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STABILITY CONDITIONS ON SURFACE ROOT STACKS

YEQIN LIU AND YU SHEN

Abstract. We construct tilt stability conditions on surface root stacks and show that they
have support property with respect to the rational Chen-Ruan cohomology.
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1. Introduction

Compared to projective varieties, the geometry of Deligne-Mumford stacks are less un-
derstood. From the perspective to study derived categories and moduli spaces of sheaves,
Bridgeland stability conditions, first introduced in [Dou02, Bri07], is a powerful tool to study
the underlying categories. Various successful applications have been made, such as study-
ing classical moduli spaces of sheaves [ABCH13, CHW17, LZ18, LZ19], hyperKähler geometry
[MS19, BLM+21, LPZ22], and several enumerative problems [Tod12, BS16, LR22b].

In general, it is a central question in this area that whether there exist stability conditions
with nice deformation properties on any given triangulated category. Several existence results
have been obtained, such as projective curves [Mac07], surfaces [Bri08, ABL13], and some
threefolds [Mac14, MP15, BMS16]. However, in general the existence of Bridgeland stability
conditions is a challenging problem. In this paper, we construct stability conditions on surface
root stacks using tilt, and show that their deformation dimensions are at least the dimension of
rational Chen-Ruan cohomology. Our main result is the following theorem.

Theorem 1.0.1 (Theorem 5.0.1). Let X be a smooth projective surface, C ⊂ X be a smooth

curve, and X = n
√

(X,C) be the n-th root stack along the curve (Definition 2.1.3).
The tilt stability conditions (Definition 4.0.8) on X are Bridgeland stability conditions. They

have the support property with respect to the rational Chen-Ruan cohomology.

There has been some study for stability conditions on stacks. In [Rot19], Rota studies stability
conditions on 2-root curves. Later, Lim and Rota study stability conditions on the canonical
stack associated with a projecitve surface with ADE singularities [LR22a], unifying the work
[Bri09]. It is worth mentioning that in [CP10], the authors constructed stability conditions on
certain root stacks such as 2-root stacks over curves, P2 and P3. Their stability conditions are
glued from semiorthogonal components, and the stability conditions on projective spaces are
Euler [Mac04], which is different from our approach.

Our theorem is also useful in studying parabolic sheaves on surfaces [BV12] and their moduli
spaces, since the modified Gieseker stability ([Nir08b]) is naturally related to tilt stability by
the following theorem known as the large volume limit.
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2 YEQIN LIU AND YU SHEN

Theorem 1.0.2 (Large volume limit, Theorem 5.4.4). Let B,H ∈ NS(X)R with H ample,
σn := (ZB,tH ,Aβ,tH). Suppose E ∈ Db(X) satisfies r(E), µB(E) > 0. Then E is semistable
under σn for all t≫ 0 precisely if E is a shift of a (B,H)-twisted semistable sheaf on X.

We would like to explain the main point of this paper. Thanks to the Bogomolov Inequal-
ity on Deligne-Mumford surfaces [JK24], it is easily seen that the tilt stability conditions are
pre-stability conditions, in the sense that nonzero stable objects have nonzero central charges
(Definition 2.4.2). They also have the support property with respect to the usual cohomol-
ogy. However, the difficulty is to prove the support property with respect to the Chen-Ruan
cohomology, which is a larger lattice that reflects the numerical class of sheaves on stacky locus.

The Chen-Ruan cohomology was first introduced in [CR04] to study Gromov-Witten theory
[CR02]. As a refinement of the usual cohomology, there is an associative algebra structure
on the Chen-Ruan cohomology [AGV01], as a generalization of intersection theory on stacks
[Vis89]. Note that the Riemann-Roch for Deligne-Mumford stacks [Toe99] necessarily involves
Chern classes on the first inertia stacks, the numerical invariants of sheaves on a Deligne-
Mumford stack naturally live in the Chen-Ruan cohomology, since the usual cohomology loses
information on the stacky locus. To better emphasize this point, we also note that the rational
K group of a smooth Deligne-Mumford stack is isomorphic to the rational Chen-Ruan Chow
group [ALR07].

We would like to mention our approach to prove the support property. First we prove the
support property on the ordinary cohomology (defined in 4.0.6). Then we delicately construct
subobjects of every stable object E that reflect its orbifold Chern class. By stability of E, the
presence of these subobjects bounds the orbifold Chern class of E. We illustrate the central
ideas in Example 5.0.3 and Example 5.0.2. It is known that the support property on a lattice is
equivalent to the existence of certain quadratic forms (Definition 2.4.3). However in our case,
it appears that finding such quadratic forms is very difficult.

We expect that the glued stability conditions from the semiorthogonal decompositionDb(X) =
〈Db(C)ρ1, ...,D

b(C)ρn−1,D
b(X)〉 also have the support property with respect to the rational

Chen-Ruan cohomology. Using the techniques in [CP10], this is already true for some special
cases, such as when X admits a full exceptional collection or C ∼= P1. It is an interesting
question that whether the two different types of stability conditions lie in the same connected
component of Stab(X).

1.1. Outline of Paper. In section 2, we recall the preliminaries of root stacks, their Chen-
Ruan cohomology, and Bridgeland stability. In section 3, we recall the structure of Db(X) and
compute Chern class formulas for coherent sheaves on X. In section 4, we construct the tilt
stability functions and show that they are pre-stability conditions (Definition 4.0.8). In section
5, we show the tilt stability conditions have the support property with respect to the rational
Chen-Ruan cohomology.

1.2. Acknowledgments. We thank Izzet Coskun, Andres Fernandez Herrero, Rajesh Kulka-
rni, Alexander Perry and Nick Rekuski for many helpful discussions and comments.

The second author was partially support by NSF grant DMS-2101761.

1.3. Notation and conventions. All varieties are smooth projective over C.
Fix any n ∈ Z>0. Let X be a smooth projective surface and C ⊂ X be a smooth curve.

Let X = n
√

(X,C) be the n-th root stack along the curve (Definition 2.1.3), and X =
[OX(C)×/(Gm, n)] be the µn gerbe over X (Definition 2.1.2).

Let µm = Z/mZ be the cyclic group of order m. For every group G, let BG = [∗/G] be its
classifying stack.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Root gerbe and root stack. In this subsection we recall the definitions and properties
of root gerbes and root stacks.
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2.1.1. Constructions. First we recall the construction of root gerbes (see e.g. [Alp23]).

Definition 2.1.2. Fix n ∈ Z>0. Let X be a scheme and L be a line bundle on X, which has
the classifying morphism [L] : X → BGm. Let n : BGm → BGm be the morphism induced
from the n-th power map Gm → Gm : t → tn. Define the n-th root gerbe X to be the fibered
product

X BGm

X BGm.

p n

[L]

Next we recall the construction of root stacks.

Definition 2.1.3. Using the notations in Definition 2.1.2, let s ∈ Γ(X,L) be a section. This
data determines a morphism [L, s] : X → [A1/Gm]. Let n : [A1/Gm] → [A1/Gm] induced from
the nth power map n : Gm → Gm, given by x→ xn, which is equivariant under the n-th power
map n : Gm → Gm. Define the n-th root stack X := n

√

(X,C) of X along C to be the fiber
product

n
√

(X,C) [A1/Gm]

X [A1/Gm].

π n

[L,s]

Universal line bundles on root gerbes and root stacks are defined as follows.

Definition 2.1.4. The following line bundles M and M are called the universal line bundles:

• There is a unique line bundle M on X such that M⊗n ∼= π∗L. Let ρk := M−k for
0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.

• There is a unique line bundle M on X such that M⊗n ∼= p∗L. Let ρk := M−k for
0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.

2.1.5. Properties. We first collect some properties of root gerbes (e.g. [Alp23, Chatper 3.9.2]).

Lemma 2.1.6 ([IU15, Theorem 1.5]). The category Coh(X ) splits as the following direct sum:

Coh(X ) ∼= Coh(X)ρ0 ⊕ Coh(X)ρ1...⊕ Coh(X)ρn−1.

Proposition 2.1.7. The root gerbe X in Definition 2.1.2 has following properties:

(i) X is a Deligne-Mumford stack.
(ii) The fiber of p : X → X at a closed point x ∈ X is isomorphic to Bµn.
(iii) If X = Spec(A) is an affine scheme, and L = OX is trivial in the construction, then

X ∼= [Spec(A)/µn] ∼= Spec(A)×Bµn,

where µn acts trivially on X.

Next we collect properties of root stacks (see e.g. [Alp23, Chatper 3.9.2]). Let j̄ : C →֒ X be
a divisor. We have the following commutative diagram

C X

C X,

j

p π

j̄

(2.1)

where C is the n-th root gerbe over C constructed by the line bundle OX(C)|C .
Lemma 2.1.8 ([BD23, Theorem 1.2]). We have semiorthgonal decomposition as follow

Db(X) = 〈Db(C)ρ1, ...,D
b(C)ρn−1,D

b(X)〉,
where the embeddings of Db(X) and Db(C) are respectively π∗ and j∗p

∗.
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Proposition 2.1.9. The root stack X in Definition 2.1.3 has the following properties:

(i) X is a Deligne-Mumford stack.
(ii) π : X → X is an isomorphism away from C.
(iii) The fiber of π : X → X over a closed point x ∈ C is isomorphic to Bµn.
(iv) If X = Spec(A) is an affine scheme, and C is defined by an element a ∈ A in the

construction, then

X ∼= [Spec(A[x]/(xn − a))/µn],

where µn acts on Spec(A[x]/(xn − a)) via t · x = tx.

2.2. Orbifold cohomology. In this subsection, we recall the notion of Chen-Ruan cohomology,
introduced by [CR04].

First we collect some properties of inertia stacks (see e.g. [Liu11, Chapter 6.1]). Let X be
a smooth Deligne-Mumford stack, the inertia stack IX associated to X is a smooth Deligne-
Mumford stack such that the following diagram is Cartesian:

IX X

X X × X ,
∆

∆

where ∆ : X → X ×X is the diagonal map. The objects in the category IX are

Ob(IX ) = {(x, g)|x ∈ X , g ∈ AutX (x)}.
The morphisms between two objects in the category IX are

HomIX ((x1, g1), (x2, g2)) = {h ∈ HomX (x1, x2)|h ◦ g1 = g2 ◦ h}.
In particular, we have

AutIX (x, g) = {h ∈ AutX (x)|h ◦ g = g ◦ h}.
Assume X is connected, let

IX =
⊔

i∈I

Xi

be the disjoint union of connected components. There is a distinguished connected component
X0 called the untwisted sector, whose objects are (x, idx), where x ∈ Ob(X ), and idx ∈ Aut(x)
is the identity element. The other connected components are called twisted sectors.

Example 2.2.1. Let X be the root stack in Definition 2.1.3, then

Ob(IX) = {(x, idx)|x ∈ Ob(X )}
⊔

{(x, σ)|x ∈ C }
⊔

...
⊔

{(x, σn−1)|x ∈ C },
where σ is a generator of the n-th cyclic group µn. Since AutIX(x, g) = AutX (x), we have

IX = X
⊔ ⊔

1≤k≤n−1

C .

Chen and Ruan give the structure of a graded ring of orbifold cohomology [CR04]. However,
in this paper, we only consider its additive structure.

Definition 2.2.2 ([CR04, Definition 3.2.3]). The Chen-Ruan orbifold cohomology of a smooth
Deligne-Mumford Stack X is defined as

H∗
CR(X ) :=

⊕

i

H∗(Xi) = H∗(IX ).

Lemma 2.2.3 ([Beh04, Proposition 36]). Let X be a Deligne-Mumford stack with coarse space
X, then the canonical morphism X → X induces isomorphisms on Q-valued cohomology groups:

H∗(X,Q)
∼−→ H∗(X ,Q).

Since the coarse spaces of X and C are X and C respectively, the rational Chen-Ruan
cohomology of X is computed by the following lemma.
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Lemma 2.2.4.

H∗
CR(X,Q) = H∗(X,Q)⊕

⊕

1≤k≤n−1

H∗(C ,Q) = H∗(X,Q)⊕
⊕

1≤k≤n−1

H∗(C,Q).

Definition 2.2.5. Let pri, 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1, be the i-th projection from

K0(X) = K0(C)ρ1 ⊕ ...⊕K0(C)ρn−1 ⊕K0(X)

to K0(C)ρi, where K0(−) is the Grothendieck group. We define

chorb : K0(X) → H∗
CR(X,Q) = H∗(X,Q)

⊕

1≤k≤n−1

H∗(C,Q)

E 7→ (ch(E), ch(pr1(E)), ..., ch(prn−1(E))).

The following theorem is an analogue of the isomprphism between K0(−,Q) and Heven(−,Q)
of smooth projective varieties.

Theorem 2.2.6 ([ALR07]). Let X be the root stack in Definition 2.1.3. The map chorb induces
a Q-linear isomorphism

chorb : K0(X)Q
∼−→ Heven

CR (X,Q).

2.3. Stable sheaves. We collect some facts about stable sheaves on root surfaces. For general
theory for Deligne-Mumford stacks, we recommend the readers to [Nir08b] and [JK24] for details.

Let X be a smooth projective surface, C ⊂ X be a smooth curve, and X be the root stack
in Definition 2.1.3. Note that X is a smooth projective Deligne-Mumford stack of dimension 2,
and X is its coarse space.

Definition 2.3.1 ([Lie11]). A line bundle L on X is ample if some power of L is the pullback
of an ample line bundle on X under the structure map π : X → X.

We use Vistoli’s intersection theory on X in what follows [Vis89]. In particular, Chern classes
and Todd classes are defined, as well as a degree map. The Hodge index theorem still holds.

Theorem 2.3.2. (Hodge index theorem) Suppose H is an ample divisor on X. If D is a divisor
such that D · H = 0 then D2 ≤ 0. In particular, the intersection form on NS(X) ⊗ R is of
signature (1, ρ − 1).

Proof. See [Lie11, Theorem 3.1.3] �

Definition 2.3.3. For every E ∈ Coh(X) and every ample divisor H, the slope of E with
respect to H is

µH(E) :=

{

(H · ch1(E))/ rk(E), if rk(E) > 0,
+∞, if rk(E) = 0.

We say that E is µH -(semi)stable if for any non-zero proper subsheaf F ⊆ E one has
µH(F ) (≤) µH(E/F ).

The following Bogomolov inequality on X is an important ingredient for the construction of
Bridgeland stability conditions.

Theorem 2.3.4 ([JK24]). For every torsion free µH-semistable sheaf E on X, we have

∆(E) := ch1(E)2 − 2 rk(E) ch2(E) ≥ 0.

Proof. See proposition 3.6 and remark 3.7 of [JK24]. �

2.4. Bridgeland stability conditions. In this subsection, we recall the notion of Bridgeland
stability condition. Some detailed references are [Bri07, Bri08, MS17].

Definition 2.4.1. Let D be a triangulated category. We say that a full additive subcategory
A ⊂ D is the heart of a bounded t-structure if both of the following conditions are satisfied.

(i) If i < 0 and A,B ∈ A then HomD(A,B[i]) = 0;
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(ii) For every nonzero object E ∈ D there exists integers k1 > k2 > ... > km and objects
E1, ..., Em ∈ D that fit into the following collection of distinguished triangles

0 = E0 E1 E2 ... Em−1 Em = E.

A1[k1] A2[k2] Am[km]

Note that the heart of a bounded t-structure is an abelian category. Now we fix a finite rank
lattice Λ and a surjective group homomorphism v : K0(D) ։ Λ.

Definition 2.4.2. A pre-stability condition (with respect to Λ) on D is a pair σ = (Z,A) where

• A is the heart of a bounded t-structure of D;
• Z : Λ → C is a group homomorphism, called the central charge of σ.

They satisfy the following properties:

(i) For any non-zero E ∈ A,

Z(E) := Z(v(E)) ∈ R>0 · eiπφ

with φ ∈ (0, 1]. Define the phase of 0 6= E ∈ A to be φ(E) := φ. We say that E ∈ A
is σ-(semi)stable if for any non-zero proper subobject F ∈ A of E, φ(F ) (≤) φ(E). We
denote P(φ) as the full subcategory of A whose objects are σ-semistable of phase φ.

(ii) (Harder-Narasimhan filtration) Every object E ∈ A admits a unique filtration

0 = E0 ⊆ E1... ⊆ En−1 ⊆ En = E,

such that the quotients Ei/Ei−1 ∈ P(φi) with φ1 > φ2 > ... > φm. Such filtration is
called the Harder-Narasimhan filtration of E with respect to σ

For every E ∈ A, we write φmin(E) := φm and φmax(E) := φ1. If a function Z : Λ → C satisfies
condition (i), we say Z is a stability function.

Definition 2.4.3. A pre-stability condition σ = (Z,A) is a stability condition (with respect to
Λ) if it additionally satisfies either of the following equivalent support property (see e.g. [MS17]):

• For any fixed norm ‖ · ‖ on ΛR, there is a constant M > 0, such that for every σ-
semistable object E ∈ A, we have

‖E‖ ≤M |Z(E)|.
• There exists a quadratic form Q on ΛR such that

(i) Q is negative definite on ker(Z), and
(ii) Q(E) ≥ 0 for every σ-semistable object E ∈ A.

Let StabΛ(D) denote the set of stability conditions on D with respect to Λ. This set can
be given a topology as the coarsest topology such that for any E ∈ D the maps (Z,A) →
Z, (Z,A) → φmax(E) and (Z,A) → φmin(E) are continuous (see [Bri07]). We have the following
deformation result.

Theorem 2.4.4 ([Bri07]). Using the topology defined in [Bri07], the central charge map

Z : StabΛ(D) → Hom(Λ,C), (Z,A) 7→ Z

is a local homeomorphism. In particular, StabΛ(D) has a complex manifold structure of dimen-
sion rk(Λ).

3. Calculation on root stack

In this section, we recall the structure of Db(X) and compute necessary formulas for Chern
classes of coherent sheaves on X .
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3.1. Derived category of root stacks. In this subsection we collect properties of Db(X).
Recall that we have the following embedding

j : C → X.

By construction, we have j∗(M) ∼= M, where M is the universal line bundle on X and M is
the universal line bundle on C (Definition 2.1.4). Note that M = OX(C ). In the following we

will not distinguish ρk = M−k on X and ρk = M−k on C . For simplicity, we will use ρk for
both ρk and ρk.

By [Nir08a, Theorem 2.22], Serre duality holds for X and the dualizing object is ωX [2]. By
[Nir08a, Proposition 3.4], the canonical bundle ωX on X is

ωX = π∗ωX ⊗OX((n− 1)C ).

Proposition 3.1.1. We have the following Serre dualities:

• HomDb(X )(A,B) = HomDb(X )(B,A⊗ ωX [2])
∗.

• HomDb(X)(A,B) = HomDb(X)(B,A⊗ ωX((n− 1)C )[2])∗.

In particular, we have

π!(−) = π∗(−)⊗OX((n − 1)C ), f !(−) = f∗(−)⊗OX((n− 1)C ).

Proof. The first claim follows from the fact that Db(X ) =
⊕n−1

k=0 D
b(X)ρk. Since Serre duality

is true for X and the dualizing object is ωX [2] by [Nir08a], the second claim is true. Then π!, f !

are calculated by computing the relative dualizing objects. �

We need the following observation.

Lemma 3.1.2. Using notations in (2.1), let F ∈ Coh(C). Then

Hi(Lj∗j∗p
∗F ) =











p∗F i = 0,

p∗Fρ1 i = −1,

0 otherwise.

(3.1)

Proof. See [IU15, Proposition 6.1]. �

The following lemma is a refinement of Theorem 2.1.8.

Lemma 3.1.3. We have the following:

• HomX(j∗D
b(C)ρk,D

b(X)) = 0 for all k 6= n− 1.

• HomX(j∗D
b(C)ρk, j∗D

b(C)ρl) = 0 for all l 6= k, k + 1.

Proof. To show the first claim, by Serre duality we have

HomX(j∗D
b(C)ρk,D

b(X)) = HomX(D
b(X), j∗D

b(C)ρk−(n−1))
∗

= HomC (Lj
∗Db(X),Db(C)ρk−(n−1))

∗.

Note that Lj∗Db(X) ⊂ Db(C)ρ0, the claim is proved. To see the second claim, note that

HomX(j∗D(C)ρk, j∗D(C)ρl) = HomC (Lj
∗j∗(D

b(C)ρk),D
b(C)ρl).

By Lemma 3.1.2, we have Lj∗j∗(D
b(C)ρk) ⊂ 〈Db(C)ρk,D

b(C)ρk+1〉. �

3.2. Coherent sheaves on root stacks. In this subsection we study structure of coherent
sheaves on root stacks.

We first show the exactness of π∗ and π∗ in the following lemmas.

Lemma 3.2.1 ([AV02, Lemma 2.3.4]). Let π : X → X be the coarse space. The functor π∗
maps quasicoherent sheaves to quasicoherent sheaves, coherent sheaves to coherent sheaves, and
is exact. Moreover, π∗(OX) = OX .

Lemma 3.2.2. π is flat, that is π∗ is exact.

Proof. We check locally. By Proposition 2.1.9, locally we have following commutative diagram
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Spec(A[x]/(xn − a)) [Spec(A[x]/(xn − a))/µn]

SpecA.

ϕ

ψ
π

Since ψ is finite flat and ϕ is finite étale, π is flat. �

For torsion free sheaves we have the following injective map.

Lemma 3.2.3. If E is torsion free on X, then the adjunction map π∗π∗E → E is injective.

Proof. First note that π∗E is torsion free. Otherwise there is a torsion subsheaf F →֒ π∗E.
Hence

HomX(π
∗F,E) = HomX(F, π∗E) 6= 0.

However π∗F is torsion, HomX(π
∗F,E) = 0, we get a contradiction.

Now since ψ∗π∗E = ϕ∗(π∗π∗E) is torsion free, π∗π∗E is torsion free. Since π is isomorphism
away from C, Supp(Ker(ϕ)) ⊆ C . So Ker(ϕ) = 0 because π∗π∗E is torsion free. Thus the
adjunction map π∗π∗E → E is injective. �

Next we study the relation between Coh(X) and Coh(X ). Let X be the root gerbe in
Definition 2.1.3. Now we construct a morphism f : X → X . Note X has an open affine cover

X =

n
⋃

i=1

Spec(Ai),

such that such that OX(C)|Ui
∼= OUi

. Choosing ai ∈ Ai such that ai defines the curve C|Ui
. By

construction,

X =
n
⋃

i=1

[Spec(Ai[x]/(x
n − ai))/µn], X =

n
⋃

i=1

[Spec(Ai)/µn].

The natural map Spec(Ai[x]/(x
n − ai)) → Spec(Ai) is µn-equivariant, thus it induces a map

fi :

n
⋃

i=1

[Spec(Ai[x]/(x
n − ai))/µn] →

n
⋃

i=1

[Spec(Ai)/µn].

Note that {fi} can be glued since they agree on the overlap, we make the following definition.

Definition 3.2.4. We define f : X → X to be the morphism glued by {fi} as above.

Note that we have the following commutative diagram

X X

X.

f

π
pX

By construction, f is a finite flat map of degree n ramified along C . Moreover, f∗(OX) =
⊕n−1

k=0 OX ρk.

Lemma 3.2.5. Let G be a sheaf in Db(X)⊥ ∩Coh(X), that is G has a filtration as Gkρk where
Gk ∈ Coh(C). Then

f∗G =

n−1
⊕

k=1

Gkρk.

Here, we identify the sheaf G on C with j̄∗G on X.

Proof. The following two diagrams are commutative:

C X X C X ,

C X C X,

j

p

f

π pX

f◦j

p pX

j̄ j̄
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where the right-hand side diagram is a Cartesian diagram. Note the Gkρk on X denotes
j∗p

∗Gkρk, and ρk on C is the pullback of ρk on X . Since pX is flat, by base change and
projection formula, we have

f∗Gkρk = (f ◦ j)∗(p∗Gk ⊗ (f ◦ j)∗ρk) = p∗X j̄∗Gkρk.

Since Coh(X ) =
⊕

Coh(X)ρk, we have

f∗G =

n−1
⊕

k=1

p∗X j̄∗Gkρk =

n−1
⊕

k=1

Gkρk.

�

Now we recall a well-known fact about torsion free sheaves on root stacks.

Theorem 3.2.6 ([BV12]). The category TF(X) of torsion-free sheaves on X is equivalent to
the category Parn(X) of n-parabolic sheaves on X.

For any torsion free sheaf E ∈ Coh(X), we compute the projections with respect to the
decomposition Db(X) = 〈Db(C)ρ1, · · · ,Db(C)ρn−,D

b(X)〉, in terms of the parabolic structure
in Theorem 3.2.6. Consider the exact sequence

0 −→ f∗(E(−C )) −→ f∗(E) −→ f∗(E|C ) −→ 0.

Note that OX(−C ) = f∗(OX ρ1). By the projection formula, we have

f∗(E(−C )) =
n−1
⊕

k=0

Ekρk+1 = En−1(−C)ρ0 ⊕
(

n−1
⊕

k=1

Ek−1ρk

)

, f∗(E) =
n−1
⊕

k=0

Ekρk.

Hence we have morphisms

e−1,0 : En−1(−C) → E0, ek−1,k : Ek−1 → Ek, 1 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.

By a local computation, we see the maps ek−1,k are precisely those in the definition of parabolic
sheaves on X (see Theorem 3.2.6). For every n ∈ Z, let ek+n−1,k+n = ek−1,k ⊗ OX(nC). For
integers j < k, let ejk be the composition of morphisms

ejk := ek−1,k ◦ · · · ej+1,j+2 ◦ ej,j+1, Gjk := coker(ejk). (3.2)

For 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, we define E0,k to be the torsion free sheaf on X that corresponds to the
parabolic sheaf

E0
id−→ · · · id−→ E0

e0,k−→ Ek
ek,k+1−→ · · · en−2,n−1−→ En−1

en−1,n−→ E0(C), (3.3)

where Ek is at the k-th position. Summarizing these, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 3.2.7. Let E ∈ Coh(X) be a torsion free sheaf. Then there is a filtration

E0

fn,n−1→֒ E0,n−1

fn−1,n−2→֒ E0,n−2

fn−2,n−3→֒ · · ·
f2,1→֒ E0,1 = E.

Using notations in (3.2) and (3.3), we have the graded factor coker(fk+1,k) = G0,kρk for 1 ≤
k ≤ n− 1. It is the projection of E into the Db(C)ρk component. Under f∗, the map fk+1,k is
the identity on the ρj component for j 6= k and is ek,k+1 on the ρk component.

To end this subsection we make the following notation simplification.

Lemma 3.2.8. Let E ∈ Db(X) and f : X → X be the map in Definition 3.2.4. Write

f∗(E) =
⊕n−1

k=0 Ekρk. Then Hi(Ek) = Hi(E)k.

Proof. The claim follows from the exactness of π∗. �

In the following of this paper we will not distinguish Hi(Ek) and Hi(E)k.
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3.3. Chern class computations. In this subsection we make computations for Chern classes.
First, the Chow ring of a root stack is computed by [AOA23] as follows.

Lemma 3.3.1. The Chow ring of X is

CH∗(X) =
CH∗(X)⊕ CH∗(P(NC/X , d))e

(i∗α− dαe)∀α∈CH∗(C)
=

CH∗(X)⊕ CH∗(C)[t]e

((nt−D)e, i∗α− nαe)∀α∈CH∗(C)
. (3.4)

The numerical ring of X is

Num∗(X) = Num∗(X) [C ,Bµn] . (3.5)

Here, C = [C ] is the fundamental class of the root gerbe C . Its numerical class is
C

n
. Bµn =

[Bµn] is the fundamental class of the gerbe over a point. Its numerical class is
pt

n
.

The next lemma computes the Chern classes of E ∈ Coh(C ).

Lemma 3.3.2. Let Ek ∈ Coh(C)ρk ⊂ Coh(C ) with ch0(C,Ek) = rk and ch1(C,E) = dk. Then
we have

ch(X, j∗(Ek)ρk) = (0, rk[C ], rk
−2k − 1

2
C

2 + dk[Bµn]). (3.6)

Proof. The claim follows from the Riemann-Roch on Deligne-Mumford stacks [Toe99]. �

The following lemma is used multiple times in later sections.

Lemma 3.3.3. Suppose f∗(E) =
⊕n−1

k=0 Ekρk. Numerically, we have

ch0(E) =
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

ch0(Ek) = ch0(Ej),∀j,

ch1(E) =
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

ch1(Ek),

ch2(E) =
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

ch2(Ek) +

n−1
∑

k=0

n− 2k − 1

2n2
ch1(Ek) · C.

Proof. The first claim follows from the fact that f∗ is étale away from C , we have ch0(Ei) =
ch0(Ej),∀i, j. By Proposition 3.2.7, and Lemma 3.3.2, we have

ch1(E) = ch1(E0) +
1

n

n−1
∑

k=1

(ch1(Ek)− ch1(E0)) =
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

ch1(Ek),

ch2(E) = ch2(E0) +
n−1
∑

k=1

[

ch2(G0,k)

n
+

ch1(G0,k) · C
2n

− 2k + 1

2n2
ch1(G0,k) · C

]

=
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

ch2(Ek) +

n−1
∑

k=0

n− 2k − 1

2n2
ch1(Ek) · C.

�

Since Chern classes computations in this paper are all numerical, we will not distinguish

[C ],
C

n
and [Bµn],

pt

n
. As consequences of Proposition 3.2.7, we have the following inequalities.

Lemma 3.3.4. Let E ∈ Coh(X) be a torsion free sheaf. Let Gj,k be the sheaf defined in 3.1.1
and rj,k := ch0(C,Gj,k), where 0 ≤ j, k ≤ n− 1. Then

(i) 0 ≤ r0,1 ≤ r0,2 ≤ · · · ≤ r0,n−1 ≤ ch0(E).
(ii) rj,k ≤ ch0(E) for any 0 ≤ j, k ≤ n− 1.
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Proof. Note G0,k has a composition series G0,1, G1,2, · · · , Gk−1,k. By Lemma 3.3.3, we have

ch1(E|C ) = ch1(E) − ch1(E(−C ))

=
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

ch1(Ek)−
1

n
(ch1(En−1(−C)) +

n−2
∑

k=0

ch1(Ek))

=
1

n
(ch1(En−1)− ch1(En−1(−C)))

=
1

n
(
n−1
∑

k=1

(ch1(Ek)− ch1(Ek−1)) + ch1(E0)− ch1(En−1(−C))) =
1

n
(
n−1
∑

k=0

ch1(Gk−1,k)).

Since Gk−1,k are supported on the curve C, we have following:

ch0(E)C = ch1(E|C ) =
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

ch1(Gk−1,k) =
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

ch0(C,Gk−1,k)C.

Hence r0,k = ch0(C,G0,k) =
∑k

j=0 ch0(C,Gj,j+1) ≤ ch0(E), r0,k ≤ r0,k+1, and rj,k ≤ ch0(E).
�

4. Construction of stability conditions

Lemma 4.0.1. The abelian category Coh(X) is Noetherian.

Proof. By construction we have an affine cover

X =
n
⋃

i=1

Vi,

where Vi = [Spec(Ai[x]/(x
n − ai))/µn]. Since we have the following equivalence of categories

Coh(Vi) ≃ Cohµn(Spec(Ai[x]/(x
n − ai))),

the category Coh(Vi) is Noetherian. Thus Coh(X) is Noetherian.
�

Lemma 4.0.2. For any coherent sheaf E on X, it has Harder-Narasimhan filtration with respect
to the slope stability (Definition 2.3.3).

Proof. Consider the function

Z : K0(Coh(X)) → C, Z(E) = −c1(E) ·H + rk(E)i.

Since Coh(X) is Noetherian and Im(Z(K0(X))) is discrete, by [MS17, Proposition 4.10],
every E ∈ Coh(X) has the Harder-Narasimhan filtration. �

Recall that for B ∈ NS(X)R = NS(X)R, the twisted Chern character is defined as

chB : K0(X) → H∗(X,R), chB(E) := e−B · ch(E).

Explicitly, this is

chB0 (−) = ch0(−),

chB1 (−) = ch1(−)−B · ch0(−),

chB2 (−) = ch2(−)−B · ch1(−) +
B2

2
· ch0(−).

Lemma 4.0.3. Lemma 3.3.3 holds for twisted Chern character.
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Proof. It is clear for chB0 and chB1 parts. For chB2 part, since
∑n−1

k=0
n−2k−1

2n2 = 0, we have
following:

chB2 (E) = ch2(E)−B · ch1(E) +
B2

2
· ch0(E)

=
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

ch2(Ek) +

n−1
∑

k=0

n− 2k − 1

2n2
ch1(Ek) · C − 1

n
B

n−1
∑

k=0

ch1(Ek) +
B2

2

1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

ch0(Ek)

=
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

(ch2(Ek)−Bch1(Ek) +
B2

2
ch0(Ek)) +

n−1
∑

k=0

n− 2k − 1

2n2
(ch1(Ek)−Bch0(Ek)) · C

=
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

chB2 (Ek) +

n−1
∑

k=0

n− 2k − 1

2n2
chB1 (Ek) · C.

�

Definition 4.0.4. Let B,H ∈ NS(X)R with H ∈ Amp(X) an ample class. We define the
following full subcategories of Db(X):

TB,H :={E ∈ Coh(X) : µH,min(F ) > B ·H},
FB,H :={E ∈ Coh(X) : µH,max(F ) ≤ B ·H},
AB,H :=〈FB,H [1],TB,H〉.

Lemma 4.0.5. The category AB,H is the heart of a bounded t-structure on Db(X).

Proof. The proof follows from [Bri07, Lemma 6.1]. �

The following lattices are isomorphic to the corresponding cohomology groups over Q.

Definition 4.0.6. Let Λ be the image of K0(X) in H∗
CR(X,Q) under chorb(−) (Definition

2.2.5), and Λ′ be the image of K0(X) in H∗
CR(X,Q) under ch(−).

Remark 4.0.7. By Theorem 2.2.6 and Proposition 2.2.3, we have

ΛQ
∼= Heven

CR (X,Q), Λ′
Q
∼= Heven(X,Q).

Define the following symmetric paring on H∗(X):

〈u,v〉 :=
∫

X
u · v.

The following map induces a group homomorphism on H∗(X):

ZB,H(E) := −〈e−(B+iH), ch(E)〉 = 〈(−1 +
H2

2
) + iH, ch(E) · e−B〉

= −chB2 (E) +
H2

2
chB0 (E) + iH · (chB1 (E)).

Definition 4.0.8. We call σB,H := (ZB,H ,AB,H) a tilt stability condition.

Proposition 4.0.9. The group homomorphism ZB,H is a stability function (Definition 2.4.2)
on the heart AB,H .

Proof. Let E ∈ AB,H be a non-zero object. By definition, Im(ZB,H(E)) ≥ 0. If Im(ZB,H(E)) =
0, then H0(E) has zero dimensional support, and H−1(E) is torsion free and µH -semistable
with slope B ·H. Now assume E is such an object.

Recall that for every class v ∈ H∗(X), ∆(v) := ch1(v)
2 − 2ch0(v)ch2(v). Since ∆(O(−B)) =

0, we have

chB1 (v)
2 − 2chB0 (v)ch

B
2 (v) = ∆(v ⊗O(−B)) = ∆(v) + ∆(O(−B)) = ∆(v).
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By the Bogomolov inequality (Theorem 2.3.4), we have ∆(H−1(E)) ≥ 0. If H−1(E) 6= 0, it has
positive rank. By the Hodge Index Theorem, we have

chB2 (H−1(E)) ≤ chB1 (H−1(E))2

2chB0 (H−1(E))
≤ 0.

Hence we have

ZB,H(E) =− ZB,H(H−1(E)) + ZB,H(H0(E))

=chB2 (H−1(E))− H2

2
chB0 (H−1(E)) − chB2 (H0(E)) ≤ −H2

2
ch0(H−1(E))− ch2(H0(E)).

By assumption, −H2 < 0. Since E 6= 0, either ch0(H−1(E)) > 0 or ch2(H0(E)) > 0. Hence
ZB,H(E) < 0.

�

Corollary 4.0.10. When B,H ∈ NS(X)Q, σB,H = (ZB,H ,AB,H) is a pre-stability condition.

Proof. By [MS17], we know AB,H is Noetherian. By assumption, Im(Z(Λ)) is discrete. Thus
by [MS17, Proposition 4.10], σB,H has the Harder-Narasimhan property. Since Im(Z(Λ)) is
discrete, by [Bri08, Lemma 4.4], σB,H is locally finite. So σB,H is a pre-stability condition. �

To end this section we introduce several notations that is convenient for later computations.
Suppose E ∈ Coh(X), we define µB(E) as

µB(E) :=
chB1 (E) ·H
chB0 (E)

.

In the following, fix B,H ∈ NS(X)Q where H is ample. Let A = AB,H , and

Zt(v) = ZB,H,t(v) = −chB2 (v) + tchB0 (v) + iH · (chB1 (v)). (4.1)

By Proposition 4.0.9 and Corollary 4.0.10, for every t > 0, σt = (Zt,A) is a pre-stability
condition.

Definition 4.0.11. Let E ∈ D(X) and σ be a pre-stablity condition on X . We define

µσ(E) := −Re(Z(E))

Im(Z(E))
.

Note that for E,F ∈ A, φ(E) > φ(F ) if and only if µσ(E) > µσ(F ).

5. Support property

In this section, we prove the support property of pre-stability conditions σt for t > 0. The
main theorem of this paper is the following.

Theorem 5.0.1. For every t > 0, the pre-stability condition σt satisfies the support property
with respect to HevenCR (X,Q).

We sketch the strategy to prove Theorem 5.0.1. It appears to the authors that writing down
a quadratic form as in Definition 2.4.3 is very difficult. We use a different approach.

First we have the support property on the ordinary cohomology of X . For every σ-semistable
object E, we will cut it into two parts

0 −→ P −→ E −→ Q −→ 0.

Here, Q is a relatively simple part to deal with, however it prevents us to apply our observation
directly to E. Behaving differently, P is our central problem, but we can delicately construct
subobjects of P so that their Chern classes are related to Pk, 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, where we write
f∗(P ) =

⊕

Pkρk as in Proposition 3.2.7. By stability of E, we will get bounds for ‖ch(Pk)‖.
Combining the bounds for ‖ch(Pk)‖ and ‖ch(Qk)‖, we get the support property on the rational
Chen-Ruan cohomology as desired. We would like to illustrate the idea by the following two
examples.
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Example 5.0.2. Let E ∈ A be a σ-semistable object. For simplicity assume E ∈ Coh(X)
and B = 0. By Proposition 3.3.3, the support property on rational Chen-Ruan cohomology is
equivalent to a good bound on ‖ch(Ek)‖ for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1. Since ch0(Ek) = ch0(E),
they are bounded by the support property on the ordinary cohomology. By Proposition 3.3.4,
ch1(Ek) are close to ch1(E), hence we do not worry about them either. The only difficulty is to
bound ch2(Ek).

For simplicity, we assume E is µH -stable for a moment. Then by Proposition 3.3.4, Ek are
“almost” slope stable. A natural idea to bound ch2 is the Bogomolov Inequality. We have the
following worst case

ch2(Ek) ∼
ch1(Ek)

2

ch0(Ek)
∼ µH(E)2/ch0(E).

Note that this bound is not linear. Hence we see that if µH(E) ≫ 0, this bound is not
satisfactory. However, when µH(E) is bounded, we get an upper bound of ch2(Ek) for every
0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1. By Proposition 3.3.3, ch2(E) is approximately the average of ch2(Ek), hence we
will also get a lower bound for every ch2(Ek). This example leads to the object Q in Notation
5.0.5.

Example 5.0.3. Let E ∈ A be a σ-semistable object. For simplicity assume E ∈ Coh(X)
and B = 0. As the previous Example 5.0.2 points out, what if µH(E) ≫ 0? Note that such

µH -semistable sheaves do exists, and we can make the ratio
‖ch2(Ek)‖
‖ch2(E)‖ as large as possible, as

exhibited in the following.
Let p1, · · · , pm ∈ C be m distinct points and Z = {p1, · · · , pm}. Then we have the following

exact sequence

0 −→ IZρ0(dH) −→ OX(dH) −→ OZρ0 −→ 0.

Let E = IZρ0(dH), then approximately ch2(E) ∼ d2H2

2
−m
n
. Hence we may first take arbitrarily

large d ≫ 0 and then arrange m so that ch2(E) ∼ 0. However, applying f∗ to the sequence we

see that E0
∼= IZ(dH) and Ek ∼= OX(dH) for 1 ≤ k ≤ n − 1. Hence the ratio

‖ch2(Ek)‖
‖ch2(E)‖ is

unbounded.
The crucial observation here is that such E is not σ-stable. Indeed, we have the following

inclusion

OX(dH − C ) →֒ IZρ0(dH).

Observe that the tilt stability has central charge given by (4.1):

Zt(v) = −ch2(v) + tch0(v) + iH · (ch1(v)).
When d ≫ 0 and ch2(E) is bounded, this inclusion would destabilize IZρ0(dH). Hence in this
case such E are actually not σ-stable. This example leads to the object P in Notation 5.0.5.

Remark 5.0.4. The readers may wonder why Example 5.0.2 is necessary to consider. The reason
why Example 5.0.3 cannot unify the proof is that the inclusion

OX(dH − C ) →֒ IZρ0(dH)

may not happen in A. For instance, when d is bounded and the curve C has sufficient large
degree, OX(dH − C ) would have negative slope and hence not being an object in A. Hence to
use the idea of Example 5.0.3, we need µmin to be not too small. The threshold to distinguish
these two types only depends on X , which will be defined in the following Notation 5.0.5.

Notation 5.0.5. We set the following notations for this paper.

(i) Let F ∈ Coh(X) and 0 = F0 ⊆ F1... ⊆ Fm = F be the µH-Harder-Narasimhan filtration
of F . For any a ∈ R, define

• F≤a :=

{

F/Fk, if µBmin(F ) ≤ a and k = min(l : µB(Fl+1/Fl) ≤ a),

0, otherwise.
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• F≥a :=

{

Fk, if µBmax(F ) ≥ a and k = max(l : µB(Fl/Fl−1) ≥ a),

0, otherwise.

Define F<a and F>a similarly.
(ii) For every E ∈ A, define

• Q = H0(E)≤2α and P = ker(E ։ Q).
• S = H−1(E)≥−2α[1] and T = coker(S →֒ E).

Note that by Corollary 5.1.6 we have f∗(Pkρk) ∈ A and f !(Tkρk) ∈ A.
(iii) We set the constant

α = (n− 1)HC =
n− 1

n
HC.

As stated in the strategy, we first note that the support property holds for the ordinary
cohomology in the following Theorem 5.1.1. Then we will bound ‖chorb(Q)‖ in subsection 5.2
and ‖chorb(P )‖ in subsection 5.3. To simplify the computations later we observe the following
equivalence of norms.

Lemma 5.0.6. Let E ∈ K(X) and ‖E‖ := ‖chorb(E)‖. Using the notaions in Proposition
3.2.7, for every fixed B ∈ NS1(X)R, Define

‖E‖B := ‖(chB(E), chB(G0,1ρ1), · · · , chB(G0,n−1ρn−1))‖.
Then we have an equivalence of norms ‖ · ‖ ∼ ‖ · ‖B .

Proof. It suffices to show ‖chB(G0,kρk)‖ ∼ ‖ch(C,G0,k)‖. The claim follows from Lemma 3.3.2
and a direct computation. �

5.1. Preparations. In this subsection we collect some necessary facts and lemmas. First we
note that the support property holds for the ordinary cohomology.

Theorem 5.1.1. For every t > 0, the pre-stability condition σt satisfies the support property
for the lattice Λ′ (Definition 4.0.6).

Proof. The proof is the same as that for smooth surfaces (see e.g. [MS17]). �

Lemma 5.1.2. Let V be an n-dimensional real vector space with a positive definite inner product
(− · −). Then for every vj ∈ V, aj > 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ m, we have

(
m
∑

j=1

ajvj)
2 ≤

m
∑

j=1

a2j

m
∑

j=1

v2
j .

Proof. Let e1, · · · en ∈ V be an orthogonal basis of V . Write vj =
∑n

i=1 x
j
iei, x

j
i ∈ R. By the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

(

m
∑

j=1

ajvj)
2 = (

n
∑

i=1

m
∑

j=1

ajx
j
i ei)

2 =

n
∑

i=1

(

m
∑

j=1

ajx
j
iei)

2

≤
n
∑

i=1

m
∑

j=1

a2j

m
∑

k=1

(xki ei)
2 =

m
∑

j=1

a2j

m
∑

k=1

(
n
∑

i=1

xki ei)
2 =

m
∑

j=1

a2j

m
∑

k=1

v2
k.

�

Proposition 5.1.3. Let F ∈ Coh(X) be a torsion free sheaf such that a ≤ µBmin(F ) ≤
µBmax(F ) ≤ b. Then we have

chB2 (F ) ≤
max(a2, b2)

2H2
· chB0 (F ).

Proof. We prove a stronger inequality that will be used later. LetG1, · · · , Gm be the µH -Harder-

Narasimhan factors of F . Write chB1 (Gj) = ajH + Nj, where aj =
HchB1 (Gj)

H2
, Nj ∈ H⊥. Let
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a =
∑m

j=1 aj and N =
∑m

j=1Nj, then chB1 (F ) = aH + N . By the Bogomolov inequality, for
every Gj , we have

chB2 (Gj) ≤
chB1 (Gj)

2

2chB0 (Gj)
=
a2jH

2 +N2
j

2chB0 (Gj)
=
µB(Gj)

2
aj +

N2
j

2chB0 (Gj)
.

By Lemma 5.1.2 and the Hodge Index Theorem, we have

(

m
∑

j=1

Nj)
2 =





m
∑

j=1

√

chB0 (Gj)
Nj

√

chB0 (Gj)



 ≥
m
∑

j=1

chB0 (Gj)

m
∑

j=1

N2
j

chB0 (Gj)
= chB0 (F )

m
∑

j=1

N2
j

chB0 (Gj)
.

Hence we have

chB2 (F ) =

m
∑

j=1

chB2 (Gj) ≤
m
∑

j=1

µB(Gj)

2
aj +

m
∑

j=1

N2
j

2chB0 (Gj)

≤
m
∑

j=1

µB(Gj)

2
aj +

(
∑m

j=1Nj)
2

2chB0 (F )
=

m
∑

j=1

µB(Gj)
2

2H2
chB0 (Gj) +

N2

2chB0 (F )

≤ max(a2, b2)

2H2

m
∑

j=1

chB0 (Gj) +
N2

2chB0 (F )
=

max(a2, b2)

2H2
chB0 (F ) +

N2

2chB0 (F )
. (5.1)

By the Hodge Index Theorem, N2 ≤ 0. Hence

chB2 (F ) ≤
max(a2, b2)

2H2
chB0 (F ) +

N2

2chB0 (F )
≤ max(a2, b2)

2H2
chB0 (F ).

�

Lemma 5.1.4. Let D be a triangulated category, and A be the heart of a bounded t-structure.
Suppose A,B,C ∈ A, then A → B → C is a short exact sequence in A if and only if it is a
distinguised triangle in D.

Proof. Now suppose A → B → C → A[1] is a distinguised triangle. There are cohomology
object functors H•

A : D → A. Taking the cohomology, we get a short exact sequence

0 → A→ B → C → 0.

Conversely, let 0 → A→ B → C → 0 be a short exact sequence in A. Let C ′ be the cone of
A→ B, then we have the following exact sequence:

Hom(C ′, C) → Hom(B,C) → Hom(A,C).

Since the composition A→ B → C is 0, the map B → C factors through C ′. Hence we have a
commutative diagram:

A B C ′ A[1]

A B C.

id id

Now applying the cohomology functor, we get a commutative diagram:

0 H−1
A (C ′) A B H0

A(C
′) 0

0 A B C 0.

id id

Hence we have H−1
A (C ′) = 0 and H0

A(C
′) = C. Since Hi

A(A) = Hi
A(B) = 0 for i 6= 0, we also

know Hi
A(C

′) = 0 for all i 6= −1, 0. Hence C ′ ∼= C and we have a distinguished triangle:

A→ B → C → A[1].

�
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Next we observe the fact that the first Chern classes of Ek are close to E. This will be used
often later.

Proposition 5.1.5. Let E ∈ Coh(X) be a torsion free sheaf. Then for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1,
we have

µBmin(E)− α ≤ µBmin(f
∗(Ekρk)) ≤ µBmax(f

∗(Ekρk)) ≤ µBmax(E).

In particular, if µBmin(E) > (n− 1)HC , then for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1 we have f∗(Ekρk) ∈ A.

Proof. Recall we have map f : X → X . Suppose f∗(E) =
⊕n−1

k=0 Ekρk. The canonical projec-
tion f∗(E) → Ekρk induces a map

pk : E → f !(Ekρk) = Ek((n − 1− k)C ).

Let Ek((n − 1 − k)C ) → Q be the last µB-Harder-Narasimhan factor. Then Q is torsion free.
Since pk is an isomorphism away from C, in particular the composition map E → Q is nonzero.
Since Q is µB-semistable, we have µBmin(E) ≤ µB(Q). By assumption, we have

µBmin(E) ≤ µB(Q) = µBmin(Ek((n − 1− k)C )) = µBmin(Ek) + (n− 1− k)HC .

Hence f∗(Ekρk) ∈ A, since we have

µBmin(f
∗(Ekρk)) = µBmin(Ek(−kC )) = µBmin(Ek)− kHC ≥ µBmin(E)− (n− 1)HC .

To see the other inequality, note that the inclusion Ekρk → f∗(E) induces a map f∗(Ekρk) → E.
The map is injective since it is an isomorphism away from C and E is torsion free. Hence we
have

µBmax(f
∗(Ekρk)) ≤ µBmax(E).

�

Corollary 5.1.6. For every E ∈ A, we have

• If µBmin(H0(E)) > α, then f∗(Ekρk) ∈ A for 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.
• If µBmax(H−1(E)) ≤ −α, then f !(Ekρk) ∈ A for 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.

Proof. The first claim is Proposition 5.1.5. To prove the second claim, note that f∗ and f∗
are exact. Hence Hi(f !(Ekρk)) = f !(Hi(Ekρk)) = f !(Hi(E)kρk), the claim follows by applying
Proposition 5.1.5 to H−1(E). �

5.2. Bounding ‖chorb(Q)‖. The goal of this subsection is to prove the following proposition.

Proposition 5.2.1. Fix t > 0 and let E ∈ A be a σt-semistable object. Using Notation 5.0.5,
there is a constant MQ such that

‖chB(Qk)‖ ≤MQ|Z(E)|, 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.

Similarly, there is a constant MS such that

‖chB(Sk)‖ ≤MS |Z(E)|, 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.

The following proposition is a necessary condition for Proposition 5.2.1 to be true. It will be
used later.

Proposition 5.2.2. Fix t > 0 and let E ∈ A be a σt-semistable object. Using Notation 5.0.5,
there are constants M1,M2, such that

|chB2 (Q)| ≤M1|Z(E)|, 0 ≤ chB0 (Q) ≤M2|Z(E)|.

Similarly, there are constants M ′
1,M

′
2, such that

|chB2 (S)| ≤M ′
1|Z(E)|, M ′

2|Z(E)| ≤ chB0 (S) ≤ 0.
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Proof. We prove the first claim, the second claim is proved similarly. First note that chB0 (Q) > 0,

otherwise Q = 0 and there is nothing to prove. Let 0 < a <
√
2tH2 to be any constant. Let

Q′ = Q≥a and Q′′ = Q<a. We first deal with Q′′.
Bounding Q′′: In the distinguished triangle

F → E → Q′′ → F [1], (5.2)

we have H−1(F ) = H−1(E) and H0(F ) = S. Hence F ∈ A. By Lemma 5.1.4, (5.2) is an exact
seqeunce in A. By σt-semistability of E, we have µσ(E) ≤ µσ(Q

′′). Hence we have

−chB2 (Q
′′) + tchB0 (Q

′′) ≤ HchB1 (Q
′′)

HchB1 (E)
(−chB2 (E) + tchB0 (E)).

By Proposition 5.1, we have chB2 (Q
′′) ≤ a2

2H2
chB0 (Q

′′). Hence we have

0 <

(

t− a2

2H2

)

chB0 (Q
′′) ≤ HchB1 (Q

′′)

HchB1 (E)
(−chB2 (E) + tchB0 (E)) ≤ Re(Z(E)). (5.3)

Since t− a2

2H2
> 0, we may take a2 =

(

t− a2

2H2

)−1

. Then 0 ≤ chB0 (Q
′′) ≤ a2|Z(E)|.

By (5.3), if Q′′ 6= 0 then Re(Z(E)) > 0. Hence we have

−chB2 (Q
′′) < −chB2 (Q

′′) + tchB0 (Q
′′) ≤ HchB1 (Q

′′)

HchB1 (E)
(−chB2 (E) + tchB0 (E)) ≤ Re(Z(E)).

By Proposition 5.1, we have

chB2 (Q
′′) ≤ a2

2H2
chB0 (Q

′′) ≤ a2

2H2
· a2|Re(Z(E))|.

Hence we may take a1 = max

(

2α2

H2
· a2, 1

)

. Then ‖chB2 (Q′′)‖ ≤ a1|Z(E)|.

Bounding Q: Since µB(Q′) ≥ a > 0, we have chB0 (Q
′) ≤ a−1HchB1 (Q

′) ≤ a−1|Z(E)|. Let
M2 = a2 + a−1, then we have

0 ≤ chB0 (Q) ≤ a2|Z(E)|+ a−1|Z(E)| =M2|Z(E)|.

Since 0 < µBmin(Q) ≤ µBmax(Q) ≤ 2α, we have chB2 (Q) ≤ 2α2

H2
chB0 (Q) ≤ 2α2

H2
M2|Z(E)|. Since

E ։ Q, by stability of E we have µσ(E) ≤ µσ(Q). Hence

−chB2 (Q) ≤ −chB2 (Q)+tchB0 (Q) ≤ HchB1 (Q)

HchB1 (E)
(−chB2 (E)+tchB0 (E)) ≤ HchB1 (Q)

HchB1 (E)
|Z(E)| ≤ |Z(E)|.

�

In order to bound ‖chB1 (Qk)‖, we need the following lemmas.

Lemma 5.2.3. Under the conditions of Proposition 5.2.2, there is a constant M3, such that

‖chB1 (Q)‖ ≤M3|Z(E)|.
Similarly, there is a constant M ′

3, such that

‖chB1 (S)‖ ≤M ′
3|Z(E)|.

Proof. We prove the first claim, the second claim is proved similarly. Let gr1(Q), · · · , grm(Q)
be the µB-Harder-Narasimhan factors of Q. Then we may write

chB1 (grj(Q)) = ajH +Nj, aj =
HchB1 (grj(Q))

H2
, Nj ∈ H⊥.
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Let a =
∑m

j=1 aj =
HchB1 (Q)

H2
and N =

∑m
j=1Nj . Then N ∈ H⊥, and chB1 (Q) = aH +N. By a

modified version of Bogomolov inequality (5.1), we have

N2 ≥ 2chB2 (Q)chB0 (Q)− 4α2

H2
chB0 (Q)2. (5.4)

By Proposition 5.2.2, there is a constant b1 > 0, such that

N2 ≥ −b1|Z(E)|2. (5.5)

Since N ∈ H⊥ and by the Hodge Index Theorem H⊥ is negative definite, there is a constant
b2 > 0 such that ‖N‖ ≤ b2|Z(E)|. Note that Q is a quotient of E in A,

a =
HchB1 (Q)

H2
≤ HchB1 (E)

H2
=

Im(Z(E))

H2
.

Hence we have

‖chB1 (Q)‖ = ‖aH +N‖ ≤ ‖aH‖+ ‖N‖ ≤ ‖H‖
H2

| Im(Z(E))| + b2|Z(E)|.

�

Lemma 5.2.4. There exists a constant b > 0, such that for every torsion free sheaf E ∈ Coh(X),
we have

chB1 (Ek)C ≤ chB1 (E)C + bchB0 (E).

Proof. By Lemma 3.3.3, we have

chB1 (Ek)C = chB1 (E)C − chB1 (E)C + chB1 (Ek)C = chB1 (E)C +
1

n

n−1
∑

j=0

(ch1(Ek)− ch1(Ej))C

= chB1 (E)C +
1

n

∑

0≤j 6=k≤n−1

ch1(Gjk)C.

By Lemma 3.3.4, we have

chB1 (E)C +
1

n

∑

0≤j 6=k≤n−1

ch0(C,Gjk)C
2 ≤ chB1 (E)C +

n− 1

n
|C2|chB0 (E)

�

Now we are ready to bound ‖chB1 (Qk)‖.

Proposition 5.2.5. Under the condition of Proposition 5.2.2, write f∗(Q) =
⊕n−1

k=0 Qkρk and

f∗(S) =
⊕n−1

k=0 Skρk. Then there are constants M4,M5, such that

‖chB2 (Qk)‖ ≤M4|Z(E)|, ‖chB1 (Qk)‖ ≤M5|Z(E)| 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.

Similarly, there is a constant M ′
4, such that

‖chB2 (Sk)‖ ≤M ′
4|Z(E)|, ‖chB1 (Sk)‖ ≤M ′

5|Z(E)| 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.

Proof. We prove the first claim, the second claim is proved similarly.
Bounding ch2(Qk):

By Proposition 5.1.5, we have

−α ≤ µBmin(Q)− α ≤ µBmin(Qk) ≤ µBmax(Qk) ≤ µBmax(Q) + α ≤ 3α.

Hence by Proposition 5.1 and Proposition 5.2.2, we have

chB2 (Qk) ≤
9α2

2H2
chB0 (Qk) =

9α2

2H2
chB0 (Q) ≤ 9α2

2H2
M1|Z(E)|, 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1. (5.6)

By Proposition 3.3.3, we have

chB2 (Q) =
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

chB2 (Qk) +

n−1
∑

k=0

n− 2k − 1

2n2
chB1 (Qk) · C.
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By Lemma 5.2.4, there are constants B0, ..., Bk

chB2 (Q) ≤ 1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

chB2 (Qk) +

n−1
∑

k=0

n− 2k − 1

2n2
(chB1 (Q)C +Bkch

B
0 (Q))

=
1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

chB2 (Qk) +

n−1
∑

k=0

n− 2k − 1

2n2
Bkch

B
0 (Q).

Thus there is a constant B′ > 0, such that

chB2 (Q) ≤ 1

n

n−1
∑

k=0

chB2 (Qk) +B′chB0 (Q).

By Proposition 3.3.3, Proposition 5.2.2 and (5.6), there is a constant b3 > 0, such that

chB2 (Qj) ≥ nchB2 (Q)−
∑

k 6=j

chB2 (Qk)−B′chB0 (Q) ≥ −b3|Z(E)|.

Hence we may take M4 = max(
9α2

2H2
M1, b3).

Bounding ch1(Qk):
By Proposition 3.2.7, we may write chB1 (Qk) = chB1 (Q) + bC for some b ∈ Z. By Lemma

5.2.3, it suffices to bound b. By Proposition 5.1.5, we have

−α < µBmin(Q)− α ≤ µB(Qk) = µB(Q) + b
HC

chB0 (Q)
≤ µBmax(Q) + α ≤ 3α.

Hence by Proposition 5.2.2, we have

|b| ≤ 3α

HC
chB0 (Q) ≤ 3α

HC
M2|Z(E)|.

Proof of Proposition 5.2.1. We prove the first claim, the second claim is similar. Note that
ch0(Qk) = ch0(Q), by Proposition 5.2.2 and Theorem 5.1.1 it is bounded. The proposition now
follows from Proposition 5.2.5. �

�

5.3. Bounding ‖chorb(P )‖. By Proposition 5.2.1, if we have a bound for ‖chB(Pk)‖, then we
will get a bound for ‖chB(Ek)‖. The goal of this subsection is the following proposition.

Proposition 5.3.1. Fix t > 0 and let E ∈ A be a σt-semistable object. Using Notation 5.0.5,
there is a constant ME such that

‖chB(Ek)‖ ≤ME |Z(E)|, 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.

We first prove some lemmas.

Lemma 5.3.2. Let 0 → E → F → G → 0 be a short exact sequence in A. For every
0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, if the induced map Ek → Fk on ρk component is zero, then E ∈ Coh(X).
Furthermore, either

(i) Ek = 0, or
(ii) Ek is torsion free with µBmax(Ek) ≤ µBmax(H−1(Gk)).

Proof. We prove the lemma for k = 0, the other cases are similar. By Lemma 5.1.4, we have a
distinguished triangle in Db(X):

E → F → G→ E[1].

Since f∗ is exact, applying the functor f∗ = Rf∗, we have a distinguished triangle in Db(X ):

f∗E → f∗F → f∗G→ f∗E[1].

Hence we get a distinguished triangle in Db(X):

E0 → F0 → G0 → E0[1].
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Consider the long exact sequence of cohomology sheaves

0 → H−1(E0) → H−1(F0) → H−1(G0) → H0(E0) → H0(F0).

Since H−1(E0) → H−1(F0) is an injective zero map, we have H−1(E0) = 0 and H0(E0) = E0.
Since H−1(E) is torsion free and H−1(E0) = 0, we have H−1(E) = 0 and E ∈ Coh(X).

Note G0
∼= Cone(E0 → F0) = E0[1] ⊕ F0 in Db(X). Taking the cohomology, we have

H−1(G0) ∼= H−1(F0) ⊕ E0. Note that H−1(G0) is torsion free, hence either E0 = 0, or E0 is
torsion free and µBmax(E0) ≤ µBmax(H−1(G0)). �

Lemma 5.3.3. Using notation 5.0.5, fix any 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1 and let A be the first σt-Harder-
Narasimhan factor of f∗(Pkρk). If the composed morphism A → f∗(Pkρk) → P is zero, then
A ∈ Coh(X), and either

(i) Ak = 0, or
(ii) For every 0 ≤ j ≤ n − 1, −α ≤ µBmin(f

∗(Ajρj)) ≤ µBmax(f
∗(Ajρj)) ≤ α. In addition,

Ak is torsion free.

Similarly, let A′ be the last σt-Harder-Narasimhan factor of f !(Tkρk). If the composed morphism
P → f !(Tkρk) → A′ is zero, then H0(A′) is torsion, and either

(a) A′
k = 0, or

(b) For every 0 ≤ j ≤ n − 1, −α ≤ µBmin(f
!(A′

jρj)) ≤ µBmax(f
!(A′

jρj)) ≤ α. In addition,

H0(Ak) = 0.

Proof. We prove the first claim, the second claim is proved similarly. For simplicity, we assume
k = 0, other cases are proved similarly.

If E 6∈ Coh(X), then H−1(P ) = H−1(E) 6= 0 is torsion free. Let R be the cokernel of
A→ f∗(P0ρ0) = π∗(P0) in A. Apply π∗ to the short exact sequence

0 → A→ π∗(P0) → R→ 0,

we have the following exact triangle

A0 → P0 → R0 → A0[1].

Apply π∗ to the composition A → f∗(P0ρ0) → P , we have the composition A0 → P0
id→ P0. If

A → P is zero, then A0 → P0 is zero. By Lemma 5.3.2, we have A ∈ Coh(X). Furthermore,
either A0 = 0, or A0 is torsion free and

µBmax(A0) ≤ µBmax(H−1(R0)) ≤ µBmax(H−1(R)) ≤ 0.

Since µB(H0(A)) > 0, by Proposition 5.1.5, we have

−α < µB(A0) = µB(H0(A0)) ≤ 0.

By Proposition 5.1.5, we have

0 < µBmin(A) ≤ µBmax(A) ≤ µBmax(A0) + α ≤ α. (5.7)

Hence by Proposition 5.1.5, for every 0 ≤ j ≤ n− 1, we have

−α ≤ µBmin(f
∗(Ajρj)) ≤ µBmax(f

∗(Ajρj)) ≤ α.

�

Corollary 5.3.4. Fix t > 0. Then there is a constant M6 which only depends on X and t, such
that

• In case (ii) of Lemma 5.3.3, for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1 we have µσ(f
∗(Pkρk)) ≤M6.

• In case (b) of Lemma 5.3.3, for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1 we have µσ(f
!(Tkρk)) ≥ −M ′

6.

Proof. We prove the first claim, the second claim is proved similarly. We have a short exact
sequence in A:

0 → Ator → A→ Atf → 0.

By (5.7), Atf is a torsion free sheaf in A with µmax(Atf) ≤ 2α.



22 YEQIN LIU AND YU SHEN

Fix a constant 0 < a <
√
2tH2. Let F ′ = (Atf)≥a, F

′′ = (Atf)<a. By Proposition 5.1, we

have chB2 (F
′′) ≤ a2

2H2
chB0 (F

′′) < tchB0 (F
′′). Then we have

µσ(F
′′) =

chB2 (F
′′)− tchB0 (F

′′)

HchB1 (F
′′)

< 0.

Since a ≤ µmin(F
′) ≤ µmax(F

′) ≤ 2α, by Proposition 5.1 we have chB2 (F
′) ≤ 2α2

H2
, and

µσ(F
′) =

chB2 (F
′)− tchB0 (F

′)

HchB1 (F
′)

≤
(

2α2

H2
− t

)

chB0 (F
′)

HchB1 (F
′)

=

(

2α2

H2
− t

)

1

µB(F ′)
≤ |2α

2

H2
− t|a−1.

Hence µσ(F ) ≤ max(µσ(F
′), µσ(F

′′)) ≤ max(0, |2α
2

H2
− t|a−1).

By stability of A, there is a constant M6 that only depends on X and t, such that

µσ(f
∗(Pkρk)) ≤ µσ(A) ≤ µσ(Atf) ≤M6.

�

Now we deal with case (i) and (a) of Lemma 5.3.3. First we need some lemmas.

Lemma 5.3.5. Let F ∈ Coh(C) and fix 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1. For every 0 ≤ j, k ≤ n− 1, if J ∈ A is
a torsion sheaf such that Fρj ։ J attains φmin(Fρj), then we have

µσ,min(Fρj) ≥ µσ,min(Fρk) +
(k − j)C 2

HC
.

Proof. Let S be the kernel of Fρj ։ J in A. By taking cohomology sheaves, we see that

0 → S → Fρj → J → 0

is also an exact sequence in Coh(X). Hence J ∈ Coh(C)ρj , and by Lemma 3.3.2 we have

µσ(J) = µσ(J ⊗OX(−(k − j)C )) +
(k − j)C 2

HC
.

Twisting by OX(−(k − j)C ), we get an exact sequence in A:

0 → S ⊗OX(−(k − j)C ) → Fρk → J ⊗OX(−(k − j)C ) → 0.

Hence µσ(J ⊗OX(−(k − j)C )) ≥ µσ,min(Fρk), and we have

µσ,min(Fρj) = µσ(J) = µσ(J ⊗OX(−(k − j)C )) +
(k − j)C 2

HC
≥ µσ,min(Fρk) +

(k − j)C 2

HC
.

�

Lemma 5.3.6. Assume A, k are in case (i) of Lemma 5.3.3, write f∗(A) =
⊕n−1

j=0 Ajρj. Then

for every Aj 6= 0, the induced morphism Aj → Pk in Db(X) is nonzero.

Similarly, assume A′, k are in case (a) of Lemma 5.3.3, write f∗(A
′) =

⊕n−1
j=0 A

′
jρj. Then

for every A′
j 6= 0, the induced morphism Tk → A′

j in Db(X) is nonzero.

Proof. We prove the first claim for k = 0, other cases are similar. Assume for some j the
induced morphism Aj → P0 is zero. By Lemma 5.3.2, we have either Aj = 0 or Aj is torsion
free. By assumption of case (i), we have Ak = 0. Hence A is torsion and Aj must be zero. �

Now we prove the crucial technical proposition.

Proposition 5.3.7. Fix any t > 0 and assume A is in case (i) of Lemma 5.3.3. Then there is
a constant M7 that only depends on X and t, such that

µσ(f
∗(Pkρk)) ≤ max(0, µσ(E)) +M7.

Similarly, assume A′ is in case (a) of Lemma 5.3.3. Then there is a constant M ′
7 that only

depends on X and t, such that

µσ(f
!(Pkρk)) ≥ min(0, µσ(E))−M ′

7.
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Proof. We prove the proposition for k = 0, the other cases are similar. Since A ∈ Coh(X) and
A0 = 0, we have A ∈ Db(X)⊥ ∩ Coh(X). By Lemma 3.2.5, A admits a filtration whose graded
factors are

An−1ρn−1, · · · , A1ρ1.

Let k be the minimal index so that Ak 6= 0. Note that Akρk is a quotient of A. Hence

µσ,min(Akρk) ≥ µσ(A) ≥ µσ(P0). (5.8)

Step 1: Construct the destabilizing object.

Recall that for every j ∈ Z and F,F ′ ∈ Coh(C), we have

Ext1X(Fρk, F
′ρk+1) ∼= HomC(F,F

′).

We construct an object A′ whose graded factors are

An−1ρn−1, · · · , Akρk, Akρk−1, · · · , Akρ1, Akρ0,
by attaching Akρk−1, · · · , Akρ1, Akρ0 to the previous objects in order, and the corresponding
extension classes are the identity morphisms. Then we have a short exact sequence in both A
and Coh(X):

0 → A→ A′ → A′′ → 0,

where A′′ admits a filtration whose factors are

Akρk−1, · · · , Akρ0. (5.9)

Note that k − 1 < n − 1, hence by Lemma 3.1.3, we have HomX(A
′′, P0) = Ext1X(A

′′, P0) = 0.
There is a short exact sequence

0 = HomX(A
′′, P0) → HomX(A

′, P0) → Hom(A,P0) → Ext1X(A
′′, P0) = 0,

hence HomX(A
′, P0) ∼= Hom(A,P0). Let ι : A →֒ P0 be the inclusion of A and ι′ ∈ HomX(A

′, P0)
be the corresponding morphism. Then for 0 ≤ j ≤ k, the ρj projection of ι′ in Coh(X) is

ι′j = ιk : Ak → P0.

By Lemma 5.3.6, we have ι′j are all nonzero. In particular, ι′0 6= 0. Hence the composition
morphism

A′ → P0 → P

is nonzero, because its ρ0 component is the composition A′ ι′0−→ P0
id−→ P. Since A→ P is zero,

we get a nonzero morphism
γ : A′′ −→ P.

Step2: Obtain inequalities.

Since γ : A′′ → P is nonzero, and P is a subobject of the stable object E, by (5.9) we have

min (µσ,min(Akρk−1), · · · , µσ,min(Akρ0)) ≤ µσ,min(A
′′) ≤ µσ(E). (5.10)

Fix the 0 ≤ j ≤ k − 1 so that

µσ,min(Akρj) = min (µσ,min(Akρk−1), · · · , µσ,min(Akρ0)) .

Let J be a minimal σ-destablizing quotient of Akρj, and S be its kernel. Then either J ∈ Coh(X)
or not.
Case 1: J ∈ Coh(X): Note that Akρj ։ J in both A and Coh(X), by (5.10), (5.8), and Lemma
5.3.5, such that

µσ(E) ≥ µσ,min(Akρj) ≥ µσ,min(Akρk) +
(k − j)C 2

HC
≥ µσ(P0) +

(k − j)C 2

HC
. (5.11)

Case 2: J 6∈ Coh(X): In the long exact sequence

0 → H−1(J) → S → Akρj → H0(J),

we take the ρn−1 component. Since j 6= n − 1, we have H−1(Jn−1) ∼= Sn−1. By Proposition
5.1.5, we have

−α < µBmin(S)− α ≤ µBmin(Sn−1) = µBmin(H−1(Jn−1)) ≤ µBmax(H−1(J)) + α ≤ α. (5.12)
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Since Stor → Akρj is injective, we have Stor ∈ Coh(C)ρj . Write Stor = Bρj. Taking quotient of
Stor, we have a short exact sequence in A:

0 −→ Stf −→ (Ak/B)ρj −→ J −→ 0.

By (5.10), we have µσ(J) = µσ,min(Akρj) ≤ µσ(E). By (5.12) and Lemma 5.3.9, we have
µσ(Stf) ≤ 0. Since J 6∈ Coh(X), we have Stf 6= 0, J 6= 0. Hence (Ak/R)ρj 6= 0, and we have

µσ((Ak/R)ρj) ≤ max(µσ(Stf), µσ(J)) ≤ max(0, µσ(E)). (5.13)

By Lemma 3.3.2 we have

µσ((Ak/R)ρk) = µσ((Ak/R)ρj ⊗OX(j − k)C ) = µσ((Ak/R)ρj) +
(j − k)C 2

HC
.

Let M7 = max0≤a≤b≤n−1

(

(a− b)C 2

HC

)

. By (5.13) we have

µσ((Ak/R)ρj) +
(j − k)C 2

HC
≤ max(0, µσ(E)) +M7.

Hence we have

µσ(P0) ≤ µσ(A) ≤ µσ,min(Akρk) ≤ µσ((Ak/R)ρk) ≤ max(0, µσ(E)) +M7. (5.14)

Combining (5.11) and (5.14), the proposition is proved. �

Hence we have the following consequence.

Proposition 5.3.8. Fix any t > 0. Using Notation 5.0.5, there is a constant M8 that only
depends on X and t, such that for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1 we have

µσ(f
∗(Pkρk)) ≤ max(0, µσ(E)) +M8.

Similarly, there is a constant M ′
8 that only depends on X, such that

µσ(f
!(Tkρk)) ≥ min(0, µσ(E)) −M ′

8.

Proof. The claim follows from Corollary 5.3.4 and Proposition 5.3.7. �

Now we can start to compute bounds.

Lemma 5.3.9. Fix t > 0 and 0 < a <
√
2tH2.

• Let F be a torsion free sheaf with 0 < µBmin(F ) ≤ µBmax(F ) ≤ a. Then µσt(F ) < 0.
• Let F ′ be a torsion free sheaf with −a ≤ µBmin(F

′) ≤ µBmax(F
′) ≤ 0. Then µσt(F

′[1]) > 0.

Proof. We prove the first claim, the second claim is similar. Since 0 < µBmin(F ) ≤ µBmax(F ) ≤ a,

by Proposition 5.1 we have chB2 (F ) ≤
a2

2H2
chB0 (F ). Hence

−Re(Z(F ))

Im(Z(F ))
=

chB2 (F )− tchB0 (F )

HchB1 (F )
≤
(

a2

2H2
− t

)

chB0 (F )

HchB1 (F )
< 0.

�

Proposition 5.3.10. Fix any t > 0. There is a constant M9 that only depends on X and t,
such that for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1, we have

‖chB1 (Ek)‖ ≤M9|Z(E)|.

Proof. Fix any constant 0 < a <
√
2tH2. Note that H−1(E)>−a[1] →֒ E and E ։ H0(E)<a.

By Lemma 5.3.9, we have

µσ(H−1(E)>−a[1]) > 0, µσ(H0(E)<a) < 0.

By stability of E, either H−1(E)>−a[1] = 0 or H0(E)<a = 0. We assume H−1(E)>−a[1] = 0,
the other case is proved similarly. We also assume P 6= 0, otherwise the claim follows from
Proposition 5.2.2.
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By Proposition 5.2.2, it suffices to find a constant b such that ‖ch1(Pk)‖ ≤ b|Z(E)|. Since
f∗(Pkρk) → P is a generic isomorphism, we have ch1(f

∗(Pkρk)) = ch1(P )+nC for some n ∈ Z.
By Proposition 5.2.2 and Theorem 5.1.1, there is a constant b4 such that ‖ch1(P )‖ ≤ b4|Z(E)|.
Hence it suffices to bound n. By Proposition 5.1.5, we have

HchB1 (f
∗(Pkρk)) =HchB1 (H0)(f∗(Pkρk))−HchB1 (H−1(f∗(Pkρk)))

≤HchB1 (H0(P )) +HchB1 (H−1(P ))− αchB0 (H−1(P ))

=HchB1 (P )− αchB0 (H−1(P )).

Since H−1(E)>−a[1] = 0, we have µH(H−1(P )) ≤ −a. Hence
HchB1 (f

∗(Pkρk))

HchB1 (P )
≤ HchB1 (P )− αchB0 (H−1(P ))

HchB1 (P )
= 1− α

1

µB(H−1(P ))
≤ 1 +

α

a
.

Therefore n ≤ α

aHC
HchB1 (P ) ≤ α

aHC
|Z(E)|. Hence we showed that there is a constant b5,

such that ‖chB1 (f∗(Pkρk))‖ ≤ b5|Z(E)|. Note that

chB1 (f
∗(Pkρk)) = chB1 (Pk)− kC chB0 (P ).

By Proposition 5.2.2 and Theorem 5.1.1, there is a constant b6, such that ‖chB0 (P )‖ ≤ b6|Z(E)|.
The proposition is proved. �

Proposition 5.3.11. Fix any t > 0. There is a constant M10 that only depends on X and t,
such that for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1, we have

‖chB2 (Ek)‖ ≤M10|Z(E)|.
Proof. We first prove that there is a constant b, such that for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1, we have

chB2 (Pk) ≤ b|Z(E)|.
We use Notation 5.0.5. Fix any constant 0 < a <

√
2tH2. Note that H−1(E)>−a[1] →֒ E and

E ։ H0(E)<a. By Lemma 5.3.9, we have

µσ(H−1(E)>−a[1]) > 0, µσ(H0(E)<a) < 0.

By stability of E, either H−1(E)>−a[1] = 0 or H0(E)<a = 0. We assume H−1(E)>−a[1] = 0,
the other case is proved similarly. We also assume P 6= 0, otherwise the claim follows from
Proposition 5.2.2.

Note that |Re(Z(E))| ≤ |Z(E)|. By Proposition 5.3.8, we have

µσ(f
∗(Pkρk)) =

chB2 (f
∗(Pkρk))− tchB0 (f

∗(Pkρk))

HchB1 (f
∗(Pkρk))

≤ −Re(Z(E))

HchB1 (E)
≤ |Z(E)|
HchB1 (E)

.

Hence

chB2 (f
∗(Pkρk)) ≤

HchB1 (f
∗(Pkρk))

HchB1 (E)
|Z(E)| + tchB0 (P ).

By Proposition 5.1.5, we have

HchB1 (f
∗(Pkρk)) =HchB1 (H0(f∗(Pkρk)))−HchB1 (H−1(f∗(Pkρk)))

≤HchB1 (H0(P )) +HchB1 (H−1(P ))− αchB0 (H−1(P ))

=HchB1 (P )− αchB0 (H−1(P )).

Since H−1(E)>−a[1] = 0, we have µB(H−1(P )) ≤ −a. Hence
HchB1 (f

∗(Pkρk))

HchB1 (E)
≤ HchB1 (P )− αchB0 (H−1(P ))

HchB1 (E)
≤ 1− α

1

µB(H−1(P ))
≤ 1 +

α

a
.

By Proposition 5.2.2 and Theorem 5.1.1, there is a constant a1, such that chB0 (P ) ≤ a1|Z(E)|.
Hence

chB2 (f
∗(Pkρk)) ≤ (1 +

α

a
)|Z(E)|+ ta1|Z(E)| = (1 +

α

a
+ a1)|Z(E)|.
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Since f∗(Pkρk) = Pk(−kC ), we have

chB2 (f
∗(Pkρk)) = chB2 (Pk)− kchB1 (Pk)C +

k2chB0 (Pk)C
2

2
.

By Proposition 5.2.2 and Theorem 5.1.1, there are constants a2, a3, such that

chB1 (Pk)C ≤ a2|Z(E)|, |chB0 (Pk)| ≤ a3|Z(E)|.
Hence there is a constant b, such that

chB2 (Pk) ≤ b|Z(E)|. (5.15)

By Lemma 3.3.3, we have

chB2 (Pk) = chB2 (P ) +
∑

j 6=k

(chB2 (P )− chB2 (Pj))−
n−1
∑

j=0

n− 2j − 1

2n2
chB1 (Pk)C.

By Proposition 5.2.2, there are constants a4, a5 such that ‖chB2 (P )‖ ≤ a4|Z(E)|, ‖chB1 (Pk)‖ ≤
a5‖chB1 (Ek)‖. By Proposition 5.3.10, ‖chB1 (Ek)‖ ≤ M9|Z(E)|. Hence there is a constant a6,
such that

chB2 (Pk) ≥ −a4n|Z(E)| − (n − 1)a5M9|Z(E)| −
n−1
∑

j=0

n− 2j − 1

2n2
a6|Z(E)|. (5.16)

Combining (5.15) and (5.16), there is a constant a7 such that ‖chB2 (Pk)‖ ≤ a7|Z(E)|. The
proposition now follows from Proposition 5.2.2. �

Proof of Proposition 5.3.1. This follows by Proposition 5.3.10 and Proposition 5.3.11. �

5.4. Support property on Heven
CR (X,Q). Now we prove the main theorem of this paper.

Proof of Theorem 5.0.1. By Theorem 2.2.6, it sufffices to show the support property with re-
spect to Λ (Definition 4.0.6). By Lemma 5.0.6, it suffices to bound ‖E‖B for every σ-semistable

E ∈ A. By Theorem 5.1.1, there is a constant M11 such that ‖chB(E)‖ ≤ M11|Z(E)|. By
Proposition 3.2.7, we have chB(G0,k) = chB(Ek) − chB(E0). By Proposition 5.3.8 we have

‖chB(Ej)‖ ≤ME |Z(E)| for every 0 ≤ j ≤ n− 1. Hence

‖chB(G0,k)‖ = ‖chB(Ek)− chB(E0)‖ ≤ ‖chB(Ek)‖+ ‖chB(E0)‖ ≤ 2ME |Z(E)|.
�

Now we deform to the irrational case.

Theorem 5.4.1. Let B,H ∈ NS(X)R and H be an ample class. Then the tilt stability condition
(Definition 4.0.8) is a Bridgeland stability that satisfies the support property with respect to
HevenCR (X,Q).

Proof. By Lemma 4.0.10 and Theorem 5.1.1, for B,H ∈ NS(X)Q, σB,H = (ZB,H ,AB,H) is a
Bridgeland stability condition. To deform B,H to NS(X)R, the proof follows from Theorem
2.4.4 and the following lemma, which can be proven exactly as [MS17, Lemma 6.20]. �

Lemma 5.4.2 ([MS17]). Let (ZB,H ,A) be a stability condition for which all skyscraper sheaves
Opρk for p ∈ C, 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1 and Oq for q 6∈ C are stable of phase one. Then A = AB,H .

We recall the notion of twisted stability. SupposeE is a torsion free sheaf onX, let νB,H(E) :=

chB2 (E)/ rk(E).

Definition 5.4.3. We say E is (B,H)-twisted semistable if for every proper nonzero subsheaf
F ⊂ E, we have

µB(F ) < µB(E) or (µB(F ) = µB(E) and νB,H(F ) ≤ νB,H(E)).

We have the following large volume limit theorem, similar to that on a surface.
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Theorem 5.4.4 (Large volume limit). Let B,H ∈ NS(X)R with H ample. For t > 0, let
σt := (ZB,tH ,Aβ,tH). Suppose E ∈ Db(X) satisfies r(E), µB(E) > 0. Then E is semistable
under σt for all t ≫ 0 precisely if E is a shift of a (B,H)-twisted semistable sheaf on X.

Proof. The proof is the same as [Bri08, Proposition 14.2]. �

We end the paper by the following example.

Example 5.4.5 (Deforming to general directions). By Theorem 5.0.1 and Bridgeland’s defor-
mation result (Theorem 2.4.4), we obtain Bridgeland stability conditions that are not tilts. For
instance we consider the following special classes of deformations of Zt. For every (n− 1)-tuple
ǫ = (ǫ1, · · · , ǫn−1) ∈ Rn−1 and ǫ

′ = (ǫ′1, · · · , ǫ′n−1) ∈ Rn−1, we define the following stability
functions:

ZB,H,t,ǫ,ǫ′(v) = −
(

chB2 (v) +
n−1
∑

k=1

ǫkch2(prk(v))

)

+tchB0 (v)+iH·
(

chB1 (v) +
n−1
∑

k=1

ǫ′kch
B
1 (prk(v))

)

.

For ‖ǫ‖, ‖ǫ′‖ ≪ 1, there exists the heart of a bounded t-structure AB,H,t,ǫ,ǫ′, such that the
pair

σB,H,t,ǫ,ǫ′ = (ZB,H,t,ǫ,ǫ′ ,AB,H,t,ǫ,ǫ′)

is a Bridgeland stability condition. When ǫ 6= 0 or ǫ
′ 6= 0, σB,H,t,ǫ,ǫ′ is not a tilt stability

condition (Definition 4.0.8). Note that for p ∈ C, the skyscraper sheaves Op can be unstable.
To obtain the optimal bounds for ǫ, ǫ′ is an interesting question.
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