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On derived categories of differential complexes
Luisa F1orROT

RESUME. Cet article est consacré a la comparaison entre différentes catégories
localisées de complexes différentiels. Nous prouvons que le functeur canonique de la catégorie
des complexes différentiels d’ordre un (définie par Herrera et Lieberman) & valeurs dans la
catégorie des complexes différentiels (d’ordre arbitraire, definie par M. Saito), localisées par
rapport a une bonne notion de quasi-isomorphismes, est une équivalence de catégories. En
suite nous prouvons un résultat analogue pour une version filtrée des catégories précédentes
(définies respectivement par Du Bois et M. Saito), localisées par les quasi-isomorphismes
gradués. Cet résultat reponde & une question posée par M. Saito.

ABSTRACT. This paper is devoted to the comparison of different localized categories
of differential complexes. The first result is that the canonical functor from the category of
complexes of differential operators of order one (defined by Herrera and Lieberman) to the
category of differential complexes (of any order, defined by M. Saito), both localized with
respect to a suitable notion of quasi-isomorphism, is an equivalence of categories. Then we
prove a similar result for a filtered version of the previous categories (defined respectively by
Du Bois and M.Saito), localized with respect to graded-quasi-isomorphisms, thus answering
a question posed by M. Saito.

Introduction.

The category of differential complexes appears naturally as a “good” category
for the role of image of the classical De Rham functor. We are interested in finding a
purely algebraic definition for the image category of the De Rham functor for differ-
ential modules which will permit us to develop the formalism of the six Grothendieck
operations.

Such a category was first introduced by Herrera-Lieberman in their article in
Inventiones Math. of 1971. In that paper they proposed the study of a category
C1(Ox,Diff x) of complexes of &x-Modules with differential operators of order one
(where X is a smooth algebraic or analytic variety over a field K of characteristic
zero). They also interpreted C;(0x,Diff x) as a category of graded modules over
a suitable graded ring %y containing (2% as a sub-ring. Using this interpretation
they defined the functors — ®ge — , Homge(—,—), f* and f.. Then they defined
hyperext functors using suitable injective resolutions and proved a duality theorem
in the proper smooth case.

They did not propose in that paper to localize Cy(€Ox, Diff x) with respect to a
multiplicative system as is done in the study of derived categories, although they did
introduce a notion of homotopy.

The difficulty in the localization procedure was first pointed out by P. Berthelot in
his book of 1974 [B] , where he showed that objects of C1(€x, Diff x ) which are quasi-
isomorphic as complexes of abelian sheaves, may lead to non isomorphic hyperext
functors. On the other hand, we are forced to localize C1(Ox,Diff x), if we wish
to obtain a triangulated category where a De Rham functor DR, with source some
derived category of Zx-Modules, can assume its values. By Berthelot’s remark we
know that the multiplicative system of abelian quasi-isomorphisms is not a good
choice.

Different localizations were proposed by Philippe Du Bois who, in [DB.1], in-
troduced filtrations and so obtained the category DF;(Ox,Diff x), and by Morihiko
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Saito who, in [S.1] and [S.2], defined a new category of complexes C(Ox, Diff X) with

differential operators (of any order) which he localized with respect to DRX -quasi-
isomorphism (obtaining D(&x, Diff x)) or with respect to filtered quasi-isomorphism
(obtaining DF(Ox,Diff x)).

Saito’s category C(Ox,Diff x) seems to be the best choice because it is equiva-

lent to the category D(Zx) via the functors DRy and DR Xl. The problem is that in
Saito’s category an explicit formalism of Grothendieck operations is only partially re-
alized; in fact, for example, there is no f* functor or internal tensor product. From the
Herrera-Lieberman point of view, considering the category D1(Ox,Diff x) obtained

by localizing C1(Ox, Diff x) with respect to Bf{xl—quasi—isomorphism, we obtain a
category wherein the De Rham functor takes its image and where the Grothendieck
operations are easier and more complete than those in Saito’s category D(Ox, Diff x).

This work is devoted to the comparisons between the categories of differential
complexes D1(Ox,Diff x) and D(Ox,Diff x). In the first section we recall some gen-
eral definitions we need in this paper and the notation we will use. Then in Sec-
tion 2 we develop a general result about morphisms to a total complex in a general
category of complexes. In Section 3 we compare Saito category D(Ox,Diff x) with
D1(Ox,Diff x). In fact we prove that the canonical functor between the localized cat-
egories igr.s : D1(Ox,Diff x) — D(Ox,Diff ) is an equivalence of categories. In
the last section we extend this comparison result to the filtered case proving that the
filtered Du Bois category DF; (€x, Diff x) and Saito’s DF(Ox, Diff x) are equivalent,
thus answering a question posed by Saito in [S.1, 2.2.11].

I would like to thank Prof. Francesco Baldassarri for having introduced me to
this matter. It is a pleasure to thank Maurizio Cailotto and Morihiko Saito for the
improvements and suggestions they gave me in the redaction of this work.

1. Notation and definitions.

Let X be a smooth separated scheme of finite type over a field K of characteristic
zero, or a smooth analytic variety.

1.1. Definition. Herrera-Liebermann differential complexes.
As in [HL, §2] or [B, I1.5], the category C1(Cx,Diff x) is defined as the category
of complexes of differential operators of order at most one, that is:
i) the objects of C1(Ox,Diff x) are complexes whose terms are Ox-Modules and
whose differentials are differential operators of order less than or equal to one;
ii) morphisms between such complexes are morphisms of complexes which are Ox-
linear maps.
We denote by C?(Ox,Diff x) the full subcategory of Cy(€x, Diff x ) whose objects are
bounded complexes.

1.2. Proposition.  The category C1(Ox,Diff x) is equivalent to the category
of graded left €y-Modules where €y = Q;{lD @ (2% is the “mapping cylinder” of
the identity map of {2%. It is a graded Ox-Algebra, whose product is defined using
the wedge product of 2% and D? = 0, while the structure of complex is defined
by Da = (daj+(—1)%az)D + dagy if « = a1D + as with oy € Qf,;l and ay € 2%
Therefore, the category C1(Ox,Diff x) has enough injectives [HL, §2].



1.3. Definition. A homotopy between two morphisms in C1(Ox,Diff x) is
a homotopy in the sense of the category of complexes of abelian sheaves, except that
the homotopy operator (of degree —1) is taken to be Ox-linear (see [HL, §2]).

1.4. Definition. Let Zx be the sheaf of differential operators on X (see [Bo]
for the definition) and p : 9x — Ox the map evaluating a differential operator in 1.
In [S.2] Saito defines a differential operator d : . — ¥, between two Ox-Modules
F and ¢4, as a morphism which can be factorized (in a unique way) as

¢ g

~ idg@ﬁxp
d

Y Qo Dx

Y

where d is an Ox-linear map and 4 ®ey Px is an Ox-Module for the right multipli-
cation of 9.

We note that the morphism d induces by extension of scalars a morphism of
PDx-Modules d:7 Rex Ix — Y Reoy Dx.-

We use the notation M (Ox,Diff x) for the additive category whose objects are
Ox-Modules and morphisms are differential operators between them.

1.5. Definition. Saito differential complexes.
In [S.2] Saito defines the equivalence of categories

—1
DRy : M(Ox,Diffx) —  M;(Zx)"
F — F ®ex Dx
d — d
where M;(Zx )" is the full subcategory of right Zx -Modules whose objects are induced

modules (i.e. they are of the form ¥ ® ¢, Px for an Ox-Module F ).
Let C(0x,Diffx) be the category of complexes in M(Ox,Diffx). Then the

/D\P/{;(l functor extends to a functor /D\P/{;(l :C(0x,Diff ) — C(Zx)".

1.6. Remark. In Definition 1.1 we have introduced the Herrera-Lieberman cat-
egory C1(0x,Diff x). The main difference between Cy (Ox, Diff x) and C(Ox, Diff x)
is that Herrera-Liebermann allow only differential operators of order one and mor-
phisms between complexes are Ox-linear, while Saito considers complexes with ar-
bitrary differential operators and morphisms between complexes given by differential
operators. We observe that the map p : Zx — Ox is a differential operator but it is
not of finite order.

There is a natural functor Ay : C1(0x,Diff x) — C(Ox, Diff x) which sends
objects of the first category into themselves regarded as objects of C(Ox,Diffx).
This functor is not faithful.

1.7. Definition. We define D1(0x,Diff x) to be the category obtained
localizing the category C1(Ox,Diff x) of Herrera and Lieberman with respect to the
multiplicative system of morphisms

—1
Sl SRl {f € C1(Ox,Diff x)| DRy ocinr s(f) is a quasi-isomorphism in D(Zx)"}
’ X
— 1
called the system of DRy -quasi-isomorphisms. We refer to this category as the
Herrera-Lieberman localized category.



1.8. Definition. We define the category D(Ox,Diffx) by localizing the
category C(Ox,Diff x) with respect to the multiplicative system

—1
Sgrt = {f € C(Ox,Diffx)| DRx (f) is a quasi-isomorphism in D(Zx)"}.
X

—1
1.9. Remark. The natural functor A; respects DRy -quasi-isomorphisms so it
defines a functor (which we again denote by A1)

/\1 : Dl(ﬁx,Diﬁx) —)D(ﬁx,Diﬁx).

It seems to be not straightforward to prove that this functor is fully faithful.

We recall that Saito proved in [S.2] that the usual De Rham functor (for right
Px-Modules)
DRy := — ®%, Ox : D"(Zx)" — D"(Kx)

factors as

Db(@)()r ﬂ;(Db(ﬁx,Diﬁx)

DR x l

D*(Kx)
where the vertical arrow is the functor obtained by forgetting all structure of an object
in D*(0x,Diffx) but that of K x-Module; and DRy is the functor
/D\P/{X : Db(@Xy — Db(ﬁx,Diﬁx)
(1.9.1)
M — MRy, O%.

(©% = A"'Ox) which could be extended to unbounded complexes.
For .#* € D*(Zx)" we have the following three descriptions of DR x (.#*):

DRx (M*) = M* @5 Ox
=M Ry, O%
= RAomg, (wx, A *)[n]
in D?(Kx) where n = dim X.

We observe that the functor DR, x, extended to unbounded complexes, also factors
through D;(€x, Diff x), so we obtain the commutative diagram

D(Zx) —22°D, (6x, Diffx)

e b

D(Ox,Diffx).

— 1
The composition DRy xDRy defines a functor D(&x,Diff x) — D1(€Ox, Diffx). In

— 1
the sequel, we will prove that A\; and DRy xDRy are quasi-inverses of each other
and so define an equivalence of categories.

— 1
1.10. Theorem.(Saito[S.2]) The functors DRx and DRy are equivalences
between the categories D(9x )" and D(Ox,Diff x).



2. Morphisms between a complex and a total complex.

2.1 Notation. In this section, we consider an additive category <7, the category
of complexes and the category of naif bounded bicomplexes on it (naif means that
the differentials commute, and bounded means that in any anti-diagonal only a finite
number of terms are not isomorphic to zero). We want to describe the morphisms of
complexes between a complex and the total complex associated to a bicomplex.

2.2. Lemma. Let I** be a bicomplex with commuting differentials d’; and

d{. We define the bicomplex I** in the following way: for any p and q let P = JESEN
d’TW = (-1)2d;"? and d%’”’q = (=1)?d}™9. Then:

(i) the functor ~ sending I** to I** is an automorphism of the category of bicom-

plexes, and I=1 for any bicomplex I.
1) the canonical map o3° : I** — I** defined by o?'? = (—1)P%ds.¢ is an isomor-
po; Y o1
phism of bicomplexes and defines an isomorphism of functors o : id — .

2.3. Corollary. Let A*, resp; B**, be a complex resp. a bicomplex in <.
Then we have a commutative diagram of canonical isomorphisms of bicomplexes

s,q

Hom®(A®, B*%) —£ Hom®(A*, B*4)

s,q Ts.q
9Hom J{ J{ 9Hom

Hom (A*, B*9) — Hom (A, B*9)
B«
where .
Hom (A°*,B*%),, = (Hom®(A*, B*%)s )"
and

}/I_JI/HS(A',E"‘I)W = (HomS(A’,f?”q)s)q)N,
the horizontal morphisms are
oax = Hom®(idge,0p5) and op. = ﬁ&/n.(idA-,UB) ,

and the vertical ones are

0.5711 =0 d ~S$,q _ -
Hom — OHoms(A®,B®q) all OHom — O.HomS(A’,B”q) ’
Proof. This is a consequence of the previous lemma. (|
2.4. Proposition. Using the previous notation, let Bf  indicate the total

complex associated to B**. Then the complex Hom* (A*, By,,) is canonically identified
with:
(1) the total complex of (Hom®(A*, BP*)), -

Hom*(A*, B;,,) = ((Homs (A, pr.))s,p)

3
tot

(1') the total complex of (ﬁ_gr?ls(A', E-,q))

s,q
o (4%, 55, = (fiom (4. 5)) )

Proof. The corresponding terms being clearly isomorphic, we only have to
prove that the differentials in the two complexes coincide.

tot

5



(1)

Consider the family ® = {p%P : A* — BP*t"~P}  which describes an element
of Hom"(A*, Bs,;) as well as of @ Hom?(A*, BP>*). Its image using the
differential of the first complex is
D(‘P)?fl = (dBcocq))gfl (—1)T+1(<I>d,4)ff1
N O P

s+p=r

Using the second complex and the following diagram

Hom?®(A*, BP>*) DI Hom®t! (A*, BP>*)

T D’ s+lp—1

Hom**!(A*, BP—1e),
one sees that for s = r — p the image is
D(‘P)?fl = D’(‘P)?fl + (_1)pD”(‘I’)?f1
— AT G (AP G  (—1)H G s

So the two differentials coincide.
In this case the differential of the first complex is

D(‘I’)gfl = (dBcoc(I))zfl (_)TH(‘I’dA)zfl
_ d/BaJrrfq,qwg,q + (_1)a+r7q+1d;/gaJrrquLl,qfl(P?,qfl + (_1)r+1wg+l,qd¢}4 .

Using the second complex the image is

D@)iy = D@, + (<17 (@)

r+1
_ dlBl1+T_q7qSDg"q + (_1)a+r7q+1d;lga-l-r—q-i-l,q—l(p?,qfl + (_1)r+1¢g+1,qd¢}4 i
So the two differentials so indeed coincide. (I
2.5. Theorem. The following sets are canonically isomorphic:

the set Hom(A®, By.,) of morphisms of complexes between a complex and the
total complex of a bicomplex;
the set of cycles Z° (Hom*(A*, By.,)) ;

the set of cycles Z° (((HomS(A', Bp"))s,p) ) ]

tot

the set of cycles Z° <<(I§5§1S(A’, E'*q)) ) ) ;
59/ tot
the set of families of maps {¢*? € Hom™?(A*, BP*)}, such that
(VP i) + Pt =0

Hom

for any p;
the set of families of maps {p*? € Hom q(A’, E’*q)}q such that

—q *.q _1)a—1g/e—q+1,g—=1 Je.q—1 _
dﬁ'&;(@ )+ (=1) dg 4 0

for any q;

the set of families of maps (not maps of complexes in general) {p*? : A* — BP*[—p|},
such that the “defect of commutativity” with differentials of one map is “cor-
rected” by the previous map:

° . 3 . —1,.— 1 op—
© +17;DdA _ dBp,-[,p]QO y - d’g P+ © p—1

for any p;



(5") the set of families of maps (not maps of complexes in general) {¢*? : A* — B*1[—q|},
such that the “defect of commutativity” with differentials of one map is “cor-
rected” by the previous map:

.Jrl,qd. Ly *.q _ //{:*qul,qfl o,g—1
¥ A B.,q[_q]w 12
for any q;
(6) the set of families of maps {¢™P : A* — BP*"P}, ., satisfying the following con-
ditions
(251) SDlH_l’pd% _ (_1)pd;’317;11—?spa,p _ d;;;—lﬂ—;ﬂ-i-l(pa,p—l

for any a, p;
(6") the set of families of maps {¢™9 : A* — B* 19}, . satisfying the following con-
ditions
(paJrl,qdaA _ d;lgl*quwa,q — (_1)a7q+1d;/3a*q+l,q*1wa,q71

for any a, q;

Proof. The equivalence of (1) and (2) are well known, and the equivalence
with (3) and (3') follows from (1) and (1’), respectively, of) the Proposition 2.4.
The descriptions (6) and (6") follow directly from (1) by making the commuta-
tivity condition for the morphism with the differentials explicit.
The descriptions (4) and (4’) follow directly from (3) and (3’), respectively.

The descriptions (5) and (5') are reformulations of (4) and (4'), respectively, as
well as of (6) and (6'), respectively. O

2.6. Remark. The descriptions (6) and (6”) are useful for applications, while
(4) and (4) give the most intuitive construction of the morphisms from a complex
to the total complex associated to a bicomplex: we have to define for any 7 a map
of graded objects from the complex to the i-th row (resp. column) shifted by —i, in
such a way that each map is the defect of commutativity for the differentials of the
next map.

3. Comparison between Saito and HL-localizations.

3.1. Remark. Let #* be an object in C1(Ox,Diff x). By definition the
differential d’; : #' — Z'*! is a differential operator of order one. So it defines in
a unique way a morphism E} 1 F1— FZ7 @45, Dx1. Locally for each section s
of Zt, d'z(s) is a section of F'! @4, Px.1 so it may be locally written in a unique
way as

(3.1.1) dy(s) = d'y(s ®1+Zd
L
0 0
. . . ’ 6%1 ’ 6xn
diy : F'— F+1 are the differentials of the complex .#*; while d;j L T FiHL
are maps of abelian sheaves.

using the Ox-base of Zx 1 given in local coordinates by 1 The maps



3.2. Definition.  Let by definition 0% : ' — F' ®¢, 9)_(j be the maps
defined as follow:

. d . d®id
yl_>y“1+1 Ry @Xl s gt Qe @Xl®ﬁx - Qey @X,l

|

FH @6, OF.

The vertical map is the identity on Z*t! tensor the map obtained by the composition

of the projections Ix,1 — O% and O% ®e, - o, O — OF’. We observe that

these maps o' g

are related to the structural morphisms of the 2% -module
T Qay P — FH;
in fact they are adjoints because @ﬂ- = NOx & Home, (ng Ox)) and
Home, (F' ®oy %, F7) 2 Homg, (7', #ome, (2%, F' 7))
= Homg, (Z4,. 77 @6, OF).

3.3. Definition. Let #* € C1(0Ox,Diff x). We define for each i € Z and
j€40,...,n} (n =dim X ) the maps

(3.3.1) 0y =idgi: F'— F'
and
77}3 T — TR, Q_j
(3.3.2) s s ) dz+g lo...odl (S)®i/\.../\ 0
1< <iy & 0x;, Oz,

for j € {1 .,n}. Then (up to a sign (—1 )( )) we have that 035 = j! ny, so these
maps ny do not depend on local coordinates.

3.4. Lemma. Given .7* € C1(0x,Diffx); the morphisms d'y, d;, of (3.1.1)
fori € Z and j € {0, ...,n} satisfy the following conditions:
i) df'od; =0
i) d1+1 odl +dftod, =0
i+1 7 i+1 -
iif) d?‘; o d% ditto dm],
iv) dif'odi = 0.
J J
Proof. The first condition is given by the hypothesis .#* € Cy(0x, Diff x).
The conditions ii) to iv) follow from the condition that the composition

df;l ° di yz o‘*z+2 ®ﬁx @X 5
is zero because it corresponds to dZle o dfa} = 0. (|
3.5. Definition. Let i : Ox — Dx be the usual inclusion which is linear

for both the Ox-Module structures of Px. Given %#* € C1(Ox,Diff x) we define the
morphisms

(I)l . F —>@ Fiti Ry Dx Qo 9_
7=0



for each i € Z in the following way: we consider the composition

@5

; T ity ~J
F F'T Qoy @X
T Qg Dx Qpy OF
Ox X Ox X
and by definition ®, := E?:o (I)}J

, , — ——1 ,
We want to prove that the morphisms @, : .#' —(DRxDRy (#*))" define a
morphism of complexes.

3.6. Theorem. The maps ®'; of 3.5 define
b5 : F* — DRxDRy (Z°)
which is a morphism of complexes in C1(Ox,Diff x).
Proof. We have to prove that the diagram

i
dﬁ'

ji 351'-1—1

% i+1
\L‘I’fg l‘bg

D)o T @ox Px Doy dei—> D) T @y Ix Qox O
~ ~ -1

DRDR

is commutative. .
We recall that DRxDRy (%*) = (9°*)iot where

GPl = F1Q6, Dx Qo O%

and

AP F1®oy Dx Roy O% — F1 R0y Dx R0y or'!
is
(3.6.1) dqu =idg ® dgpﬁx;
while

A" T ®ox Ix Qo O% — FIM @6y Ix @0y O%
is

— 1

(3.6.2) dg" = DR (d%) ® idoy, -

Now by Lemma 2.5, we have only to prove that (2.5.1)
O ol (P o = e g

is true.
Let s be a section of %%, then

A N 0 ;
8:1?1'1 aftip’

O od(s) = Y dyfredifldb(s)@1e
7;1<...<ip



while

AP o B (5) =

d pa+p Zl;%daﬂo 1, (5)®1®ai1 /\.../\aip) _
- i1<Z<ip 5" (dij;p_l edy, (s) ®1® e A A v 4
+ ;“;% datp da+p 1, dgil(s)) ® % ® (ail A A afip) -
=iKZ;ip(—l)”dijp”---dgzld? 2 () ®1® ail A af;
d d 9 o

_1)ptkgate ... g0 Ao A Ao A .
+ Z Z (=1) Tipia Tig ()@ 0x;, @ (5201'1 0x;, 5;Eip+1)

koi1<-<ipya
On the right hand side of (2.5.1) we obtain

/—p—1,a+p+1 a,p+1 _
dy 0 LT ()

o 9]
:d/gp 1,a+17+1( Z da‘_f‘P dgl (s)@l@ VANRERIAN

o .
i ! Dz, oz, .,

)=

) 9 o 9
kJrl a+p R A ce
S Yt e ()@ 5o © ( ERRARAT P AR ale).

1< <ipt1 k

i <o <ipy1

Thus we have established our assertion. O

3.7. Theorem. The functor
)\1 : Dl(ﬁx,Diﬁx) —>D(ﬁX7Diﬁx)

is an equivalence of categories with quasi-inverse the functor
—  —-1
DRLxDRX : D(ﬁx, lefx) —>D1(ﬁX7Diﬂx).

Proof. Let G := /D\P/{LX o /D\P/{;(l

—  ——1 &
By Saito’s results we obtain Ay o G = DRx c DRy — idp(s pifty)- We want

to prove that there exists an isomorphism of functors idp, (g« piffx) —> G © A1-
In 3.5 we defined a functorial morphism ®% : #*— G o A\(F*) (for each

— 1
F* € Di1(0x,Diff x)) which is a DRy -quasi-isomorphism because the triangle

T 2% Go (T

]

ju
commutes (where the vertical map is that induced by the projection Zx — Ox and

— 1
it is a DRy -quasi-isomorphism by Saito’s result). So the morphism defined by the

functor @ : idp, (o pitx) —* G © A1 is an isomorphism. (I

10



4. Comparison between Saito and Du Bois categories.

4.1. Definition. By definition the category CFy(Ox,Diff x) is the category
whose objects are filtered complexes (K*,d, F') such that:

i) K* is a complex of Ox-Modules;

ii) F is a decreasing filtration on K* given by sub-Ox-Modules and F' is biregular
(that is on every component K' of K*, F induces a finite filtration; so there exist
integers p and q such that FPK* = K* and FIK' = 0);

iii) d is a relative differential operator of order at most 1 which respects the filtrations;

iv) grp(d) is Ox-linear.

Morphisms in CFy(Ox,Diffx) are f* : #*—9* Ox-linear maps commuting
with differentials and compatible with fitrations [DB.1, 1].

4.2. Remark. The complex 2% is filtered by truncation so Gri.(2%) = £2%.

4.3. Definition. A filtered homotopy between u,v : F#* — ¥* is a homotopy
h such that hi(FP.Z%) C FP9~1 and h' is Ox-linear.

Let KFy(Ox,Diff x) be the category whose objects are those of CFy(Ox,Diff x)
and whose morphisms are the classes of morphisms in CFy(Ox,Diff x) up to homo-

topy.

4.4. Definition. A morphism f* : F*—%* is said a filtered quasi-
isomorphism if grf is a quasi-isomorphism where gr is the functor
er . CFl(ﬁx,Diﬁx) — CG(X)

sending a filtered complex (.%*, F) to its graded complex. (Here CG(X) is the cate-
gory of complexes of Ox-Modules with a finite graduation in each degree.)

Let DFy(0x,Diff x) be the category obtained by localizing K Fy(Cx, Diff x ) with
respect to filtered quasi-isomorphisms.

4.5. Remark. The categories KF;(Ox,Diff x) and DF;(Ox,Diff x) are trian-
gulated categories where
i) the shift functor is the usual one: T'(K)? = K*+1, dr(xy = —dx and Frgy = Fg;
ii) if f*:.Z#* — ¥* is a morphism in CF;(0x, Diff x) its mapping cone is .#* :=
T(F*) @9 € C1(Ox,Diff x) with filtration defined by FP(.#*) = FPT(F*) ®

F4* and differential d_4 defined by the matrix {dT(g) 0 }
T(f) dg

4.6. Definition. Let (£, F) with j € {1,2} be two filtered Ox-modules
with increasing filtration such that F,.Z; = 0 for p < 0. By definition

t}fofrnDiffx/s(("gh*F‘)a ($27F))

is the sheaf of filtered differential operators, that is ® € Zompig s (<1, F), (£2, F))
if and only if the composition

(4.6.1) F o, — 2 2 Ly~ Lo|Fygr Do

has order at most g for each p, q.
This condition implies that ®(F,£1) C Fp.% and that the map between the
graded objects Grl (£1) — GrE (%) is Ox-linear.

4.7. Remark. We observe that if (A, F) — (%, F) is a filtered differential
operator of order one then the condition (4.6.1) is equivalent to the condition given by

11
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Du Bois of having graded @x-linear for the objects (&}, F') where F'?.¥; = F_,.%;
is the opposite filtration.

4.8. Definition. = We denote by CF(0x,Diff x) the category of complexes of
(increasing) filtered Ox-Modules and filtered differential operators.
The functor \1 induces a functor which we denote by

)\1F : CFl(ﬁx,Diﬁx) HOF(ﬁx,Diﬁx).

It sends objects of CF1(€x, Diff x) into themselves with the opposite filtration (which
becomes increasing). We denote by DF(Ox,Diff x) the category obtained localizing
CF(Ox,Diff x) with respect to filtered quasi-isomorphisms.

4.9. Theorem. The functor
MF :DF(Ox,Diff x) — DF(Ox, Diff x)
is an equivalence of categories; so also is the functor
DR, xF : DF(Zx)" —s DFy(Ox, Diff x).

Proof. Saito proved that the functor DRy F : DF(9x)" —>DF(ﬁX,DlﬁX)

is an equivalence of categories with quasi-inverse the functor DRX F. We want to
extend the result of the previous section to the filtered context. As for the non filtered

— —1
case, let GF = DRy xF'oDRy F we have only to prove that there is an isomorphism
of functors idpp, (o piix) — GF o M F.
In the previous section we defined an isomorphism of functors

— — 1
D ile(ﬁxyDiffX) —>DR1)X [¢) DRX oM F

into D1(0x,Diffx). Now given (#°*,F) € CF,(0x,Diff x) we want to prove that
the morphism ®% respects the filtrations, so it induces an isomorphism of functors
also in the filtered case. We observe that the map 0%/ satisfies:

(4.9.1) 0y Fy(F) — Fpy(F) @6, O3

because the differentials of the complex respect the ﬁltrations

We recall that the filtration on the complex DR1 xDRy x ( *) is built as explained
in [S.1; 2.1.3, 2.1.5] for a single &'x-Module .#. Generalizing this construction to
complexes we have that

F(p 77 @ 7x ® 6%) @ZF (FM) @ 9x, 0 0y
Jj=0 Jj=01>0

This implies that also @fgg respects the filtrations because F,(.Z?) takes image into
Fp(F17) @ Px,0 ® Oy ; so we have established our thesis. O
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