ωP,M ◦ ω−1
P,M ◦ (−) ◦ ωP,A ◦ ηS⊗RM (s⊗m)(s′ ⊗ g)(s′′ ⊗ p) = ηS⊗RM (s⊗m)ωP,A(s

′ ⊗ g)(s′′ ⊗ p)

= ωP,A(s
′ ⊗ g)(s′′ ⊗ p)s⊗m = ss′s′′ ⊗ g(p)m

ωP,M ◦ ωHomA(P,A),HomA(P,M) ◦ S ⊗R ηM (s⊗m)(s′ ⊗ g)(s′′ ⊗ p) =

ωP,MωHomA(P,A),HomA(P,M)(s⊗ ηM (m))(s′ ⊗ g)(s′′ ⊗ p) = ωP,M (ss′ ⊗ ηM (m)(g))(s′′ ⊗ p) = ss′s′′ ⊗ g(p)m.

The implication (b) =⇒ (c) is clear. By (39), it follows that if S ⊗R ηA is an isomorphism then
ηS⊗RA is an isomorphism. Thus, since S is flat if ηA is an isomorphism, then ηS⊗RA is an isomorphism.
On the other hand, if ηAm

is an isomorphism for all m ∈ MaxSpecR, then (39) gives that (ηA)m is an
isomorphism for all m ∈ MaxSpecR which in turn implies that ηA is an isomorphism. This proves the
result for RA = A-proj.

Assume that (a) holds. By the previous case, (S ⊗R A,S ⊗R P ) is a cover of S ⊗R B. Let M ∈ RA.
By assumption, ηM is a monomorphism in case i = −1 or it is an isomorphism in case i = 0. Applying
the exact functor S ⊗R −, S ⊗R ηM is a monomorphism (resp. an isomorphism) if i = −1 (resp. i = 0)
In view of the diagram (39), ηS⊗RM is a monomorphism (resp. an isomorphism) if i = −1 (resp. i = 0).
According to the additivity of G ◦ F and Snake Lemma, ηN is a monomorphism (resp. an isomorphism)
if i = −1 (resp. i = 0) for any N ∈ 〈HRA〉 = RA(S ⊗R A). By Proposition 3.0.3 and Lemma 2.3.6, (b)
follows.

Assume that (c) holds. By the first case, (A,P ) is a cover of B. Let M ∈ RA. By assumption, ηMm

is a monomorphism (resp. an isomorphism) in case i = −1 (resp. i = 0) for every maximal ideal m in R.
According to the diagram (39), (ηM )m is a monomorphism (resp. an isomorphism) in case i = −1 (resp.
i = 0) for every maximal ideal m in R. Therefore, ηM is a monomorphism (resp. isomorphism) in case
i = −1 (resp. i = 0). Thus, (a) follows.

To simplify the notation, whenever (S ⊗RA,S⊗R P ) is a cover of S ⊗RB we will write FS to denote
the Schur functor associated with this cover and we will write GS to denote its right adjoint. When
S = R(m) with m ∈ MaxSpecR we will write instead F(m) and G(m).

Proposition 5.0.4. Let RA be a well behaved resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Let (A,P ) be a
0-RA cover of B. For i ≥ 1, the following assertions are equivalent.

(a) (A,P ) is an i-RA cover of B.

(b) (S⊗RA,S⊗R P ) is an i-RA(S⊗RA) cover of S⊗RB for any commutative flat R-algebra S which
is Noetherian ring.

(c) (Ap, Pp) is an i-RA(Ap) cover of Bp for every prime ideal p of R.

(d) (Am, Pm) is an i-RA(Am) cover of Bm for every maximal ideal m of R.
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Proof. (a) =⇒ (b). By Proposition 5.0.3, (S ⊗R A,S ⊗R P ) is a 0-RA(S ⊗R A) cover of S ⊗R B for any
commutative flat R-algebra S which is a Noetherian ring. Let M ∈ RA. Let 1 ≤ j ≤ i. Then

Rj GS(FS(S ⊗RM)) = ExtjS⊗RB
(HomS⊗RA(S ⊗R P, S ⊗R A),HomS⊗RA(S ⊗R P, S ⊗RM))

= ExtjS⊗RB
(S ⊗R HomA(P,A), S ⊗R HomA(P,M))

= S ⊗R ExtjB(HomA(P,A),HomA(P,M)) = S ⊗R Rj G(FM) = 0

Using long exact sequences coming from the derived functors Rj GS and since it commutes with direct
summands we obtain that Rj GS(FS(N)) = 0 for all N ∈ 〈HRA〉 = RA(S ⊗R A). By Proposition 3.0.4,
(b) follows. The implications (b) =⇒ (c) =⇒ (d) are clear.

Assume that (d) holds. By Proposition 5.0.3, (A,P ) is a 0-RA cover of B. Let M ∈ RA. Let
1 ≤ j ≤ i. We have, for every maximal ideal m in R,

Rj G(FM)m = ExtjB(HomA(P,A),HomA(P,M))m ≃ ExtjBm
(HomAm

(Pm, Am),HomAm
(Pm,Mm)) (40)

= Rj Gm(FmMm) = 0, (41)

since Mm ∈ RA(Am). Therefore, R
j G(FM) = 0. By Proposition 3.0.4, (A,P ) is an i-RA cover of B.

After seeing that RA-covers behave nicely under extension of scalars to a flat commutative ring, our
next step is to see to what extent can the study of RA-covers be reduced to the study of covers of
finite-dimensional algebras.

Proposition 5.0.5. Let R be a regular (commutative Noetherian) ring. Let RA be a well behaved
resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Let P ∈ A-mod∩R-proj and i ∈ {−1, 0}. If (A(m), P (m)) is an
i-RA(A(m)) cover of B(m) for every maximal ideal m of R, then (A,P ) is an i-RA cover of B.

Proof. As P ∈ R-proj and P (m) ∈ A(m)-proj for every m ∈ MaxSpecR we obtain that P ∈ A-proj.
By Proposition 5.0.4, we can assume without loss of generality that R is a regular local commutative
Noetherian ring with unique maximal ideal m. In particular, we can assume that R is an integral domain.

The strategy, inspired by [Rou08, Proposition 4.36] is for any M ∈ RA to compare ηM (m) with
R/Rx⊗R ηM , where x is a non-zero divisor of R, which in turn can be compared with ηR/Rx⊗RM . Using
such comparisons, the injectivity and bijectivity of the latter map can then be used to infer the injectivity
or bijectivity of ηM .

Let x ∈ m/m2 be a non-zero element. Then Q := R/Rx is a regular commutative Noetherian local
ring with Krull dimension dim(Q) = dimR−1 (see for example [Rot09, Theorem 8.62, Proposition 8.56]).
Also, mQ := m/Rx is the unique maximal ideal of R and R(m) ≃ R/Rx/m/Rx ≃ Q(mQ).

Let M ∈ RA. By definition, Q⊗RM ∈ RA(Q⊗R A).
We will denote by µQ,M the following composition of canonical maps

Q⊗RM HomQ⊗RB(HomQ⊗RA(Q⊗R P,Q ⊗R A),HomQ⊗RA(Q ⊗R P,Q ⊗RM))

HomB(HomA(P,A), Q ⊗R HomA(P,M)) HomQ⊗RB(Q⊗R HomA(P,A), Q ⊗R HomA(P,M))

ηQ⊗RM

.

Explicitly, we have µQ,M (q ⊗ m) = (f 7→ q ⊗ ηM (m)(f)), q ⊗m ∈ Q⊗RM (see for example Lemma
2.1.1 and [Cru22, Proposition 2.4].) In particular, if ηQ⊗RM is an isomorphism, then so it is µQ,M since
P ∈ A-proj. We have a commutative triangle

Q⊗RM HomB(HomA(P,A), Q ⊗R HomA(P,M))

Q⊗R HomB(HomA(P,A),HomA(P,M))

µQ,M

Q⊗RηM

δ
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with a monomorphism δ given by Lemma 2.1.2. It follows that if ηQ⊗RM is bijective then δ must be also
surjective and so, in such a case, δ must be bijective. This implies that if Q ⊗R ηM is an isomorphism
whenever ηQ⊗RM . Denote the canonical surjective map Q → Q/m/Rx = R(m) by π. Now using the
commutative diagram

Q⊗RM Q⊗R HomB(HomA(P,A),HomA(P,M))

R(m)⊗RM R(m)⊗R HomB(HomA(P,A),HomA(P,M))

Q⊗RηM

M⊗Rπ π⊗RHomB(HomA(P,A),HomA(P,M))

ηM (m)

,

It follows that ηM (m) ◦M ⊗R π is surjective whenever ηQ⊗RM is an isomorphism. In particular, ηM (m)
is surjective whenever ηQ⊗RM is an isomorphism.

Using this observation, we will proceed by induction on the Krull dimension of R to prove the
case i = 0. If dimR = 0 then R is a field, and so there is nothing to prove. If dimR > 1 we
can pick x ∈ m/m2 making that Q := R/Rx has Krull dimension equal to dimR − 1. By assump-
tion, ((Q ⊗R A)(mQ), (Q ⊗R P (mQ)) is a 0-RA((Q ⊗R A)(mQ)) cover of Q ⊗R B(mQ). By induction,
(Q ⊗R A,Q ⊗R P ) is a 0-RA(Q⊗RA) cover of Q⊗RB. By the previous discussion, we obtain that ηM (m)
is surjective for every M ∈ RA. By Nakayama’s Lemma, ηM is surjective for every M ∈ RA. Also, by
assumption, ηM(m) is injective, for everyM ∈ RA. By Lemma 2.3.7, it follows that ηM is an isomorphism
for every M ∈ RA and consequently the case i = 0 is finished by Proposition 3.0.3. Assume now that
i = −1. By the previous case, (A,P ) is a cover of B. LetM ∈ RA. By definition, M(m) ∈ RA(A(m)) for
every maximal ideal m in R and M ∈ R-proj. By Lemma 2.3.6, ηM(m) is a monomorphism. By Lemma
2.3.7, ηM is a monomorphism. Applying again Lemma 2.3.6, it follows that (A,P ) is a (−1)-RA cover of
B.

Proposition 5.0.6. Let R be a regular (commutative Noetherian) ring. Let RA be a well behaved
resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Let P ∈ A-mod∩R-proj. Let i ≥ 1. If (A(m), P (m)) is an
i-RA(A(m)) cover of B(m) for every maximal ideal m of R, then (A,P ) is an i-RA cover of B.

Proof. (A(m), P (m)) is a 0-RA(A(m)) cover of B(m) for every maximal ideal m of R. By Proposition
5.0.5, (A,P ) is a 0-RA cover of B. We can assume, without loss of generality, that R is a local regular
ring. Let M ∈ RA. Let

HomA(P,A)
• : · · · → Q1 → Q0 → 0 (42)

be a deleted complex chain obtained by deleting HomA(P,A) from a projectiveB-resolution of HomA(P,A).
Consider the cochain complex P • = HomB(HomA(P,A)

•,HomA(P,M)). Note that each module in
HomA(P,A)

• is projective over B, so that each module in P • belongs to addRHomA(P,M). In particu-
lar, each module in P • is projective over R.

We claim that Rj G(FM) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ i. We shall prove it by induction on dimR.
If dimR = 0, there is nothing to show. Assume that dimR > 0. Let x ∈ m/m2. Then dim(R/Rx) =

dimR− 1. m/Rx is the unique maximal ideal of R/Rx and R/Rx/m/Rx ≃ R/m as R-modules. Hence,
for every X ∈ A-mod,

R/Rx⊗R X(m/Rx) = R/Rx/m/Rx⊗R/Rx R/Rx⊗R X ≃ R/m⊗R X = X(m). (43)

Thus, (R/Rx ⊗R A(m/Rx), R/Rx ⊗R P (m/Rx)) = (A(m), P (m)) is an i-RA(A(m/Rx)) cover of
R/Rx ⊗R B(m/Rx). Denote by Fx ⊣ Gx the adjoint functors associated with this cover. Therefore,
RjGx(Fx(R/Rx⊗RM)) = 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ i.

Observe that pdimRR/Rx ≤ 1. By Corollary 2.3.9, for each 1 ≤ j ≤ i, there exists an exact sequence

0 → R/Rx⊗R H
j(P •) → Hj(R/Rx⊗R P

•). (44)
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Note that, Hj(R/Rx ⊗R P
•) = RjGx(Fx(R/Rx ⊗R M)) = 0 and Hj(P •) = ExtjB(FA,FM) for each

1 ≤ j ≤ i.
Consider the surjective map R/Rx → R/m induced by the canonical map R → R/m. Applying, for

each 1 ≤ j ≤ i, ExtjB(FA,FM) ⊗R − yields that ExtjB(FA,FM)(m) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ i. So, we conclude

that ExtjB(FA,FM) = 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ i.

We say that a cover (A′, P ′) is truncated from (A,P ) if there exists an ideal J of A such that (A′, P ′)
and (A/J, P/JP ) are two isomorphic covers. We shall now see that under some conditions truncating a
cover, the quality of the cover drops at most by one.

Theorem 5.0.7. Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring. Let I be an ideal of R such that I ∈ R-proj
and i ≥ 0. Let RA be a well behaved resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Let (A,P ) be an i-RA

cover of B. Then (R/I ⊗R A,R/I ⊗R P ) is an (i− 1)-RA(R/I ⊗R A) cover of R/I ⊗R B.

Proof. Denote by Q the commutative ring R/I. Consider the exact sequence

0 → I → R → Q→ 0. (45)

This exact sequence induces the fully faithful functor H : Q ⊗R A-mod → A-mod. Moreover, for every
M ∈ Q⊗R A-mod, Q⊗RHM ≃ HM/IHM = HM =M . Hence, it is enough, to show that if ηQQ⊗RM

is
an isomorphism (resp. a monomorphism) for every M ∈ RA, then (Q⊗RA,Q⊗R P ) is a 0-RA(Q⊗RA)
(resp. (−1)-RA(Q⊗R A)) cover of Q⊗R B.

Here, ηQ denotes the unit associated with the adjunction

FQ := HomQ⊗RA(Q⊗R P,−) ⊣ HomQ⊗RB(FQ(Q ⊗R A),−) := GQ. (46)

First, we will show that for every M ∈ RA we can relate ηM with ηQQ⊗RM
.

Applying −⊗RM and GF (−⊗RM) to (45) yields the commutative diagram

0 I ⊗RM M R/I ⊗RM 0

0 GF (I ⊗RM) GFM GF (R/I ⊗RM) Ext1B(FA,F (I ⊗RM))

ηI⊗RM ηM ηQ⊗RM (47)

with exact rows. Since I ∈ R-proj, I ⊗RM ∈addAM . Thus, I ⊗RM ∈ RA(A). Hence, ηI⊗RM and ηM
are isomorphisms. By Snake Lemma, ηQ⊗RM is a monomorphism. If Ext1B(FA,F (I ⊗RM)) = 0, then
ηQ⊗RM is an isomorphism.

On the other hand, there are isomorphisms δ and ψ making the following diagram commutative:

Q⊗RM GF (Q ⊗RM)

HomQ⊗RB(Q ⊗R FA,Q⊗R FM) HomB(FA,Q⊗R FM)

ηQ⊗RM

µ

δ

HomB(FA,ψ) . (48)

By Lemma 2.1.1, δ is an isomorphism. By Lemma 2.1.3, ψ is an isomorphism. We define µ to be the
Q ⊗R A-homomorphism that maps m ⊗ q to the map (q1 ⊗ f 7→ qq1 ⊗ f(−)m). We claim that (48) is
commutative. Let m ∈M, q ∈ Q, g ∈ FA, p ∈ P . Then

HomB(FA,ψ)δµ(q ⊗m)(g)(p) = ψ(δµ(q ⊗m))(g)(p) = ψ(µ(q ⊗m)(1Q ⊗ g))(p) (49)

= ψ(q ⊗ g(−)m)(p) = q ⊗ g(p)m (50)

= ηQ⊗RM (q ⊗m)(g)(p). (51)
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Finally, we shall relate µ with ηQQ⊗RM
. There exists a commutative diagram

Q ⊗RM HomQ⊗RB(Q ⊗R FA,Q⊗R FM)

HomQ⊗RB(FQ(Q⊗R A), FQ(Q⊗RM)) HomQ⊗RB(Q ⊗R FA,FQ(Q⊗RM))

µ

ηQQ⊗RM HomB(Q⊗RFA,ϕM )
HomQ⊗RB(ϕA,FQ(Q⊗RM))

, (52)

where ϕX , X ∈ A-mod, is the canonical isomorphism Q ⊗R FX → FQQ ⊗R X . In fact, for any
m ∈M,p ∈ P, f ∈ FA, q1, q2, q3 ∈ Q

HomQ⊗RB(ϕA, FQ(Q⊗RM))ηQQ⊗RM
(q1 ⊗m)(q2 ⊗ f)(q3 ⊗ p) = ηQQ⊗RM

(q1 ⊗m)(ϕA(q2 ⊗ f))(q3 ⊗ p)

= ϕA(q2 ⊗ f)(q3 ⊗ p)(q1 ⊗m)

= q2q3 ⊗ f(p)q1 ⊗m

= q1q2q3 ⊗ f(p)m

HomB(Q⊗R FA,ϕM )µ(q1 ⊗m)(q2 ⊗ f)(q3 ⊗ p) = ϕM (µ(q1 ⊗m)(q2 ⊗ f))(q3 ⊗ p)

= ϕM (q1q2 ⊗ f(−)m)(q3 ⊗ p)

= q1q2q3 ⊗ f(−)m(p)

= q1q2q3 ⊗ f(p)m.

Thus, using commutative diagrams (48) and (52) we deduce that ηQQ⊗RM
is a monomorphism. Further,

ηQQ⊗RM
is an isomorphism if R1G(FM) = 0. So, the result follows for i ∈ {0, 1}. Assume that i ≥ 1.

Then (Q ⊗R A,Q ⊗R P ) is a 0-RA(Q ⊗R A) cover of Q ⊗R B. The exact sequence (45) yields that
flatdimRQ ≤ 1. Let FA• be a deleted projective B-resolution of FA and M ∈ RA. By Corollary 2.3.9,
for each n ≥ 0, there exists an exact sequence

Hn(HomB(FA
•, FM))⊗R Q →֒ Hn(HomB(FA

•, FM)⊗R Q) ։ TorR1 (H
n+1(HomB(FA

•, FM)), Q).

Notice that Hn(HomB(FA
•, FM)) = ExtnB(FA,FM) = 0, 1 ≤ n ≤ i. Hence,

0 = Hn(HomB(FA
•, FM)⊗R Q) = Hn(HomQ⊗RB(Q ⊗R FA

•, Q⊗R FM)) (53)

= Hn(HomQ⊗RB(FQ(Q⊗R A)
•, FQQ⊗RM)) = ExtnQ⊗RB(FQQ⊗R A,FQQ⊗RM), 1 ≤ n ≤ i− 1.

It follows that (Q⊗R A,Q⊗R P ) is an (i− 1)-RA(Q ⊗R A) cover of Q⊗R B.

We can describe Theorem 5.0.7 not just for projective ideals of R but also for prime ideals of R in
case R is a commutative Noetherian regular local ring.

Corollary 5.0.8. Let R be a commutative Noetherian regular local ring. Let RA be a well behaved
resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Let (A,P ) be an i-RA cover of B for some integer i ≥ 0. Then
(R/p⊗R A,R/p⊗R P ) is an (i− ht(p))-RA(R/p⊗R A) cover of R/p⊗R B for every prime ideal p of R
with ht(p) ≤ i+ 1.

Proof. Let p be a prime ideal of R. Suppose that, for n = ht(p),

0 = p0 ⊂ p1 ⊂ · · · ⊂ pn = p (54)

is the largest chain of distinct prime ideals that are contained in p. We will proceed by induction on
n = ht(p).

If n = 0, there is nothing to show. Assume that n > 0. By construction, ht(pn−1) = ht(p)−1 = n−1,
or even, ht(p/pn−1) = 1. By induction, (R/pn−1⊗RA,R/pn−1⊗RP ) is an (i−ht(pn−1))-RA(R/pn−1⊗RA)
cover of R/pn−1 ⊗R B. On the other hand, R/pn−1 is a local regular ring. Hence, R/pn−1 is a unique
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factorization domain. Therefore, every prime ideal of height one is principal. So, p/pn−1 = R/pn−1x ∈
R/pn−1-proj for some x ∈ R/pn−1. Note that, i − ht(pn−1) = i − ht(p) + 1 ≥ i − i − 1 + 1 = 0. By
Theorem 5.0.7,

(R/p⊗R A,R/p⊗R P ) = (R/pn−1/p/pn−1 ⊗R/pn−1
R/pn−1 ⊗R A,R/pn−1/p/pn−1 ⊗R/pn−1

R/pn−1 ⊗R P )

is an i− ht(p)-RA(R/p⊗R A) cover of R/p⊗R B.

Now, we shall see that under some conditions we can obtain a reciprocal statement of Theorem 5.0.7.
Furthermore, we want to establish, similar to Rouquier’s work, that by increasing the Krull dimension of
the ground ring we can create covers with higher quality.

Theorem 5.0.9. Let R be a commutative Noetherian regular ring with Krull dimension at least one.
Let i ≥ 0. Let RA be a well behaved resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Let P ∈ A-mod∩R-proj.
Assume that (K ⊗R A,K ⊗R P ) is an (i + 1)-RA(K ⊗R A) cover of K ⊗R B for some Noetherian
commutative flat R-algebra K.

If (A(m), P (m)) is an i-RA(A(m)) cover of B(m) for every maximal ideal m of R, then (A,P ) is a
(1 + i)-RA cover of B.

Proof. We can assume, without loss of generality, that R is a regular local commutative Noetherian
ring. By Proposition 5.0.6, (A,P ) is an i-RA cover of B. Let M ∈ RA. It is enough to show that
Ri+1G(FM) = 0. Hence, we want to show that the annihilator of Ri+1G(FM) is R. Assume, by
contradiction, that AnnR Ri+1G(FM) = 0. In particular, Ri+1G(FM) is a faithful R-module. Thus,
there exists an exact sequence

0 → R →
⊕

I

Ri+1G(FM), (55)

for some set (possibly infinite) I. Since K is flat over R we obtain a monomorphism
K →

⊕

I K ⊗R Ri+1G(FM). On the other hand, as K ⊗RM ∈ RA(K ⊗R A),

K ⊗R Ri+1G(FM) ≃ Exti+1
K⊗RB

(K ⊗R FA,K ⊗R FM) ≃ Exti+1
K⊗RB

(FK(K ⊗R A), FK(K ⊗RM)) = 0.

Here, FK denotes the functor HomK⊗RA(K⊗RP,−). This would imply thatK = 0. Hence, Ri+1G(FM)
cannot be R-faithful. Moreover, there exists a non-zero divisor x ∈ R such that

Ri+1G(FM)[x] := {y ∈ Ri+1G(FM) : xy = 0} = Ri+1G(FM). (56)

Observe that if x1x2y = 0, then x2y ∈ Ri+1G(FM)[x1] where y ∈ Ri+1G(FM) and x1 and x2 belong
to the unique maximal ideal m. Thus, we can assume without loss of generality, that the element
x given in (56) belongs to m\m2. Furthermore, m/Rx is the unique maximal ideal of R/Rx so that
(R/Rx⊗R A(m/Rx), R/Rx⊗R P (m/Rx))= (A(m), P (m)) is an i-RA(A(m)) cover of B(m). Therefore,
(R/Rx ⊗R A,R/Rx ⊗R P ) is an i-RA(R/Rx ⊗R A) cover of R/Rx ⊗R B. Denote by Fx and Gx, with
Fx ⊣ Gx, the adjoint functors associated with this cover. Let

HomA(P,A)
• : · · · → Q1 → Q0 → 0 (57)

be a deleted complex chain obtained by deleting HomA(P,A) from a projectiveB-resolution of HomA(P,A).
Observe that pdimRR/Rx ≤ 1, so applying P • := HomB(HomA(P,A)

•,HomA(P,M)) on Corollary
2.3.9 yields exact sequences

0 → R/Rx⊗R H
n(P •) → Hn(R/Rx⊗R P

•) → TorR1 (H
n+1(P •), R/Rx) → 0, ∀n ≥ 0. (58)

First, assume that i > 0. Then Hi(R/Rx⊗R P
•) = RiGx(FxR/Rx⊗RM) = 0. So,

Ri+1G(FM) = Ri+1G(FM)[x] = TorR1 (H
i+1(P •), R/Rx) = 0. (59)
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Now, assume that i = 0. We need to proceed by induction on the Krull dimension of R. If dimR = 1,
then Rx = m. As R/m is a field and

R/m⊗R H
0(P •) = R/m⊗R GFM ≃M(m) ≃ GxFx(M(m)) = H0(R/m⊗R P

•) (60)

the exact sequence (58) yields that

R1G(FM) = R1G(FM)[x] = TorR1 (H
1(P •), R/m) = 0. (61)

Assume that the result holds for all rings with Krull dimension less than t. Let R have Krull dimension t.
The Krull dimension of R/Rx is t−1. By induction, R1Gx(FxR/Rx⊗RM) = 0. The exact sequence (58)
implies that 0 = R/Rx ⊗R H

1(P •) = R/Rx⊗R R1G(FM). Applying the functor R1G(FM) ⊗R − on
the surjective map R/Rx→ R/m we get that R1G(FM)(m) = 0. Thus, R1G(FM) = 0. This completes
the proof.

We remark that Proposition 4.42 of [Rou08] is a particular case of Theorem 5.0.9 by fixing RA = F(∆̃)
and i = 1. To illustrate, recall that for a flat R-algebra K with gldimK ⊗R A = 0, every mod-
ule in K ⊗R A-mod is projective over K ⊗R A. So, RA(K ⊗R A) = K ⊗R A-mod. By Proposi-
tion 5.0.4, (K ⊗R A,K ⊗R P ) is a 0-RA(K ⊗R A) cover of K ⊗R B. By Lemma 2.3.2, the functor
HomK⊗RA(K ⊗R P,−) : K ⊗R A-mod → K ⊗R B-mod is full and faithful. Consequently, it is an equiv-
alence of categories.

It is now natural to ask, knowing Theorem 5.0.9, how large can be the difference between the level of
faithfulness of the covers (if they exist) (A,P ) and (A(m), P (m)) for m ∈ MaxSpecR.

The answer to this question in theoretical terms depends heavily on the spectrum of the ground ring.

5.1 Quality of a cover and the spectrum of the ground ring

In the same spirit of Theorem 5.0.9, we can obtain a converse statement for Corollary 5.0.8.

Theorem 5.1.1. Let R be a regular local commutative Noetherian ring with quotient field K. Suppose
that (A,P ) is a 0-RA cover of B for some well behaved resolving subcategory RA of A-mod∩R-proj. Let
i ≥ 0. Assume that the following conditions hold:

(i) (K ⊗R A,K ⊗R P ) is an (i+ 1)-RA(K ⊗R A) cover of K ⊗R B.

(ii) For each prime ideal p of height one, (R/p⊗RA,R/p⊗RP ) is an i-RA(R/p⊗RA) cover of R/p⊗RB.

Then (A,P ) is an (i+ 1)-RA cover of B.

Proof. Let 1 ≤ j ≤ i + 1 and let M ∈ RA. Denote by FK and GK the adjoint functors associated with
the cover (K ⊗R A,K ⊗R P ) and denote by Fp and Gp the adjoint functors associated with the cover
(R/p⊗R A,R/p⊗R P ), for each prime ideal p of R. Assumption (i) implies that

K ⊗R Rj G(FM) ≃ Rj GK(FKK ⊗RM) = 0. (62)

Hence, Rj G(FM) cannot be R-faithful. Moreover, for each 1 ≤ j ≤ i+1, there exists a non-zero divisor
xj ∈ m/m2 such that

Rj G(FM)[xj ] = Rj G(FM), (63)

where m is the unique maximal ideal of R. Since xj ∈ m/m2, R/Rxj is an integral domain of Krull dimen-
sion dimR− 1. So, Rxj is a prime ideal of height one. Fixing P • := HomB(HomA(P,A)

•,HomA(P,M))
on Corollary 2.3.9 we get exact sequences

0 → R/Rxj ⊗R H
n(P •) → Hn(R/Rxj ⊗R P

•) → TorR1 (H
n+1(P •), R/Rxj) → 0, ∀n ≥ 0. (64)
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Using now assumption (ii) it follows that Hj−1(R/Rxj ⊗R P
•) = 0 for i ≥ j > 1. So, Rj G(FM) = 0

for 2 ≤ j ≤ i + 1. The case j = 1 requires a little more work. For each x ∈ m/m2, consider the exact
sequence

0 → R → R → R/Rx→ 0, (65)

where the first map is multiplication by x. Since M ∈ R-proj, we get an exact sequence

0 →M →M →M/xM → 0, (66)

where the first map is multiplication by x. Denote by π the projection M → M/xM . Applying
HomB(FA,F−) yields a long exact sequence

GFM → HomB(FA,F (M/xM)) → R1G(FM) → R1G(FM). (67)

By Lemma 2.1.1 and Lemma 2.1.3, there exists a commutative diagram

GFM HomB(FA,F (M/xM)) GRxFRx(M/xM)

M M/xM

HomB(FA,Fπ)

≃

ηM

π

ηRx
M/xM ≃ . (68)

Thus, HomB(FA,Fπ) is surjective. By exactness of (67), the map R1G(FM) → R1G(FM) is injective.
Since this map is given by multiplication by x, its kernel is R1G(FM)[x] = 0. As discussed before,
0 = R1G(FM)[x] = R1G(FM). Thus, the result follows.

Observe that the arguments used in the proof of Theorems 5.0.9 and 5.0.6 remain valid if we are
interested only in a given module M ∈ RA. Hence, the following corollary follows.

Corollary 5.1.2. Let (S ⊗R A,S ⊗R P ) be a cover of S ⊗R B for any commutative R-algebra S which
is a Noetherian ring and let M ∈ A-mod∩R-proj. Assume that the following conditions hold.

1. The unit ηM : M → GFM is an isomorphism.

2. ExtjB(m)(FA(m), FM(m)) = 0 for every maximal ideal m of R, where 1 ≤ j ≤ i for some i ≥ 0.

Then ExtjB(FA,FM) = 0 for all 1 ≤ j ≤ i. If, in addition, dimR ≤ 1 and there exists a Noetherian

commutative R-algebra K such that Exti+1
K⊗RB

(K ⊗R FA,K ⊗R FM) = 0, then ExtjB(FA,FM) = 0 for
all 1 ≤ j ≤ i+ 1.

6 Hemmer–Nakano dimension with respect to covers constructed
from relative injective modules

As we saw in Proposition 2.4.4, for an RQF3 algebra (A,P, V ) so that domdim(A,R) ≥ 2,
(A,HomAop(V,A)) is a cover of EndA(V ). In the following, we will see how we can use relative dominant
dimension to measure the quality of this cover.

Theorem 6.0.1. Let (A,P, V ) be an RQF3 algebra over a commutative Noetherian regular ring R with
domdim(A,R) ≥ 2. Suppose that RA is a well behaved resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Let

n = inf{domdim(A,R)M : M ∈ RA} ∈ Z≥0 ∪ {+∞}.

Then (A,HomAop(V,A)) is an (n−2)-RA cover of EndA(V ). Moreover, the Hemmer–Nakano dimension
of RA (with respect to HomAop(V,A)) is less than or equal to n+ dimR− 2.
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Proof. By Proposition 2.4.4, (A,HomAop(V,A)) is a cover of EndA(V ). Observe that since V is projective
as A-module, for every i ∈ N there exists isomorphisms

ExtiB(V, V ⊗AM) ≃ ExtiB(HomA(HomAop(V,A), A),HomA(HomAop(V,A), A) ⊗AM)

≃ ExtiB(HomA(HomAop(V,A), A),HomA(HomAop(V,A),M)) = ExtiB(FA,FM) = RiG(FM). (69)

Assume n = 0. By contradiction, assume that (A,HomAop(V,A)) is a (dimR− 1)-RA cover of EndA(V ).
If dimR = 0, then every localization of R at a maximal ideal is a field. In particular, ηMm

is a monomor-
phism for every maximal ideal m in R for every M ∈ RA. As Rm is a field, in view of Lemma 2.4.3,
domdimAm

Mm ≥ 1 for every maximal ideal m in R. By [Cru22, Proposition 6.8], domdim(A,R)M ≥ 1
for every M ∈ RA. This is a contradiction with n being zero. If dimR ≥ 1, then ηM is an isomorphism
for every M ∈ RA by Proposition 3.0.3. By Theorem 2.4.2 and Lemma 2.4.3, domdim(A,R)M ≥ 1 for
every M ∈ RA which contradicts our assumption on n.

Now assume that n = 1. For every M ∈ RA, domdim(A,R)M ≥ 1. Hence, for every maximal ideal m
of R, domdimA(m)M(m) ≥ 1. By Lemma 2.4.3 and Theorem 2.4.2, ηM(m) is a monomorphism for every
maximal ideal m in R. By Lemma 2.3.7, ηM is an (A,R)-monomorphism for every M ∈ RA. By Lemma
2.3.6, we obtain that (A,HomAop(V,A)) is a (−1)-RA cover of EndA(V ). By contradiction, assume that
(A,HomAop(V,A)) is a dimR-RA cover of EndA(V ). Then, in particular, ηM is an isomorphism and
RiG(FM) = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ dimR, for every M ∈ RA. By Lemma 2.4.3, αM is an isomorphism for every
M ∈ RA. By Theorem 2.4.2 and (69), domdim(A,R)M ≥ dimR + 2 − dimR = 2 for every M ∈ RA

which contradicts our assumption of n.
Finally, assume that n ≥ 2. By Theorem 2.4.2 and (69), αM is an isomorphism for every M ∈ RA

and

0 = ExtiB(V, V ⊗AM) ≃ RiG(FM), 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 2.

Hence, (A,HomAop(V,A)) is an (n− 2)-RA cover of B. If n = +∞, then we are done. If n < +∞, using
again Theorem 2.4.2, we see that (A,HomAop(V,A)) cannot be an (n+ 3− dimR)-RA cover of B.

For algebras admitting additional properties and with Krull dimension greater than one, we can
improve the lower bound.

Theorem 6.0.2. Let R be a commutative Noetherian regular ring with Krull dimension at least one. Let
(A,P, V ) be an RQF3 algebra over a commutative Noetherian ring R with domdim(A,R) ≥ 2. Let RA

be a well behaved resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Let n = inf{domdim(A,R)M : M ∈ RA} ∈
Z≥0 ∪ {+∞} and suppose that n ≥ 2. Assume that inf{domdim(K⊗RA,K)N : N ∈ RA(K ⊗RA)} ≥ n+1
for some Noetherian commutative flat R-algebra K.

Then (A,HomAop(V,A)) is an (n− 1)-RA cover of EndA(V ). Moreover, if dimR = 1 the Hemmer–
Nakano dimension of RA (with respect to HomAop(V,A)) is n− 1.

Proof. Let B denote the endomorphism algebra EndA(V ). Let m be a maximal ideal in R. Fix F(m)

the functor HomA(m)(HomA(m)op(V (m), A(m)),−) and G(m) its right adjoint. Since every module in
RA(A(m)) is constructed as a direct summand or by extensions of modules R(m)⊗RM for M ∈ RA, it
is enough to check that ηM(m) is an isomorphism and RiG(m)F(m)(M(m)) = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ n − 2 for every
M ∈ RA to deduce that (A(m),HomA(m)op(V (m), A(m))) is an (n− 2)-RA cover of B(m). Let M ∈ RA.
Then

domdimA(m)M(m) ≥ domdim(A,R)M ≥ 2. (70)

By Theorem 2.4.2,

0 = ExtiB(m)(V (m), V (m)⊗A(m) M(m)) = ExtiB(m)(F(m)A(m), F(m)(M(m))), 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 2. (71)

In the same way, (K⊗RA,K⊗RHomAop(V,A)) is an (n− 1)-RA(K ⊗RA) cover of EndK⊗RA(K ⊗R V ).
By Theorem 5.0.9, (A,HomAop(V,A)) is an (n− 1)-RA cover of EndA(V ).
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If the ground ring is an integral domain, then we can use its quotient field to take the role of K. Even
better using the quotient field we can improve Theorem 6.0.2 to include the case n = 1.

Theorem 6.0.3. Let R be a commutative Noetherian regular integral domain with Krull dimension at
least one and with quotient field K. Let (A,P, V ) be an RQF3 algebra over a commutative Noetherian
ring R with domdim(A,R) ≥ 2. Let RA be a well behaved resolving subcategory of A-mod∩R-proj. Let

n = inf{domdim(A,R)M : M ∈ RA} ∈ Z≥0 ∪ {+∞}.

Assume that n ≥ 1 and inf{domdim(K⊗RA,K)N : N ∈ RA(K ⊗R A)} ≥ n+ 1. Then (A,HomAop(V,A))
is an (n− 1)-RA cover of EndA(V ). Moreover, if dimR = 1 the Hemmer–Nakano dimension of RA

(with respect to HomAop(V,A)) is n− 1.

Proof. The case n ≥ 2 is just a particular case of Theorem 6.0.2. We will now consider the case n =
1. Hence, domdimA(m)M(m) ≥ domdim(A,R)M ≥ 1 for any M ∈ RA. Taking into account that
domdim(A,R) ≥ 2 we obtain by Proposition 5.0.5 that (A,P ) is a (−1)-RA cover of EndA(V ). Further,
by Lemma 2.4.3, Theorem 2.4.2 and Proposition 2.4.4, we obtain that the unit map ηM : M → GFM
is an (A,R)-monomorphism for every M ∈ RA. On the other hand, K ⊗R M ∈ RA(K ⊗R A). Hence,
ηK⊗RM is an isomorphism by assumption. Thus, K ⊗R ηM is an isomorphism since K is flat over R.

Denote by X the cokernel of ηM . By the flatness of K and K⊗R ηM being an isomorphism, it follows
that K ⊗R X = 0. In particular, X is a torsion R-module. Using the monomorphism

GFM → HomR(V, FM) ∈ R-proj, (72)

we deduce that GFM is a torsion-free R-module. By a result of Auslander-Buchsbaum (see Proposition
3.4 of [AB59]) if X 6= 0, then there exists a prime ideal of height one q such that Xq 6= 0. But
dimRq = 1, so the localization GFMq is a projective Rq-module. Thus, using the fact that ηMq is an
(Aq, Rq)-monomorphism we obtain that Xq is a projective Rq-module. By applying the tensor product
K ⊗Rq

− it follows that Xq = 0. So, we must have X = 0. Hence, ηM is an isomorphism. This finishes
the proof.

6.1 Hemmer-Nakano dimension of A-proj

It is an easy consequence of domdim(A,R)(M1 ⊕ M2) = inf{domdim(A,R)M1, domdim(A,R)M2} (see
[Cru22, Corollary 5.10]) that

domdim(A,R) = inf{domdim(A,R)M : M ∈ A-proj}.

In particular, given an RQF3 algebra (A,P, V ) with domdim (A,R) ≥ 2, Theorem 6.0.1 gives that
(A,HomAop(V,A)) is a cover of B with

domdim(A,R)− 2 ≤ HNdimHomA(HomAop (V,A),−)A-proj ≤ domdim(A,R)− 2 + dimR. (73)

The idea of computing the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of A-proj using the dominant dimension of the
regular module goes back to [FK11].

6.2 Hemmer-Nakano dimension of F(∆̃)

We will now see what Theorem 6.0.1 gives for F(∆̃)-covers. The answer is based on [FK11, Corollary
3.7].

Theorem 6.2.1. Let (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) be a split quasi-hereditary algebra over a commutative Noetherian
ring and (A,P, V ) an RQF3 R-algebra. Let T be a characteristic tilting module. Then

domdim(A,R) T = inf{domdim(A,R)∆(λ) : λ ∈ Λ} = inf{domdim(A,R)M : M ∈ F(∆̃)}. (74)
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Proof. Let M ∈ F(∆̃). By Lemma 5.12 of [Cru22],

domdim(A,R)M ≥ inf{domdim(A,R) ∆(λ) ⊗R Uλ : λ ∈ Λ, Uλ ∈ R-proj}

≥ inf{domdim(A,R) ∆(λ) : λ ∈ Λ}, (75)

since ∆(λ)⊗R Uλ ∈add∆(λ). If inf{domdim(A,R) ∆(λ) : λ ∈ Λ} = +∞, then (75) implies that (74) reads
+∞ = +∞ = +∞. Assume now that inf{domdim(A,R) ∆(λ) : λ ∈ Λ} is finite. Denote by c the value
inf{domdim(A,R) ∆(λ) : λ ∈ Λ} and λ0 the index such that domdim(A,R)∆(λ0) = c.

By (75), domdim(A,R)M ≥ inf{domdim(A,R)∆(λ) ⊗R Uλ : λ ∈ Λ, Uλ ∈ R-proj} = c, for any M ∈

F(∆̃). Consider an (A,R)-exact sequence

0 → ∆(λ0) → T (λ0) → X(λ0) → 0, (76)

for example the one constructed in [Cru, Proposition 4.5]. By Lemma 5.12 of [Cru22],

domdim(A,R) T (λ0) ≥ inf{domdim(A,R) ∆(λ0), domdim(A,R)X(λ0)}.

Since X(λ0) ∈ F(∆̃) we obtain domdim(A,R)X(λ0) ≥ c. Hence,

inf{domdim(A,R) ∆(λ0), domdim(A,R)X(λ0)} = c.

Assume that domdim(A,R) T (λ0) > c. Then

domdim(A,R)X(λ0) = domdim(A,R) ∆(λ0)− 1 = c− 1. (77)

This contradicts the minimality of c. Thus,

domdim(A,R) T = inf{domdim(A,R) T (λ) : λ ∈ Λ} = c.

As a consequence, if (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) is a split quasi-hereditary algebra over a commutative Noetherian
ring and (A,P, V ) is an RQF3 R-algebra satisfying domdim (A,R) ≥ 2 and domdim(A,R) T ≥ 1, then

(A,HomAop(V,A)) is a (domdim(A,R) T − 2)-F(∆̃) cover of EndA(V ). In particular,

domdim(A,R) T − 2 ≤ HNdimHomA(HomAop (V,A),−)F(∆̃) ≤ domdim(A,R) T − 2 + dimR. (78)

This case applied to finite-dimensional algebras was first observed in [FK11].
Instead of requiring both conditions domdim (A,R) ≥ 2 and domdim(A,R) T ≥ 1, when can we just

ask for domdim (A,R) ≥ 2? In [FK11], a class of algebras that generalize classical Schur algebras of
positive dominant dimension and block algebras of the BGG category O was introduced for which the
dominant dimension of the characteristic tilting module is exactly half the dominant dimension of the
regular module. This result can be generalized to the integral setup. For this, we need the concept of
duality of a Noetherian algebra.

Definition 6.2.2. Let A be a free Noetherian R-algebra. Assume that A admits a set of orthogonal
idempotents e := {e1, . . . , et} such that for each maximal ideal m of R {e1(m), . . . , et(m)} becomes a
complete set of primitive orthogonal idempotents of A(m). We say that A has a duality ι : A → A
(with respect to e) if ι is an anti-isomorphism with ι2 = idA fixing the set of orthogonal idempotents
{e1, . . . , et}.

Given a free Noetherian R-algebra A, we say that (A, e) is a split quasi-hereditary algebra with
a duality ι if ι is a duality of A with respect to e := {e1, . . . , et} and A is split quasi-hereditary with
split heredity chain 0 ⊂ AetA ⊂ · · · ⊂ A(e1 + · · ·+ et)A = A. In such a case, A is also a cellular algebra
(see [Cru23, Proposition 4.0.1]). Recall that a pair (A,P ) is an relative gendo-symmetric algebra
over a commutative Noetherian ring if (A,P,DP ) is a RQF3 algebra so that domdim(A,R) ≥ 2 and
P ≃ DA⊗A P as (A,EndA(P )

op)-bimodules.
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Theorem 6.2.3. Let A be a free Noetherian R-algebra. Assume that the following holds.

• (A, e) is split quasi-hereditary algebra with a duality.

• (A,Af) is a relative gendo-symmetric R-algebra for some idempotent f ∈ Z〈e〉 of A.

Let T be a characteristic tilting module of A. Then

domdim (A,R) = 2 domdim(A,R) T. (79)

Proof. Let T be a characteristic tilting module of A. Let m be a maximal ideal of R. Then A(m) is a
split quasi-hereditary algebra over R(m) with characteristic tilting module T(m) so that addA(m) T (m) =
addA(m) T(m) (see for example Proposition [Cru, Proposition 5.1] and [Cru23, Theorem 3.1.2] or [Rou08,
Theorem 4.15, Proposition 4.30]). Fix V := fA. Let θ be the (EndA(V ), A)-bimodule isomorphism given
by V → V ⊗A DA. Applying the functor R(m) ⊗R − to θ gives an (EndA(m)(V (m)), A(m))-bimodule
isomorphism between V (m) and V (m) ⊗A(m) HomR(m)(A(m), R(m)). In particular, domdimA(m) ≥
domdim(A,R) ≥ 2. Hence, A(m) is a gendo-symmetric algebra. By Theorem [FK11, Theorem 4.3],
domdimA(m) = 2 domdimA(m) T (m). Hence, by Theorem 6.13 of [Cru22] we obtain that domdim(A,R) =
2 domdim(A,R) T .

For the split quasi-hereditary algebras satisfying Theorem 6.2.3, the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of
F(∆̃) (with respect to HomA(P,Ae)) is at least

1
2 domdim (A,R)− 2.

We can extend to Noetherian rings the result given in [Fan08] which indicates an upper bound of
the faithfulness of a faithful split quasi-hereditary cover in terms of relative dominant dimension of the
algebra. This result is particularly useful when we have no clear relation between the relative dominant
dimension of a characteristic tilting module and the relative dominant dimension of the regular module
while still wanting to have a lower bound for the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of F(∆̃) using the relative
dominant dimension of the regular module. Recall the length of λ in the poset Λ (see Subsection 4.1).

Proposition 6.2.4. Let (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) be a split quasi-hereditary algebra over a commutative Noethe-
rian ring. For any λ ∈ Λ, domdim(A,R) ∆(λ) ≥ domdim (A,R)− d(Λ, λ).

Proof. We shall prove this result by induction on d(Λ, λ). If d(Λ, λ) = 0, then λ is maximal in Λ.
Thus, ∆(λ) is a projective A-module. By [Cru22, Lemma 5.12, Corollary 5.10], domdim(A,R) ∆(λ) ≥
domdim(A,R).

Suppose now the claim holds for all µ ∈ Λ with d(µ) < t for some t > 1. Let λ ∈ Λ such that d(λ) = t.
Consider the (A,R)-exact sequence

0 → K(λ) → P (λ) → ∆(λ) → 0, (80)

where K(λ) ∈ F(∆̃µ>λ) and P (λ) ∈ A-proj, ∆̃µ>λ = {∆(µ) ⊗R U : U ∈ R-proj, µ > λ}. Comparing
lengths, d(Λ, µ) < d(Λ, λ) = t for µ > λ. By induction, domdim(A,R) ∆(µ) ≥ domdim(A,R)− d(Λ, µ) >
domdim(A,R) − d(Λ, λ). By [Cru22, Lemma 5.12], domdim(A,R)K(λ) > domdim(A,R) − d(Λ, λ). If
domdim(A,R) P (λ) > domdim(A,R)K(λ), then by [Cru22, Lemma 5.12], we have

domdim(A,R) ∆(λ) = domdim(A,R)K(λ)− 1 ≥ domdim(A,R)− d(Λ, λ). (81)

If domdim(A,R) P (λ) ≤ domdim(A,R)K(λ), then by [Cru22, Lemma 5.12], we have

domdim(A,R) ∆(λ) ≥ domdim(A,R) P (λ)− 1 ≥ domdim(A,R)− 1 ≥ domdim(A,R)− d(Λ, λ).

Proposition 6.2.5. Let (A, {∆(λ)λ∈Λ}) be a split quasi-hereditary algebra over a commutative Noethe-
rian ring. If domdim (A,R) ≥ d(Λ) + 2 + s for some s ≥ 1, then (A,HomAop(V,A)) is an s-F(∆̃) cover
of EndA(V ).
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Proof. By Proposition 6.2.4,

domdim(A,R) ∆(λ) ≥ domdim (A,R)− d(∆, λ) ≥ d(Λ)− d(Λ, λ) + 2 + s, (82)

for every λ ∈ Λ. Hence, inf{domdim(A,R)∆(λ) : λ ∈ Λ} ≥ 2 + s. The result follows from Theorem
6.0.1.

6.3 Hemmer-Nakano dimension of contravariantly finite resolving subcate-
gories

Let A be a finite-dimensional algebra (over a field) with finite global dimension. Let A be a subcategory
of A-mod. Recall that A is called contravariantly finite in A-mod if for every X ∈ A-mod there exists
a map f : M → X so that M ∈ A and the map HomA(M

′, f) is surjective for every M ′ ∈ A. Let A
be a contravariantly finite resolving subcategory in A-mod. By Theorem 2.2 of [Rei07], there exists a
tilting module T so that A coincides with the full subcategory of A-mod whose modules X fit into exact
sequences 0 → X → T1 → T2 → · · · → Tt → 0, where all Ti ∈addT .

Theorem 6.3.1. Let A be a finite-dimensional algebra with finite global dimension and with dominant
dimension greater than or equal to two. Let A be a contravariantly finite resolving subcategory in A-mod.
Then

domdimT = inf{domdimM : M ∈ A}, (83)

where T is the tilting module satisfying ­addT = A.

Proof. If inf{domdimM : M ∈ A} is infinite, then there is nothing to show.
Assume that inf{domdimM : M ∈ A} is finite, and assume, without loss of generality, that

inf{domdimM : M ∈ A} = domdimX = t, for some X ∈ A. There exists an exact sequence 0 →
X → T1 → · · · → Td → 0, for some natural number d, where all Ti ∈addT . In particular, domdimTi ≥
domdimT (see for example [Cru22, Corollary 5.10]). Let X ′ be the cokernel of X → T1. So, X ′ ∈
­addT = A and thus domdimX ′ ≥ domdimX . Now, observe that if domdimT1 > domdimX , then
domdimX ′ = domdimX − 1 (see for example [Cru22, Lemma 5.12]) which leads to a contradiction with
the choice of X . Hence, domdimT1 = domdimX . We conclude that domdimT = domdimX .

It follows that if A is a finite dimensional algebra with finite global dimension and dominant dimension
greater than or equal to two with V a faithful projective-injective right A-module, then (A,HomAop(V,A))
is an (domdim T − 2)-A cover of EndA(V ), if domdimT ≥ 1.

6.4 Hemmer-Nakano dimension of addDA⊕A

We can also reformulate the Nakayama Conjecture in terms of Schur functors in a similar way as the
cover property is defined.

Proposition 6.4.1. Let A be a finite-dimensional algebra over a field. Let V be a projective right A-
module. Let B = EndA(V ) = EndA(HomAop(V,A))op. If the restriction of the Schur functor F =
HomA(HomAop(V,A),−) to addDA⊕A is faithful, then F is an equivalence of categories.

Proof. By assumption, the map induced by F , HomA(A,DA) → HomB(FA,F (DA)) is injective. By
Lemma 2.3.6, ηDA : DA → HomB(FA,FDA) is a monomorphism. Note that FA = V and FDA =
V ⊗A DA. Let I0 be the injective hull of V ⊗A DA. Since HomB(V,−) is left exact, the composition
of maps DA → HomB(V, V ⊗A DA) → HomB(V, I0) is a monomorphism. Observe that HomB(V, I0) ∈
addHomB(V,DB) =addDV . Hence, DA ∈addDV , and consequently, V is a right A-progenerator. By
Morita theory, HomAop(V,A) is a left A-progenerator.
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So, we can rewrite the Nakayama Conjecture in the following way:

• Let A be a finite-dimensional algebra over a field. If domdimA = +∞, then A is a QF3 algebra
with faithful projective-injective right A-module V such that the restriction of the Schur functor
HomA(HomAop(V,A),−) to addDA⊕A is faithful.

7 Applications

In this section, we use the results obtained in [Cru22] for Schur algebras and q-Schur algebras combined
with the theory developed to Hemmer-Nakano dimensions to see in particular when the respective Schur
functor induce exact equivalences between the exact categories of SR(d, d)-modules having a finite filtra-
tion by direct summands of direct sums of Weyl modules (resp. of SR,q(d, d) having a q-Weyl filtration)
and of RSd-modules having a finite filtration by direct summands of direct sums of cell modules (resp.
cell-filtered modules over an Iwahori-Hecke algebra). We study deformations of blocks of the BGG cat-
egory O using the concept of the BGG category O over a commutative ring in the sense of Gabber and
Joseph [GJ81] and their properties like relative dominant dimension and their quasi-hereditary structure.
We will present an integral version of Soergel’s Struktursatz [Soe90]. The computation of the Hemmer-
Nakano dimension of the exact category of modules having a filtration by integral Verma modules will help
us clarify the interconnections between relative dominant dimension and the Hemmer-Nakano dimension.

7.1 Classical Schur algebras

The study of Schur algebras started in [Sch01]. Schur used them to link the polynomial representation
theory of the complex general linear group with the representation theory of the symmetric group over
the complex numbers. The latter was known at the time due to Frobenius [Fro00]. Schur algebras can be
defined over any commutative ring and nowadays this connection in positive characteristic is used in the
opposite direction. A classical reference for the study of Schur algebras (over infinite fields) is [Gre07].

Let R be a commutative ring with identity. Fix natural numbers n, d. The symmetric group on d
letters Sd acts on the d-fold tensor product (Rn)⊗d by place permutations. We will write V ⊗d

R instead of
(Rn)⊗d or simply V ⊗d when no confusion about the ground ring can arise.

Definition 7.1.1. [Gre81] The subalgebra EndRSd

(

V ⊗d
)

of the endomorphism algebra EndR
(

V ⊗d
)

is
called the Schur algebra. We will denote it by SR(n, d).

Schur algebras admit nice properties. They have a base change property

R⊗Z SZ(n, d) ≃ SR(n, d), (84)

and also R ⊗Z V
⊗d
Z ≃ V ⊗d

R as SR(n, d)-modules. For any commutative Noetherian ring R, the Schur
algebra SR(n, d) is a split quasi-hereditary R-algebra (see for example [Par89, Theorem 4.1], [PW91,
Theorem 11.5.2], [CPS90, Theorem 3.7.2], [Don87, 1.2], [Cru23, Theorem 5.0.1]). The standard modules
associated with this split heredity chain are called Weyl modules. In particular, the Weyl modules
are indexed by the partitions of d in at most n parts. Also, the simple SK(n, d) modules are indexed
by the partitions of d in at most n parts whenever K is a field. As of the time of writing, determining
the dimensions or the characters of simple modules of the Schur algebra remains still an open problem.
Schur algebras over regular local Noetherian rings have finite global dimension (see for example [Tot97]
or [Cru23, Proposition 5.0.2]). Besides their quasi-hereditary structure, Schur algebras are also cellular
algebras with a duality ι in the sense of Definition 6.2.2 (see for example [Cru23, Section 5]).

From now on we will assume that n ≥ d. Then V ⊗d is a projective (SR(n, d), R)-injective SR(n, d)-
module and there exists an idempotent e ∈ SR(n, d) so that ι(e) = e and V ⊗d ≃ SR(n, d)e as SR(n, d)-
modules. Moreover, we have the following:
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Theorem 7.1.2. [Cru22, Theorem 7.12] Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring. If n ≥ d are natural
numbers, then (SR(n, d), V

⊗d) is a relative gendo-symmetric R-algebra and

domdim (SR(n, d), R) = inf{2k ∈ N | (k + 1) · 1R /∈ R×, k < d} ≥ 2. (85)

This previous result is built upon [FK11, Theorem 5.1]. Now, Theorem 7.1.2 means that
(SR(n, d), V

⊗d) is a split quasi-hereditary cover of RSd. By the Schur functor we mean the functor

FR = HomSR(n,d)(V
⊗d,−) : SR(n, d)-mod → RSd-mod

arising from this cover (we will write just F when there is no confusion on the ground ring R). Much of
the representation theory of symmetric groups can be studied through the representation theory of Schur
algebras using the Schur functor. For example, since ι(e) = e and eSR(n, d)e ≃ RSd, the Schur functor
sends the Weyl modules to the cell modules of RSd making RSd a cellular algebra (see for example
[Cru23, Proposition 2.2.11] or [GL96]). These cell modules are also known as dual Specht modules.

We now wish to determine the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of F(∆̃), generalizing the results presented
in [HN04, Section 3] by completely determining the quality of the correspondence between Weyl filtrations
and dual Specht filtrations. To do that observe the following:

Corollary 7.1.3. Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring and assume that n ≥ d. Let T be a charac-
teristic tilting module of SR(n, d). Then

domdim(SR(n,d),R) T = inf{k ∈ N | (k + 1) · 1R /∈ R×, k < d} ≥ 1. (86)

Proof. The result follows from applying Theorem Theorem 7.12 of [Cru22] and Theorem 6.2.3. Alterna-
tively, we could also reproduce the second part of the proof of Theorem 7.12 of [Cru22] together with
Theorem 4.3 of [FK11].

7.1.1 Hemmer-Nakano dimension of SR(n, d)-proj and of F(∆̃SR(n,d))

In relative Mueller characterization (see Theorem 2.4.2) we saw that the vanishing of certain Ext groups
alone might not give the value of relative dominant dimension, only a lower bound dependent on the
Krull dimension of the ground ring. Of course, when the ground ring is a field the dominant dimension
can be determined using only Ext groups. Fortunately, for the Schur algebra over a local ring, we can
completely determine the Hemmer-Nakano dimensions in terms of relative dominant dimensions. We can
reduce the problem to local rings R due to Propositions 5.0.4 and 5.0.3. Essentially, the value of the
Hemmer-Nakano dimension of SR(n, d)-proj in terms of relative dominant dimension divides into two
separate cases. Assume that R is a local regular Noetherian commutative ring with unique maximal ideal
m. Either R contains a field as a subring or not.

7.1.1.1 Case 1 - R contains a field
Recall that a regular local commutative Noetherian ring is always an integral domain. We can start
by observing that a regular local commutative Noetherian ring R contains a field as a subring if and
only if every quotient ring of R has the same characteristic. In fact, if R contains a field K as subring,
the characteristics of R, K and the residue field of R, R/m, are all equal since K →֒ R ։ R/m is
injective. Conversely, the canonical map Z → R ։ R/m can be extended to a homomorphism of
rings Q → R ։ R/m if charR = 0 or to a homomorphism of rings Z/(charR)Z → R ։ R/m if the
characteristic of R, charR, is positive.

Theorem 7.1.4. Let R be a regular local commutative Noetherian ring containing a field k as a subring.
Assume that n ≥ d. Let T be a characteristic tilting module of SR(n, d). Then

HNdimF (SR(n, d)-proj) = domdim(SR(n, d), R)− 2 = inf{2k ∈ N | (k + 1) · 1R /∈ R×, k < d} − 2 ≥ 0.

HNdimF (F(∆̃)) = domdim(SR(n,d),R) T − 2 = inf{k ∈ N | (k + 1) · 1R /∈ R×, k < d} − 2 ≥ −1.
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Proof. Let K be the quotient field of R. Then charK = charR = charR(m), where m is the unique
maximal ideal of R. In particular, domdimSK(n, d) = domdim (SR(n, d), R). By Theorem 6.0.1 and the
flatness of K over R,

HNdimFR(SR(n, d-proj)) ≥ domdim(SR(n, d), R)− 2 = domdimSK(n, d)− 2 (87)

= HNdimFK (SK(n, d)-proj) ≥ HNdimFR(SR(n, d)-proj).

By Theorem 7.1.2, the first line of equalities follow.
Let TK be the characteristic tilting module of SK(n, d). Note that addTK =addK ⊗R T . Again, by

Theorems 6.0.1, 6.2.1 and the flatness of K,

HNdimF (F(∆̃)) ≥ domdim(SR(n,d),R) T − 2 = domdimSK(n,d)K ⊗R T − 2 (88)

= HNdimFK (F(K ⊗R ∆)) ≥ HNdimF (F(∆̃)). (89)

By Corollary 7.1.3, the result follows.

Remark 7.1.5. We should point out that there is a typo in Corollary 3.9.2 of [HN04]. It should read
p−3 instead of p−2. This typo is a repercussion of a typo in the use of spectral sequences in the published
version [KN01, 2.3]. There we should read 0 ≤ i ≤ t instead of 0 ≤ i ≤ t + 1. The reader can check
Lemma 2.3.8 for clarifications. The result [KN01, 2.3] was corrected on Kleshchev’s homepage.

This result also shows that the existence of the flat condition in Theorem 6.0.2 cannot be dropped.

7.1.1.2 Case 2 - R does not contain a field

Theorem 7.1.6. Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring that does not contain a field as
a subring. Assume that n ≥ d. Let T be a characteristic tilting module of SR(n, d). Then

HNdimF (SR(n, d)-proj) = domdim (SR(n, d), R)− 1 = inf{2k ∈ N | (k + 1) · 1R /∈ R×, k < d} − 1 ≥ 1.

HNdimF (F(∆̃)) = domdim(SR(n,d),R) T − 1 = inf{k ∈ N | (k + 1) · 1R /∈ R×, k < d} − 1 ≥ 0.

Proof. Of course, R has Krull dimension greater than or equal to one. Let K be the quotient field of R.
By assumption, charR = 0 and charR(m) is a prime number p > 0. In particular, charK = 0 the quotient
field of R and addK ⊗R T =addTK , where TK is the characteristic tilting module of SK(n, d). Hence,
Theorem 7.1.2 and Corollary 7.1.3 give that domdimSK(n,d)K ⊗R T = domdimSK(n, d) = +∞, while
2 domdim(SR(n,d),R) T = domdim(SR(n, d), R) = 2(p − 1) ≥ 2. By Theorems 6.2.1 and 6.0.3, it follows

that HNdimF (SR(n, d)-proj) ≥ domdim (SR(n, d), R)−1 and HNdimF (F(∆̃)) ≥ domdim(SR(n,d),R) T−1.
We can assume, without loss of generality, that p ≥ d. Otherwise, all the values in the statement are
equal to +∞, and consequently, the equalities hold. Since R is a local regular ring, R is a unique
factorization domain. Therefore, we can write p1R = up1 · · · pn for some prime elements of R. So, p1R
belongs to a prime ideal p of height one. Hence, charR/p is p. Let Q(R/p) be the quotient field of R/p.
Then charQ(R/p) = p and by Theorem 7.1.2 domdimSQ(R/p)(n, d) = 2(p − 1) = domdim(SR(n, d), R).
Therefore,

HNdimFR/p
(SR/p(n, d)-proj) ≤ HNdimFQ(R/p)

(SQ(R/p)(n, d)-proj) = domdim(SR(n, d), R)− 2, (90)

HNdimFR/p
(F(R/p⊗R ∆̃)) ≤ HNdimFQ(R/p)

(F(Q(R/p⊗R ∆)) (91)

= domdimSQ(R/p)(n,d)Q(R/p)⊗R T − 2 = p− 3 = domdim(SR(n,d),R) T − 2.

By Corollary 5.0.8, the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of SR(n, d)-proj cannot be higher than
domdim (SR(n, d), R) − 1 while HNdimF (F(∆̃)) cannot be higher than domdim(SR(n,d),R) T − 1. The
result now follows by Theorem 7.1.2 and Corollary 7.1.3.
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We note that the situation for Z is way better than for F2. In fact,

HNdimFZ
(SZ(n, d)-proj) = 1, HNdimFF2

(SF2(n, d)-proj) = 0 (92)

HNdimFZ
(F(∆̃Z)) = 0, HNdimFF2

(F(∆F2)) = −1. (93)

These results are compatible with the results of [CPS96]. Moreover, these two particular cases were
already known to them and they used this knowledge to define the Young modules and Specht modules
of the group algebra F2Sd by defining first the Young and Specht modules for the integral group algebra
ZSd and then applying the functor F2 ⊗Z −. This becomes more relevant for Weyl modules over fields
of characteristic two since they cannot be reconstructed from dual Specht modules. That is, the image
of a dual Specht module under the adjoint functor of the Schur functor only contains, in general, a Weyl
module.

7.1.2 Uniqueness of covers for RSd

Considering the localization of Z away from 2, Z[ 12 ], on Theorem 7.1.6 yields that (SZ[ 12 ]
(n, d), V ⊗d

Z[ 12 ]
) is a

1-F(∆̃) cover of Z[ 12 ]Sd. By Corollary 4.3.6, this Schur algebra is the unique cover of RSd which sends the
standard modules (in this case the Weyl modules) to the Specht modules. We remark that this improves
the situation for the fields of characteristic 3 since they are algebras over Z[ 12 ] and for characteristic 3
the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of F(∆) is only zero.

For the ring of integers, we can already conclude that there is no better cover than the Schur algebra
to study the Specht modules over the symmetric group.

Theorem 7.1.7. Let k be a field of characteristic two and d ≥ 2. Let θ = {θ(λ) : λ ∈ Λ+(d)} be the cell
modules of kSd. Then (kSd, θ) does not have a 0-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover. Moreover, there
are no 1-faithful split quasi-hereditary covers of ZSd satisfying F∆(λ) = θZ(λ), λ ∈ Λ+(d), where F is
the Schur functor associated with the cover of ZSd.

Proof. Assume, by contradiction, that (A,P ) is a 0-faithful quasi-hereditary cover of kSd satisfying
HomA(P,∆(λ)) = θ(λ), λ ∈ Λ+(d) := Λ+(d, d).

Let ♮(−) : kSd-mod → kSd-mod be the simple preserving duality of the symmetric group. By Theorem
8.15 of [Jam78], ♮θ(1d) ≃ θ(d). On the other hand, θ(1d) is a simple module, so θ(d) ≃ θ(1d). This implies
that

HomA(∆(d),∆(1d)) ≃ HomkSd
(θ(d), θ(1d)) ≃ HomkSd

(θ(d), θ(d)) 6= 0. (94)

This contradicts A being split quasi-hereditary with the order on the partitions d > 1d. So, kSd has no
such faithful quasi-hereditary cover.

Assume that there exists a 1-faithful split quasi-hereditary cover of ZSd, say (A,P ) such that
HomA(P,∆(λ)) = θ(λ). By Theorem 5.0.7, (A(2Z), P (2Z)) is a 0-faithful quasi-hereditary cover of
Z/2ZSd = F2Sd satisfying

θF2(λ) = Z/2Z⊗Z θ(λ) = Z/2Z⊗Z HomA(P,∆(λ)) ≃ HomF2⊗ZA(P (2Z),∆(λ)(2Z)). (95)

By the first part of our discussion, this cannot happen.

7.2 q-Schur algebras

The q-Schur algebras were introduced in [DJ91, DJ89]. A classical reference to q-Schur algebras is [Don98].
They are used to link the representation theory of Iwahori-Hecke algebras with the representation theory
of quantum general linear groups.

There are many equivalent ways to define Iwahori-Hecke algebras. In this work, we will follow the
definition due to Parshall-Wang [PW91] (but we use u instead of q and q instead of h). Let R be a
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commutative ring with identity. Fix natural numbers n, d. Let u be an invertible element of R and put
q = u−2. The Iwahori-Hecke algebra HR,q(d) is the R-algebra with basis {Tσ : σ ∈ Sd} satisfying the
relations

TσTs =

{

Tσs, if l(σs) = l(σ) + 1

(u− u−1)Tσ + Tσs, if l(σs) = l(σ)− 1,
(96)

where s ∈ S := {(1, 2), (2, 3), . . . , (d − 1, d)} and l is the length function defined with respect to these
basic transpositions. The length of a permutation ω, denoted by l(ω), is the minimal number t such that
w = sj1 · · · sjt , where sjk are basic transpositions for k = 1, . . . , t. In particular, the elements Ts, s ∈ S,
generate HR,q(d) as algebra.

The Iwahori-Hecke algebra HR,q(d) admits a base change property.

HR,q(d) ≃ R⊗Z[u,u−1] HZ[u,u−1],u−2(d) (97)

Under this isomorphism of R-algebras 1R ⊗Z[u,u−1] Tσ is mapped to Tσ ∈ HR,q(d).
Let I(n, d) be the set of maps i : {1, . . . , d} → {1, . . . , n}. We write i(a) = ia. We can associate to

I(n, d) a right Sd-action by place permutation, and extend it to an Sd-action on I(n, d) × I(n, d). Let
{e1, . . . , en} be an R-basis of V . We can regard V ⊗d as right HR,q(d)-module by imposing to the R-basis
{ei := ei1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ eid | i ∈ I(n, d)} of V ⊗d,

ei1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ eid · Ts =











ei1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ eid · s if it < it+1

uei1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ eid if it = it+1

(u− u−1)ei1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ eid + ei1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ eid · s if it > it+1

, s =(t, t+ 1) ∈ S,

1 ≤ t < d.

This action is a deformation of place permutation. In fact, HR,1(d) is just the group algebra of the
symmetric group Sd and this action is the one given by place permutation.

Definition 7.2.1. The subalgebra EndHR,q(d)

(

V ⊗d
)

of the endomorphism algebra EndR
(

V ⊗d
)

is called
the q-Schur algebra. We will denote it by SR,q(n, d).

We can associate to I(n, d)× I(n, d) the lexicographical order. Each Sd-orbit of I(n, d)× I(n, d) has
a representative (i, j) satisfying (i1, j1) ≤ · · · ≤ (id, jd). Denote by Λ the set of such representatives. The
q-Schur algebra admits an R-basis by elements ξj,i, (i, j) ∈ Λ, satisfying

ξj,i(ef ) =
∑

g∈I(n,d)

pf,gi,j (u)eg, ∀f ∈ I(n, d), (98)

for some elements pf,gi,j (u) ∈ Z[u, u−1] (see for example [Cru22, Proposition 7.16] or [Don98]). In [Cru22,

Proposition 7.16] the strategy was to construct a basis for V ⊗d⊗HR,q(d)DV
⊗d and the dualize this basis

to a basis of the q-Schur algebra. The advantage of such an approach is that it follows immediately that
the q-Schur algebra admits a base change property (see also [DJ89, 2.18(ii)]), that is, for any commutative
R-algebra S:

SR,q(n, d) ≃ R⊗Z[u,u−1] SZ[u,u−1],u−2(n, d), SS,q1S (n, d) ≃ S ⊗R SR,q(n, d). (99)

Also, from [Cru22, Proposition 7.16], for f ∈ I(n, d), pf,fi,i = 1 if f ∼ i and pf,fi,i is zero otherwise.
Therefore, for each (i, i) ∈ Λ, ξi,i is an idempotent. Further, we can index these idempotents by the
compositions of d in at most n parts, by associating to each i its weight. We can consider an increasing
bijection Λ+(n, d) → {1, . . . , t}, λk 7→ k. Set ek to be the idempotent

∑

l≥k ξλl and define Jk =

SR,q(n, d)e
kSR,q(n, d). It follows that SR,q(n, d) is split quasi-hereditary.
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Theorem 7.2.2. For any commutative Noetherian ring R, the q-Schur algebra SR,q(n, d) is a split quasi-
hereditary algebra over R with split heredity chain 0 ⊂ Jt ⊂ · · · ⊂ J2 ⊂ J1 = SR(n, d).

Proof. The statement for fields follows from [PW91, Theorem 11.5.2]. The statement for Noetherian
rings which are not fields follows from Theorem 3.7.2 of [CPS90]. An alternative proof for this statement
without using Theorem 3.7.2 of [CPS90] is to apply Theorem 3.3.11 of [Cru23].

In particular, SR,q(n, d) has finite global dimension whenever R has finite global dimension. The
standard modules associated with this split heredity chain of the q-Schur algebra are called q-Weyl
modules, indexed by the partitions of d in at most n parts. To define a cellular structure on the q-Schur
algebra we can define the involution ι by assigning to each element basis ξj,i (i, j) ∈ Λ, the image in
SR,q(n, d) of (ej ⊗HR,q(d) e

∗
i )

∗. Observe that ι(ξλ) = ξλ for every λ ∈ Λ+(n, d). In particular, we can
choose idempotents giving a split heredity chain of SR,q(n, d) which are all preserved by ι. Hence, for
any commutative Noetherian ring R, SR,q(n, d) is a cellular algebra (see for example [Cru23, Proposition
4.0.1]).

Analogously to the classical case, we will assume, from now on, that n ≥ d. Then V ⊗d is a projective
(SR,q(n, d), R)-injective SR,q(n, d)-module and V ⊗d ≃ SR,q(n, d)ξ(1,...,d),(1,...,d) as (SR,q(n, d), R)-modules
and . Moreover, we have the following:

Theorem 7.2.3. [Cru22, Theorem 7.20] Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring with invertible element
u ∈ R. Put q = u−2 and assume that n ≥ d. Then (SR,q(n, d), V

⊗d) is a relative gendo-symmetric R-
algebra and

domdim(SR,q(n, d), R) = inf{2s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs /∈ R×, s < d}. (100)

The previous result is built upon [FM19, Theorem 3.13] which uses quantum characteristic, in contrast
to the classical case of Schur algebras, where the dominant dimension depends on the characteristic of the
ground field. Theorem 7.2.3 implies that (SR,q(n, d), V

⊗d) is a split quasi-hereditary cover of HR,q(d).
Parallel to the classical case, the Schur functor

FR,q = HomSR,q(n,d)(V
⊗d,−) : SR,q(n, d)-mod → HR,q(d)-mod

associated with this cover (we will write just Fq when there is no confusion on the ground ring R) can be
exploited to obtain information for the representation theory of Hecke algebras using the representation
theory of q-Schur algebras. Since ι(ξ(1,...,d),(1,...,d)) = ξ(1,...,d),(1,...,d) and

HR,q(d) ≃ EndSR,q(n,d)(V
⊗d) ≃ ξ(1,...,d),(1,...,d)SR,q(n, d)ξ(1,...,d),(1,...,d), (101)

multiplication by the idempotent ξ(1,...,d),(1,...,d) sends the split heredity chain of SZ[u,u−1],q(n, d) to a cell
chain of HZ[u,u−1],q(d). Also taking into account projective Z[u, u−1]-modules are free, this implies that
HZ[u,u−1,q(d) and HR,q(d) are cellular algebras (see for example [Cru23, Proposition 2.2.11] and [GL96]).
In particular, the Schur functor sends the q-Weyl modules to the cell modules of HR,q(d). This motivates
us to determine the connection between q-Weyl modules filtrations and cell filtrations.

The starting point is to look at the values of relative dominant dimension of a characteristic tilting
module.

Corollary 7.2.4. Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring with an invertible element u ∈ R. Put q = u−2

and assume that n ≥ d. Let T be a characteristic tilting module of SR,q(n, d). Then

domdim(SR,q(n,d),R) T = inf{s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs /∈ R×, s < d}. (102)

Proof. The result follows from applying Theorem 7.2.3 and Theorem 6.2.3.
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7.2.1 Hemmer-Nakano dimension of SR,q(n, d)-proj and F(∆̃SR,q(n,d))

For the Schur algebras, we saw that both the Hemmer-Nakano dimension and the relative dominant
dimension are independent of the Krull dimension of the ground ring contrary to other homological
invariants like the global dimension. For q-Schur algebras, we expect a similar behaviour. Further, a
crucial fact for a better value of the Hemmer-Nakano dimension regarding the relative dominant dimension
of SR(n, d)-proj was R not being similar to a field. In particular, R must have Krull dimension greater
than or equal to one and it does not contain a field. So, a natural question that arises is

• For which rings R does SR,q(n, d)-proj and F(∆̃) have higher Hemmer-Nakano dimension than the
respective resolving subcategories over its residue fields?

The following notion based on the work [LQ13, 1.9] gives us the answer to this question.

Definition 7.2.5. Let R be a commutative ring with invertible element q. We call R a q-divisible ring
(or quantum divisible ring) if 1 + q + · · · + qs ∈ R× whenever 1 + q + · · ·+ qs 6= 0 for any s ∈ N. For a
given natural number d, we call R a d-partially q-divisible ring (or d-partially quantum divisible ring)
if 1 + q + · · ·+ qs ∈ R× whenever 1 + q + · · ·+ qs 6= 0 for any s < d.

For example, any field is a quantum divisible ring, and in particular, it is a d-partially quantum
divisible ring for any d. The q-characteristic of R, denoted by q - charR, is the smallest positive number
s such that 1 + q + · · ·+ qs−1 = 0 if such s exists, and zero otherwise.

Once again, we can assume that R is a local regular (commutative Noetherian) ring for the compu-
tation of Hemmer-Nakano dimension of SR,q(n, d)-proj and F(∆̃).

7.2.1.1 Case 1 - R is a d-partially quantum divisible ring

Theorem 7.2.6. Let R be a local regular d-partially q-divisible (commutative Noetherian) ring, where
q = u−2, u ∈ R×. Assume that n ≥ d. Then

HNdimFq (SR,q(n, d)-proj) = domdim(SR,q(n, d), R)− 2 = inf{2s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs /∈ R×, s < d} − 2

= inf{2s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs = 0, s < d} − 2 ≥ 0.

Moreover, if T is a characteristic tilting module of SR,q(n, d), then

HNdimFq (F(∆̃)) = domdim(SR,q(n,d),R) T − 2 = inf{s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs /∈ R×, s < d} − 2

= inf{s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs = 0, s < d} − 2 ≥ −1.

Proof. By Theorem 6.0.1, Theorem 7.2.3, Theorem 6.2.1 and Corollary 7.2.4,

HNdimFq (SR,q(n, d), R-proj) ≥ domdim (SR,q(n, d), R)− 2

= inf{2s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs /∈ R×, s < d} − 2,

HNdimFq (F(∆̃)) ≥ domdim(SR,q(n,d),R) T − 2

= inf{s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs /∈ R×, s < d} − 2.

If inf{s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs /∈ R×, s < d} = +∞, then we are done.
Assume that inf{s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · · + qs /∈ R×, s < d} is finite. Let K be the quotient field of R.

Since R is a d-partially q-divisible ring,

inf{s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs /∈ R×, s < d} = inf{s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs = 0, s < d} (103)

= q - charR− 1 = q - charK − 1 > 0. (104)
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Therefore,

HNdimFq (SR,q(n, d)-proj) ≥ (domdimSR,q(n, d), R)− 2 = 2(q - charK − 1)− 2 (105)

= domdimSK,q(n, d)− 2 (106)

= HNdimFK,q (SK,q(n, d)-proj) ≥ HNdimFq (SR,q(n, d), R-proj). (107)

Furthermore,

HNdimFq (F(∆̃)) ≥ domdim(SR,q(n,d),R) T − 2 = q - charK − 3 (108)

= domdimSK,q(n, d)K ⊗R T − 2 = HNdimFK,q (F(K ⊗R ∆)) ≥ HNdimFq (F(∆̃)).

7.2.1.2 Case 2 - R is not a d-partially quantum divisible ring

Theorem 7.2.7. Let R be a local regular (commutative Noetherian) ring with an invertible element
u ∈ R. Put q = u−2. Assume that R is not a d-partially q-divisible ring. Assume that n ≥ d. Then

HNdimFq (SR,q(n, d)-proj) = domdim(SR,q(n, d), R)− 1 = inf{2s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs /∈ R×, s < d} − 1.

Moreover, if T is a characteristic tilting module of SR,q(n, d), then

HNdimFq (F(∆̃)) = domdim(SR,q(n,d),R) T − 1 = inf{s ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qs /∈ R×, s < d} − 1 ≥ 0.

Proof. Since R is not a d-partially q-divisible ring there exists a natural number s smaller than d such
that the sum 0 6= 1+q+ · · ·+qs /∈ R× is a non-zero invertible element of R. Let s be the smallest natural
number with such a property. Suppose that there exists a natural number l smaller than s satisfying
1 + q + · · ·+ ql = 0. Then

0 6= ql+1 + · · ·+ qs = ql+1(1 + q + · · ·+ qs−l−1) /∈ R×. (109)

As ql+1 ∈ R× we obtain that 0 6= 1+ · · ·+ qs−l−1 /∈ R×. So, the existence of l contradicts the minimality
of s. Therefore, inf{t ∈ N : 1 + q + · · ·+ qt = 0, t < d} > s. It is clear that the Krull dimension of R is
at least one. Let K be the quotient field of R. Hence, by Theorem 6.0.1, Theorem 7.2.3, Theorem 6.2.1
and Corollary 7.2.4,

HNdimFK,q (SK,q(n, d)-proj) = domdimSK,q(n, d)− 2 (110)

= inf{2t ∈ N : 1 + q + · · ·+ qt = 0, t < d} − 2 > 2s− 2, (111)

HNdimFK,q (F(K ⊗R ∆)) = domdimSK,q(n,d)K ⊗R T (112)

= inf{t ∈ N : 1 + q + · · ·+ qt = 0, t < d} − 2 > s− 2. (113)

So, all the assumptions of Theorem 6.0.3 are satisfied. Therefore,

HNdimFq (SR,q(n, d)-proj) ≥ domdim(SR,q(n, d), R)− 1 (114)

= inf{2t ∈ N | 1 + q + · · ·+ qt /∈ R×, t < d} − 1 = 2s− 1 ≥ 1 (115)

HNdimFq (F(∆̃)) ≥ domdim(SR,q(n,d),R) T − 1 (116)

= inf{t ∈ N : 1 + q + · · ·+ qt /∈ R×, t < d} − 1 = s− 1 ≥ 0. (117)

On the other hand, R is a unique factorization domain. So, we can write 1 + q + · · ·+ qs = xy for some
prime element x ∈ R. Thus, Rx is a prime ideal of height one. Therefore, the image of 1 + q + · · ·+ qs

in R/Rx is zero. Denote by Q(R/Rx) the quotient field of R/Rx and qx the image of q in R/Rx. Then

inf{2t ∈ N : 1 + qx + · · ·+ qtx = 0, t < d} ≤ 2s (118)
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and so,

HNdimFR/Rx,qx
(SR/Rx,qx(n, d)-proj) ≤ HNdimFQ(R/Rx),qx

(SQ(R/Rx),qx(n, d)-proj) ≤ 2s− 2, (119)

HNFR/Rx,qx
(F(R/Rx⊗R ∆̃)) ≤ HNdimFQ(R/Rx),qx

(F)(Q(R/Rx)⊗R ∆) ≤ s− 2. (120)

By Corollary 5.0.8, we cannot have HNdimFq (SR,q(n, d)-proj) > 2s − 1. It follows that,

HNdimFq (SR,q(n, d)-proj) = 2s− 1 and HNdimFq (F(∆̃)) = s− 1.

Observation 7.2.8. If R is a regular integral domain with an invertible element u ∈ R which is not a
d-partially u−2-divisible ring, then there exists a maximal ideal m so that 0 6= 1 + q + q + · · · + qs ∈ m

for some s < d. If we pick m ∈ MaxSpecR so that s is minimal, then Rm is not a d-partially qm-divisible
ring and

domdim(SR,q(n, d), R) = domdim(SRm,qm(n, d), Rm).

Therefore,

HNdimFR,q (SR,q(n, d)-proj) ≥ domdim(SR,q(n, d), R)− 1 = HNdimFRm,qm
(SRm,qm(n, d)-proj)

≥ HNdimFR,q (SR,q(n, d)-proj).

The ring Z[u, u−1] is not a d-partially q-divisible ring for d > 2.
Hence, the previous exposition generalizes many of the results discussed in [PS05].

7.3 Deformations of the BGG category O

BGG category O was introduced in [BGG76]. For the study of the BGG category O of a complex
semi-simple Lie algebra we refer to [Hum08].

Following closely the work of Gabber and Joseph [GJ81] to study the Bernstein-Gelfand-Gelfand
category O over a commutative ring, our aim is now to introduce projective Noetherian algebras that
are deformations of the blocks of BGG category O of a complex semi-simple Lie algebra. We shall start
by recalling some facts about root systems in complex semi-simple Lie algebras. The initial motivation
to consider a category O over commutative rings was the study of the Kazhdan-Luzstig conjecture. At
the time, this construction did not seem fruitful. However, we will find here that these deformations are
very interesting to cover theory.

7.3.1 Root systems

Let g be a (finite-dimensional) complex semi-simple Lie algebra with Cartan subalgebra h and associated
root system Φ ⊂ h∗, where h∗ denotes the dual vector space of h. In particular, g admits a direct sum de-
composition into weight spaces for h of the form g = h ⊕

⊕

α∈Φ gα, where
gα = {x ∈ g : [h, x] = α(h)x, ∀h ∈ h}. Let Π be the set of simple roots of Φ, and therefore it is a ba-
sis of the root system Φ (see [EW06, Definition 11.9]). It is also a basis of the vector space h∗. Set
Φ+ := Z+

0 Π ∩ Φ, giving a direct sum decomposition g = n+ ⊕ h ⊕ n−, where n± :=
⊕

α∈Φ± gα. The Lie
algebra b = n+ ⊕ h is called the Borel subalgebra of g.

Let E be the real span of Φ and (−,−) be the symmetric bilinear form on E induced by the Killing
form associated with the adjoint representation of g. The Weyl group associated with the root system
Φ which we denote by W is the finite subgroup of GL(E) generated by all reflections sα, α ∈ Φ, where

sα(λ) = λ− 2(λ,α)
(α,α) α, λ ∈ h∗. For each root α ∈ Φ, we associate the coroot α∨ := 2

(α,α)α. Denote by Φ∨ the

set of all coroots. Hence, the bilinear form induces, in addition, the following map 〈−,−〉 : Φ×Φ∨ → Z,

given by 〈β, α∨〉 := 2(β,α)
(α,α) . This map is called Cartan invariant in [Hum08]. We call ZΦ the root

lattice.
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7.3.2 Integral semi-simple Lie algebras

Let {hα : α ∈ Π}∪{xα : α ∈ Φ} be a Chevalley basis of the semi-simple Lie algebra g, where {hα : α ∈ Π}
is a basis of h and xα ∈ gα for each root α ∈ Φ. In particular, α(hα) = 2 and hα = [xα, x−α] for
every α ∈ Φ. Also, 〈β, α∨〉 = β(hα), α, β ∈ Φ. Let gZ be the additive subgroup of g with basis
{hα : α ∈ Π}∪ {xα : α ∈ Φ}. The restriction of the Lie bracket [−,−] to gZ × gZ has image in gZ making
gZ a Lie algebra.

For each commutative Noetherian ring with identity R, we define the Lie algebra gR := R ⊗Z gZ.
By construction, gC = C⊗Z gZ ≃ g. Using the Chevalley basis, we define the following integral Lie
subalgebras of gZ: hZ =

⊕

α∈Π Zhα, n
±
Z =

⊕

α∈Φ+ Zx±α, bZ = n+Z ⊕ hZ.

Analogously, we define for each commutative Noetherian ring with identity R, hR = R ⊗Z hZ, n
±
R =

R ⊗Z n±Z , bR = R ⊗Z bZ. Since hR is free over R, its dual HomR(hR, R) which we will denote by h∗R is
free over R.

Observe that gQ is again a semisimple Lie algebra, since otherwise, every solvable ideal of gQ could
be extended to a solvable ideal of gC ≃ g. Therefore, for any field extension K ⊃ Q, the Lie algebra gK
is semisimple.

Let U(gR) be the universal enveloping algebra of gR, that is, U(gR) is the quotient T (gR)/IR of the
tensor algebra T (gR) = R ⊕ gR ⊕ (gR ⊗ gR) ⊕ · · · , where IR is the two-sided ideal generated by the
elements of the form x⊗ y − y ⊗ x− [x, y], x, y ∈ gR. We denote by S(gR) the symmetric algebra of gR,
that is, S(gR) is the quotient T (gR)/JR of the tensor algebra and JR is the two-sided ideal generated by
the elements of the form x ⊗ y − y ⊗ x, x, y ∈ gR. The symmetric algebra S(gR) is isomorphic to the
polynomial algebra

R[{1R ⊗ hα : α ∈ Π}, {1R ⊗ xα : α ∈ Φ}].

In particular, R ⊗Z S(gZ) ≃ S(gR). The enveloping algebra of gR also has the base change property.
Since gR and T (gR) are free over R, with basis elements independent of R, we can identify R ⊗Z T (gZ)
with T (gR) and R⊗Z IZ with IR. Hence, we have a commutative diagram with exact rows

R⊗Z IZ R⊗Z T (gZ) R⊗Z U(gZ)

IR T (gR) U(gR)

≃ ≃ . (121)

Therefore, we obtain:

Lemma 7.3.1. Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring with identity.
Then U(gR) ≃ R⊗Z U(gZ) and S(gR) ≃ R⊗Z S(gZ).

Fix a total order in the Chevalley basis of gR. Since gR is free over R, the PBW theorem (see for
example [Hum80, 17.3]) gives the R-isomorphism

U(gR) ≃ U(n−R)⊗R U(hR)⊗R U(n+R), (122)

and U(gR) has, as an R-module, a monomial basis over the basis elements of gR. We call PBW
monomials such monomials forming a PBW basis of U(gR). Further, it follows that the enveloping
algebra of a free Lie algebra is a Noetherian ring (see [MR87, 7.4]).

Since both U(n+R) and U(n−R) are free over R, the PBW theorem allows us to view U(hR) as an
R-summand of U(gR). Further, denote by πR the projection U(gR) ։ U(hR) which sends all PBW
monomials with factors either in n+R or in n−R to zero.

Let Z(gR) be the center of the universal enveloping algebra U(gR). The restriction of πR to the center
Z(gR) is called the Harish-Chandra homomorphism. For details on why this map is an R-algebra
homomorphism see for example [GJ81, 1.3.2]. For each λ ∈ h∗R, the central character associated with
λ is the R-algebra homomorphism χλ : Z(gR) → R , given by χλ(z) = λ(π(z)), z ∈ Z(gR). For a given
semisimple Lie algebra over a splitting field K, the Harish-Chandra theorem (see [Hum08, 1.10]) says
that all K-algebra homomorphisms are of the form χλ for some λ ∈ h∗.
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7.3.3 BGG category O over commutative rings

Assume in the remainder of this section, unless stated otherwise, that R is a commutative Noetherian ring
and a Q-algebra. In particular, R has characteristic zero and there exists an injective homomorphism of
rings Q → R, q 7→ q1R. We can extend the map 〈−,−〉 to h∗R×Φ∨ → R. Recall that {(1⊗hα)

∗ : α ∈ Π}
is a basis of h∗R. We define 〈λ, α∨〉R :=

∑

β∈Π tβ〈β, α
∨〉 for λ =

∑

β∈Π tβ(1⊗ hβ)
∗ ∈ h∗R.

We call the set of integral weights ΛR := {λ ∈ h∗R : 〈λ, α∨〉R ∈ Z, ∀α ∈ Φ} the integral weight
lattice associated with Φ with respect to R. For each M ∈ U(gR)-mod and each λ ∈ h∗R, we define the
weight space Mλ := {m ∈M : h ·m = λ(h)m, ∀h ∈ hR}.

For each λ ∈ h∗R, we will denote by [λ] the set of elements of h∗R, µ, that satisfy µ − λ ∈ ΛR. We
define an ordering in [λ] by imposing µ1 ≤ µ2 if and only if µ2 − µ1 ∈ Z+

0 Φ
+ ⊂ ΛR.

Definition 7.3.2. The BGG category O (or just the category O) of a semi-simple Lie algebra g over
a splitting field of characteristic zero is the full subcategory of U(g)-Mod whose modules satisfy the
following conditions:

(i) M ∈ U(g)-mod.

(ii) M is semi-simple over h, that is, M =
⊕

λ∈h∗ Mλ.

(iii) M is locally n+-finite, that is, for each m ∈M the subspace U(n+)m of M is finite-dimensional.

In a naive look, one could think that the category O is too large to be considered under the techniques
that we studied here for projective Noetherian R-algebras. Especially, since there are an infinite number of
Verma modules (which are the standard modules making the category O a split highest weight category)
and even these Verma modules have infinite vector space dimension. So, instead of generalizing right
away Definition 7.3.2 to the integral setup we can decompose O into smaller subcategories. In fact, for
any λ ∈ h∗, there is a ”block” associated with λ. In the following, we will identify Λ ⊂ h∗ with ΛC and
consider [λ] ⊂ h∗.

Lemma 7.3.3. Let M ∈ O. For each λ ∈ h∗, define the vector space M [λ] :=
⊕

µ∈[λ]Mµ, where µ ∈ [λ]

if and only if µ − λ ∈ Λ. Then M [λ] ∈ U(g)-mod and M =
⊕

[λ]∈h∗/∼M
[λ], where ∼ denotes the

equivalence relation given by µ− λ ∈ Λ.

Proof. See [Hum08, p.15].

Definition 7.3.4. [GJ81, 1.4] Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let λ ∈ h∗R.

• We define O[λ],(II),R to be the full subcategory of U(gR)-Mod consisting of modules M satisfying
M =

∑

µ∈[λ]Mµ.

• We define O[λ],(I),R to be the full subcategory of O[λ],(II),R whose modules M are U(n+R)-locally

finite, that is, U(n+R)m ∈ R-mod for every m ∈M .

• We define O[λ],R to be the full subcategory of O[λ],(I),R whose modules are finitely generated over
U(gR).

In particular, Lemma 7.3.3 says that we can reduce the study of the category O to the categories
O[λ],C, where λ ∈ h∗. Moreover, by a BGG category O over a commutative ring R we will mean a
category O[λ],R for some λ ∈ h∗R.

It comes as no surprise that Verma modules can be defined over any ground ring. Let µ ∈ [λ] and
Rµ be the free R-module with rank one together with the U(hR)-action h1R = µ(h)1R, h ∈ hR. We can
extend Rµ to be an U(bR)-module by letting 1R⊗xα, α ∈ Φ+, act on Rµ identically as zero. The Verma
module ∆(µ) (associated with µ) is defined to be the U(gR)-module ∆(µ) := U(gR)⊗U(bR) Rµ.
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Lemma 7.3.5. Let λ ∈ h∗R. If µ ∈ [λ], then ∆(µ) ∈ O[λ],R and ∆(µ) is free as U(n−R)-module.

Proof. The reasoning is analogous to [Hum08, 1.3]. See also [GJ81, 1.4.1].

We observe that ∆(µ) is not finitely generated over R and the set of weights of ∆(µ) is contained in
µ− Z+

0 Π . In the following, we state some known facts about homomorphisms between Verma modules.

Lemma 7.3.6. Let λ ∈ h∗R. Then:

(i) For every µ, ω ∈ [λ], if HomO[λ],R(∆(µ),∆(ω)) 6= 0, then µ ≤ ω.

(ii) EndO[λ],R
(∆(µ)) ≃ R for every µ ∈ [λ].

(iii) For every µ, ω ∈ [λ], any non-zero map in HomO[λ],R(∆(µ),∆(ω)) is injective.

Proof. Let µ, ω ∈ [λ] such that HomO[λ],R(∆(µ),∆(ω)) 6= 0. By Tensor-Hom adjunction,

HomO[λ],R(∆(µ),∆(ω)) ≃ HomU(bR)(Rµ,∆(ω)) ⊂ ∆(ω)µ.

By assumption, µ is a weight of ∆(ω). Hence, µ ∈ ω − Z+
0 Π . So, µ ≤ ω.

If µ = ω, then for any homomorphism f ∈ HomU(bR)(Rµ,∆(µ)), f(1R) ∈ ∆(µ)µ = R and it is

annihilated by n+R. Further, for every element r ∈ R, we can define g ∈ HomU(bR)(Rµ,∆(µ)), by
imposing g(1R) = r(1U(gR) ⊗U(bR) 1R). This shows that EndO[λ],R

(∆(µ)) ≃ R.
For (iii), we can apply the same idea as in the classical case (see [Hum08, 4.2]). In fact, for every

f ∈ HomO[λ],R(∆(µ),∆(ω)) we can write f(1U(gR)⊗U(bR)1Rµ) = u1U(gR)⊗U(bR)1Rω for some u ∈ U(n−R).

Using the PBW theorem we can see that U(n−R) is an integral domain (see [MR87, 7.4]). By identifying
f with an endomorphism of U(n−R) given by a 7→ au, U(n−R) being an integral domain implies that f is
injective.

7.3.4 Properties of (classical) BGG category O

Before we proceed any further, we should recall some properties of the category O for a given semisimple
Lie algebra g over a splitting field K of characteristic zero.

The category O can be decomposed in finer blocks than the ones described in Lemma 7.3.3 and these
can be completely determined by the orbits under the dot action of the Weyl group on the space h∗. In
fact, for any M ∈ O, M =

⊕

χM
χ, as χ runs over the central characters Z(g) → K and

Mχ := {m ∈M : ∀z ∈ Z(g) ∃n ∈ N, (z − χ(z))nm = 0}. (123)

is a module in O. The argument provided in [Hum08, 1.12] requires K to be an algebraically closed
field, but we do not need such a condition. We could use instead Gabber and Joseph techniques (see
[GJ81, 1.4.2]) together with the Harish-Chandra theorem stating that χλ = χµ if µ and λ are linked by
a certain Weyl group and taking into account that the category O is both Artinian and Noetherian (see
[Hum08, 1.11]). To see that this is a finite direct sum is also required to observe that ∆(λ)χλ = ∆(λ)
and M 7→Mχλ is an exact functor O → O for every λ ∈ h∗. For each central character χ, denote by Oχ

the full subcategory of O whose objects are the modules M satisfying M =Mχ.
The dot action of the Weyl group W is defined as w · λ := w(λ + ρ)− ρ, where ρ is the half-sum of

all positive roots. With this, for each λ ∈ h, one can define another Weyl group W[λ] associated with a
root system that views λ as an integral weight lattice. Explicitly, W[λ] := {w ∈ W : w · λ− λ ∈ ZΦ}.

Theorem 7.3.7. The following results hold for the category O of a semisimple Lie algebra over a splitting
field of characteristic zero.

(a) For each λ ∈ h∗, the Verma module ∆(λ) has a unique simple quotient and every simple module in
O is isomorphic to the simple quotient of some Verma module ∆(λ) which we will denote by L(λ).
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(b) The simple module L(λ) in O is finite-dimensional if and only if 〈λ, α∨〉 ∈ Z+
0 for every α ∈ Φ+.

Such weights are known as integral dominant weights. In such a case, L(λ) ≃ U(g)/J . Here, J

is the left ideal of U(g) generated by the elements xα, (α ∈ Φ+), h − λ(h)1, (h ∈ h) and x
nβ+1
β ,

(β ∈ Π), where nβ = 〈λ, β∨〉 ∈ Z+
0 .

(c) The Verma module ∆(λ) is simple in O if and only if λ is antidominant, that is, 〈λ + ρ, α∨〉 /∈ N

for all α ∈ Φ+. In particular, λ is minimal and the unique antidominant weight in its W[λ]-orbit.

(d) The Verma module ∆(λ) is projective in O if and only if λ is dominant, that is, 〈λ+ ρ, α∨〉 /∈ Z−

for all α ∈ Φ+. In particular, λ is maximal and the unique dominant weight in its W[λ]-orbit.

(e) O has enough projectives, and the projective cover of ∆(λ) (which exists) is injective if and only if
λ is antidominant.

(f) The category O is the direct sum of the subcategories Oχλ
consisting of modules whose composition

factors all have highest weights linked by W[λ], as λ runs over all antidominant weights (or alterna-
tively over all dominant weights). In particular, χλ = χµ if µ and λ belong to the same orbit under
the Weyl group W[λ].

(g) The blocks Oχλ
with the Verma modules being the standard modules are split highest weight cate-

gories with a finite number of standard modules. Here, the ordering is given by µ1 ≤ µ2 if and only
if µ2 − µ1 ∈ Z+

0 Π.

Proof. For (a) see [Hum08, p.18]. For (b) see [Hum08, p.21, p.44]. For (c) see [Hum08, p.55,p.77]. For
(d) see [Hum08, p.55, p.60]. For (e) see [Hum08, p.60-61, p.149-151] For (f) see [Hum08, p.83]. For (g)
see [Hum08, p.64-65, p.68].

Observe that if a weight λ is both antidominant and dominant, then ∆(λ) is projective and simple.
So, the block Oχλ

is semisimple if and only if λ is both antidominant and dominant.

7.3.5 Properties of BGG category O over commutative rings

An important property of the category O is that ultimately it can be viewed as a direct sum of module
categories over finite-dimensional algebras. This is what we will explore for the BGG category O over
a commutative ring. As we will see later on, we must impose that R is also local so that the classical
category O is obtained as a specialization of a direct sum of module categories of projective Noetherian
R-algebras. But for now, assume just that R is a commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra.

Definition 7.3.8. Let S be any commutative ring and {Ji}i∈I be a family of two-sided ideals of S such
that Ji + Jj = S whenever i 6= j. Let J be the category of S-modules M =

∑

i∈IMi where

Mi = {m ∈M : ∀x ∈ Ji ∃n ∈ N, xnm = 0}.

Note that m1 +m2 ∈Mi whenever m1,m2 ∈Mi since for each x ∈ Ji we can choose the higher value
n1 and n2 and then xmax{n1,n2} kills m1 +m2. Since S is commutative Mi becomes an S-module.

Lemma 7.3.9. Let S be any commutative ring and {Ji}i∈I be a family of two-sided ideals of S such that
Ji + Jj = S whenever i 6= j. The following assertions hold.

(i) If M ∈ J , then M =
⊕

i∈IMi.

(ii) The category J is closed under submodules, quotients and direct sums.

(iii) The functor J → J , given by M 7→Mi, is an exact functor.
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Proof. See [GJ81, 1.4.3]. Due to [GJ81, 1.4.2], J is also closed under direct sums. For each element of
the quotient of M ∈ J and for every xi ∈ Ji we can pick the ni ∈ N which satisfies the condition in
[GJ81, 1.4.2] for its preimage. Hence, J is also closed under quotients.

To get an idea of what Lemma 7.3.9 is doing we can think about central idempotents. For a set of
central orthogonal idempotents, {e1, . . . , en} of a commutative ring S, define Ji = S

∑n
j=1,j 6=i ej. Then

Ji + Jj = S whenever i 6= j and Mi = eiM . Hence, Lemma 7.3.9 is a generalization of the process of
decomposing a module in terms of orthogonal idempotents over a commutative ring.

We will now apply Lemma 7.3.9 to the symmetric algebra of the Cartan algebra S = U(hR) = S(hR)
and the category O[λ],(II),R taking the role of J . For each λ ∈ h∗R, define the R-algebra homomorphism
pλ : S(hR) → R, given by h 7→ λ(h), h ∈ hR.

Lemma 7.3.10. Fix λ ∈ h∗R. Consider the family of ideals Jµ := ker pµ, µ ∈ [λ], of the symmetric
algebra S(hR). Then Jµ1 + Jµ2 = S(hR) whenever µ1 6= µ2.

Proof. The result follows from R being a Q-algebra. See [GJ81, 1.4.4].

Corollary 7.3.11. For every M ∈ O[λ],(II),R, the following assertions hold:

1. M =
⊕

µ∈[λ]Mµ.

2. The assignment M 7→Mµ is an exact functor on O[λ],(II),R.

3. The category O[λ],(II),R is closed under quotients, submodules and direct sums.

Proof. It follows combining Lemma 7.3.9 with Lemma 7.3.10. See [GJ81, 1.4.4].

Corollary 7.3.12. The categories O[λ],(I),R and O[λ],R are closed under submodules, quotients and direct

sums. Furthermore, if M ∈ O[λ],R, then M ∈ U(n−R)-mod.

Proof. See [GJ81, 1.4.7] and [GJ81, 1.4.8].

Taking into account that the Verma modules are free of rank one over U(n−R), the second part of
Corollary 7.3.12 can be interpreted as saying that Verma modules are in some sense the building blocks
of the category O[λ],R taking the place of projective indecomposable modules. Note once more that for
non-local rings the category O[λ],R is very far from being Krull-Schmidt. To make this statement about
Verma modules more precise, the following equivalent construction of Verma modules is useful.

For each λ ∈ h∗R, the Verma module ∆(λ) is generated by 1U(gR) ⊗U(bR) 1R as U(gR)-module. More-

over, for every α ∈ Φ+, 1R ⊗ xα acts as zero and each h ∈ hR acts as λ(h). Also ∆(λ) is free as U(n−R)-
module, therefore the surjective map U(gR) → ∆(λ) given by 1U(gR) 7→ 1U(gR) ⊗U(bR) 1R has kernel Iλ
where Iλ is the ideal generated by 1R ⊗ xα, α ∈ Φ+ and h− λ(h)1R, h ∈ hR. Hence, ∆(λ) ≃ U(gR)/Iλ.

Lemma 7.3.13. Let M ∈ O[λ],R. The following assertions hold.

(a) M ∈ O[λ],R has a finite filtration with quotients isomorphic to quotients of ∆(µ), µ ∈ [λ].

(b) For each µ ∈ [λ], Mµ ∈ R-mod.

(c) For every N ∈ O[λ],R, HomO[λ],R
(M,N) ∈ R-mod.

Proof. For (a) see [GJ81, 1.4.9] and (b) is [GJ81, 1.4.10].

Proposition 7.3.14. Let M,N ∈ O[λ],R. Then HomO[λ],R
(M,N) ∈ R-mod.
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Proof. We will proceed by induction on the length of M and N by quotients of Verma modules given in
Lemma 7.3.13. Let Q(µ) be a quotient of ∆(µ) and Q(ω) be a quotient of ∆(ω), µ, ω ∈ [λ]. Applying
HomO[λ],R

(−, Q(µ)) we obtain the monomorphism HomO[λ],R
(Q(ω), Q(µ)) → HomO[λ],R

(∆(ω), Q(µ)) ⊂
Q(µ)ω . By (b), Q(µ)ω ∈ R-mod. Since R is a Noetherian ring we obtain that HomO[λ],R

(Q(ω), Q(µ)) ∈
R-mod. Assume now that there exists an exact sequence 0 → M ′ → M → Q(ω) → 0. Again, applying
HomO[λ],R

(−, Q(µ)) we obtain the exact sequence

0 → HomO[λ],R
(Q(ω), Q(µ)) → HomO[λ],R

(M,Q(µ)) → X → 0, (124)

where X is a submodule of HomO[λ],R
(M ′, Q(µ)) ∈ R-mod by induction.

Thus, X ∈ R-mod and HomO[λ],R
(M,Q(µ)) ∈ R-mod. Now, using exact sequences 0 → N ′ → N →

Q(µ) → 0 and applying HomO[λ],R
(M,−)) we obtain by induction that HomO[λ],R

(M,N) ∈ R-mod.

7.3.6 Verma flags

For this subsection, we will require in addition that R is a local commutative Noetherian ring which is a
Q-algebra. We will now discuss modules having filtrations by Verma modules. As usual, we will denote
by F(∆[λ]) the full subcategory of O[λ],R having a filtration by modules ∆(µ), µ ∈ [λ], where ∆[λ] denotes
the set {∆(µ) : µ ∈ [λ]}. In the literature, these filtrations are known as Verma flags.

To construct Verma flags, we need to discuss the tensor product of modules in O[λ],R.
Let aR be any Lie algebra with finite rank over R. Recall that L ⊗R M ∈ U(aR)-Mod whenever

L,M ∈ U(aR) with action a · (l ⊗ m) = (al) ⊗ m + l ⊗ (am), a ∈ aR, and any left U(aR)-module L
can be regarded as right U(aR)-module by taking l · a := −al, a ∈ aR. This is a consequence of the
universal enveloping algebra of a Lie algebra being a Hopf algebra. For each left U(aR)-module, by L∗

we mean the left U(aR)-module, HomR(L,R), which inherits the left action by regarding L as a right
U(aR)-module. So, for every L,M ∈ U(aR)-Mod we can also regard HomR(L,M) as an U(aR)-module
by taking (a · f)(l) := af(l) − f(al), f ∈ HomR(L,M), a ∈ aR, l ∈ L. In particular, the aR-invariants
of HomR(L,M) are the elements f ∈ HomR(L,M) satisfying a · f = 0. Therefore, they coincide with
HomU(aR)(L,M).

So, the following Tensor Identity (see [Hum08, 3.6]) also holds for Lie algebras over commutative
rings.

Lemma 7.3.15. For L ∈ U(bR)-Mod, M ∈ U(gR)-Mod, we have the isomorphism

U(gR)⊗U(bR) (L⊗RM) ≃ (U(gR)⊗U(bR) L)⊗RM. (125)

Proof. For any X ∈ U(gR)-Mod, we can write

HomU(gR)(U(gR)⊗U(bR) (L⊗RM), X) ≃ HomU(bR)(L⊗RM,X) (126)

≃ HomU(bR)(L,HomR(M,X)) (127)

≃ HomU(bR)(L,HomU(gR)(U(gR),HomR(M,X)) (128)

≃ HomU(gR)((U(gR)⊗U(bR) L)⊗RM,X). (129)

The first isomorphism is obtained by Tensor-Hom adjunction, the second by Tensor-Hom adjunction and
taking on both sides bR-invariants and the other ones are again obtained by Tensor-Hom adjunction. So,
this provides an isomorphism between these two Hom functors. By taking the image of the identity on
(U(gR)⊗U(bR)L)⊗RM under the unit of the isomorphism of functors we obtain the desired isomorphism
as U(gR)-modules.

Remark 7.3.16. The functor U(gR) ⊗U(bR) − : U(bR)-Mod∩R-Proj → U(gR)-Mod is exact. In fact,

U(gR) ≃ U(n−R)⊗R U(bR) ∈ U(bR)-Proj when regarded as U(bR)-module.

The following is the generalization of [Hum08, 3.6].
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Proposition 7.3.17. Assume that R is a local commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let
M ∈ O[λ],R which is free over the ground ring R. Then ∆(ω)⊗RM ∈ F({∆(µ+ ω) : µ ∈ [λ], Mµ 6= 0}).

Proof. The module M is free of finite rank, and so each Mµ is also free of finite rank. Hence, the basis of
M can be picked among the weight vectors of M . So, the arguments used in [Hum08, 3.6] are still valid
when the ground ring is R.

Now, we show that the results in [Hum08, 3.7] also hold in this setup.

Proposition 7.3.18. Assume that R is a local commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let
M ∈ F(∆[λ]). The following assertions hold.

(a) If µ is a maximal weight in M , then ∆(µ) ⊂M and M/∆(µ) ∈ F(∆[λ]).

(b) The category F(∆[λ]) is closed under direct summands.

(c) M is free as U(n−R)-module.

Proof. The argument for [Hum08, 3.7(a)] remains valid in our setup. Assume that M =M1 ⊕M2 has a
filtration by Verma modules. If M is a Verma module, then there is nothing to prove since R is local the
Verma modules are indecomposable modules. We shall proceed by induction on the size of the filtration
of M . Let µ be a maximal weight of M . We have Mµ = (M1)µ ⊕ (M2)µ. Assume that (M1)µ 6= 0. By
(a), ∆(µ) ⊂M1 ⊂M and M/∆(µ) ≃M1/∆(µ)⊕M2 ∈ F(∆[λ]). By induction, M1/∆(µ) has a filtration
by Verma modules. So, M1 ∈ F(∆[λ]).

By proceeding on induction on the filtration of M and since each Verma module is free as U(n−R)-
module we obtain that M is also free as U(n−R)-module.

7.3.7 Duality in BGG categories over commutative rings

The classical category O admits a simple preserving duality functor. However, since the most interesting
modules in the category O are not finite-dimensional we cannot use the usual standard duality. But, the
weight spaces are finite-dimensional, and so this property could be used to define a duality in O using the
standard duality ”locally”. However, there is another problem in this case. For a general BGG category
O over a commutative local Noetherian ring R which is a Q-algebra we cannot define a duality, even
locally, for all modules. We have to focus our attention only on those modules which are free over R. In
addition, we have to impose that R is an integral domain.

Define M∨ =
⊕

µ∈[λ]DMµ for M ∈ O[λ],R ∩ R-Proj. This becomes an U(gR)-module by imposing

(g · f)(v) = f(τ(g)v), where τ : U(gR) → U(gR) is the involution map that fixes hR and sends xα to x−α
for every α ∈ Φ. Using the fact that R is an integral domain one sees that his action identifies (DM)µ
with D(Mλ) justifying why we changed the action. In fact, any f ∈ DM with weight µ satisfies

f(µ(h)m) = µ(h)f(m) = (h · f)(m) = f(τ(h)m) = f(hm) = f(ω(h)m), ∀m ∈Mω. (130)

Now using that R is an integral domain we would obtain that f(m) = 0 for all m ∈Mω whenever ω 6= µ.
Hence, M∨ ∈ O[λ],(II),R whenever M ∈ O[l],R.

Observe also that for every α ∈ Φ+, f ∈ (DM)µ, we have

h(xαf) = [h, xα]f + xαhf = α(h)xαf + µ(h)xαf = (α+ µ)(h)xαf, ∀h ∈ hR. (131)

Hence, xαf ∈ (DM)α+µ ≃ D(Mα+µ). So, n+Rf ∈ R-mod and consequently, M∨ ∈ O[λ],(I),R whenever
M ∈ O[λ],R. The problem lies in deciding if M∨ ∈ O[λ],R, that is if M∨ is finitely generated as U(gR)-
module. In the classical case, this is achieved by exploiting the simple modules and the composition
series of the modules in O.

Observe that for M ∈ O[λ],(I),R ∩R-Proj, (M∨)∨ =
⊕

µ∈[λ]DDMµ ≃
⊕

µ∈[λ]Mµ ≃M .

So, in short, we obtained a contravariant exact functor (−)∨ : O[λ],(I),R∩R-Proj → O[λ],(I),R∩R-Proj
which is self-dual. In particular, it is fully faithful.
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7.3.8 Change of rings

It is at this point that our approach will start to diverge from Gabber and Joseph. As the reader may
see we are closer to seeing that O[λ],R is a split highest weight category. But, for that, we require further
techniques and constructions. In particular, how O[λ],R behaves under change of ground ring.

Concerning Verma modules, we can see that they remain Verma under change of ring. In fact, for
every commutative R-algebra S which is a Noetherian ring, and any λ ∈ h∗R,

S ⊗R ∆(λ) = S ⊗R U(gR)⊗U(bR) Rλ ≃ S ⊗R U(gR)⊗S⊗RU(bR) S ⊗R Rλ ≃ U(gS)⊗U(bS) S1S⊗Rλ

= ∆(1S ⊗R λ).

More generally, we can say the following.

Lemma 7.3.19. Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra and let λ ∈ h∗R. For any
commutative Noetherian ring S which is an R-algebra, the functor S ⊗R − : O[λ],R → O[1S⊗Rλ],S is well
defined and S ⊗R ∆(µ) ≃ ∆(1S ⊗R µ) for every µ ∈ [λ]. Moreover, S ⊗RMµ = (S ⊗RM)1S⊗µ for every
µ ∈ [λ].

Proof. Observe that S is also a Q-algebra, by imposing q · 1S = (q1R) · 1S. Let M ∈ O[λ],R. By Lemma
7.3.11, M =

⊕

µ∈[λ]Mµ. Thus, S ⊗RM =
∑

µ∈[λ] S ⊗RMµ and S ⊗RM ∈ U(gS)-mod, by identifying

U(gS) with S ⊗R U(gR). By assumption, for all m ∈M ,

U(n+S )(1S ⊗m) ≃ S ⊗R U(n+R)(1S ⊗m) ≃ S ⊗R U(n+R)m ∈ S-mod . (132)

Since the elements 1S ⊗m, m ∈M , generate S ⊗RM we obtain that S ⊗RM ∈ O[1S⊗Rλ],S . It remains
to show that S ⊗R Mµ = (S ⊗RM)µ for every µ ∈ [λ]. Any element of S ⊗RMµ has weight 1S ⊗R µ.
So, S ⊗RMµ ⊂ (S ⊗RM)1S⊗µ. But, for each µ ∈ [λ],

(S ⊗RM)1⊗µ ⊂ S ⊗RM =
∑

θ∈[λ]

S ⊗RMθ ⊂
∑

θ∈[λ]

(S ⊗RM)1⊗θ. (133)

Since S⊗RM ∈ O[1S⊗Rλ],S , we can write S⊗RM =
⊕

ω∈[1S⊗Rλ]
(S⊗RM)ω and consequently the result

follows.

We observe that we cannot apply right way Theorem 4.15 of [Rou08] (see also [Cru23, Theorem
3.1.2]) since O[λ],R is still too big and contains an infinite number of Verma modules. Instead, we will
construct projective objects and decompose O[λ],R into smaller subcategories which will allow us to
construct projective Noetherian R-algebras with module categories being deformations of the blocks of
the category O. To obtain such a statement R being local is crucial. In fact, Gabber and Joseph [GJ81,
1.7] proved that all simple modules are quotients of Verma modules and the number of simple modules
for deformations of the category O that appear as a quotient of a Verma module depends on the number
of maximal ideals of the ground ring. So, outside local rings, we cannot expect O[λ],R to decompose in
the desired way.

As in the classical case, the first step is to see that the center of the universal enveloping algebra
behaves well under change of ground ring.

Lemma 7.3.20. Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra and S a commutative
Noetherian ring which is an R-algebra. Then S ⊗R Z(gR) ≃ Z(gS).

Proof. Actually, we just need to observe that R ⊗Q Z(gQ) = Z(R ⊗Q gQ). Assume for the moment that
it holds. Then

S ⊗R Z(U(gR)) ≃ S ⊗R Z(R⊗Q U(gQ)) ≃ S ⊗R R⊗Q Z(U(gQ)) ≃ Z(S ⊗Q U(gQ)) ≃ Z(U(gS)).

The result for R = Q is straightforward. The inclusion R ⊗Q Z(gQ) ⊂ Z(R ⊗Q gQ) is clear. Since any
element of Z(R ⊗Q U(gQ)) can be written in the form

∑

i∈F ri ⊗ ai with {ri : i ∈ F} being a linearly
independent set over Q, it follows that all ai belong to Z(gQ).
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In light of Lemma 7.3.20, the next natural question is to know what happens to the central characters
under change of ring.

Let πR denote the projection U(gR) ։ U(hR) and λ ∈ h∗R. By the PBW theorem, for each λ ∈ h∗R,
and each commutative Noetherian ring S which is an R-algebra, we obtain the commutative diagrams

S ⊗R U(gR) S ⊗R U(hR) S ⊗R U(hR) S ⊗R R

U(gS) U(hS) U(hS) S

S⊗RπR

≃ ≃

1S⊗Rλ

≃ ≃

πS 1Sλ

. (134)

Here, 1Sλ denotes the homomorphism of R-algebras given by (1Sλ)(1S ⊗Z hα) = 1Sλ(1R ⊗Z hα) ∈ S for
each α ∈ Π . In particular, 1Sλ ∈ h∗S .

By Lemma 7.3.20, and combining all these diagrams we obtain the following commutative diagrams

S ⊗R Z(gR) S ⊗R U(hR) S ⊗R Z(gR) S ⊗R R

Z(gS) U(hS) Z(hS) S

≃ ≃

S⊗Rχλ

≃ ≃

χ1Sλ

. (135)

If I is an ideal of R, there is one more commutative diagram of interest:

R/I ⊗R U(hR) R/I ⊗R R

U(hR)/IU(hR) R/I

1R/I⊗Rλ

≃ ≃ , (136)

where the bottom map is given by 1R ⊗Z hα + IU(hR) 7→ λ(1R ⊗Z hα) + I, α ∈ Π . In other words, this
is the image of λ ∈ h∗R in h∗R/Ih

∗
R.

7.3.9 Decomposition of O[λ],R into blocks

Assume in the remainder of this section that R is a local commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-
algebra. To simplify notation, we shall denote by λ the image of λ ∈ h∗R in h∗R/mh∗R, where m is the
maximal ideal of the local ring R, and denote by r the image of r ∈ R in the quotient R/m. We will
also denote by z the image of z ∈ Z(gR) in Z(gR)/mZ(gR). Recall that W is the Weyl group associated
with the root system Φ. Explicitly, each reflection sα acts in the following way: sαλ = λ − 〈λ, α∨〉Rα,
where 1Rα can be seen as the element in h∗R satisfying 1Rα(1 ⊗ hα) = 2. So, the Weyl group W acts on
h∗R(m) ≃ R(m)⊗R h∗R ≃ h∗R/mh∗R. In particular, for any w ∈ W and λ ∈ h∗R we have w · λ = w · λ, under

the dot action (see [GJ81, 1.8.1]).

Definition 7.3.21. Let K be a field of characteristic zero. For each µ ∈ h∗K , we can consider the root
system making the weight µ integral, that is, Φµ := {α ∈ Φ: 〈µ, α∨〉K ∈ Z} and its associated Weyl
group Wµ := {w ∈W : w · µ− µ ∈ ΛK}.

Definition 7.3.22. Let λ ∈ h∗R. We call D ⊂ [λ] a block of [λ] if {µ : µ ∈ D} is an orbit under the dot
action of the Weyl group W .

Remark 7.3.23. 1. Every orbit under the Weyl group is a finite set, so a block is always finite.

2. If µ1, µ2 ∈ D, then µ1 −µ2 ∈ ΛR and since all non-zero integers are invertible in R, we also obtain
µ1 − µ2 ∈ ΛR(m). Further, {µ : µ ∈ D} is a W -orbit and also an orbit under the subgroup Wµ1

.
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Lemma 7.3.24. Let λ ∈ h∗R and let D ⊂ [λ] be a block. Then there exists µ ∈ h∗R, ν ∈ mh∗R satisfying

(i) sαµ− µ ∈ Zα for all α ∈ Φµ.

(ii) D =Wµ · µ+ ν.

Proof. See [GJ81, 1.8.2].

It follows that [λ] is a disjoint union of its blocks. Now knowing how to decompose [λ], we shall proceed
to decompose O[λ],R. The idea is analogous to the argument showing that any module decomposes into
its weight modules as U(hR)-modules using now the commutative algebra Z(gR).

Lemma 7.3.25. Let λ ∈ h∗R. If µ, ω ∈ [λ] belong to distinct blocks, then kerχω + kerχµ = Z(gR).

Proof. See [GJ81, 1.8.3].

As a consequence, it follows that all central characters which are non-zero χµ : Z(gR) → R are
surjective for µ ∈ [λ] since we can always find a weight which belongs to a different block than the one
that contains µ.

Lemma 7.3.26. Let λ ∈ h∗R. Suppose that µ, ω ∈ [λ] belong to the same block. Then kerχω = kerχµ.

Proof. Let D = Wµ · µ + ν be a block of [λ]. By the commutative diagram (134) and Theorem 7.3.7,
the surjective map χw·µ−µ = χw·µ+ν − χµ+ν becomes zero under R(m) ⊗R − for any w ∈ Wµ. So, the
image of χw·µ−µ is contained in m and the central character is not surjective. But, this can only happen
if χw·µ−µ is the zero map. Now, assume that x ∈ kerχµ+ν . Then for every w ∈Wµ,

χw·µ+ν(x) = w · µ(πR(x)) + ν(πR(x)) = w · µ(πR(x))− µ(πR(x)) = χw·µ−µ(x) = 0. (137)

So, x is also an element of kerχw·µ+ν .

Proposition 7.3.27. Let R be a local commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let λ ∈ h∗R.
For every M ∈ O[λ],R, M =

⊕

DM
D, where D runs over all blocks of [λ] and

MD := {m ∈M : ∀x ∈ kerχµ, µ ∈ D, ∃n ∈ N xnm = 0}.

Moreover, the following assertions hold:

(a) MD is non-zero only for a finite number of blocks D of [λ].

(b) ∆(µ)D = ∆(µ) if and only if µ ∈ D, otherwise it is zero.

(c) M 7→MD is an exact endofunctor on O[λ],R.

Proof. The result follows from Lemma 7.3.9 together with Lemma 7.3.25 and 7.3.26. (b) follows by Lemma
7.3.26 observing what is the action of PBW monomials on the generator of ∆(µ) and the exactness in
(c). See also [GJ81, 1.8.4, 1.8.5, 1.8.6].

Definition 7.3.28. Let R be a local commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let λ ∈ h∗R.
For a block D ⊂ [λ], define OD the full subcategory of O[λ],R whose objects satisfy M =MD.

In the classical case, the blocks of the category O are in a one-to-one correspondence with the an-
tidominant weights. We can generalize the notion of dominant and antidominant weight to this setup
since these notions will help us study the structure of the category O[λ],R. We will call µ ∈ h∗R a dom-
inant weight if µ is a dominant weight. Analogously, we will call µ an antidominant weight if µ is
an antidominant weight. We call µ ∈ h∗R an integral dominant weight if µ is an integral dominant
weight.
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We should remark that the blocks D of [λ] are constructed with the ring R in mind. So, after change of
rings these blocks can be refined even further. Moreover, the interested reader can see that typically the
Weyl groups associated with elements 1S ⊗ µ are subgroups of the Weyl groups associated with elements
µ. This is the phenomenon that we will exploit in this deformation of the category O, although we will
not explore it under the current formulation.

Lemma 7.3.29. Let λ ∈ h∗R. Let D be a block of [λ]. Then D admits a unique (resp. antidominant)
dominant weight µ. In addition, µ is (resp. minimal) maximal in D.

Proof. Since every non-zero integer is invertible in R, the uniqueness and existence of dominant weights
in Wθθ implies the uniqueness and existence of dominant weights in Wθθ + ν for ν ∈ mh∗R and θ ∈ h∗R.
The result now follows from Lemma 7.3.24.

It is a natural question to know whether extension of scalars S ⊗R − preserves dominant (resp.
antidominant) weights.

Lemma 7.3.30. Let R be a local Noetherian integral domain which is a Q-algebra. Assume that S is
isomorphic to one of the following rings:

• a localization Rp of R at some prime ideal p of R;

• a quotient ring R/I of R for some ideal I.

If λ ∈ h∗R is a dominant weight, then 1S⊗R λ is a dominant weight. If λ ∈ h∗R is an antidominant weight,
then 1S ⊗R λ is an antidominant weight.

Proof. We will prove the assertion for dominant weights. The other case is analogous. By assumption, λ
is a dominant weight. That is, 〈λ + 1R(m)ρ, α

∨〉R(m) /∈ Z− for every α ∈ Φ+. So, 〈λ + ρ, α∨〉R /∈ Z− +m

for every α ∈ Φ+. Assume that S = Rp for some prime ideal p of R and assume, by contradiction, that
1Rp

⊗λ is not a dominant weight. Hence, there exists α ∈ Φ+ such that 〈1S⊗λ+1Sρ, 1Sα
∨〉S ∈ Z−+pp.

Further, there exists t ∈ Z− and s ∈ R\p so that s(〈λ+ ρ, α∨〉R − t) ∈ p. Thus, 〈λ+ ρ, α∨〉R − t ∈ p ⊂ m

for some α ∈ Φ+. The existence of such t contradicts λ being a dominant weight. So, 1S ⊗R λ is a
dominant weight.

Assume now that S = R/I for some ideal I. In particular, m/I is the unique maximal ideal of S.
Assume, by contradiction, that 1S ⊗R λ is not a dominant weight. Then there exists α ∈ Φ+, t ∈ Z−,
x ∈ m so that 〈λ + ρ, α∨〉R − t − x ∈ I ⊂ m. Hence, 〈λ + ρ, α∨〉R − t ∈ m which contradicts λ being a
dominant weight.

We can now see that there are no homomorphisms between Verma modules that belong to distinct
blocks.

Lemma 7.3.31. Let R be a local commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let λ ∈ h∗R. Then
HomO[λ],R

(M,N) = 0 if M ∈ OD1 ∩ F(∆[λ]) and N ∈ OD2 ∩ F(∆[λ]) for distinct blocks D1 6= D2 of [λ].

Proof. Assume that D1 = Wµ · µ + ν1 and D2 = Wω · ω + ν2. As usual, we will start with the Verma
modules. Suppose that HomO[λ],R

(∆(w1 · µ+ ν1),∆(w2 · ω + ν2)) 6= 0 for w1 ∈Wµ, w2 ∈Wω . Then

0 6= HomU(gR)(U(gR)⊗U(bR) Rw1·µ+ν1 ,∆(w2 · ω + ν2)) (138)

≃ HomU(bR)(Rw1·µ+ν1 ,∆(w2 · ω + ν2)) ⊂ ∆(w2 · ω + ν2)w1·µ+ν1 . (139)

It follows that w2 ·ω+ ν2 −w1 · µ− ν1 ∈ Z+
0 Π . By Lemma 7.3.19, we obtain that ∆(w2 · ω)w1·µ 6= 0. So,

also ∆(w2 · ω)w1·µ(m) ≃ ∆(w2 · ω)w1·µ 6= 0. Since ∆(w2 · ω)w1·µ ∈ R-proj it must be non-zero. Hence,
w2 ·ω−w1 ·µ ∈ Z+

0 Π . Therefore, ν2 − ν1 ∈ Z+
0 Π . But, this forces ν2 = ν1 since all non-zero integers are

invertible in R. By assumption, ∆(w2ω + ν2)w1·µ+ν2 6= 0 and it contains an element which is killed by
n+R. Since this module is free, one of its elements basis of the form xt1−α1

· · ·xtd−αd
(1U(gR)⊗U(bR)

1Rw2·ω+ν2
),
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αi ∈ Π which does not belong to m∆(w2 · ω + ν2) is killed by n+R. Therefore, there exists a non-zero
map between ∆(w1 · µ) and ∆(w2 · ω). Therefore, both Verma modules ∆(w1 · µ) and ∆(w2 · ω) have a
common simple module as composition factor, and so they belong to the same block. By Theorem 7.3.7
(f), Wµ = Wω, and ω = w · µ for some w ∈ Wµ. Hence, ω − w · µ = ν for some ν ∈ mh∗R. As we have
seen, w2 · ω − w1 · µ = w2w · µ + w2 · ν − w1 · µ ∈ Z+

0 Π . So, also w2 · ν ∈ Z+
0 Π . Therefore, ν = 0. This

shows that the blocks D1 and D2 coincide.
Now, the claim follows using the (finite) filtrations of M and N by quotients of Verma modules.

7.3.10 Projective objects in O[λ],R

At this point, it is difficult to know whether there is information getting out of the blocks of O[λ],R, that
is, if there are non-zero homomorphisms between modules belonging to distinct blocks. For modules with
a Verma filtration, we saw that such a situation is not possible. But, since we do not know if this is the
case for general modules, the classical arguments for the construction of projective objects do not carry
over to this more general setup. In particular, not knowing if the previous situation might or might not
happen makes it difficult to deduce whether the Verma module associated with a dominant weight is a
projective object or not. Instead, we will take the advantage of knowing projective objects in O[λ],(II),R

to construct projective objects in O[λ],R ∩R-Proj, using change of rings techniques.
For each µ ∈ [λ], define Q(µ) := U(gR) ⊗U(hR) Rµ ∈ O[λ],(II),R. These modules are a sort of

linearisation of the projective module U(gR). Note that by the PBW theorem,

Q(µ) ≃ U(n−R)⊗R U(hR)⊗R U(n+R)⊗U(hR) Rλ ≃ U(n+R)⊗R U(n−R) ∈ R-Proj .

Also, for every commutative R-algebra which is a Noetherian ring, S ⊗R Q(µ) ≃ Q(1S ⊗R µ). The
main difference between Q(µ) and the Verma modules is that Q(µ) is not annihilated by n+R. But, this
feature allows Q(µ) to detect more information outside O. For instance, for every M ∈ U(gR)-Mod,
HomU(gR)(Q(µ),M) ≃Mµ, and thus the functor HomU(gR)(Q(µ),−) : O[λ],(II),R → O[λ],(II),R is exactly
the functor M 7→ Mµ which is exact by Corollary 7.3.11. Therefore, Q(µ) is a projective object in
O[λ],(II),R. As Gabber and Joseph pointed out, O[λ],(II),R is closed under arbitrary direct sums, hence each
weight moduleMµ is a quotient of an arbitrary direct sum of copies of Q(µ), and so eachM ∈ O[λ],(II),R is
a quotient of an arbitrary direct sum of copies of modules of the form Q(µ), where µ runs over all weights
in [λ]. Hence, O[λ],(II),R has enough projectives, and so we can use homological algebra techniques on
O[λ],(II),R. We obtained so far, the following:

Lemma 7.3.32. Let R be a local commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let λ ∈ h∗R. The
following assertions hold.

(a) The modules Q(µ) = U(gR)⊗U(hR) Rµ ∈ O[λ],(II),R ∩R-Proj are projective objects in O[λ],(II),R.

(b) The module
⊕

µ∈[λ]Q(µ) is a projective generator of O[λ],(II),R and O[λ],(II),R has enough projec-
tives.

(c) For every commutative R-algebra S which is a Noetherian ring, S ⊗RQ(µ) ≃ Q(1S ⊗R µ), µ ∈ [λ].

Now, observe the following: given an exact sequence 0 → Q → X → P → 0 ∈ Ext1O[λ],(II),R
(P,Q), if

P,Q ∈ O[λ],R, then also X ∈ U(gR)-mod and some power of n+R annihilates X . Hence, X ∈ O[λ],R. Since
O[λ],R is a full subcategory of O[λ],(II),R, such exact sequence is an exact sequence in O[λ],R.

Lemma 7.3.33. Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra with unique
maximal ideal m. Let λ ∈ h∗R. The following assertions hold.

(a) For each P ∈ O[λ],(I),R ∩ R-Proj, Ext1O[λ],(II),R
(P,X) = 0 for every X ∈ O[λ],(I),R ∩ R-Proj if and

only if P is a projective object in O[λ],(I),R ∩R-Proj.
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(b) For each P ∈ O[λ],R ∩R-Proj, Ext1O[λ],(II),R
(P,X) = 0 for every X ∈ O[λ],R ∩R-Proj if and only if

P is a projective object in O[λ],R ∩R-Proj.

(c) If P ∈ O[λ],R ∩R-Proj so that P (m) is a projective object in O[λ],R(m), then P is a projective object
in O[λ],R ∩R-Proj.

Proof. The assertions (a) and (b) follow immediately from the above discussion. To prove (c) we want to
apply (b) together with Corollary 2.3.9. In order to do that, we have to proceed by induction on the Krull
dimension of R. If dimR is zero, then R = R(m) and there is nothing to prove. Let x ∈ m/m2. Fix S =
R/Rx, so dimS = dimR− 1 and for any module X ∈ U(gR)-Mod, we can write X(m) ≃ (S ⊗RX)(mS),
where mS denotes m/Rx. Hence, by assumption, S ⊗R P ∈ O[1S⊗Rλ],S ∩ S-Proj so that P (mS) ≃ P (m)
is a projective object in O[λ,S(mS)]

, where S(mS) = R(m). By induction, S⊗R P is a projective object in
O[1S⊗Rλ],S ∩ S-Proj.

Consider a projective resolution of P by direct sums of
⊕

µ∈[λ]Q(µ) and denote the respective deleted

projective resolution by Q•. Since P ∈ R-Proj, each Q(µ) ∈ R-Proj and the tensor product commutes
with arbitrary direct sums we obtain that S ⊗R Q• is a deleted projective resolution of S ⊗R P in
O[1S⊗Rλ],(II),S . Now, for each X ∈ O[λ],R ∩R-Proj,

HomO[λ],(II),R
(
⊕

µ∈[λ]

Q(µ), X) ≃
∏

µ∈[λ]

HomO[λ],(II),R
(Q(µ), X) ≃

∏

µ∈[λ]

Xµ. (140)

Each Xµ is a flat module, and since every Noetherian ring is coherent, so the arbitrary direct product of
flat modules is flat. Hence, the complex HomO[λ],(II),R

(Q•, X) satisfies the hypothesis of Corollary 2.3.9.
Further, since R is Noetherian and applying Lemma 7.3.19 we obtain

S ⊗R HomO[λ],(II),R
(
⊕

µ∈[λ]

Q(µ), X) ≃ S ⊗R
∏

µ∈[λ]

Xµ ≃
∏

µ∈[λ]

S ⊗R Xµ ≃
∏

µ∈[λ]

X1S⊗Rµ (141)

≃ HomO[1S⊗Rλ],(II),S
(

⊕

1S⊗Rµ∈[1S⊗Rλ]

Q(1S ⊗R µ), S ⊗R X). (142)

Therefore, for each integer i > 0,

Hi(HomO[λ],(II),R
(Q•, X)) = ExtiO[λ],(II),R

(P,X),

Hi(S ⊗R HomO[λ],(II),R
(Q•, X)) = ExtiO[1S⊗Rλ],(II),S

(S ⊗R P, S ⊗R X).

By Corollary 2.3.9 and S ⊗R P being projective in O[1S⊗Rλ],(II),S we obtain that

Ext1O[λ],(II),R
(P,X)⊗R R/Rx = 0. Using the surjective map R/Rx → R/m we obtain that

Ext1O[λ],(II),R
(P,X)⊗R R/m = 0. Observe that P is finitely generated as U(gR)-module (for which such

generator set can be chosen to be a set of weight vectors). Hence, we can choose only a finite set of
weights F so that

⊕

µ∈F Q(µ) → P is a surjective map. Since R is Noetherian and each weight module

of X is finitely generated as R-module, Ext1O[λ],(II),R
(P,X) is a quotient of a finitely generated R-module,

and so it is finitely generated. By Nakayama’s Lemma, Ext1O[λ],(II),R
(P,X) = 0. By (b), P is a projective

object in O[λ],R ∩R-Proj.

The construction of projective objects in O is based on tensoring Verma projective modules with
simple modules of finite vector space dimension. These are the simple modules indexed by an integral
dominant weight. Their deformations in O[λ],R are similarly obtained. We are expecting them to be

free as U(n−R)-modules and consequently free as R-modules. So, the modules taking the place of simple
modules should be free over R. For deformations, these modules are not the simple modules in O[λ],R.
The reason for this is that Gabber and Joseph showed that the simple modules in O[λ],R, where R is a
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local commutative Noetherian Q-algebra, are of the form ∆(µ)/N , where m∆(µ) ⊂ N , µ ∈ [λ] and m is
the unique maximal ideal of R. Thus, mL(µ) = 0, and so L(µ) would be free over the ground ring if and
only if mN = m∆(µ). The latter condition is something that we just do not know at this point. So, we
must consider a different approach.

As we discussed we will try to obtain an integral version of the simple modules indexed by integral
dominant weights. Let µ ∈ h∗R be an integral dominant weight. We define JR be the left ideal of U(gR)
generated by the set of elements

{xα : α ∈ Φ+} ∪ {hα − µ(hα)1R : α ∈ Π} ∪ {xnα+1
−α : α ∈ Π}, (143)

where nα = 〈µ, α∨〉R(m) ∈ Z+
0 .

By the PBW theorem, the monomials generated by this set of elements are linearly independent and
also PBW monomials making JR a free R-module. Moreover, the basis of JR can be extended to a basis
of U(gR), so the canonical inclusion of JR into U(gR) is an (U(gR), R)-monomorphism. Also for any
commutative R-algebra S, S ⊗R JR is isomorphic to JS . Let E(µ) denote the quotient U(gR)/JR. Since
0 → JR → U(gR) → E(µ) → 0 remains exact under R(m) ⊗R − and U(gR) is free over R we obtain
TorR1 (E(µ), R(m)) = 0. Further, S ⊗R E(µ) ≃ E(1S ⊗R µ) for every commutative R-algebra S which is
a Noetherian ring making 1S ⊗R µ an integral dominant weight in h∗S . We can also see that E(µ) is a
quotient of ∆(µ). Therefore, E(µ) ∈ O[µ],R. In addition, R(m) ⊗R E(µ) ≃ L(1 ⊗R µ) and 1 ⊗R µ is an
integral dominant weight in h∗R(m). Therefore, it is finite-dimensional. By Nakayama’s Lemma, E(µ) is

finitely generated over R. Hence, E(µ) is free over R with finite rank (see for example [Rot09, Lemma
8.53g Theorem 4.58]). Observe that for each n ∈ N, by Lemma 7.3.19, the weights of E(nρ) are weights
ranging from −nρ to nρ. Moreover, the weight modules associated with −nρ and nρ are free with rank
one.

For each µ ∈ h∗R, if µ is not a dominant weight, then there is some α ∈ Φ+ so that 〈µ+ρ, α∨〉R(m) ∈ Z−.
Since 〈ρ, α∨〉R(m) = 1, there exists n ∈ N so that µ+ nρ is a dominant weight.

Definition 7.3.34. Let λ ∈ h∗R and µ ∈ [λ]. If µ is a dominant weight, define P (µ) := ∆(µ). Otherwise,
pick n ∈ N minimal so that µ+nρ ∈ [λ] is a dominant weight and define P (µ) := (∆(µ+nρ)⊗RE(nρ))Dµ ,
where Dµ is the block of [λ] that contains µ.

Theorem 7.3.35. Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra with unique
maximal ideal m. Let λ ∈ h∗R. The following assertions hold.

(a) If µ ∈ [λ] is a dominant weight, then ∆(µ) is projective in O[λ],R ∩R-Proj.

(b) The modules P (µ) ∈ ODµ are projective objects in O[λ],R∩R-Proj, where Dµ is the block of [λ] that
contains µ.

(c) For each µ ∈ [λ], there exists an exact sequence in ODµ

0 → C(µ) → P (µ) → ∆(µ) → 0, (144)

where C(µ) ∈ F(∆[λ]ω>µ
) and Dµ is the block that contains µ.

(d) Fix P =
⊕

µ∈[λ]

P (µ). For each Q ∈addO[λ],R
P , HomO[λ],R

(Q,M) ∈ R-proj for every M ∈ F(∆[λ]).

(e) Assume that S is isomorphic to one of the following rings:

• a localization Rp of R at some prime ideal p of R.

• a quotient ring R/I of R for some ideal I.

63



Then for each ω ∈ [λ], and M ∈ F(∆[λ]), the canonical map

S ⊗R HomO[λ],R(P (ω),M) → HomO[1S⊗Rλ],S(S ⊗R P (ω), S ⊗RM)

is an isomorphism.

Proof. If µ is a dominant weight, then µ is dominant. By Theorem 7.3.7(d), ∆(µ) is projective in
O[λ],R(m). By Lemma 7.3.33(b), ∆(µ) is projective in O[λ],R ∩R-Proj.

Since E(nρ) ∈ R-proj it is clear that P (µ) ∈ R-Proj. By Theorem 7.3.7(e),
R(m)⊗R ∆(µ+ nρ)⊗R E(nρ) ≃ ∆(µ + n1R(m)ρ) ⊗R(m) L(1R(m)nρ) is a projective object in O[λ],R(m).

By Lemma 7.3.33, ∆(µ+ nρ)⊗R E(nρ) is a projective object in O[λ],R ∩R-Proj. As P (µ) is a summand
of ∆(µ+ nρ)⊗R E(nρ) it is also a projective object in O[λ],R ∩R-Proj and also in ODµ ∩R-Proj.

If µ is dominant, the exact sequence on (c) is just the identity map on ∆(µ). Assume that µ is not
dominant. By Proposition 7.3.17, ∆(µ + nρ) ⊗R E(nρ) ∈ F({∆(µ + nρ + ω) : ω ∈ [λ], E(nρ)ω 6= 0}).
So, the lowest weight in the filtration of ∆(µ+ nρ)⊗R E(nρ) which occurs only once is µ+ nρ− nρ = µ
which again by Proposition 7.3.17 appears at the top of the filtration. We obtained in this way an exact
sequence

0 → C1(µ) → ∆(µ+ nρ)⊗R E(nρ) → ∆(µ) → 0. (145)

The remaining weights are of the form µ + nρ + γ, where γ ∈ NΠ is not smaller than −nρ. Hence,
µ+ nρ+ γ − µ ∈ NΠ . So, all weights of C1(µ) are greater than µ. Applying Dµ to (145) we obtain (c).

By the above discussion for (b), for each n ∈ N and each ω ∈ [λ], the functor
HomO[λ],R

(∆(ω) ⊗R E(nρ),−) is exact on F(∆[λ]). Therefore, HomO[λ],R
(∆(ω) ⊗R E(nρ),M) ∈ R-proj

for every M ∈ F(∆[λ]) if and only if HomO[λ],R
(∆(ω) ⊗R E(nρ),∆(µ)) ∈ R-proj for every µ ∈ [λ]. By

Lemma 7.3.31,

HomO[λ],R
((∆(ω) ⊗R E(nρ))D,∆(µ)D) ≃ HomO[λ],R

((∆(ω)⊗R E(nρ))D,∆(µ)), (146)

which is zero unless µ ∈ D. Assuming that µ ∈ D, again by Lemma 7.3.31,

HomO[λ],R
((∆(ω) ⊗R E(nρ))D,∆(µ)) ≃ HomO[λ],R

((∆(ω) ⊗R E(nρ)),∆(µ))

≃ HomO[λ],R
(∆(ω), E(nρ)∗ ⊗R ∆(µ)).

Since ω is dominant ∆(ω) is a projective object in F(∆[λ]). Hence, if ∆(λ) appears as a factor in a Verma
filtration of an arbitraryM ∈ F(∆[λ]), then we can assume that all its occurrences appear at the bottom
of the filtration. Moreover, all its occurrences can be encoded in a direct sum of copies of ∆(ω). Thanks
to ω being dominant, by Lemma 7.3.6 and Lemma 7.3.31, homomorphisms from ∆(ω) to another Verma
module ∆(ω1) are only non-zero if ω = ω1.

Therefore, if we fix M := E(nρ)∗ ⊗R ∆(µ) ∈ F(∆[λ]) by Proposition 7.3.17, we obtain

HomO[λ],R
(∆(ω),M) ≃ HomO[λ],R

(∆(ω),∆(ω)j) ≃ Rj , (147)

where j denotes the number of occurrences of ∆(ω) in M . This shows that HomO[λ],R
(P (ω),∆(µ)) ∈

R-proj for all µ ∈ [λ]. By induction on the size of filtrations by Verma modules, we obtain (d). Indeed,
if M ∈ F(∆[λ]), then there exists an exact sequence 0 → M ′ → M → ∆(µ) → 0 for some µ ∈ [λ] and
M ′ ∈ F(∆[λ]) having a filtration by Verma modules with lesser length than a filtration by Verma modules
of M . By induction, HomO[l],R

(P (ω),M ′) ∈ R-proj. Since HomO[l],R
(P (ω),−) is exact on F(∆[λ]) our

claim follows.
Now, we will proceed to prove (e). Let S be a local commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra.

Since any M ∈ F(∆[λ]) is free as R-module (of infinite rank), the filtrations in F(∆[λ]) remain exact
under S ⊗R −. In particular, assuming that 1S ⊗R ω is a dominant weight, (147) gives

S ⊗R HomO[λ],R
((∆(ω) ⊗R E(nρ))D,∆(µ)) ≃ S ⊗R R

j ≃ Sj
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≃ HomO[1S⊗Rλ],S(∆(1S ⊗R ω), E(n1Sρ)
∗ ⊗S ∆(1S ⊗R µ))

≃ HomO[1S⊗Rλ],S(∆(1S ⊗R ω)⊗S E(n1Sρ),∆(1S ⊗R µ))

≃ HomO[1S⊗Rλ],S(S ⊗R ∆(ω)⊗R E(nρ),∆(1 ⊗R µ))

≃ HomO[1S⊗Rλ],S(S ⊗R P (ω − nρ),∆(1 ⊗R µ)).

Since all these isomorphisms are functorial, we obtain that the canonical map

S ⊗R HomO[λ],R(P (ω − nρ),∆(µ)) → HomO[1S⊗Rλ],S(S ⊗R P (ω − nρ), S ⊗R ∆(µ))

is an isomorphism for every µ ∈ [λ]. Since P (ω − nρ) is a projective object in O[λ],R ∩ R-Proj by using
the previous statement there is for every M ∈ F(∆[λ]) a commutative diagram with exact columns

S ⊗R HomO[λ],R(P (ω − nρ),M ′) HomO[1S⊗Rλ],S(S ⊗R P (ω − nρ), S ⊗RM
′)

S ⊗R HomO[λ],R(P (ω − nρ),M) HomO[1S⊗Rλ],S(S ⊗R P (ω − nρ), S ⊗RM)

S ⊗R HomO[λ],R(P (ω − nρ),∆(µ)) HomO[1S⊗Rλ],S(S ⊗R P (ω − nρ), S ⊗R ∆(µ))

≃

≃

, (148)

where M ′ ∈ F(∆[λ]) which together with ∆(µ) gives a Verma filtration to M . Hence, the upper row is
obtained by induction. By Snake Lemma, the middle map is also an isomorphism.

Remark 7.3.36. Using the same argument as in the classical theory of the category O, we see that the
Verma modules associated with dominant weights are projective objects in their blocks.

7.3.11 Noetherian algebra AD associated with a category O[λ],R

Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let D be a block of [λ] for
some λ ∈ h∗R. Define PD :=

⊕

µ∈D P (µ).

Definition 7.3.37. Let λ ∈ h∗R and D a block of [λ]. We define the R-algebraAD to be the endomorphism
algebra EndO[λ],R

(PD)
op
.

By Theorem 7.3.35, AD is a projective Noetherian R-algebra. By Lemma 7.3.13, we can see that PD

is a generator of OD. Moreover, since the filtrations involved in Lemma 7.3.13 are finite for each object
X ∈ OD there exists an exact sequence P sD → P tD → X → 0. Unfortunately, our methods in Theorem
7.3.35 do not allow us to state already that PD is a projective generator. However, we can see that
the functor H := HomOD

(PD ,−) : OD → AD-mod is fully faithful since PD is a generator of OD. It is
an equivalence of categories whenever R is a field. Further, the restriction of H to F(∆[λ]) is an exact
fully faithful functor. This reduces the study of the category O[λ],R to the study of module categories of
projective Noetherian R-algebras and its subcategories.

As we have been mentioning throughout this section, the algebras AD are split quasi-hereditary.

Theorem 7.3.38. Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let
D be a block of [λ] for some λ ∈ h∗R. The algebra AD is split quasi-hereditary with standard modules
∆A(µ) := H∆(µ), µ ∈ D. The set D is a poset with the partial order defined as follows: µ1 < µ2 if and
only if µ2 − µ1 ∈ NΠ.

Proof. By Theorem 7.3.35 (d), ∆A(µ) ∈ R-proj for all µ ∈ D. By Lemma 7.3.6(i) and (ii) and together
with H being fully faithful we obtain EndAD

(∆A(µ)) ≃ R and if HomAD
(∆A(µ1),∆A(µ2)) 6= 0, then
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µ1 ≤ µ2. Denote by PA(µ) the projective A-modules HomOD
(PD, P (µ)). By Theorem 7.3.35 (c),(b), and

H being fully faithful we obtain, for each µ ∈ [λ], an exact sequence

0 → CA(µ) → PA(µ) → ∆A(µ) → 0, (149)

where CA(µ) ∈ F(∆Aω>µ). Here, ∆A denotes the set {∆A(µ) : µ ∈ D}. Further,

⊕

µ∈D

PA(µ) =
⊕

µ∈D

HomOD
(PD, P (µ)) ≃ HomOD

(PD,
⊕

µ∈D

P (µ)) ≃ AD
AD. (150)

Hence, this direct sum is a progenerator of AD.

We could wonder given the definition of P (µ) if there could be other projectives taking its role of
mapping surjectively to ∆(µ). By Proposition 3.2.1 of [Cru23], we see that PA(µ) is the right choice and
PA(µ)(m) is actually the projective cover of ∆A(µ). Hence, the idempotents

eµ := PD ։ P (µ) →֒ PD, µ ∈ D,

in EndOD
(PD)

op = AD form a set of orthogonal idempotents such that their image under R(m), according
to Theorem 7.3.35(e), form a complete set of primitive orthogonal idempotents of AD(m). In particular,
by Theorem 3.3.11 of [Cru23],

0 ⊂ ADeωAD ⊂ · · · ⊂ AD(
∑

µ∈D

eµ)AD

is a split heredity chain of AD. Here, ω is the dominant weight of D.

Corollary 7.3.39. Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let D be
a block of [λ] for some λ ∈ h∗R.

(a) The algebra AD is semi-perfect and AD-proj is a Krull-Schmidt category.

(b) The algebra AD has finite global dimension.

Proof. By [Cru23, Theorem 3.4.1], (a) follows. R is a regular local ring, so gldimR is finite. For (b) see
for example [Cru23, 3.5.2].

The category O has a simple preserving duality, so we expect the algebra AD to be a cellular algebra
as well. We can use the duality functor restricted to the block (−)∨ : OD ∩R-Proj→ O[λ],(I),R ∩R-Proj
to construct the relative injective modules of AD.

Lemma 7.3.40. Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let D be a
block of [λ] for some λ ∈ h∗R. For each µ ∈ D, the module HomO[λ],(I),R

(PD, P (µ)
∨) is projective over R

and (AD, R)-injective.

Proof. Since (−)∨ is exact the module P (µ)∨ belongs to F({∆(ω)∨ : ω ∈ D}) for each µ ∈ D. As we saw,
by the construction of the duality functor ∆(ω)∨ ∈ O[λ],(I),R ∩R-Proj and each weight module of ∆(ω)∨

is finitely generated as R-module. Using the same arguments as in Lemma 7.3.33, replacing P by ∆(ω1)
and X by ∆(ω)∨ and knowing that in the classical case ∆(ω)∨ are the costandard modules making O a
split highest weight category we obtain Ext1O[λ],(I),R

(∆(ω1),∆(ω)∨) = 0 for all ω1, ω ∈ D. Hence, using

induction on finite filtration by Verma modules ∆ and on finite filtration by dual Verma modules ∆∨ we
can reduce the problem of HomO[λ],(I),R(PD, X) being projective over R, with X ∈ F({∆(ω)∨ : ω ∈ D}),
to showing that HomO[λ],(I),R

(∆(ω),∆(θ)∨) ∈ R-proj for all weights ω, θ ∈ D.

66



Observe that HomO[λ],(I),R
(∆(ω),∆(θ)∨) ⊂ (∆(θ)∨)ω = D(∆(θ))ω . So, if the homomorphism group

is non-zero, then ω ≤ θ. In addition, 0 6= HomO[λ],(I),R
(∆(ω),∆(θ)∨) ≃ HomO[λ],(I),R

(∆(θ),∆(ω)∨). So,
also θ ≤ ω. Therefore, HomO[λ],(I),R

(∆(ω),∆(θ)∨) = 0 unless θ = ω. In case, θ = ω we obtain

HomO[λ],(I),R
(∆(ω),∆(ω)∨) ≃ HomU(bR

(Rω ,∆(ω)∨) ≃ ∆(ω)∨ω ≃ D∆(ω)ω ≃ R ∈ R-proj . (151)

Since Ext1O[λ],(I),R
(∆(ω1),∆(ω)∨) = 0 for all ω1, ω ∈ D we can apply the same argument in [Cru,

Proposition 5.5 and Corollary 5.6] to deduce that the homomorphisms between modules with Verma
filtrations and modules with dual Verma filtrations commute with the functor R(m)⊗R −. Since P (µ)∨

is injective and R(m)⊗RH is an equivalence we obtain that HomO[λ],(I),R
(PD, P (µ)

∨) is (AD, R)-injective
(see for example [Cru22, Corollary 2.12]).

Remark 7.3.41. The reader can observe that the modules HomO[λ],(I),R
(PD ,∆(µ)∨), µ ∈ D, are the

costandard modules of AD.

It follows that HomO[λ],(I),R
(PD, P

∨
D) ≃

⊕

µ∈D HomO[λ],(I),R
(PD, P (µ)

∨) ≃ DAD. Using this we can
deduce a duality map on AD. In fact, as R-algebras, we have the following commutative diagram

AD(m) EndOD
(PD)

op(m) EndO[λ],(I),R
(P∨

D)(m)

AopD (m)

EndAop
D
(AD)

op(m) EndAD
(DAD)(m) EndAD

(HomO[λ],(I),R
(PD , P

∨
D))(m)

A(m)D EndO(PD(m))op EndO(PD(m)∨)

A(m)opD

EndA(m)opD
(A(m)D)

op EndA(m)D(DAD(m)) EndA(m)D(HomO(PD(m), PD(m)∨))

≃

≃

≃

≃
≃

≃ ≃

≃

≃ ≃

≃

≃

≃

≃

≃

≃

≃

The isomorphisms in the diagram are marked with ≃. We required this approach since without it we
do not know if the Hom functor on the generator PD is fully faithful on the additive closure of its dual
P∨
D . Since AD ∈ R-proj by Nakayama’s Lemma we obtain that the following composition of maps is an

isomorphism of R-algebras

AD EndOD
(PD)

op EndO[λ],(I),R
(P∨

D)

AopD

EndAop
D
(AD)

op EndAD
(DAD) EndAD

(HomO[λ],(I),R
(PD, P

∨
D))

.

Observe that under this composition of maps, for each µ ∈ D,

eµ 7→ PD ։ P (µ) →֒ PD 7→ P∨
D ։ P (µ)∨ →֒ P∨

D

7→ HomO[λ],(I),R
(PD, P

∨
D) ։ HomO[λ],(I),R

(PD, P (µ)
∨) →֒ HomO[λ],(I),R

(PD, P
∨
D)

7→ DAD ։ I(µ) = D(eµAD) →֒ DAD 7→ AD ։ eµAD →֒ AD 7→ eµ.

Hence, this gives an involution on AD, denoted by ι, which fixes the set of orthogonal idempotents
{eµ : µ ∈ D}. In addition, we can assign a new duality functor on AD using the duality ι. For each
M ∈ AD-mod, define the right AD-module M ι ∈ by imposing m ·ι a := ι(a)m, m ∈M . The assignment
M 7→ DM ι is a duality functor on AD-mod∩R-proj, which we will denote by (−)♮.
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Theorem 7.3.42. Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra. Let D be
a block of [λ] for some λ ∈ h∗R. The algebra AD is a cellular algebra with involution ι and cell chain

0 ⊂ ADeωAD ⊂ · · · ⊂ AD(
∑

µ∈D

eµ)AD = AD,

where ω is the dominant weight of D.

Proof. The result follows by Proposition 4.0.1 of [Cru23].

7.3.12 The algebra AD is a relative gendo-symmetric algebra

Our aim now is to compute the relative dominant dimension of the algebra AD and to prove that it is a
relative gendo-symmetric algebra.

Koenig, Slung̊ard and Xi gave a lower bound for the dominant dimension of the blocks of the classical
category O in [KSX01, Theorem 3.2]. Later, Fang proved in [Fan08, Proposition 4.5] that this lower
bound was indeed the value of the dominant dimension. Mainly, the dominant dimension sees two cases.
Either the algebra associated with a block is semi-simple which obviously has infinite dominant dimension
or the algebra associated with a non semi-simple block has dominant dimension two. The main reason
for this situation is that the blocks of the category O only have one projective-injective module. We will
now generalize these results to the Noetherian algebras AD.

Theorem 7.3.43. Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra with unique
maximal ideal m. Let D be a block of [λ] for some λ ∈ h∗R. For the unique antidominant weight µ ∈ D,
(AD , PA(µ), DPA(µ)) is a relative QF3 R-algebra and

domdim(AD, R) =

{

+∞, if |D| = 1,

2, otherwise.

Proof. By Lemma 7.3.24, D is of the form Wµ · µ + ν for some ν ∈ h∗R and w · µ − µ ∈ ZΦ for every
w ∈ Wµ.

By Theorem 7.3.7(e), for an antidominant weight ω ∈ D, P (ω) is the unique projective-injective
in OWµ·µ. By Theorem 7.3.38 and 7.3.35, PA(ω)(m) ≃ PA(m)(ω) is the unique projective-injective of
AWµ·µ ≃ AD(m). There are now two distinct cases. Assume that AWµ·µ is semi-simple. In particular,
∆(µ) is projective-injective. By Theorem 7.3.7, µ is a dominant and antidominant weight. On the other
hand, if there exists a weight in Wµ · µ which is both dominant and antidominant, then it is both a
maximal and minimal element in Wµ · µ. Thus, Wµ · µ = {µ}. In such a case, AWµ·µ ≃ R(m). Further,
for any two elements w1, w2 ∈ Wµ we have w1 · µ − w2 · µ ∈ mh∗R. By construction of µ, we also have
w1 · µ− w2 · µ ∈ ZΦ. So, we deduce that domdimAWµ = +∞ if and only if the cardinality of D is one.

Assume now that the cardinality of D is greater than one. By [Fan08, Proposition 4.5], we obtain
that domdimAWµ·µ = 2 with faithful projective-injective PA(ω)(m) ≃ PA(m)(ω). By [Cru22, Proposition
6.3, Theorem 6.13], the result follows.

It follows from Theorem 7.3.43 and Theorem 2.4.2, the analogue of integral Schur–Weyl duality for
the blocks of the category O: There is a double centralizer property

C := EndAD
(PA(ω))

op, AD ≃ EndC(PA(ω))

where ω is the antidominant weight of D. Here, C(m) is the so-called coinvariant algebra S(hR(m))/I
whenever |Wµ · µ| = |Wµ| for the block D = Wµµ + ν. Here, I denotes the ideal of the symmetric
algebra of h∗R(m) generated by the polynomials which are invariants, under the Weyl group linear action,
of positive degree with respect to the grading of the symmetric algebra of h∗R(m). In the other cases,

where the stabilizer of µ under the Weyl group Wµ is non-trivial, the algebra C(m) is a subalgebra of
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invariants of the coinvariant algebra under the elements of the stabilizer of µ. In particular, C(m) is a
commutative algebra (see [Soe90, Endomorphismensatz]).

Taking advantage of the previous double centralizer property, we can define the Schur functor

VD = HomAD
(PA(ω),−) : AD-mod → C-mod .

In the literature, this functor is known as Soergel’s combinatorial functor. The famous result
known as Struktursatz [Soe90, Struktursatz 9] states that VD : AD(m)-mod → C(m)-mod is fully
faithful on projectives. To see that, in this more general setup, we start by observing that since PA(ω) is
projective-injective, it is a (partial) tilting module, so it is self-dual with respect to (−)♮, that is, PA(ω)

♮ ≃
PA(ω). So, it follows by [FK11, Proposition 2.4 and Lemma 3.2] that C(m) ≃ DC(m). We will briefly
explain the idea: the arguments are based on bookkeeping the twisted actions and realizing that PA(ω)(m)
being self dual implies that the isomorphism of PA(ω)(m) to its dual is also an isomorphism of C(m)
under the twisted action. Then applying HomR(m)(−, R(m)) one would obtain an isomorphism between
D(ADeω)(m) and eωAD(m) as left C(m)-modules under the usual action. Now, applying the Schur functor

we would obtain the desired isomorphism. Since C ∈ C-proj the homomorphism C ։ C(m)
≃
−→ DC(m)

can be lifted to a C-homomorphism f : C → DC. Moreover, f(m) is an isomorphism. Since C,DC ∈
R-proj we obtain that f is an isomorphism as C-modules. This shows that C is a relative self-injective R-
algebra. Now, using that C is a commutative R-algebra f yields in addition that C is a relative symmetric
R-algebra. To see this observe that the action of the center of the enveloping algebra Z(gR) on P (ω) (ω
being the antidominant weight of D) yields a homomorphism of R-algebras Z(gR) → EndAD

(HP (ω)).
Further, we have a commutative diagram

Z(gR)(m) EndAD
(HP (ω))(m)

Z(gR(m)) EndA(m)D(HomO(PD(m), P (ω))

≃ ≃ . (152)

Here, the bottom row is surjective due to Soergel [Soe90, Lemma 5], the left map is an isomorphism
by Lemma 7.3.20 while the right map is an isomorphism by Theorem 7.3.35. It follows that the upper
map is also a surjective map. Denote by X the cokernel (as R-homomorphisms) of the homomorphism
Z(gR) → EndAD

(HP (ω)). Thus, X(m) = 0. Since EndAD
(HP (ω)) ∈ R-proj, we obtain X ∈ R-mod

and by Nakayama’s Lemma X = 0. Hence, Z(gR) → C is surjective, and therefore C is a commutative
R-algebra.

To sum up, we obtained:

Theorem 7.3.44. Let R be a local regular commutative Noetherian ring which is a Q-algebra with unique
maximal ideal m. Let D be a block of [λ] for some λ ∈ h∗R. Suppose that ω is the antidominant weight of
D. The following assertions hold.

(a) (AD, PA(ω)) is a relative gendo-symmetric R-algebra.

(b) AD is split quasi-hereditary over R with standard modules ∆A(µ), µ ∈ D.

(c) AD is a cellular R-algebra with cell modules ∆A(µ), µ ∈ D, with respect to the duality map ι.

(d) (Integral Struktursatz) (AD, PA(ω)) is a split quasi-hereditary cover of the commutative R-
algebra C.

(e) C is a cellular R-algebra with cell modules VD∆A(µ), µ ∈ D, with respect to the duality map
ι|eωADeω

.

(f) If T is a characteristic tilting module of AD, then 2 domdim(AD,R) T = domdim(AD, R).
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Proof. Statements (b) and (c) are Theorem 7.3.38 and 7.3.42, respectively. By the relative Morita-
Tachikawa correspondence (see [Cru22, Theorem 4.1]) and 7.3.43, P (ω) is a generator as C-module and
satisfies PA(ω)⊗C DPA(ω) ∈ R-proj. By Theorem 7.8 of [Cru22] and the discussion above showing that
C is a relative symmetric R-algebra (a) follows.

By (a), HomAD
(PA(ω), AD) ≃ DPA(ω). This fact, together with Theorem 7.3.43 implies the existence

of a double centralizer property on VAD. This shows (d). By Proposition 2.2.11 of [Cru23], (e) follows.
By Theorem 6.2.3, (f) follows.

7.3.13 Hemmer-Nakano dimension under VD

Given that (AD , PA(ω)) is a cover of the algebra C, the Schur functor VD is fully faithful on projectives.
There are two natural questions. Is the above fully faithfulness a precursor of an identification of Ext-
groups under the restriction of the Schur functor to projectives? Since AD is split quasi-hereditary, the
same question can be posed involving the Verma modules. We shall start by discussing the classical case
of complex semi-simple Lie algebras. In that case, the Schur functor V (on a non semi-simple block)
restricted to the projective modules cannot induce a bijection on the first Ext groups since otherwise the
fact that AWµ·µ is a gendo-symmetric algebra would imply an increase in the dominant dimension to at
least three.

Now, regarding the Verma modules, the situation in the classical case is not very promising. Indeed,
the vector space dimension of V∆(w · µ) is equal to the multiplicity of the simple module ∆(ω) in the
standard module ∆(w · µ) for every w ∈ Wµ, where ω is the unique antidominant weight in the orbit.
Since the non-zero homomorphisms between Verma modules are always injective, ∆(ω) only occurs in the
socle of ∆(w · µ). Therefore, dimR(m) V∆(w · µ) = 1. Since the Schur functor V kills all simple modules
which are not in the top of the projective module PA(ω) then V sends all standard modules to the same
module with dimension one over C. Therefore, V is not even fully faithful on Verma modules. It is only
faithful on Verma modules. This is the major difference between the classical case and the Noetherian
algebras AD as we will see now.

Theorem 7.3.45. Fix t a natural number. Let R be the localization of C[X1, . . . , Xt] at the maximal
ideal (X1, . . . , Xt). Denote by m the unique maximal ideal of R. Pick θ ∈ h∗R(m) ≃ h∗R/mh∗R to be an
antidominant weight which is not dominant. Define µ ∈ h∗R to be a preimage of θ without coefficients in m

in its unique linear combination of simple roots. Fix s to be a natural number satisfying 1 ≤ s ≤ rankR h∗R
and s ≤ t. Consider the block D =Wµ · µ+ X1

1 α1 + · · ·+ Xs

1 αs, where αi ∈ Π are distinct simple roots,

i = 1, . . . , s and by f
1 we mean the image of f ∈ C[X1, . . . , Xt] in R. Then

(i) HNdimVD
AD-proj = s.

(ii) HNdimVD
F(∆A) = s− 1.

Hence, Theorem 7.3.45 implies that for the algebras AD not only the Schur functor is fully faithful
on Verma modules but also the Schur functor behaves quite well on Ext groups of Verma modules. This
fact alone justifies studying the category O under other rings than the complex numbers.

It follows by Theorem 7.3.45 that the assumptions on Theorem 5.1.1 are optimal.

Remark 7.3.46. The non-zero homomorphisms between distinct Verma modules are injective maps but
they are not (AD , R)-monomorphisms, in general. Otherwise, we would obtain a (C,R)-monomorphism
V∆(ω1) → V(∆(ω2)) which remains injective under R(m)⊗R−. V∆(ω2)(m) is a simple module, hence the
mentioned map must be an isomorphism and by Nakayama’s Lemma, so is the map V∆(ω1) → V(∆(ω2)).
Theorem 7.3.45(ii) illustrates that there are rings R and R-algebras AD for which such a situation cannot
happen.

Remark 7.3.47. Note that all results for the BGG category O of a complex semi-simple Lie algebra g

remain valid for gK for all fields K of characteristic zero (since they are valid for a given a semisimple

70



Lie algebra g over a splitting field K of characteristic zero.) In particular, Theorem 7.3.45 remains valid
replacing C with K.

Remark 7.3.48. Much focus on [Cru22] was given to illustrate that the relative dominant dimension over
projective Noetherian algebras should be measured using Tor groups instead of Ext groups. The reason
for this was that the Krull dimension of regular local rings is an obstruction to deducing information on
vanishing of Ext groups. More precisely we can ask how sharp is the lower bound presented in Theorem
2.4.2 (e). Theorem 7.3.45 clarifies this situation by showing that under the assumptions of Theorem 2.4.2
(e) the relative dominant dimension can attain any value between n− dimR and n.

Proof of Theorem 7.3.45. Denote by m the maximal ideal of R. Assume that α1, . . . , αn ∈ Π are the
simple roots of Φ and µ =

∑n
i=1 ciαi, where ci is the image of some complex number in R. Denote by

ν the weight X1

1 α1 + · · ·+ Xs

1 αs. By Theorem 7.3.44, (AD, PA(µ)) is a split quasi-hereditary cover of C
and it is a relative gendo-symmetric R-algebra.

We will start by showing that s and s − 1 are upper bounds for the Hemmer-Nakano dimension of
AD-proj and F(∆A), respectively, under the Schur functor VD. Let T be a characteristic tilting module
of AD.

Choose p the prime ideal of R generated by the monomials Xi

1 , with i = 1, . . . , s. In particular, p has
height s. Further, R/p⊗R µ is an antidominant weight which is not dominant and it has no coefficients
belonging to the maximal ideal of R/p in its unique linear combination of simple roots and R/p⊗R ν = 0.
Therefore, Q(R/p)⊗R D contains Q(R/p)⊗R µ which is an antidominant but is not a dominant weight,
where Q(R/p) denotes the quotient field of R/p. Therefore, Q(R/p)⊗R AD contains as direct product
the algebra AWQ(R/p)⊗Rµ·Q(R/p)⊗Rµ which is not semi-simple. By Theorem 7.3.43, 6.0.1 and the flatness

of Q(R/p) over R/p,

−1 = HNdimVWQ(R/p)⊗Rµ·Q(R/p)⊗Rµ
F(Q(R/p)⊗R ∆A) ≥ HNdimQ(R/p)⊗RVD

F(Q(R/p)⊗R ∆A) (153)

≥ HNdimR/p⊗RVD
F(R/p⊗R ∆A). (154)

0 = HNdimVWQ(R/p)⊗Rµ·Q(R/p)⊗Rµ
AWQ(R/p)⊗Rµ·Q(R/p)⊗Rµ-proj (155)

≥ HNdimQ(R/p)⊗RVD
Q(R/p)⊗R AD-proj ≥ HNdimR/p⊗RVD

R/p⊗R AD-proj . (156)

As a consequence of Corollary 5.0.8 and thanks to ht(p) = s we obtain

HNdimVD
F(∆A) ≤ HNdimR/p⊗RVD

F(R/p⊗R ∆A) + ht(p) = −1 + s (157)

HNdimVD
AD-proj ≤ HNdimR/p⊗RVD

R/p⊗R AD-proj+ ht(p) = s. (158)

We claim that this inequality is actually an equality. To show that we will proceed by induction on
the coheight of prime ideals p of R, that is, on dimR−ht(p) with induction basis step t− s to show that

HNdimR/p⊗RV F(R/p⊗R ∆A) ≥ −1 + s− ht(p), HNdimR/p⊗RVD
R/p⊗R AD-proj ≥ s− ht(p).

Let p be a prime ideal of R with coheight t − s, then it has height s. Since R/p has maximal ideal
m/p with residue field R(m) the claim follows by Theorem 6.0.1, Theorem 7.3.44(f) and Theorem 7.3.43.

Now assume that p is a prime ideal of R with coheight greater than t− s. Then p has height smaller
than s. In particular, p cannot contain any prime ideal with height s. Consequently, some monomial
Xi

1 has non-zero image in R/p. Moreover, ν has non-zero image in R/p and its image belongs to m/p.
Therefore, any weight in R/p⊗R D when viewed as weight in the quotient field h∗Q(R/p) does not belong

to the integral weight lattice. Thus, all weights belonging to R/p⊗R D viewed as weights in h∗Q(R/p) are
both dominant and antidominant. By the discussion in Theorem 7.3.43, we obtain that

domdimQ(R/p)⊗R AD = domdimQ(R/p)⊗RAD
Q(R/p)⊗R T = +∞. (159)

By Theorem 6.0.3, we obtain that the claim holds for prime ideals with coheight t− s+ 1.
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Upon these considerations, assume the induction claim known for some prime ideal with coheight
t−s+r with r ≥ 1. Let p be a prime ideal of coheight t−s+r+1. Then ht(p) = t−t+s−1 = s−r−1 < s
and (159) holds. By Theorem 6.0.3 the assumptions of Theorem 5.1.1 for R/p⊗R AD and the resolving
subcategories F(R/p ⊗R ∆A) and R/p⊗R AD are satisfied. Also, condition (i) of Theorem 5.1.1 is also
satisfied. It remains to consider (ii). Let q be a prime ideal of R/p of height one. Then we can write
q = q′/p for some prime ideal q′ of R. Furthermore,

1 = ht(q′/p) = dim(R/p)− coht(q′/p) = coht(p)− coht(q′), (160)

Hence, coht(q′) = coht(p)− 1 = t− s+ r. By induction,

HNdimR/q′⊗RV F(R/q′ ⊗R ∆A) ≥ −1 + s− ht(q′) = −1 + r (161)

HNdimR/q′⊗RVD
R/q′ ⊗R AD-proj ≥ s− ht(q′) = r. (162)

Because of R/q′ ≃ (R/p)/(q′/p) = (R/p)/q Theorem 5.1.1 yields

HNdimR/p⊗RV F(R/p⊗R ∆A) ≥ r (163)

HNdimR/p⊗RVD
R/p⊗R AD-proj ≥ r + 1 (164)

This finishes the proof of the claim. Now considering the prime ideal zero which has height zero, the
result follows.
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