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Abstract

We study moduli spaces of stable objects in Enriques categories by exploiting their
relation to moduli spaces of stable objects in associated K3 categories. In particu-
lar, we settle the nonemptiness problem for moduli spaces of stable objects in the
Kuznetsov components of several interesting classes of Fano varieties, and deduce the
nonemptiness of fixed loci of certain antisymplectic involutions on modular hyper-
kéhler varieties.

Mathematics Subject Classification 14J28 - 14J42 - 18G80 - 18N60

1 Introduction

The goal of this paper is to study moduli spaces of stable objects in Enriques categories
arising as the Kuznetsov components of Fano varieties. We develop a general approach
to this problem based on the relation to moduli spaces of stable objects in K3 categories.
We work over the complex numbers for the overview of our results below.
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1.1 K3 categories and their moduli spaces

In the celebrated work [51], Mukai proved that moduli spaces of stable sheaves of
primitive class on K3 surfaces are smooth projective hyperkihler varieties of the
expected dimension, deformation equivalent to Hilbert schemes of points on a K3
surface (see also [4, 54, 70, 71]). This result has been extended in [9] to moduli spaces
of stable objects, in the sense of Bridgeland [17, 18], in the bounded derived category
of coherent sheaves DP(S) on a K3 surface S.

Recently, these results have been further extended to the case where DP(S) is
replaced by a suitable K3 category. The first such example arises as the Kuznetsov
component Ku(Y) of a cubic fourfold ¥ C P> [40], defined by the semiorthogonal
decomposition

D°(Y) = (Ku(Y), Oy, Oy (1), Oy (2)).

The component Ku(Y) is a K3 category in the sense that it has the same homological
invariants, namely Serre functor and Hochschild homology, as D°(S) for a K3 surface
S. Stability conditions on Ku(Y) were constructed in [8], and in [7] an exact analog of
Mukai’s results were proved in this setting, leading to new unirational locally complete
families of polarized hyperkihler varieties, as well as tight connections between the
geometry of Y and the structure of Ku(Y).

Other examples of K3 categories can be constructed as Kuznetsov components of
Fano varieties using the results of [41]. Among them, the best understood are those
associated to even-dimensional Gushel-Mukai (GM) varieties [34], which are obtained
by taking a quadric section or double cover of a linear section of the Grassmannian
Gr(2,5) c PO (see Example 3.10). In [61], we constructed stability conditions on
such K3 categories and proved analogs for their moduli spaces of the known results
for cubic fourfolds.

In general, the results of [58] show that given a family of K3 categories equipped
with a family of stability conditions, relative moduli spaces of stable objects are
smooth. This allows one to deduce Mukai-type structure results for moduli spaces
on a generic fiber when there are special fibers of the form DP(S) for a K3 surface S.

1.2 Kuznetsov components of Fano threefolds

Besides the above examples, Fano threefolds are the main case where stability con-
ditions have been constructed on Kuznetsov components [8]. In fact, for many Fano
threefolds Y there exists a stability condition o on Ku(Y) such that:

(1) o is Serre invariant, i.e. fixed by the Serre functor modulo the natural Gi; (R)-
action on the space of numerical stability conditions.

(2) o is the unique Serre invariant stability condition modulo the GL;r (R)-action.

Namely, by a combination of various works [25, 31, 62, 64] (see also [63, §5.5]),

this holds for Fano threefolds of Picard number 1, index 2, and degree d > 2, as
well as for Fano threefolds of Picard number 1, index 1, and and degree d > 10.!

I 1n general, however, Serre invariant stability conditions need not exist on Ku(Y); see [35, Corollary 1.9],
which implies for instance that they do not exist when Y has Picard number 1, index 1, and degree 6.
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Note that stability conditions which differ by the G]:; (R)-action have the same set of
(semi)stable objects, so they are the same from the perspective of their moduli spaces;
therefore, when o as above exists, its moduli spaces are canonical to Ku(Y).

There is a rich emerging theory of moduli spaces of stable objects in Kuznetsov
components of Fano threefolds, with applications including the realization of classi-
cal moduli spaces in these terms [2, 25, 43, 48, 72] and the proofs of (categorical)
Torelli theorems [3, 10, 31]; see [63] for a survey. What is still lacking, however, are
general structure theorems for these moduli spaces, parallel to the situation for K3
categories discussed in §1.1. In particular, a fundamental open problem is to show
that these moduli spaces are nonempty when the expected dimension is nonnegative.
In comparison to the case of K3 categories, the main difficulty is that the categories
Ku(Y) arising from Fano threefolds within a given deformation class are typically not
equivalent to the derived category of a variety for any choice of Y; this precludes any
direct deformation-theoretic reduction of the problem to a more geometric one.

In this paper, we solve the nonemptiness problem in two interesting cases, based on
a general strategy that also allows access to other structural properties of the resulting
moduli spaces, like their singularities.

The first case is quartic double solids, i.e. smooth double covers ¥ — P3 branched
along a quartic surface, whose Kuznetsov component is defined by

D°(Y) = (Ku(Y), Oy, Oy (1)).

Among Fano threefolds of Picard number 1 and index 2, these are the ones of lowest
degree, namely 2, for which Serre-invariant stability conditions are known to exist and
be unique modulo G]:; (R). To state our result, we recall from [39, Proposition 3.9]
that the numerical Grothendieck group Knum (Ku(Y)) has rank 2, and there is a basis
1, n2, described in (6.1), with respect to which the Euler form is given by

-1 -1

-1-2)
Theorem 1.1 Let Y be a quartic double solid. Let v € Kyym (Ku(Y)) and let o be a
Serre invariant stability condition on Ku(Y).

(1) The moduli space My (Ku(Y'), v) of o-semistable objects of class v is nonempty.
(2) If v =ap1+buy where gcd(a, b) = 1 and a is odd, then for generic Y the moduli
space My (Ku(Y), v) is smooth and projective of dimension —x (v, v) + 1.

Above, by the moduli space M, (Ku(Y), v) we mean more precisely the good
moduli space for the algebraic stack M, (Ku(Y), v) of o-semistable objects of class
v, whose existence follows from the results of [7]. Note that Ky, (u(Y)) is negative
definite, so —x (v, v) + 1 is always positive.

Remark 1.2 The moduli space M, (Ku(Y), v) may fail to be smooth for all ¥ when
v is not of the form described in part (2) of the theorem; indeed, by [2, Theorem
5.2], My (Ku(Y), up) is singular for every Y. On the other hand, we expect that
My (Ku(Y), v) is projective for every v and Y. This would follow from projectivity
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of moduli spaces of semistable objects in K3 categories with respect to non-generic
stability conditions (Remark 6.7).

The second class of Fano threefolds we consider are GM threefolds X, which come
in two different types: a smooth quadric section of Gr(2, 5) N M where M C P? is a
codimension 2 linear subspace of Pliicker space (in which case X is called ordinary),
or a smooth double cover of Gr(2,5) N M branched over a quadric section where
M c P is a codimension 3 subspace (in which case X is called special). Among
Fano threefolds of Picard number 1 and index 1, these are the ones of lowest degree,
namely 10, for which Serre invariant stability conditions are known to exist and be
unique modulo éi; (R). The Kuznetsov component is defined by

D°(X) = (Ku(X), Ox, Uy)

where Uy is the pullback of the tautological rank 2 bundle on Gr(2, 5).

Theorem 1.3 Let X be a GM threefold. Let v € Kpym (Ku(X)) and let o be a Serre
invariant stability condition on Ku(X).

(1) The moduli space My (Ku(X), v) of o-semistable objects of class v is nonempty.
(2) If v is primitive, i.e. not divisible in Kyym (Ku (X)), then for generic X the moduli
space My (Ku(X), v) is smooth and projective of dimension —x (v, v) + 1.

As for quartic double solids, —x (v, v) + 1 is always positive, since Knym (Ku (X))
is negative definite.

Remark 1.4 The moduli space M, (Ku(X), v) may fail to be smooth when X is not
generic; indeed, by [72, Theorem 1.5], M, (Ku(Y), k1) is singular for certain X, where
k1 1s one of the basis vectors for Kyym (Ku (X)) described in (7.1). On the other hand,
similar to the quartic double solid case, we expect that M, (Ku(X), v) is projective
for every v and X (Remark 6.7).

Remark 1.5 By the duality conjecture proved in [36, Theorem 1.6], for any GM five-
fold there exists a GM threefold with equivalent Kuznetsov component. Therefore,
Theorem 1.3 is also true verbatim for GM fivefolds.

Theorem 1.3 has an interesting consequence for moduli spaces of stable objects
in Kuznetsov components of GM fourfolds. For such a fourfold W, in [61, Theorem
4.12 and Proposition 4.16] we constructed full numerical stability conditions oy, g on
Ku (W), depending on suitable real parameters « and g; let Stab®(Ku(W)) denote
the collection of these stability conditions. We proved in [61, Theorem 1.5] that if
w € Kpym (Ku(W)) is primitive and o € Stab®(Ku(W)) is w-generic (i.e. the notions
of o-semistability and o-stability coincide for objects of class w), then the mod-
uli space M, (Ku(W), w) is a smooth projective hyperkéhler variety of dimension
—x(w, w) + 2.2 Moreover, there is a canonical sublattice

_AGI]92 = <_02 _02> C Kpum (Ku(W)),

2 In fact we showed that this statement holds for any o in the connected component StabT(ICu(W)) of
Stab(Ku(W)) containing Stab® (Ku(W)), but below we will be interested in Stab® (u(W)).
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described as the projection of Ko(Gr(2, 5)) [34, Lemma 2.27], and we observed in
[61, Proposition 5.16] that for w € —AﬁBz the moduli space M, (Ku(W), w) admits
a natural antisymplectic involution ¢. As noted in [16, Remark 5.8], this involution is
induced by an explicit involutive autoequivalence of u(W).

Theorem 1.6 Let W be a GM fourfold. Let w € —A?Bz be a primitive vector, and let
o € Stab°(Ku(W)) be a w-generic stability condition. Then the fixed locus of the
involution t on My (Ku(W), w) is a nonempty smooth Lagrangian subvariety.

Remark 1.7 By the same reasoning as in Remark 1.5, Theorem 1.6 is also true verbatim
for GM sixfolds.

The content of the theorem is the nonemptiness of the fixed locus; indeed, then by a
general result on antisymplectic involutions [5, Lemma 1], it is automatically a smooth
Lagrangian. As we explain below, our proof in fact gives a description of the fixed
locus of ¢ in terms of a moduli space of stable objects in the Kuznetsov component of
a GM threefold. Finally, we note that Theorem 1.6 in particular gives a new proof of
the nonemptiness of M, (Ku(W), w), which was one of the main results of [61].

1.3 Enriques categories and their moduli spaces

Now we explain the main ideas behind the proofs of the above theorems, which involve
some results of independent interest.

The key to our analysis is that the Kuznetsov components of quartic double solids
and GM threefolds are Enriques categories in the sense that, like the derived category of
an Enriques surface, they have Serre functor of the form 7 o[2] where 7 is the generator
of anontrivial Z/2-action. To any Enriques category C, there is an associated CY2 cover
D = @%/2 defined as the invariant category for the Z/2-action. When C = DP(S) for
an Enriques surface S, then D = DY(T) where T is the K3 double cover of S, while for
the Kuznetsov components of interest, the results of [33] show that D can be described
as follows:

(1) If Y — P3 is a quartic double solid branched over a quartic K3 surface § C P3,
then the CY2 cover of Ku(Y) is DP(S).

(2) If X is a GM threefold, then the CY2 cover of Ku(X) is Ku(W) where W is the
“opposite” GM variety (Example 3.10), which is either a Fano fourfold or a K3
surface.

By the above descriptions, the CY?2 cover is in fact a K3 category in these cases.

An important feature of the CY2 cover D is that it comes equipped with a residual
Z./2-action — which should be thought of as an analog of the covering involution
of a K3 surface over an Enriques surface — such that the invariant category D%/2
recovers C. In fact, as we review in §2.3, this is an instance of a more general result of
Elagin [23], which shows that for a finite abelian group G, taking G-invariants gives
a duality between categories equipped with a G-action and categories equipped with
a GY-action, where G is the dual group.

Strictly speaking, to have a well-behaved theory of G-invariants, we work with
enhanced triangulated categories in the oo-categorical sense. In Proposition 2.7 we
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prove that the operation of taking G-invariants commutes with taking the homotopy
category (cf. [23] and [66] for similar results in the DG setting). This essentially allows
us to ignore higher-categorical phenomenon when studying G-equivariant stability
conditions, since stability conditions are defined at the level of the homotopy category.
By results of [50, 60], we thus find that if a finite group G acts on an enhanced
triangulated category C, and o is a stability condition that is fixed by each g € G,
then there is an induced stability condition ¢¢ on € (Theorem 4.9). Moreover, we
observe in Lemma 4.12 that 0¥ is fixed by the G"-action on €Y, and that (GG)Gv
recovers o under the equivalence (GG)Gv ~ © mentioned above.

In particular, in the case of an Enriques category C with CY2 cover D, we obtain
a correspondence between stability conditions o on € and o on D which are fixed
by the Z/2-actions. We will consider the case where C and D are semiorthogonal
components of derived categories of varieties and the stability conditions oe and op
are proper (in the sense of Remark 4.8), which in particular means that for numer-
ical classes v € Kyym(C) and w € Kpum (D), there exist proper algebraic stacks
M (€, v) and M., (D, w) of semistable objects of class v and w3 Letmy: D — C
and 7*: € — D suggestively denote the forgetful and inflation functors from and to
D = C%/2; when € = D"(S) for an Enriques surface S with K3 cover 7: T — S,
then 7, and 7 * agree with the usual pushforward and pullback functors along 7. For
an object in C or D, we say it is “fixed by the Z/2-action” if it is isomorphic to the
object obtained by applying the generator of the action.

Theorem 1.8 Let C be an Enriques category with CY2 cover D, and assume that C
and D arise a semiorthogonal components of the derived categories of smooth proper
varieties. Let o be a stability condition on C fixed by the Z./2-action, let o be the
corresponding stability condition on D, and assume that oe and o are proper.

(1) Forany v € Kqum(C), the moduli stack M, (C, v) is smooth at any point corre-
sponding to a oe-stable object E that is not fixed by the Z/2-action on C. If v is
fixed by the Z./2-action, then the functor wy: D — C induces an isomorphism

o] Mop(®D.w) = Mo (€ 0)%2,

T (W)=v

where the target is the stacky fixed locus of the Z/2-action on My, (C, v) and the
union in the source ranges over w € Kyum (D) such that 7w, (w) = v. Moreover,
the corresponding morphism on moduli spaces

fo L] Mop(@.w) > Mg (@ 0)%?

T (w)=v

is étale at op-stable objects not fixed by the residual Z/2-action and degree 2
over the fixed locus M3'(C, V)22 of the stable locus.

(2) For any w € Kpm (D), the moduli stack Mg, (D, w) is smooth at any point
corresponding to a op-stable object. If w is fixed by the residual Z./2-action, the

3 By the results of [7], all known constructions of stability conditions lead to proper ones.
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functor w*: € — D induces an isomorphism

g: |_| Mo (C,0) = Moy, (D, w)2/2,

T*(v)=w

where the target is the stacky fixed locus of the Z/2-action on Mgy, (D, w) and
the union in the source ranges over v € Kyum (C) such that w*(v) = w. Moreover,
the corresponding morphism on moduli spaces

g | Moe (@) > Moy (D, w)*2,

T*(v)=w

is étale at oe-stable objects not fixed by the Z/2-action and degree 2 over the
fixed locus MS{(D, w)?%/? of the stable locus.

We refer to [65] for background on fixed point stacks; in particular, [65, Theo-
rem 3.3] shows that the stacky fixed point loci for finite group actions considered in
this paper are automatically algebraic.

Remark 1.9 A stability condition o which is fixed by the Z/2-action is in particular
Serre invariant. By the results of [25, 31, 62, 64], when C is the Kuznetsov component
of a quartic double solid or GM threefold, a Z/2-fixed oe exists and is unique up
to the action of GI:;F (R). Furthermore, the Z/2-action on Kpyny, (€) is trivial in these
examples (Lemmas 6.1 and 7.3), so (1) applies for arbitrary v € Kyym (C).

Theorem 1.8 combines several results: smoothness criteria for moduli of objects in
Enriques and CY2 categories, proved in more general relative forms in Corollary 5.6
and [58, Theorem 1.4], as well as Proposition 5.7 and Remark 5.9 which describe the
morphisms f and g in a more general setting of categories equipped with a Z /2-action.
We note that in case € = DP(S) for an Enriques surface S and D = D®(T) where T
is the associated K3 surface, the construction and properties of the morphism g in (2)
go back to Nuer [53] (see also [32]).

Theorem 1.8 provides a useful tool for studying moduli spaces of objects in C, since
those of the CY2 cover D are often well-understood in examples. For instance, consider
the nonemptiness problem for a vector v € Ky, (C). By part (1) of the theorem, it
would be enough to find a vector w € Kyum (D) such that 77, (w) = v and Mg, (D, w)
is nonempty. Unfortunately, in our examples, for a given € and v there often does not
exist such a w. However, we prove the following more flexible deformation-theoretic
criterion for nonemptiness. The formulation uses the notions of an Enriques category
¢ over abase S (see Definition 3.6) and of a stability condition ¢ = (0;)scs on € over
S (see [7] and §4.2), which consists of proper numerical stability conditions o, on the
the fibers ¢ satisfying certain compatibility and tameness properties.

Theorem 1.10 Let C be an Enriques category arising as a semiorthogonal component
of the derived category of a smooth proper variety, let o be a proper numerical stability
condition on C, and let v € Kyum (C). Assume there exists:

(1) An Enriques category € over a complex variety S such that € is an S-linear
semiorthogonal component of Dpert (X) for a smooth proper morphism X — .
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(2) A stability condition o = (05)ses on € over S with respect to a lattice A and
homomorphisms Vs : Kyum(€5) — A.

(3) A point 0 € S(C) such that €y >~ C and under this equivalence oy = o and the
map vo: Kpum(€) = Kpum (€o) — A is injective.

(4) A point 1 € S(C) such that:

(a) oy is fixed by the Z/2-action on & and Mg, (&1, vo(v)) consists of stable
objects.

(b) Ifrie: ®1 — Cpisthe CY2 cover of €1 with corresponding stability condition
09,, then o, is proper.

(c) There exists a class wi € Kpm(®1) such that if vi = mw(wy) then
viw) = vo(v), Moy (D1, wy) is nonempty, and —y (wy, wi) +2 <
—x (v, ) + L.

Then the moduli stack M, (C, v) is nonempty.

Remark 1.11 In our applications, by known results /\/lggl (®1, wy) will be nonempty
ifand only if — x (w1, w1)+2 > 0, so (4c) becomes a purely lattice theoretic condition.

Theorem 1.10 provides an effective tool for proving nonemptiness of moduli spaces
of semistable objects in Enriques categories. Indeed, we prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.3
by considering specializations of Ku(Y') or Ku(X) for which the K3 cover becomes the
derived category of a K3 surface and the hypotheses of Theorem 1.10 can be verified.
The smoothness statements in Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 are proved via the smoothness
criterion of Theorem 1.8(1).

Finally, Theorem 1.6 is proved by combining the nonemptiness result of Theo-
rem 1.3 with the description of the fixed locus as the image of the morphism g in
Theorem 1.8(2). As an important technical ingredient, we prove that the stability con-
ditions o € Stab®(Ku(W)) are fixed by the residual Z/2-action (Theorem 8.2), and
deduce that they are all in the same ﬁ;(R)—orbit (Corollary 8.9).

1.4 Further directions

Now that their nonemptiness is known, it would be interesting to study other geometric
properties of the moduli spaces from Theorems 1.1 and 1.3, like their singularities,
Kodaira dimension, number of irreducible components, map to the intermediate Jaco-
bian, and so on.

Our approach to proving Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 is quite general and should apply
to other geometric examples of Enriques categories, like Examples 3.11 and 3.12, but
for brevity we have focused on just two interesting cases. Even in the case of Enriques
surfaces, it would be interesting to reprove nonemptiness results for moduli spaces
using our method.

Finally, we expect a similar nonemptiness result for moduli spaces of stable objects
in the Kuznetsov component of a cubic threefold with respect to Serre invariant stability
conditions. Building on the method of this paper, one potential approach to the problem
would be to use the relation between the Kuznetsov component of a cubic threefold
and that of a cyclic cubic fourfold branched along it.
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1.5 Related work

The nonemptiness result in Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 has been applied in [44] to show
that the Kuznetsov components of quartic double solids and GM threefolds have a
strongly unique enhancement.

In [16] the remaining case of Kuznetsov’s Fano threefold conjecture, concerning the
Kuznetsov components of quartic double solids and GM threefolds, was settled. Like
ours, the paper [16] is based on the relation between Enriques and CY?2 categories.

In a somewhat similar spirit to this paper, in [14] the authors studied finite group
actions on bounded derived categories of smooth projective varieties and fixed loci in
the moduli space of the equivariant derived category.

Fixed loci of antisymplectic involutions on projective hyperkihler manifolds have
been extensively studied in [24]. We also mention that the fixed loci studied in The-
orem 1.6 have a conjectural description in terms of the Lagrangian subspaces arising
from smooth hyperplane sections in the GM fourfold by [27].

Finally, we note that Lemma 4.12 on the correspondence between G-fixed and
GV -fixed stability conditions was independently proved by Dell [20].

1.6 Organization of the paper

In §2 we provide some preliminary material on group actions on categories and their
(co)invariants. In §3 we give the definition of Enriques categories with a list of geo-
metric examples, as well as recall some results on the derived categories of branched
double covers. In §4 we provide a quick introduction to stability conditions, mod-
uli spaces, stability conditions on equivariant categories, tilt stability, and the known
results for the Kuznetsov components of GM varieties and quartic double solids. In
§5 we prove our general structural results on moduli spaces: a smoothness criterion
(Lemma 5.1 and Corollary 5.6), the relation between moduli spaces in an Enriques
category and its CY2 cover (Theorem 1.8), and our deformational nonemptiness crite-
rion (Theorem 1.10). In the final three sections, we apply these results to our examples
of interest: §6 deals with quartic double solids, §7 with GM threefolds, and §8 with
GM fourfolds.

1.7 Conventions

A variety over a field k is an integral scheme which is separated and of finite type over k.
For a scheme X, Dpe, (X) denotes the category of perfect complexes, Dgc (X) denotes
the unbounded derived category of quasi-coherent sheaves, and D°(X) denotes the
bounded derived category of coherent sheaves. In fact, in all cases where we consider
DP(X) in this paper, X will be a smooth variety, so Db(X) = Dpert (X). All functors
are implictily derived; e.g. we write simply f* and f for the derived pushforward and
pullback functors along a morphism f: X — Y, and E ® F for the derived tensor
product of objects E, F' € Dperf(X).

For technical reasons, we work with linear categories, which are oco-categorical
enhancements of triangulated categories; see §2 and in particular Example 2.5 for our
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47 Page 10 of 66 A.Perry etal.

conventions and terminology. For a k-linear category C and objects E, F € C, we
denote by Homy (E, F) the corresponding mapping complex, which coincides with
RHom(E, F) in case € = Dpe(X) for a variety X.

2 Group actions on categories

In this section, we cover some preliminaries about group actions on categories and
their (co)invariants. In particular, we compare the invariants of a group action on an
enhanced category and its homotopy category, and we recall that for abelian groups
the formation of invariants gives rise to a duality on categories equipped with group
actions (subject to an assumption on the characteristic of the ground field).

Throughout this section, we fix a finite group G and a field k (often assumed to
have characteristic prime to |G|, but we state this explicitly when it is needed).

2.1 Higher-categorical actions

If X is an object of a 1-category D, there is only one reasonable definition of a G-action
on X: a group homomorphism ¢: G — Aut(X). If X is an object of a 2-category D,
then it is more natural to define a G-action to consist of an automorphism ¢, of X for
every g € G, together with isomorphisms ¢g 5 : g 0 ¢ = ¢, forevery g, h € G
which satisfy a cocycle condition. Taking this to the limit, one arrives at the notion
of a G-action on an object in an co-category, as well as the corresponding notions of
invariants and coinvariants:

Definition 2.1 Let X be an object of an co-category D. A G-action on X is a functor
¢: BG — D such that ¢ (x) = X, where BG denotes the classifying space of G
regarded as an co-groupoid and * € BG is the unique object.
Given a G-action ¢ on X, the G-invariants X G and G-coinvariants X G are defined
by
X% =lim(¢) and Xg = colim(¢)

provided the displayed limit and colimit exist.

Remark 2.2 We refer to [16, §3.1] which spells out how Definition 2.1 recovers the
classical notions of actions on objects in 1- or 2-categories.

2.2 Linear categories

In this paper, we will be interested in G-actions on categories € which are linear over
a field k. There are several relevant settings:

Example 2.3 (Classical linear categories) Suppose C is a classical k-linear cate-
gory, i.e. a l-category enriched in k-vector spaces which admits finite products and
coproducts. Equivalently, C is a 1-category equipped with a module structure over
the symmetric monoidal category of finite-dimensional k-vector spaces Vectid. Then
we can regard C as an object of the (2, 1)-category Catil with objects classical k-
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linear categories, 1-morphisms k-linear functors, and 2-morphisms isomorphisms of
functors.

In the language of [45], the category Catil can also be compactly described as
follows. Let Cat®! denote the (2, 1)-category of small 1-categories. Since Cat®! admits
finite products, it is equipped with a Cartesian symmetric monoidal structure in the
sense of [45, §2.4]. Then by [45, Proposition 2.4.2.5], for a category C € Cat®!,
giving a symmetric monoidal structure on € is equivalent to giving € the structure of a
commutative algebra object in Cat®! (with respect to its Cartesian symmetric monoidal
structure). The category Vect,f(d is naturally symmetric monoidal via tensor product of
vector spaces, and hence has the structure of a commutative algebra object in Cat®l.
Then Cati1 can succinctly be described as the category of modules over Vectzd € Cat®,
ie.

Catf = Modya (Cat®).

It is well-known that Cat®' admits all small limits and colimits. Thus, it follows from

[45, Corollary 4.2.3.3] (taking there € = Cat®' equipped with the Cartesian symmetric
monoidal structure and M = Cat®! with its natural structure as a left-tensored category
over itself [45, Example 4.2.1.32]) that Catil also admits all small limits and colimits.
Although it is possible to give a more down-to-earth proof of this result for Cat¢!,
the above argument is useful because, as we will see, it generalizes directly to the
enhanced setting.

Due to the existence of small limits and colimits in Catil, the categories CC and
C¢ exist for any G-action ¢ in this setting. For instance, let us recall the explicit
description of . The action ¢ consists of autoequivalences ¢g of Cforevery g € G
and compatible isomorphisms ¢g j,: ¢g © ¢y = ¢g.n. Then the objects of CY are
“linearized objects” of C, i.e. pairs (E,6) where E € € and 6 is a collection of
isomorphisms 6, : £ = ¢¢(E) for g € G such that the diagram

0 h
E—n " ¢on(E)

|
¢g On

¢8(E) ” ¢g¢h(E)

commutes for all g, h € G.

Example 2.4 (Triangulated categories) Suppose C is a k-linear triangulated category.
Then we can regard C as an object of the (2, 1)-category Cat}{r with objects k-linear
triangulated categories, 1-morphisms triangulated k-linear functors, and 2-morphisms
isomorphisms of functors. However, Cat}(r does not admit all limits and colimits, and
in particular it is not clear when @ exists in this setting.

Some positive results were proved by Elagin [23]. Namely, we can form CY as a
classical k-linear category, and ask when C is triangulated. The shift functor on @
induces one on CC, and we can consider the class of triangles in CS which become
distinguished under the forgetful functor ¢ — €. Elagin proved that this gives €
the structure of a triangulated category, assuming the existence of a DG-enhancement
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of € and invertibility of |G| in k [23, Corollary 6.10]. For this and other reasons, it is
natural to instead work with enhanced categories* from the outset.

Example 2.5 (Linear categories) Suppose € is a small idempotent-complete stable
oo-category equipped with a Dyt (k)-module structure; for short, we simply refer
to such a € as a k-linear category. The collection of all k-linear categories (with
morphisms between them the exact k-linear functors) is organized into an co-category
Cat,sc‘. More precisely, via tensor product the category Dpe,f (k) is symmetric monoidal,
and hence (as in the discussion in Example 2.3) it may be regarded as a commutative
algebra object in Cat™. Then by definition Cat}' is the category of modules over
Dyperf (k) € Cat™, i.e.
Cat‘,‘: = MOdeerf(k) (CatSt).

The co-category Cat® admits all small limits and colimits [49, Proposition 2.4]. Thus,
by the same argument as in Example 2.3, Cat}' also admits all small limits and colimits.
In particular, the categories C¥ and G exist for any G-action in this setting.

Example 2.6 There is a simple description of CC in the case where X is a scheme
with a G-action and C = Dpe£(X) with the induced action. Namely, descent along
X — [X/G] shows that Dperf(X)G >~ Dpert ([X/G]), where [X/G] is the quotient
stack [22, Theorem 9.6].

Taking the homotopy category of a k-linear category gives a functor Cat,sct — Catg.
Essentially every k-linear triangulated category T appearing in nature, and in particular
any that appears in this paper, admits a natural enhancement, i.e. a k-linear category
C with T as its homotopy category. Moreover, given a G-action on a k-linear category
C there is an induced G-action on its homotopy category, and under mild hypotheses
a G-action on a k-linear triangulated category 7T can be lifted to a G-action on an
enhancement C [16, Corollary 3.4]. In this situation, it is useful (both for psychological
and practical reasons) to have a comparison between the homotopy category of ® and
the G-invariants of the homotopy category computed in Catil. We prove such a result
below; see [23, Theorem 8.7] and [66] for related statements in the DG setting. Let
h: Cat}' — Cat,il be the functor given by taking the homotopy category (so it is the
composition of the functor Cat}' — Cat{' with the forgetful functor Cat{’ — Catil).

Proposition 2.7 Assume that the order of the group G is invertible in the field k.

Then for any k-linear category C with a G-action, there is a natural equivalence
h(C%) ~ (hC)C.

Remark 2.8 Since CC is a k-linear category, its homotopy category h(C%) inherits
a natural triangulated structure. The corresponding triangulated structure on (hC)“
via the equivalence of the proposition can be described explicitly: the shift functor is
induced by that on hC, and a triangle in (h@)C is distinguished if and only if it becomes
distinguished under the forgetful functor (h€)6 — he (cf. Example 2.4).

4 Below for technical reasons we work with stable oo-categories instead of DG categories, but in a precise
sense these notions are equivalent [19].
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Remark 2.9 As we will see in the proof, there are also equivalences
6 ~C; and (WO ~ (hC)g,

so the assertion of Proposition 2.7 also holds for coinvariants in place of invariants.

Proof Note that there is a canonical morphism h(C%) — (h€)® induced by the uni-
versal property of (hC)C as a limit, which we need to prove is an equivalence. In
other words, if ¢: BG — Cat,it is the given G-action on C, we want to prove that
h: Catzt — Catil commutes with taking the limit along ¢. To do so, we will consider
a factorization of the functor h.
By definition,
Cat,sct = MOdeerf(k) (CatSt)

is the category of modules over the commutative algebra object Dperf(k) € Cat™,
where Cat® is the oo-category of small idempotent-complete stable oo-categories.
Similarly,

Catf = Modye,a (Cat®h)

where Cat®! denotes the (2, 1)-category of small 1-categories. It will be convenient to

consider two intermediate variants of these constructions. Namely, if Cat denotes the
oo-category of small co-categories, then both Dye,f (k) and Vect,{d can be considered as
commutative algebra objects in Cat, so we can consider the corresponding categories
of modules.

Now consider the factorization

h: Caty' > Mod,q6) (Cat) > Modyeq(Cat) > Catf! @.1)

where a is the obvious inclusion, b is given by restriction along the symmetric monoidal
functor Vect,fcd — Dyperf(k), and ¢ is given by taking homotopy categories. We will use
the following observations about limits and colimits in the above situation:

(1) All of the categories appearing in the factorization (2.1) admit all small limits
and colimits. Indeed, for Catz1 and Cat,i‘, we have already observed this in Exam-
ples 2.3 and 2.5. The same argument as in Example 2.3 also applies to the other
two categories, since they are both by definition categories of modules over com-
mutative algebra objects in Cat, which (see [46, §3.3.3 and §3.3.4]) admits all
small limits and colimits. In particular, for an object in one of these categories
with a G-action, we may form the invariants and coinvariants.

(2) Let D be an idempotent-complete category contained in one of the classes of
categories appearing in (2.1), and assume D is equipped with a G-action. Then
there is an equivalence D ~ DY given by the norm functor; see [57, Proposi-
tion 3.4] where this is proved for D € Cat,sct, but the same argument works for
Modp,; k) (Cat), MOdVect’f{d (Cat), and Catyl. This is where we use the assumption
that |G| is invertible in k.

(3) The functor a preserves small limits; see [45, Theorem 1.1.4.4] where this is
proved in the non-k-linear setting, but the situation over k is analogous.
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(4) The functor b preserves small limits by [45, Corollary 4.2.3.3].

(5) The functor ¢ preserves colimits. Indeed, c is the left adjoint to the nerve functor;
see [47, Tag 004N] where this is proved in the non-k-linear setting, but the situation
over k is similar.

The proposition now follows formally from the above observations. Indeed, let
D = (b o a)(C) with its induced G-action. Then we have

h(C%) = c((boa)(C%)) ~ (DY) ~ c(Dg) ~ h(C)g ~ h(C)°,
(C”) =c((boa) ))(3)’(4)0( )(2)0( G)(S) ()G(z) ©)

where the subscripts indicate the invoked observation from above. O

2.3 Reconstruction theorem

Let C be a k-linear category with G-action. By functoriality of the operation of taking
G-invariants, the k-linear structure of € induces the structure of a Dpe,f (k)G -module
on €Y. Note that Dpert (k) G isidentified with the derived category of finite-dimensional
G-representations. In particular, if G¥ = Hom(G, k™) is the dual group of characters
of G, then ¢ inherits a residual GV -action. Concretely, for x € G" the corresponding
autoequivalence is

—®@x:C9 5 eY, (E.0) — (E.0® ),

where 6 ® x is the linearization on E given by (0 ® x)g = x(g)0, for every g € G.
For abelian groups, the category C together with its G-action can be reconstructed
from €Y with its G-action:

Theorem 2.10 (/23, Theorem 4.2]) Assume that G is abelian and k is algebraically
closed of characteristic prime to |G|. Let C be a k-linear category with a G-action.
Then there is an equivalence

0 (CfG)Gv e

of k-linear categories, under which the G-action on C is identified with the
G = (GY)Y-action on the left-hand side.

Proof In [23, Theorem 4.2] this is proved for € an idempotent-complete classical k-
linear category, but the analogous arguments work in the setting of k-linear categories.
O

Recall that there are mutually left and right adjoint functors between €¢ and €: the

forgetful functor
Forg;: C% — @

given by forgetting the G-equivariant structure, and the inflation functor
Infg: € — CC
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given on objects by E — P e Pg(E), where ¢, are the autoequivalences of C given
by the G-action and the sum is given the natural G-linearization (see [23, Lemma 3.8],
[57, §3.2]). When it is clear from context, we will omit G from the notation and write
Forg and Inf. For later use, we make an observation about the interaction of these
functors with the equivalence of Theorem 2.10.

Lemma 2.11 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.10, there is an equivalence of func-
tors ,
Forgsv >~ Infg o p: (€90 - @O,

Proof The equivalence p is the composition of two comparison functors
Vv
(€96 ~ (€9)1(4%.q.) and C = (CY)7(p, p+), Where

p« =Infg, p*=Forgg, q«=Infgv, ¢*=Forgs,

(€9)7(4%.q,) is the category of comodules over the comonad T(g*, ¢.) on C,
((?G)T(p*,p*) is the category of comodules over the comonad T (p, p*) on €Y, together
with an equivalence (GG)T(,,*V,,*) ~ (GG)T( ps,p*)- By the Comparison Theorem (see
[23, Proposition 2.6]), we have that p, o p =~ ¢™*, which in our notation means
Infg o p > Forggv. O

3 Enriques categories

In this section we define Enriques categories, give some important examples, and
recall a related result about derived categories of branched double covers.

3.1 Semiorthogonal decompositions

Since many examples of Enriques categories arise as components in semiorthogonal
decompositions, we very briefly review some of the basic definitions; see for instance
[6, 15] for more details.

Let C be a k-linear category. A semiorthogonal decomposition of € consists of a
collection Cy, ..., €, of stable subcategories of € such that:

(1) Hom(F, G) =0forevery F € €;,G € Cj,i > j;
(2) Forevery F € C, there is a sequence of morphisms

0=Fm—>Fm_1—>---—>F1—>F0=F,

such that the cone of F; — F;_;isin C; for 1 <i < m.

A semiorthogonal decomposition is denoted by ¢ = (Cy,...,C,;). We note
that passing to homotopy categories, this induces a semiorthogonal decomposition
hC = (hCy, ..., hC,) in the usual triangulated sense, and conversely any semiorthog-
onal decomposition of hC in the triangulated sense corresponds to a semiorthogonal
decomposition of € (with components the full subcategories of € spanned by the
components of hC).
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Examples of semiorthogonal decompositions arise from exceptional collections in
C. An object E € C is exceptional if Homy(E, E) =~ k[0] is a copy of k in degree
0. An exceptional collection is a sequence of exceptional objects Eq, ..., E, in C
satisfying Homy (E;, Ej) = O for all i > j. In this case, we have a semiorthogonal
decomposition
C=(D,E1,....Ep)

where D := (Ey, ..., Ex)- = {F € €| Homy(E;, F) =0forall 1 <i <m}isthe
right orthogonal to the exceptional collection.

If E € € is an exceptional object, then the left mutation functor Lg: € — (E)* is
defined by the exact triangle

Hom(E, F)® E — F — Lg(F).
Analogously the right mutation functor Rg : € — *(E) is defined by the exact triangle
Rg(F) - F — Hom(F,E)" ® E.

More generally, given an admissible subcategory A C C, i.e. a full triangulated subcat-
egory whose inclusion admits left and right adjoints, one can similarly define mutation
functors L 4 and R 4 through A. Consult [37, Section 3] for general results on mutations
and semiorthogonal decompositions. We only recall the following properties which
are often used in §6, §7, §8 (see [41, Lemma 2.2]):

e IfC=(Cy,...,C,) is asemiorthogonal decomposition, then
Le=Lg o---oLg,, Re=Rg, 0 --0Rg,.
e If &: C — Cis an autoequivalence and A C € is an admissible subcategory, then

PoLy>Louyo®, PoRy=Reuod.

3.2 Definition and examples of Enriques categories

Below we consider smooth proper k-linear categories, where k is a field. We refer to
[55, §4] for background on this notion, but note that if X is a smooth proper k-variety
and C is a semiorthogonal component of Dpe;f (X), then € is a smooth proper k-linear
category [55, Lemma 4.9]. Further, recall that if C is a proper k-linear category, then
a Serre functor is an autoequivalence Se such that there are functorial equivalences

Homy (E, Se(F)) =~ Homy(F, E)Y

for E, F € C. A Serre functor is unique when it exists, and it exists for any smooth
proper k-linear category, e.g. any semiorthogonal component of a smooth proper vari-
ety [6].

Definition 3.1 Let C be a smooth proper k-linear category.
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(1) Cis an Enriques category if it is equipped with a Z/2-action whose generator t
is a nontrivial autoequivalence of C satisfying Se >~ 7 o [2].

(2) Cis a 2-Calabi—Yau (CY2) category if Se =~ [2]. If € further has Hochschild
homology isomorphic to that of a K3 surface, then we say that C is a K3 category.

Although we have made the definition of an Enriques category without any restric-
tions on the characteristic of k, in the paper we will often avoid pathologies by assuming
char(k) # 2.

Remark 3.2 In the literature, sometimes more assumptions are imposed in the defini-
tion of a CY?2 category. For instance, in [58, Definition 6.1] it is required that:

(1) Cis connected as a k-linear category, in the sense that its Hochschild cohomology
satisfies HH?(C) = k and HH<(C) = 0; and

(2) Cis geometric, in the sense that it can be realized as a semiorthogonal component
in Dperf (X) for a smooth proper variety X over k.

We have taken the least restrictive definition as many arguments work in that generality.

Remark 3.3 Let us emphasize that in general it is an extra condition for an involutive
autoequivalence to lift to a Z/2-action. Namely, suppose that C is a connected k-linear
category and let T be an autoequivalence of € such that T o v =~ ide. Then there
is an obstruction ob(t) € H3>(Z/2,k*) (= Z/2 when k is algebraically closed of
characteristic different from 2) which vanishes if and only if there exists a Z/2-action
on C with generator 7, in which case this action is unique up to equivalence; see
[16, Corollary 3.4 and Remark 4.2]. All of the examples of Enriques categories C
considered in this paper will be connected, so there will be a unique Z/2-action with
generator the involutive autoequivalence 7 = Se o [—2].

Passing to Z/2-invariants leads to a correspondence between Enriques and CY2
categories, summarized in the following lemma; note that the second statement is just
a special case of Theorem 2.10.

Lemma 3.4 ([16, Lemmas 4.5 and 4.6]) Let C be an Enriques category over an
algebraically closed field k of characteristic prime to 2. Let D = C%/2 be the invariant
category for the Z./2-action on C.

(1) Disa CY2 category, called the CY?2 cover of C.
(2) D is equipped with a natural Z/2-action, called the residual Z /2-action, such that
there is an equivalence C ~ D%/,

Remark 3.5 In the definition of an Enriques category C, it would be natural to require
that its CY?2 cover is a K3 category. Indeed, Lemma 3.4(2) would then say C is a
“Z/2-quotient” (i.e. Z/2-invariant category) of a K3 category, parallel to the situation
for a geometric Enriques surface. We have not included this as part of the definition
as it is not necessary for our arguments, but it will be satisfied in all of the examples
of interest in the paper.

We define an Enriques category over a base scheme by the requirement that its
fibers are so. To formulate this, we use the formalism of categories linear over a base
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scheme S, of which the k-linear categories of Example 2.5 are the special case when
S = Spec(k); see [58, §2] for a quick summary of the key points of this theory. In
particular, for any S-linear category € and morphism 77 — S, we can form the base
changed T -linear category C7, compatible with semiorthogonal decompositions. For
apoint s € S, this gives a « (s)-linear category Cy, called the fiber of € over s.

Definition 3.6 Let S be a scheme and let C be a smooth proper S-linear category. We
say that C is an Enriques category over S if for every point s € S, the fiber C; is an
Enriques category over x (s).

Remark 3.7 There are other possible notions of Enriques categories over a base. For
instance, a more global definition would require the existence of an S-linear Z/2-
action on C such that the relative Serre functor is given by 7 o [2] for the generator t
of the action. For our purposes in this paper, the fibral definition will suffice.

3.3 Examples

Below we identify some interesting Enriques categories and their CY?2 covers, assum-
ing char (k) # 2 throughout.

Example 3.8 (Enriques surfaces) Let S be an Enriques surface. Then D°(S) is an
Enriques category, with Z/2-action given by tensoring with the canonical bundle ws.
If T — S is the corresponding K3 double cover of S, then DY(T) ~ Db(S)Z/ 2 is the
corresponding CY?2 cover, with residual Z/2-action given by the covering involution.

Example 3.9 (Quartic double solids) Let Y — P3bea quartic double solid. Then the
Kuznetsov component Ku(Y) := (Oy, Oy(1))+ c DP(Y) is a connected Enriques
category, with Z/2-action given by the covering involution, see [ 16, Proposition 4.14].
If Yy, C P3 is the branch locus of the double cover ¥ — P2, then DP (Yy,) =~ Ku(Y)Z/2
is the CY2 cover, and the residual Z/2-action can be described in terms of the spherical
twist around Oy, , see [33] and [16, Theorem 4.15].

Example 3.10 (Gushel-Mukai varieties) A Gushel-Mukai (GM) variety of dimension
n,2 <n < 6, is a smooth intersection

X = CGr(2,5) N Q c P'°,

where CGr(2, 5) is the cone over the Grassmannian Gr(2, 5) embedded via the Pliicker
embedding in a 10-dimensional projective space P'°, and Q is a quadric hypersurface
in a linear subspace P"** c P!°. If n = 2 then X is a Brill-Noether general degree 10
polarized K3 surface, while for n > 3 GM varieties coincide with the class of smooth
Fano varieties of Picard number 1, degree 10 and coindex 3 [21, 28, 52].

The linear projection from the vertex v of CGr(2, 5) restricts to a well defined
morphism yy: X — Gr(2,5). We say that X is an ordinary GM variety if v does
not belong to the linear space P"**. In this case, X is isomorphic to a quadric section
of a linear section of Gr(2, 5). If v belongs to P"*4, then X is a special GM variety.
In this case, yx is a double cover of a linear section M := Gr(2,5) N P13 ramified
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in a quadric section X’ of M, which is an ordinary GM variety of dimension n — 1.
We say that X and X' are opposite GM varieties, and use the notation X°P := X’ and
(X")°P := X for the operation of passing to opposites.

For technical reasons and ease of reference to the literature, we will assume
char(k) = O in our discussion of derived categories of GM varieties below. The
Kuznetsov component is defined by the semiorthogonal decomposition

D"(X) = (Ku(X), Ox, Uy, ..., Ox((n = 3 H), Uy ((n — 3)H))

where Uy and Ox (H) denote the pullbacks to X of the tautological rank 2 bundle and
Pliicker line bundle on Gr(2, 5). Note that when n = 2 the exceptional collection is
empty and Ku(X) = DP(X). The categories KCu(X) were first introduced and studied
in detail in [34].

If X is an odd-dimensional GM variety, then the results of [33, 34] show that fCu (X)
is a connected Enriques category, with Z/2-action given by the covering involution
when X is special. Moreover, the CY2 cover of Ku(X) is u(X°P), and the residual
Z /2-action is given by the covering involution of X°P when X is ordinary and in terms
of certain mutation or spherical functors in general (see [16, Theorem 4.15] for the
explicit formula).

Example 3.11 (Verrathreefolds) A Verrathreefold is a smooth Fano threefold V which
is either a (2, 2)-divisor V C P2 x P2, or a double cover V. — M of a (1, 1)-divisor
M C P? x P? branched along the K3 surface Z C M given by the intersection with
a (2, 2)-diVisor5. We say V is ordinary in the first case, and special in the second.
In either case, if 71: V — P2 is the projection to the first P2 factor, then there is a
semiorthogonal decomposition

D°(V) = (Ku(V), 7 D°(P?)),

where Ku (V) is a connected Enriques category. Indeed, one can compute the Serre
functor of ICu (V') using [41, Corollaries 3.7 and 3.8] obtaining that it is the composition
of an involutive autoequivalence t with the shift by 2, which is induced by the covering
involution if V is special. Thus if V is special, then T generates a Z /2-action on Ku (V).
If V is ordinary, we argue as in [ 16, Proposition 4.14]. Let W — P2 x P? be the double
cover branched over V. Then W is a Verra fourfold and has a Kuznetsov component
defined by
D" (W) = (Ku(W), 7{D°(P?), 7{ D (P?) ® O(H,)).,

where 771 : W — P2 is the projection to the first P2 factor and H» is the pullback of the
hyperplane class on the second P2 factor. By [33, Theorem 1.1], there is an equivalence
Ku(V) ~ Ku(W)%/2, where the Z/2- action on Ku(W) is generated by the covering
involution. Then by [33, Proposition 7.10] it follows that 7 is the generator of the dual
action to that on Cu(W). This shows that u (V) is an Enriques category.

To prove that u(V) is connected, one can argue as in [34, Proposition 2.12],
computing the Hochschild cohomology of Ku (W) using [57, Corollary 1.3], and the

5 Similar to the definition of a GM variety, we could also define V more uniformly as a complete intersection
in the cone over P2 x P2 C PS.
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equivalence Ku(V)%/? ~ Ku(V°P), where VP = W if V is ordinary, while VP = Z
is V is special from [33]. We leave the details to the interested reader.

The results of [33, Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 7.10] show that the CY2 cover of
Ku(V) is Db(Z) if V is special, or the Kuznetsov component of the Verra fourfold
W corresponding to V if V is ordinary. In fact, Ku(W) ~ D°(S, «) for a degree 2
K3 surface S with a 2-torsion Brauer class «. Indeed, this follows from Kuznetsov’s
results on the derived category of a quadric fibration [38]; see [1] for details.

Using the results of [33] and [41], more examples of geometrically interesting
Enriques categories can be constructed by taking a double cover branched along a
variety with a CY2 Kuznetsov component. Let us give just one more example.

Example3.12 Let T — P? be a K3 surface of degree 2, i.e. a double cover of P?
branched along a smooth sextic curve C. We can also regard T as a degree 6 divisor
T c P(1, 1, 1, 3); here and below, we use P(wg, w1, ..., w,) to denote the weighted
projective stack with weights w;, i.e. the Deligne-Mumford stack given as the quotient
ofAZ+1 \{0} by G, acting with weight w; on the i-th coordinate. LetY — P(1, 1, 1, 3)
be the double cover branched along T'; as above, we canalsoregard Y C P(1, 1, 1, 3, 3)
as a degree 6 divisor. Then Y is a stacky Fano threefold with a semiorthogonal decom-
position
D°(Y) = (Ku(Y), Oy, Oy (1), Oy (2)),

and fCu(Y) is a connected Enriques category with CY2 cover DP(T).

By [33, Theorem 1.1] the K3 cover of Ku(Y) is D°(T)%; by [33, Proposition 7.10],
combined with [33, Theorem 7.7] applied to the double cover T — P2, the generator
of the residual Z/2-action on DP(T) is iy, where i is the involution of the double
cover T — P2. It follows that Ku(Y) ~ D°(T)%/2 ~ D°([T/i]), where [T /i] is the
quotient stack. Moreover, if f: [T /i] — P? is the map induced by the double cover
and j: C — [T /i]is the map obtained from the inclusion of C in T as the ramification
divisor, then by [33, Theorem 4.1] there is a semiorthogonal decomposition

Ku(Y) ~DP([T /i) = (f*D°(P?), j,.DP(C)),

where f* and j, are fully faithful. Altogether, we conclude that the Enriques category
Ku(Y) admits a semiorthogonal decomposition with a copy of the derived category
of a sextic plane curve and 3 exceptional objects.

Remark 3.13 1t is easy to show that the above examples work in families. For instance,
suppose that f: ) — S is a smooth proper morphism equipped with a line bundle
Oy(1) such that the fibers ) for s € S are quartic double solids with Oy, (1) the
pullback of Op3(1). Then there is a S-linear semiorthogonal decomposition

Dperf(y) = (Ku()), f*Dperf(S)v f*Dperf(S) ® Oy(1))

where Ku()) is an Enriques category over S with fibers KCu()/s). For families of GM
varieties, see [16, Lemma 5.9(1)].

6 In the notation of [33], here m = nd = 6, Z is T, and By is D(T).
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3.4 Kuznetsov components of branched double covers

The descriptions of the CY?2 covers of Enriques categories listed in Section 3.3 are
special cases of a general result proved in [33] about semiorthogonal decompositions
of certain ramified cyclic covers. In this section, we review this result in the case of
double covers, fixing the notation we will need later in the paper.

Let M be a variety with a line bundle Oj;(1). Assume that the bounded derived
category of M admits a rectangular Lefschetz decomposition with respect to O (1)
of length m. Explicitly, there exists an admissible subcategory B of D (M) sitting in
a semiorthogonal decomposition of the form

D*(M) = (B, B(1), ..., B(m — 1),
where B(i) == B® O (i).
Let d be a positive integer such that 2d < m. Let f: Y — M be a double cover
ramified in a Cartier divisor X in the linear system |Oj;(2d)|. In particular, we are in
the setting of [33] in the special case n = 2.

We denote by j: X < Y the inclusion of the ramification divisor and by
i: X < M the inclusion of the branch divisor, which fit into the commutative diagram

Y
s
X M.
l
By [33, Lemma 5.1] the pullback f* is fully faithful on B, and if By denotes the
essential image of B via f*, then there is a semiorthogonal decomposition of the form

DP(Y) = (Ku(Y), By, ...,By(m —d — 1)),

where Ku(Y) := (By, ..., By(m —d —1))*. Analogously, by [33, Lemma 5.5] there
is a semiorthogonal decomposition

D"(X) = (Ku(X), By, ..., Bx(m —2d — 1)),
where By is the essential image of Bviai* and Ku(X) := (By, ..., Bx(m—2d—1))+

(if m = 2d, then Ku(X) = DP(X)). The group Z/2 acts on Y over X via the covering
automorphism, and induces an action of Z/2 on DP(Y) which preserves Cu(Y).

Theorem 3.14 ([33], Theorem 1.1) In the above setting, there is an equivalence
Ku(X) = Ku(Y)%/.

Let us recall the definition of the functor realizing this equivalence. We equip X
with the trivial Z/2-action, so that there is a completely orthogonal decomposition

D°(X)%? = (D*(X) ® 1, D*(X) ® x),
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where 1 and y are the trivial and nontrivial characters of Z/2. The morphism
j: X — Y is Z/2-equivariant, so there is a pushforward functor j*Z /2. Db(X)Z/2
DP(Y)%Z/2 on equivariant categories. Let jo,: DP(X) — DP(Y)Z/2 be the restric-

tion to the first component in the above orthogonal decomposition, given by

Jow(E) = jEPE® 1) = ju(E)® 1.

Next, note that Z/2-action on DP(Y) induces a trivial action on By ; hence, as above,
we have a completely orthogonal decomposition B%/ 2= (By®1, By ® x). Moreover,
by [33, Lemma 5.4] there is a semiorthognal decomposition

DY (V2% = (Ku(Y)??, BE?, ... BY*(m —d — 1)).
Then by [33, Proposition 6.5] the functor
@) := Li,@l....8y (d—Dol) © jox © (— ® Ox(d): Ku(X) - Ku()??  (3.1)

gives the equivalence of Theorem 3.14. For later use, we note a simple description of the
composition of this equivalence with the forgetful functor Forg: Ku(Y)%/? — Ku(Y).

Lemma 3.15 The composition Forg o® is isomorphic to the functor
LiBy,...Byd—1) © jx o (— ® Ox(d)) : Ku(X) — Ku(Y).
Proof For E € DP(X), we have

®o(E) =Lyel,...Bya-1el) (J«(EWd)) ® 1).

Therefore, the claim follows from the observation that for F € By and G € D°(X),
we have Hom(F ® 1, j.(G) ® 1) = Hom(F, j,(G)). m|

Let us also recall the definition of the following autoequivalences introduced in [33,
Section 7.2], called rotation functors7:

Oy :=Lg, (= ® Oy())[—1]: Ku(Y) =~ Ku(Y),

ol .= Lygz2(= ® Oy (D)[=11: Ku(V)*? = Ku(v)*2,
Ox := Ly (— ® Ox (1)[—11: Ku(X) ~ Ku(X).

By [33, Theorem 7.7, Proposition 7.9] the rotation functors satisfy the following
compatibility conditions:

04 ~[1 —d], (3.2)
0% ~ (=@ [l —d], (3.3)
0%% 6 ®y ~ ¥ 0 O, (3.4)

7 The rotation functors in our notation are the shift by —1 of those in [33].
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where ¢ denotes the involution of Ku(Y) induced by the involution of Y over X and
x denotes the nontrivial character of Z/2.
On the other hand, the group Z/2 defines a dual action on Ku(X) given by

T~ 0%[d — 1] (3.5)

by [33, Proposition 7.10]. We denote by Ku(X)%/? the associated invariant category.
As recalled in Theorem 2.10, there is an equivalence

p: (Ku(Y)YH22 5 Ku(y).
Then &g induces an equivalence (P¢)%/?: Ku(X)%/? - (Ku(Y)%/*)2/? and

(@ HZ2 0 p~ 1 Ku(Y) = Ku(X)%/2.

4 Stability conditions

In this section we review the definition of stability conditions, their associated moduli
spaces, their behavior in the equivariant setting, and their construction from tilt stability
in the case of quartic double solids and GM varieties.

4.1 Stability conditions

The notion of a stability condition, due to Bridgeland [17], gives a well-behaved notion
of a stable object in a triangulated category. Below we recall the definition, as well as
a “weak” variant which comes up in the known construction methods.

Definition 4.1 Let C be a triangulated category and let v: K(C) — A be a homomor-
phism from the Grothendieck group of C to a finite rank free abelian group. A (weak)
stability condition on C with respect to v is a pair o = (A, Z), where A is the heart
of a bounded t-structure on € and Z: A — C is a group homomorphism called the
central charge, satisfying the following compatibility conditions:

(1) The composition K(A) = K(C) S AL Cisa (weak) stability function on A:
forany 0 # E € A we have ISZ(E) > 0, and in the case that IZ(E) = 0, we
have RZ(E)(=<) < 0, where for simplicity we write Z(—) instead of Z(v(—)).
The slope of E € A is

_RZ(E) o
1y (E) = SZ(E) if IZ(E) > 0,
400 otherwise.

We say that an object E € C is o-(semi)stable if E[k] € A for some k € Z, and
for every proper subobject F C E[k] in A we have uz(F)(<) < uz(E[k]/F).
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(2) Every object E € A admits a Harder—Narasimhan (HN) filtration: there is a
filtration
O=Fy—> E~— ...Eyp_1—> E, =E

in A, whose factors A; := E;/E;_; # 0 are o-semistable and
nz(AD) > - > puz(Am).

(3) The support property holds: there exists a quadratic form Q on A ® R such that
the restriction of Q to ker Zr C A ® R is negative definite and Q(E) > O for all
o -semistable objects E in A.

Remark 4.2 1If C C Dpe(X) is a semiorthogonal component of the derived cate-
gory of a smooth proper k-variety X, then there is a natural choice for the lattice A.
Namely, consider the Euler pairing K(C) x K(C) — Z, given by x(E, F) =
Y. (=1 dimg Ext' (E, F). The left and right kernel of this pairing agree (by Serre
duality on ©), and the numerical Grothendieck group Kpum(C) is by definition the
quotient of K(C) by the kernel. It is a finite rank free abelian group [7, Lemma 12.7],
equipped with a canonical homomorphism vy @ K(C) — Kyum(C). A numerical
stability condition is one for which v factors via vpym, and a full numerical stability
condition is one for which v = vyym.

More generally, if C is a proper k-linear category whose numerical Grothendieck
group K,ym(C) has finite rank, then we can similarly define the notion of a (full)
numerical stability condition.

Instead of slopes, it is often convenient to order objects by their phase. Given a
(weak) stability condition o on C, the phase of an object E € A is

wgZE) if 37 (E) > 0
oE) =1 ]

1 otherwise.

We can define a collection of full additive subcategories P(¢) C C for ¢ € R as
follows:

(1) for ¢ € (0, 1], the subcategory P(¢) is the union of the zero object and all o-
semistable objects with phase ¢;
(2) forp +nwith¢ € (0, 1] and n € Z, set P(¢p + n) := P(¢p)[n].

We write P(I), where I C Ris an interval, to denote the extension-closed subcategory
of C generated by the subcategories P(¢p) with ¢ € I. Note that P((0, 1]) = A.

Remark 4.3 The collection of subcategories P = (P(¢))pecr form what is known as
a slicing, and the definition of a stability condition can be rephrased as the data of a
pair (P, Z) of a slicing and a suitably compatible central charge [17, Proposition 5.3].

By Bridgeland’s deformation theorem [17], the set of all stability conditions
Staby (C) (with respect to v: K(€) — A) has the structure of a complex manifold.
We will be particularly interested in full numerical stability conditions in the setting
of Remark 4.2, whose stability manifold we denote simply by Stab(C). There are two
natural group actions on Stab(C), corresponding to reparameterizations of the category
C or of the central charge:
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(1) Let Aut(C) be the group of triangulated autoequivalences of C, modulo isomor-
phisms of functors. Then Aut(C) acts on Stab(C) on the left, via

- (A Z)=(PA), Zod, 4.1)

where @, denotes the induced automorphism of Ky, (C).
(2) Let GL;r R) - GL2+ (R) be the universal cover of the group of 2 x 2 real matrices
with positive determinant. Explicitly,

. M e GLé|r (R), f: R — Ris an increasing function
GL;(R) = 4 (M, f) | such that forall ¢ € Rwe have f(¢ + 1) = f(¢) + 1
and M - ¢i™® € Rog - €7/ (@)
4.2)
The group C?L; (R) acts on the right on Stab(C), via

(A, 2)- (M, f) = (P(f0), fF(D]), M~ 0 2).
4.2 Moduli spaces and stability in families

One of the main upshots of stability conditions is that they allow for the formulation
of (potentially) well-behaved moduli problems. Although the notion of a stability
condition is defined for any triangulated category, to make sense of moduli spaces
one needs to assume the existence of an enhancementd, either via a realization as
a semiorthogonal component of a variety or as the homotopy category of a linear
category as in Example 2.5. For simplicity, we take the first approach, which will
suffice for our purposes. We will also work in a relative setting, needed for some of
the applications later in the paper. Our discussion will proceed in steps, from moduli
of complexes on a scheme, to moduli of objects in a semiorthogonal component, and
finally to moduli of (semi)stable objects in such a component, with each step resulting
in an open substack of the previous.

Let f: X — S be a flat and finitely presented morphism of schemes. We need
to recall some properties of objects in Dqc(X), the unbounded derived category of
quasi-coherent sheaves. An object E € Dgc(X) is relatively perfect over S if it is
pseudo-coherent (in the noetherian setting, equivalently E has bounded above coherent
cohomology) and locally of finite Tor-dimension over f~!'Og. By [67, Tag 0GEH],
this holds if and only if E is pseudocoherent, locally bounded below, and for every
s € Stherestriction Es € Dgc(X;) is locally bounded below (where “locally bounded”
means that there exists an open covering such that the restriction is bounded on each
open). The base change of a relatively perfect object is relatively perfect [67, Tag
0DIS5], and when S = Spec(k) is the spectrum of a field, E is relatively perfect if and
only if it lies in DP(X) [67, Tag ODI1]; therefore, a relatively perfect object can be
thought of as a family of bounded coherent complexes on the fibers of f.

8 By definition, a stability condition on an enhanced category is just a stability condition on the underlying
triangulated category.
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Remark 4.4 An object E € Dg.(X) is a perfect complex precisely if it is relatively
perfectover X, i.e. relatively perfect with respect to the identity morphism X — X [67,
Tag 08CQ)]. This directly implies that perfect complexes on X are relatively perfect
over S [7, Lemma 8.3]. Conversely, if f: X — S is smooth, then any S-relatively
perfect complex is perfect. Indeed, if E € Dy (X) is S-relatively perfect, then by the
facts recalled above, it is pseudocoherent, locally bounded below, and E; € Db(X s)
foralls € S.If f: X — S is smooth then X is smooth and DP(X,) = Dpert (X55).
Then forany x € X, therestriction E, € Dgc(k (x)) is the pullback of E; € Dperf (X5),
where s = f(x), and hence E is bounded.

An object E € Dyc(X) is universally gluable over S if Extlf((;)(Es, E) = 0 for
all s € S. Lieblich proved the following; see also [67, Tag ODLB] for a convenient
exposition.

Theorem 4.5 ([42]) Let f: X — S be a proper, flat, finitely presented morphism of
schemes. Then the moduli functor

Mpug(X/S): (Sch/$)°P — Gpd

taking T € (Sch/S) to the groupoid of all T -perfect, universally gluable objects in
Dqc(X71) is an algebraic stack locally of finite presentation over S.

Now we consider the sub-moduli problem parameterizing objects in a fixed
semiorthogonal component. For simplicity, for the rest of this subsection we work
with a smooth proper morphism of varieties, but at the expense of extra technical
details everything works in much greater generality (see [7]); note that due to the
smoothness assumption, the notions of relatively perfect and perfect objects coincide.

Proposition 4.6 ([7, Proposition 9.2]) Let € C Dperf(X) be an S-linear semiorthog-
onal component, where X — S is a smooth proper morphism of varieties. Then there
is an open substack Mg (C/S) C Mpue(X/S) parameterizing objects whose fibers
are contained in the fibers of C.

For € as above (or again, in an even more general setting), in [7] the notion of a
stability condition on C over S is developed. This consists of a collection o = (0y)ses
of numerical stability conditions on the fibers C; whose central charges all factor via
a fixed finite rank free abelian group A, satisfying certain compatibility and tameness
conditions. For details see [7], where among other things it is shown that a stability
condition on € over S exists in all of the cases where stability conditions are known
to exist on fibers.

Theorem 4.7 ([7, Theorem 21.24]) Let C C Dpert(X) be an S-linear semiorthogonal
component, where X — S is a smooth proper morphism of varieties. Let o be a
stability condition on C over S with respect to a lattice A. Let v € A. Then there are
algebraic stacks M3 (C/S, v) and My (C/S, v) parameterizing objects in C that are
fiberwise stable (in the first case) or semistable (in the second) with respect to o, such
that:
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(1) There are open immersions M (C/S, v) C My (C/S,v) C Mpug (C/S).

(2) MSH(C/S, v) and My (C/S, v) are finite type over S and My (C/S,v) — S is
universally closed.

(3) If MEH(C/S, v) = My (C/S, v), then this stack is a G,-gerbe over an algebraic
spacEMg(G/S, v) proper over S.

(4) If S is characteristic O, then My (C/S, v) admits a good moduli space My (C/S, v)
proper over S.

Remark 4.8 We emphasize that even in the case where S = Spec(k) is the spectrum
of a field, a stability condition on € over S is a stability condition o in the sense of
Definition 4.1 satisfying additional properties — essentially, the existence of proper
moduli spaces of semistable objects — which a priori may not be satisfied by an
arbitrary o € Stab(C). To differentiate the terminology more clearly, in the special
case where S = Spec(k) we say o is a proper stability condition to mean that it is a
stability condition on C over S.

4.3 Equivariant stability

Let € be a k-linear category equipped with an action by a finite group G. Let A be a
finite rank free abelian group equipped with a G-action, and let v: K(C) — A be a
G-equivariant homomorphism; for instance, in the situation of Remark 4.2 we can take
A = Kyum (©) to be the numerical Grothendieck group. There is an induced G-action
on Staby (©) where g € G acts on o = (A, Z) € Staby (C) by

g0 = ($g(A), Zog.h
where ¢ is the autoequivalence corresponding to g and g, is the action of g of A. We

say that o € Staby (C) is G-fixed if for every g € G we have g -0 = 0.
Theorem 4.9 ([50, 60]) In the above setup, assume that the order of G is invertible
in the field k. Let 0 = (A, Z) € Stabp (C) be a G-fixed stability condition. Define
vO=vo Forg, : K€% — A,
AG={EeeG |Forg(E)eA},
79 =ZovY,
where Forg, is the map on Grothendieck groups induced by the forgetful functor. Then

the pair 0 = (A%, Z6) is a stability condition on €Y with respect to v¢. Moreover,
for an object E € CY we have:

(1) E is 09-semistable if and only if Forg(E) is o -semistable.
(2) IfE is o C-stable, then Forg(E) is o-polystable.
(3) IfForg(E) is o-stable then E is o -stable.

Remark 4.10 As the notation suggests, A as defined above is indeed equivalent to
the category of G-invariants for the induced action of G on A.
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Proof That 0¥ is a stability condition is essentially [60, Proposition 2.2.3] and [50,
Theorem 1.1], with two caveats. First, the references consider the special situation
where € = DP(X) and G acts through a geometric action on X; however, the argu-
ment from [50] goes through in our context, using the identification of the homotopy
category of C¢ from Proposition 2.7. (Note that a stability condition on CC is by
definition one on its triangulated homotopy category.) Second, the notion of a stability
condition in the references is slightly different than ours (which is now the standard
one) and does not require the support property with respect to A; however, the argu-
ments still go through in our context, cf. [11, Theorem 10.1]. Finally, the claims (1)-(3)
follow formally from the construction. Explicitly, (1) is observed in [50, Theorem 1.1],
and (2) and (3) in [13, Lemma 4.3]. O

Remark 4.11 In[50]itis also proved that the above construction gives a closed embed-
ding Staby ()¢ — Stab, (C%) from the set of G-fixed stability conditions, with
explicitly describable image which is a union of connected components. However, we
will not need these finer statements.

Note that in the construction from Theorem 4.9, the map v K(CY) - Ais GY-
equivariant for the trivial G"-action on A and the stability condition o ¢ is G -fixed,
so we may apply the theorem again to obtain a stability condition 0%)¢" on ((:’G)Gv
with respect to (VG)Gv : K((GG)GV) — A. We observe that when G is abelian, this
iterated construction is compatible with the duality between k-linear categories with
G-action and G -action from Theorem 2.10, up to a factor of |G]|.

Lemma4.12 In the setup of Theorem 4.9, further assume that G is abelian and

k is algebraically closed. Then under the equivalence p: 66" Soe of The-
orem 2.10, the stability condition (6%)C" corresponds to the stability condition
|G|-0 = (A, |G| Z).

Proof By definition we have

(VG)Gv = v o (Forgs; o Forgsv )y : K((GG)GV) — A,
(AG)G = { E € (%)Y | Forgg o Forgsv (E) € A} ,

(Z29)%" =709,

where Forgv : (€66 — @6 and Forg;: CY — C are the forgetful functors.
By Lemma 2.11, under the identification p: (€6)G" 5 @, the functor Forggsv cor-
responds to Infg. Note that Forgg olnfg =~ @gec ¢g, where as usual ¢, is the
autoequivalence of € corresponding to g. Therefore, if 6’ = (A’, Z’) with respect to
v': K(€) — A denotes the stability condition on € corresponding to (O’G)GV, then
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vV = Zg*ov: K(€) — A,
geG

A={EcC|@o;E)eAp.
geG

7z =G| Z,

where the first line holds by G-equivariance of v: K(C) — A and the third holds by
G-fixedness of Z. Moreover, by G-fixedness of A we find that A" C A, and therefore
A’ = A as both are hearts of bounded ¢-structures. The above shows that o’ can
also be regarded as a stability condition with respect to the original homomorphism
v: K(C) — A. m|

4.4 Construction of stability conditions

Consider @ = DP(X) for a smooth projective variety X of dimension n defined over
an algebraically closed field of characteristic 0. Fix an ample class H on X and denote
by ch; (F) the i-th Chern character of an object F € DP(X). The slope stability

Islope = (COh(X), Zyiope = —H"™'chy + v/~1H"chy)
is a weak stability condition on DP(X) with respect to
v: K(D°(X)) — Z2, v(F) = (H"cho(F), H" 'ch(F)),
and A := Im(v) (see [8, Example 2.8]). If X is a curve, then oyjope is further a proper
stability condition.

We now recall the tilting procedure in this special case, which allows to construct
stability conditions on surfaces and weak stability conditions on higher dimensional
varieties. Assume n > 2. Fix f € R and consider the following subcategories of
Coh(X):

TJh = {F € Coh(X): all HN factors of F have slope K Zgope (F) > B},
= {F € Coh(X): all HN factors of F have slope Iu’Zslope(F) < B}.

By [29] the extension-closure Coh? (X) := (T?, FP[1]) is the heart of a bounded
t-structure. Define

v: KD*(X)) — Q®, v(F) = (H"cho(F), H" 'chi(F), H" %chy(F))

and A :=Im(v). Fora > 0in R, define Z, g: A — Cby

Zop = —(H"*chy — BH" 'ch; + H"cho) +~/—1(H" 'ch; — BH"ch).

,32—052
2
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Then the pair
0up = (Coh’(X), Zap)

is a weak stability condition on DP(X) with respect to A, and it is a proper stability

condition if n = 2 [7, 11, 12, 18]. We call oy g tilt stability and we denote its slope
by Ma,B-

For the construction of stability conditions on Kuznetsov components it is useful

to consider the following rotation of 0y g. Fix « € R and let u be the unit vector in

NRu

the upper half plane with © = —=<*. We set

Su *
75,;3 ={F € Cohﬂ(X): all HN factors of F' have slope (iq,5(F) > 1},

Pgﬁ := {F € Coh®(X): all HN factors of F have slope Ma,p(F) < u}.
Then the extension-closure Cohg’ /S(X ) = (‘Tf; g ]-"; ﬂ[l]) is the heart of a bounded

t-structure on D (X) and the pair
"o, Col " X Zu . 1 7
O'O,ﬂ = ( o a,ﬂ( )v a,p - otqﬂ)

is a weak stability condition on DP(X) with respect to v by [8, Proposition 2.15].

Now assume that a k-linear triangulated category C admits an exceptional collection
with right orthogonal category D. Then [8, Proposition 5.1] provides a criterion to
ensure that the restriction of a weak stability condition on € induces a stability condition
on D. This criterion has been applied in [8] to construct stability conditions on the
Kuznetsov components of Fano threefolds of Picard rank 1 and index 2 or 1 and cubic
fourfolds, and in [61] for GM fourfolds.

More precisely, let Y be a quartic double solid (see Example 3.9). By [8, Theorem
6.8] there exist values of & and § such that the pair

o (o, B) = (Ala, B) := Cohg x (V) N Ku(Y), Z(e, B) := Zg) glKpm(Ku(ry) (4.3)

is a numerical stability condition on Ku(Y). Further, by [7, Proposition 25.3] we
have that o («, B) is a proper stability condition. If X is a GM threefold, the same
construction defines numerical proper stability conditions on Ku(X) by [8, Theorem
6.9].

If X is a GM fourfold, the construction of proper stability conditions on Ku(X) is
more involved. Similarly to the case of cubic fourfolds studied in [8, Section 9], it has
been proved that Ku(X) embeds in the bounded derived category of a twisted quadric
threefold (Y, Zp); then the restriction of a rotation of tilt stability induces a stability
condition on the Kuznetsov component by the criterion in [8]. More details about this
construction will be explained in Section 8.3.

Remark 4.13 The above mentioned construction of stability conditions works more
generally in families. More precisely, assume that X — S is a family of quartic double
solids or GM threefolds over a complex variety S. Then combining [7, Proposition 25.3
and Theorem 23.1] and Remark 3.13, we have that there exists a stability condition
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o = (05)ses on Ku(X) over S such that oy is the numerical stability condition on
Ku(X;) defined in (4.3).

Remark 4.14 By the duality conjecture proved in [36, Theorem 1.6], the existence of
stability conditions on the Kuznetsov components of GM threefolds and fourfolds
implies the same for the Kuznetsov components of GM fivefolds and sixfolds.

5 Structure of moduli spaces

In this section we prove some general results about the structure of moduli spaces of
objects, with a focus on the case of Enriques categories. First, we give a smoothness
criterion, which is often easy to verify for Enriques categories. Second, we study the
relation between moduli spaces in a category and its invariant category for a Z/2-
action. Third, we prove the nonemptiness criterion for moduli spaces, Theorem 1.10,
from the introduction.

5.1 A smoothness criterion

The following smoothness criterion is certainly well-known in the classical situation of
moduli of sheaves, but we prove it here for lack of a suitable reference in the generality
we need.

Lemma5.1 Let X — S be a proper; flat, finitely presented morphism of schemes.
Let s: Spec(k) — S be a field-valued point of S, and let E be a relatively perfect,
universally gluable object on Xy such that Extkzz(E , E) = 0. Then the morphism
Mpug(X/S) — S is smooth at the k-point given by E.

Proof Since Mue(X/S) — S islocally of finite presentation, it suffices to show that
it is formally smooth at E. More precisely, given

0>1—>A >A—>0

a square-zero extension of artinian local rings over S with residue field k£ such that the
composition
Spec(k) — Spec(A) — Spec(A’) — S

equals the given k-point s of S, and given F' € Dgc(X4) an A-perfect, universally
gluable object, we must show that there exists an A’-perfect, universally gluable object
F’ € Dg.(X4) such that F);, = F. By [42, Theorem 3.1.1], the obstruction to the
existence of F’ is an element in Extﬁ(F , F®I), so it suffices to show that this group
vanishes.

In fact, we claim that Ext%z(F , F ® I) = 0. Note that by base change and the
identification Fj;, = E, we have

s*Homa(F, F @ I) ~ Homy(E, E ® s*I).
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Therefore, we have a spectral sequence
Ey) = H/ (s* Ext(F, F® 1)) = Ext,"/(E, E ® s*I).

As s*I € D=0(k), our assumption Extfz(E , E) = 0 implies that the right-hand side
vanishes for i 4+ j > 2. If i is maximal such that Ext’A(F , F ® I) is nonzero, then
also HO(s* Extg (F, F ® I)) must be nonzero, and it survives the spectral sequence;
therefore, i < 1, which proves our claim. O

5.2 Invariant stability

To formulate an interesting situation in which Lemma 5.1 applies, we use the notion of
invariant stability. Recall from §4.1 the actions of Aut(C) and GI:;(R) on the stability
manifold Stab(C) of full numerical stability conditions, defined when C is proper with
finite rank K,um (C).

Definition 5.2 Let C be a proper k-linear category whose numerical Grothendieck
group Kpum (€) has finite rank. Let @ be an autoequivalence of €. A full numerical
stability condition o on € is called ®-invariant if there exists g € Gi; (R) such that
®.0 = o -g,i.e. the action of ® preserves the ﬁ;(R)-orbit of o. If € admits a Serre
functor Se, we say o is Serre invariant if it is Se-invariant.

Remark 5.3 In the situation of Definition 5.2, we can also consider the notion of a ®-
fixed stability condition o appearing in Theorem 4.9, namely one for which®.0 = o.
It is slightly weaker to require that o is ®-invariant. However, if o is ®-invariant, then
o and @ - o have the same collections of (semi)stable objects, so from the perspective
moduli spaces they are essentially equivalent. In fact, as we observe below, when ® has
finite order, the collections of (semi)stable objects of any given phase also coincide.

Lemma 5.4 In the situation of Definition 5.2, assume that ® has finite order, i.e.
" ~ ide for some integer n, and o is ®-invariant. Then ® preserves the collection
of o-(semi)stable objects of given phase ¢, i.e. ®(P(¢p)) = P(¢p) for every ¢ € R
where P is the slicing for o.

Proof Write g = (M, f) as in (4.2). Let P be the slicing for o. Together with
®"(E) = E, it follows that the increasing function f: R — R satisfies f" (¢ (E)) =
¢ (E), where f" is the n-fold composition of f. This implies that f(¢(E)) = ¢ (E).

O

Lemma 5.5 Let C be an Enriques category over a field k. Let o be a Serre invariant
stability condition on C. If E is a o-stable object of C such that E is not fixed by the
Z/2-action on C, i.e. T(E) 2 E where T is the generating involution of the action,

then Ext;*(E, E) = 0.

Proof For any object E € C, Serre duality gives

Exti (E, E) = Ext; ' (E, t(E))".
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If E is o-(semi)stable, then by Lemma 5.4, t(E) is o -(semi)stable of the same phase
¢ (E). In particular, it follows that the above group vanishes fori > 2. If E is o-stable
and 7(E) 2 E, then there can be no nonzero morphism E — t(E), so the above
group also vanishes for i = 2. O

In summary, we obtain the following smoothness criterion for the moduli space of
objects in a family of Enriques categories.

Corollary 5.6 Let C be an Enriques category over S such that € C Dperf(X) is an
S-linear semiorthogonal component, where X — S is a smooth proper morphism of
varieties. Let s : Spec(k) — S be a field-valued point of S, let o5 be a Serre invariant
stability condition on the fiber Cy, and let E be a os-stable object which is not fixed by
the Z/2-action on Cg. Then the morphism M (C/S) — S is smooth at the k-point
given by E.

Proof By Proposition 4.6, M,s(C/S) — S factors through M (X /S) — S viaan
open immersion, so it suffices to show the latter is smooth at £, which follows from
Lemmas 5.1 and 5.5. O

5.3 Maps between moduli spaces

Next we explain the relation between moduli spaces of stable objects for categories
related by a group action as in Theorem 4.9, restricting for simplicity to the case where
G =172

Proposition 5.7 Let C C Dyperf(X) be an k-linear semiorthogonal component of a
smooth proper variety X over a field k such that char(k) # 2. Assume that C is
equipped with a Z./2-action such that @%/? also embeds as a k-linear semiorthogonal
component of the derived category of a smooth proper variety. Let o be a proper
stability condition on C (in the sense of Remark 4.8) with respect to a Z/2-equivariant
homomorphism K(C) — A such that o is Z)2-fixed. Let 5%/? be the stability condition
on €212 given by Theorem 4.9 and assume that o2/* is proper. Then for any v € A,
the forgetful functor Forg: C%/2 — @ induces a morphism of moduli stacks

Forg: MUZ/z(GZ/Z, v) > My (C, v)

such that if v € A is fixed by the Z./2-action, then:

(1) Forg factors via an isomorphism
f1 Moz (CH2 v) — M, (@, v)%/?

onto the fixed locus of the induced Z./2-action on My (C, v).
(2) The induced morphism on moduli spaces

f_: Mz, (GZ/Z, v) = Ms(C, U)Z/2
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is étale at points corresponding to o2/?-stable objects of C%/* not fixed by the
residual 7.2 = (Z./2)" -action from §2.3, and degree 2 over the fixed locus
MEY(C, v)%/? of the stable locus.

Proof The fixed stack M, (C, v)%/? parameterizes Z/2-linearized (in the sense of
Example 2.3) objects in € of class v such that their image via the forgetful functor is
o-semistable; therefore, (1) follows from Proposition 2.7 and Theorem 4.9.

For (2), the fact that f is degree 2 over M3 (C, v)Z/2 follows from [59, Lemma
1]. For the claim about étaleness, we argue similarly to [53, Proposition 6.2]. Set
E = (F,0) where F = Forg(E) is o-stable. Up to shifting, we may assume E is in
the heart A%/? of cZ/2. By [42, Theorem 3.1.1 and Proposition 3.5.1] and the fact that
E is stable, the tangent space of Mgz/z(ez/ 2 v) at the class of E is identified with
Ext'(E, E). An analogous identification holds for the tangent space of M, (C, v) at
the class of F, and the differential of f at the class of E is given by the map

df: Ext'(E, E) — Ext'(F, F)

which operates as follows. An element of Ext! (E, E) is by definition an extension in
AZ/2 of the form
0—-E—E —-E—NO. (5.1)

Indeed, E’ is semistable in .A%/2 with the same slope of E. Writing E' = (F', 0'), we
have d f(E’) = F’, where F’ is an extension in Ext! (F, F) and is o'-semistable in the
heart A of o with the same slope as F'.

Now if d f(E’) = 0, then the sequence

0>F—>F —>F—=0

in A defining F’ splits. Applying the inflation functor Inf: ¢ — CZ/?Z we get a
triangle
Inf(F) — Inf(F’) — Inf(F). (5.2)

By Lemma 5.8 below, we have Inf(F) = (F,0) & (F,0 ® x). Moreover, as
Forg(Inf(F)) = F@F is o-semistable in A, we have that Inf (F) is oZ/2_semistable in
AZ/2_The same observation holds for Inf(F”) and thus (5.2) is a short exact sequence
in A%/2. The sequence (5.2) also splits, because the one defining F’ does. Thus we
get a split sequence

0> EQPE®x—>E®E®x—>E®E®x— 0. (5.3)

Now assume that E is not fixed by the residual action, i.e. £ 22 E ® x. Since E is
stable, we deduce that Hom(E, E ® x) = 0 = Hom(E ® x, E), and hence by the
exact sequence (5.1) we have Hom(E', E ® x) = 0 = Hom(E' ® yx, E). It follows
that a splitting of (5.3) must also induce a splitting of (5.1). O

Lemma 5.8 With the same assumptions as in Proposition 5.7, for every B € C, we
have Inf(B) = (B, 0) @ (B, 0 ® x) for every linearization 0 on B.
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Proof By adjunction we have Home (Forg((A, ¥)), B) = Homez ((A, ¥), Inf(B))
for every (A, ¥) € €%/2. So the statement is equivalent to showing

Home (Forg((A, ¥)), B) = Homez2((A, ¥), (B,0) @ (B, 0 ® x)),
which is the same as proving
Home (A, B) = Homez2 ((A, ¥), (B, 0)) ® Homez2((A, V), (B,0 ® x).
Denote by ¢ the generating involution of the Z/2-action on C. First, note that if
J € Homez2((A, ¥), (B, 0)) NHomez2 ((A, ¥), (B, 0 ® x),

then f = 0.Indeed, by definition f satisfies 6,0 f = (t(f)oy, and —6,0 f = ((f)o,,
which is possible only if f = 0. Thus we have an injective map

HomeZ/Z((A, I//)v (B’ 0)) D HomeZ/Z((A» I//)v (B7 0 ® X)) — HomG(A» B)v fl ® f2
= fi+ fa-

We claim that this map is an isomorphism. To define an inverse, for f € Home (A, B),
we set

1
ﬁ=zu+@*mqum

1 _
fo= 5 =67 ou(P oy
To check that f1 € Homez2 ((A, ¥), (B, 0)), f € Homez2((A, ¥), (B,0 ® x)), it
is enough to observe that 6, o f1 = ((f1) o ¥, —6, o f» = t(f2) o ¥,, which follows
from l(wt)_l =¥, L(QL)_I =0,. O

Remark 5.9 (Symmetrized version of Proposition 5.7) Via the duality of categories
equipped with a Z/2-action and a Z/2-fixed stability condition, explained in §2.3
and $§4.3, we can reverse the roles of € and CZ/2 in Proposition 5.7. To explain this,
for notational clarity we let D = C%/? equipped with the residual Z/2 = (Z/2)"-
action, and write 6¢ = ¢ and op = o2/%. Then by Lemma 4.12, the pairs (C, o¢)
and (D, op) (up to scaling by 2 the central charge of the stability conditions)
correspond to each other under the above-mentioned duality. Therefore, in addi-
tion to the morphism f: Mgy (D, v) = Mg (€, v)2/2 we also get a morphism
g: Mg (C,v) = My (D, v)%/? with similar properties.

Note that above, both o and oe are both regarded as stability conditions with
respect to a fixed lattice A. It is perhaps more natural, however, to use the numerical
Grothendieck groups to fix the class of objects, as follows. Let us suggestively denote
by m4: D — Cand 7*: € — D the canonical functors, namely, the forgetful and
inflation functors between D = €%/2 and C. Then for any v € Kyum(C) fixed by the
Z./2-action, we obtain an isomorphism

o] Mop@D.w) > Mge (@ 0)%2,

T (w)=v
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where the unions ranges over w € Kyym(D) such that w,(w) = v. Similarly, in
the other direction, for any w € Kpum (D) fixed by the Z/2-action, we obtain an
isomorphism

g | Mee(@v) > Moy (D, )2,

T*(v)=w

where the union ranges over v € Kyym(C) such that 7*(v) = w. Similarly, we get
morphisms f and g at the level of moduli spaces with domains decomposed as a
disjoint union as above, which are étale at stable objects not fixed by the Z/2-action
and degree 2 over the fixed locus of the stable locus.

Proof of Theorem 1.8 The result follows from Corollary 5.6, Proposition 5.7, Remark 5.9,
and [58, Theorem 1.4]. O

5.4 Nonemptiness criterion

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.10 from the introduction. We will use the following
lemma.

Lemma 5.10 In the setup of Remark 5.9, assume that C is an Enriques category
equipped with the corresponding Z./2-action. Let v € Knym(C) be class such that
M (C,v) consists of stable objects. Let w € Ky (D) be a class such that
m(w) = v, Moy (D, w) is nonempty, and the inequality — x (w, w)+2 < —x (v, v)+
1 holds. Then there exist objects in Mg (C, v) which are not fixed by the Z/2-action.

Proof By Theorem 4.9(3), M., (D, w) also consists of stable objects. Therefore
there are G,,-gerbes M, (C, v) — My, (C, v) and My, (D, w) — Moy, (D, w)
over proper algebraic spaces. By [58] the space M., (D, w) is smooth of dimension
—x (w, w) + 2. By deformation theory, the dimension of M, (C, v) at any point E
satisfies

dimg My, (C, v) > dimExt!(E, E) — dimExtz(E, E)=—x{,v)+1,

where the last equality uses that E is stable, and in particular simple; therefore, the
irreducible components of M (C, v) allhave dimension atleast —x (v, v)+1. Another
consequence of the simplicity of £ which we will use below is that, if E is fixed by the
Z,/2-action, there exists an object F € D such that 7. (F) = E, and the isomorphism
classes of such F form a torsor under the Z/2-action on D; this follows from [59,
Lemma 1], since H2(Z/2,k*) =0 by our assumption that char (k) # 2.

Let My be an irreducible component of My, (C, v) which meets the image of
My, (D, w). We claim that an object in € corresponding to a generic point of M
is not fixed by the Z/2-action. Assume on the contrary that every point of My is
fixed by the Z/2-action. Then by Remark 5.9, there exists w’ € Kyym(D) such that
7x(w") = v and an irreducible component of M., (D, w’) which surjects onto Mp.
Let E be an object in M contained in the image of map My, (D, w) — My (C, v),
say m«(F) = E for F in My, (D, w). By our choice of w’, there also exists F’ in
My, (D, w') such that 7. (F') = E. By the remarks in the previous paragraph, we
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conclude that F and F’ are related by the Z/2-action on D, and in particular, it follows
that x (w, w) = x (w’, w’). But then

dim My, (D, w') = —x(w', w') +2 < —x(v,v) + 1 <dim My

which contradicts that a component of M., (D, w’) surjects onto My. O

Proof of Theorem 1.10 We consider the relative moduli space M (&/S, vo(v)) — S.
Note that by (3) its fiber over 0 € S(C) is given by M, (Co, vo(v)) = M4 (C, v),
and its fiber over 1 € S(C) is M, (€1, vo(v)). By (4) and Lemma 5.10, there exists
a C-point of Mo, (€1, vo(v)) for which the corresponding object E € & is oy-
stable and not fixed by the Z/2-action on €. Thus by Corollary 5.6 the morphism
Mpug(€/S) — S is smooth at E; as by Theorem 4.7(1) there is an open immer-
sion My (€/S, vo(v)) C Mpue(€/S), it follows that M, (€/S, vo(v)) — S is also
smooth at E, hence flat and in particular dominant. But by Theorem 4.7 the morphism
My (€/S, vo(v)) — Sisalsouniversally closed, so it must be surjective. In particular,
its fiber M, (C, v) over 0 is nonempty.

6 Quartic double solids

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.1, which is obtained as an application
of Theorem 1.10.

6.1 Preparation

Let Y be a quartic double solid. As seen in Example 3.9, its Kuznetsov component
Ku(Y) is an Enriques category.

We denote by i: X < P3 the branch locus of the double covering f: ¥ — P3,
which is a quartic K3 surface, and by j: X < Y its inclusion as the branch divisor.
Let H be the hyperlane class on P3, whose pullbacks to ¥ and X we also denote by
the same symbol.

The category DP(X ) is the CY2 cover of Ku(Y). Indeed, we are in the setting of
§3.4 withd =2, m = 4, B = (O). In particular, we have the equivalence

D0 = Lioyo1.0y (o1 © (o)x © (— ® Ox(2H)): D(X) =~ Ku(Y)%/?,

The Z/2-action on Ku(Y) is induced by the involutive autoequivalence
t: Ku(Y) — Ku(Y) given by pullback along the double cover involution. The Serre
functor Sk (y) of Ku(Y) satisfies Sk vy = t[2] by [41, Corollary 4.6].

By [39, Proposition 3.9] the numerical Grothendieck group Kym (u(Y)) has rank
2, with a basis w1, (2 such that

1, 1, 2
ch(m)=1—§H, Ch(/xz)=H—§H —3P (6.1
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where p denotes the class of a point. Moreover, the Euler form is given in this basis

by
11—
(1, ) = (_1 _;)

Since ¢ is induced by the double covering involution, and the latter preserves H, we
have the following lemma.

Lemma 6.1 The involution v, induced by 1 on Knym (Ku(Y)) is trivial.

In the next lemma, we show that the stability conditions constructed on Ku(Y) in
[8] are fixed by the action of «.

Lemma 6.2 ([64, Lemma 6.1]) Let o («, B) be a stability condition defined in (4.3) as
constructed in [8]. Then ¢ - o («, B) = o (, B).

Proof Note that ¢ preserves Coh(Y) and fixes the Chern character of every object in
DP(Y), since it preserves H. Thus ¢ preserves the tilted heart Coh?(Y) and acts as the
identity on the weak stability function Z, g. Analogously ¢ preserves Cohg) 5( Y) and

fixes Zg e Since ¢ restricts to an involutive autoequivalence of u(Y), we conclude
that o (a, B) is (-fixed. O

To simplify the notation, we set
oy :=o(a, B). (6.2)

By Theorem 4.9 it follows that oy induces a stability condition cr% /% on Ku(y)2/?

and thus a stability condition

—1, 7Z)2
ox = QOI(GY/ )

on DP(X). We also introduce the notation
® := Forg o®(: D°(X) — Ku(Y), (6.3)

as this functor will occur in many of our computations below. Note that by Lemma 3.15,
we have the formula

@ = L(0y,0y () © ji 0 (— ® Ox(2H)). (6.4)

Lemma 6.3 The stability condition ox on DP(X) is geometric, i.e. the skyscraper sheaf
O, at any point x € X is ox-stable.

Proof By Theorem 4.9 it is enough to show that ® (O, ) = Forg(®o(O,)) is oy-stable.
By (6.4), we thus need to compute Lo, o, (a))(Ox). The first mutation is

Loy 1) (Ox) = Iy (H)[1],
where 7,y denotes the ideal sheaf of the point x in Y. Applying Lo, we find

Forg(®o(Oy)) = K,[2],
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where K fits into an exact triangle
Ky — O — T,y (H).

In particular, we have that

1, 2

from which it follows that
[Ki]l=2u1 — 2 € Kpum(Ku(Y)). (6.5)

We need to show the oy-stability of K. Note that since Kyym (u(Y)) has rank 2,
the central charge of oy is injective, and [K,] is primitive, this is equivalent to the
oy-semistability of K.

If f: Y — P3 denotes the double covering map, then f*Z, /p3 is a subsheaf of
2.y, since x is in the ramification locus and the pullback via f of a function vanishing
at x will vanish at x to order 2. Since Oy (H) is pulled back from the base, by the above
computation f*7, /P3 (H) is a subsheaf of 7,y (H). Computing the Chern character,
we observe that the cokernel of this map is O, and we get the commutative diagram
of exact triangles

> [*Op —— [*T 3 (H)

| T

oy’ Zey (H)
Ox[_l] 0 Ox

where the first row and the third column are short exact sequences of sheaves. In
particular, this implies that the nonzero cohomology sheaves of K, are HOK,) =F
and H!(K,) = O.

Next we show that

1 ifi=0,2
hom' (K, Ky) = {4 ifi=1
0 else

By adjunction between Ku(Y) C DP(Y) and L(o, .0, (1)) We have
Homyc, (y) (K, Kx[i]) = Homy (O, K,[i +2]),
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so the claim for i > 2 follows directly from the spectral sequence
E}" = Hom(Oy, HY(K)[p]) = Hom(Ox, Ki[p +q1).
Since K is t-invariant, using the Serre functor of Ku(Y) we have
Hom(K, K:[j1) = Hom(K, t(K1)[2 — j)" = Hom(Ky, K+[2 — j]",

so the claim for i < 0 follows. Finally, using (6.5) we compute x (K, K;) = —2,
from which the claim for i = 1 follows.

If K, is not oy -semistable, then consider the destabilizing sequence A — K, — B
where B is the last semistable factor in the HN filtration. Applying ¢ we get the sequence

t(A) = 1(Ky) = Ky — 1(B).

Since oy is t-invariant, we have that ((B) is semistable of the same phase as B. But
then ((B) = B by uniqueness of the HN filtration. It follows that

hom(A, B) = hom(A, ((B)) = 0.
By [64, Lemma 6.4] it follows that
hom!(A, A) + hom!(B, B) < hom!(K,, Ky) = 4.

By [25, Proposition 3.4(c)] the only possibility is hom'(A, A) = hom!(B, B) = 2.
However, B would then be a (-invariant semistable object with hom! (B, B) =2, and
hence

% (B, B) = 2hom(B, B) — hom! (B, B) > 0.

This contradicts the inequality x (v, v) < —1 for every 0 # v € Kpym (Ku(Y)). We
conclude that K, is oy-stable. O

The above computations show that Cu(Y) and DP(X) together with the stability
conditions oy and oy satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.8. Moreover, since ox
is a geometric stability condition, by [9] for a primitive Mukai vector w, the moduli
space My, (D(X), w) is nonempty if and only if the inequality w? 4+ 2 > 0 holds,
where w? = —y (w, w). Thus the missing ingredient to apply Theorem 1.8 to prove
Theorem 1.1 is to find for every v € Kpym (Ku(Y)), a class w € Kpyym (X) such that
@, (w) = v and w? > —2. We will see in the next section that this property does not
hold for every v € Kyym (Ku(Y)), so instead we will use the deformational criterion
of Theorem 1.10.

6.2 Numerical Grothendieck groups

Let us keep the notation of §6.1.
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Lemma 6.4 We have the following equalities in Knym (Ku(Y)):

@, ([Ox]) =2u1 —py forall x € X,
@, ([Ox(=H)]) = 2u1,

@, ([Ox]) =21 — 2u2,

@, ([Oy]) = —2ua.

Further, if X contains a line L, then
O, ([OL]) =3u1 — 2us.
Proof We already computed @, ([O,]) in the proof of Lemma 6.3.
For @, ([Ox(—H)]), by the formula (6.4) for ®, we need to compute the numerical
class of Lo, 0y H)) j«(Ox (H)). A straightforward computation gives
x(Oy(H), jxOx(H)) =2, x(Oy, jxOx(H)) =4, x(Oy,Oy(H))=4.
Therefore, in Ky (Ku(Y)) we have

(Loy () J«(Ox (H))] = [j«(Ox (H))] — 2[Oy (H)],

from which we find

[J«(Ox (H))] = 2[Oy (H)] + 4[Oy]
—[Oy (H)] — [Oy(=H)] + 4[Oy],

[Lioy,0y 1)) j«(Ox (H))]

where in the last line we used that the class of X C Y is 2H. Now computing the
Chern character of this class and comparing to (6.1), we conclude that it equals 241.

The formulas for @, ([Ox]) and ®,([OL]) can be proved similarly, while the one
for @, ([Og]) follows from [Ogy] = [Ox] — [Ox(—H)]. O

Remark 6.5 Since [Ox], [Og], [O,] form a basis for the numerical Grothendieck
group of a general K3 surface, in this case it follows that ®, is not surjective. Indeed,
if X is general, i.e. X has Picard rank 1, then classes of the form au; + bu,, where a
is an odd integer, are not in the image.

Theorem 1.1 will be obtained in virtue of Theorem 1.10, by specializing to quar-
tic double solids whose ramification K3 surface contains a line, using the following
lemma.

Lemma 6.6 Assume that Y is a quartic double solid whose ramification K3 surface X
contains a line L. Then for every v € Kpum (Ku(Y)), there exists w € Kyym (X) such
that ®,(w) = v and w? > —2.

Proof Consider v = apu) + by € Kyum (Ku(Y)). Note that it is enough to prove the
statement for @ > 0. Indeed, if a < 0, we have ®,(—w) = v, where w € Kyym (X)
satisfies @, (w) = —v. So assume a > 0. We distinguish several case.
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Assume a is even, so a = 2a’. If @’ + b > 0, we may write

v=2d"p +buy =a' Qui — p2) + (@ + bz
=ad'®,([O«]) + (a' + b)us
=ad'®,([0«]) — (@' + b)P.([Z:]),

since @, ([Z,]) = . ([Ox]) — P+ ([O«]) = —u2. Then the statement follows from
@[0:] — (@' + DL = —2d'(d + b){[O], [Z,]) = 2d' (@ +b) > 0

by our assumption. Instead if @’ + b < 0, write b = —a’ — k fork > 0. If k = 2h is
even, then write

v=2d"1 — (@ + 2 pa = ' @.([Ox]) — h(2u2) = a' @4 ([Ox]) + h®.([Op]).
Then the statement follows from
(@'[Ox] + h[Op])? = 4h* = 0.
Otherwise, we can write k = 2h — 1 for h > 1. Then write

v=2a"pn1 —(d' +2h — Dpr =d' Qui — p2) + 2 — h(2ua)
= a’CID*([OX]) — D ([Zx]) + h D ([OnD.

Then
(@'[0x] = [Z] + h[Op])? = 4h* + 24’ — 4h > 2.

Indeed, the above inequality is equivalent to
(h—=12+h*+d >0

which is satisfied since a’ > 0.
Now if a is odd, write a = 2a’ + 1. If a’ +b 4+ 1 > 0, then

v=(2a"+ Dy +bus
=a'ui — p2) + (@ + b)us + pi
= a’CID*([OX]) - (a/ +D)P([Z,]) + D, ([Or] — [Ox]).

Then
@[0:] = (@ + DT+ [0L] - [Ox)* = —2+2d' (@ + b+ 1) > -2,

aswewant. Ifa’ +b+1 <0, writeb = —1 —a’ — k,fork > 0. If k = 2h — 1 for
h > 1, then b = —a’ — 2h and we can write

v=Q2d + Dur — (@ + 202 = d' . ([Ox]) + h®.((On]) + @«([OL] — [Ox]D.
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Then
(@'[Ox] + h[Op] +[OL] — [Ox])* = 4h* —2h — 2+ 24’ > -2,
since h > 1. Finally, if k = 2h for h > 0, then

v=Q2ad + D — (1 +d +2h)us
=a' 2u1 — p2) + (1 — p2) + h(—2u2)
=ad' &, ([0x]) + @([OL] — [Ox]) + h D ([OH]).

The element a’'[O,] + [Or] — [O«] + h[Oy] has square
24+ 4h* 420 > -2

as h > 0. This implies the statement. O

6.3 Proof of Theorem 1.1

We first prove part (1). If v = 0, then the only o -semistable object of class v is the zero
object, so M, (Ku(Y), v) is nonempty and consists of a single point. Assume v # 0.
Since Serre invariant stability conditions on Ku (Y') are in the same GL" (2, R)-orbitby
[25, Theorem 3.2 and Remark 3.8], and the stability conditions on Ku(Y) constructed
by [8] are Serre invariant by [64, Proposition 5.7], it is enough to prove the result
for oy € Stab(Ku(Y)) defined in (6.2) (see also (4.3)). Note also that we can reduce
to proving the statement in the case v primitive. Indeed, if v = k(ap + buy) and
we know there exists F € My, (Ku(Y), apy + bus), then F® will be an object in
My, (Ku(Y), v).

Assume v = a1 + bug, where a, b are coprime integers. Since all quartic double
solids are deformation equivalent, we may choose a family )) — S of quartic double
solids over a smooth connected curve S with two points 0, 1 € S(C) suchthat )y =Y
and Y| = Y’, where Y’ is a quartic double solid whose branch locus is a K3 surface X’
containing a line. Let € := Ku())) be the associated Enriques category over S such that
o = Ku(Y) and €; = Ku(Y’) (see Remark 3.13). Moreover, by Remark 4.13 there
exists a stability condition ¢ = (o5)ses on Ku()) over S such that oy is a stability
condition as defined in (4.3). By construction, € and ¢ satisfy the conditions (1)-(3)
in Theorem 1.10, with € = Ku(Y) and o = oy.

We claim that condition (4) also holds. First, oy = o7 satisfies (4a) due to
Lemma 6.2 and the primitivity of v. The induced stability condition on the CY2
cover ®; := DP(X’), denoted oy, satisfies (4b). Indeed, by Lemma 6.3 the stabil-
ity condition oy’ is geometric, so it lies in the connected component described by
Bridgeland [18, Definition 10.2, Proposition 10.3]. The existence of moduli spaces
follows then from [68, Theorem 1.4]. Finally, by Lemma 6.6 there exists a class

@ Springer



47 Page 44 of 66 A.Perryetal.

w € Kyum (X') such that 7, (w) := ®4(w) = v and w?> > —2. Thus by [9] the moduli
stack MUX, (Db(X "), w) is nonempty. It remains to show

—x(w,w)+2=w’+2 < —x(,v)+ 1 =a®>+2ab+2b> + 1.

By a straightforward computation it is possible to check that this condition holds for
all w computed in Lemma 6.6, thus (4c) is satisfied.

We conclude by Theorem 1.10 that the moduli stack M, (Ku(Y), v) is nonempty,
and so is the moduli space My, (Ku(Y), v).

We now prove part (2) of Theorem 1.1. As noted in Remark 6.5 the class v is not in
the image of ®,.. By Theorem 1.8(1) it follows that the fixed locus M, (Ku(Y), v)Z/2
of the action induced by ¢ on Mg, (Ku(Y),v) is empty, so Mg, (Ku(Y), v)
is smooth and there is a Gj-gerbe My, (Ku(Y),v) — Mgy, (Ku(Y),v). By
deformation theory the dimension of M, (Ku(Y),v) at any point E is equal to
dimExt (E, E) = —x (v, v)+ 1. Finally, M, (Ku(Y), v) is projective by [69, Corol-
lary 3.4] (applied to Y = U = My, (Ku(Y),v), ¥ = id and L is the Bayer-Macri
divisor [9, Theorem 1.1]). O

Remark 6.7 We expect that the moduli space M, (u(Y), v) is projective for every Y,
v, and o Serre invariant. The strategy to show this would be to make use of Theo-
rem 1.8(2) and deduce the projectivity of My, (Ku(Y), v) from the projectivity of the
moduli space of semistable objects in the associated CY2 category DP(X). However,
the stability condition on DP(X) may fail to be w-generic and, at this moment, struc-
ture results for moduli spaces of semistable objects in K3 categories with respect to
non-generic stability conditions are unavailable.

Remark 6.8 Note that it is possible to show a stronger version of (4c) in the case of
the deformation used in the proof of Theorem 1.1. More precisely, a straightforward
but long computation implies that for every lifting w of v the inequality

—x(w,w)+2=w>+2 < —x(,v)+1

holds. As a consequence, no irreducible component of M, (Ku(Y), v) is fixed by the
7Z./2-action.

7 Gushel-Mukai threefolds

In this section we prove Theorem 1.3(1), as an application of Theorem 1.10. The
strategy consists in deforming to a special GM threefold and arguing similarly as in
the case of the quartic double solid. The difficulty in this case compared to the previous
one is that a different deformation is needed for each numerical class v. We postpone
the proof of Theorem 1.3(2) until §8.2, as it uses the relation to GM fourfolds discussed
later.
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7.1 Special GM threefolds

A special GM threefold is a double cover f: Y — M of a codimension three linear
section M of Gr(2, 5) ramified over a smooth divisor S € |Oy;(2H)|, where H denotes
the (restriction to M of the) ample generator of Pic(Gr(2, 5)). The branch locus S is a
GM surface, or equivalently a Brill-Noether general polarized K3 surface of degree 10
by [21, Proposition 2.13]. As mentioned in Example 3.10, the Kuznetsov component
Ku(Y) is an Enriques category with CY2 cover given by D(S).

In fact, we are in the setting of §3.4 withd = I, m = 2, B = ((’)M,Z/{X,,). In
particular, we have the equivalence

®o = Lo, 012441 © (o) o (= ® Os(H)): D°(S) = Ku(¥)*2.

The Z/2-action on Ku(Y) is induced by the involutive autoequivalence
t: Ku(Y) — Ku(Y) defined by the double cover involution.

By [39, Proposition 3.9] the numerical Grothendieck group Kpym (u(Y)) has rank
2, with a basis «1, k7 such that

1 5
ch(k)) =1— gHﬂ, ch(k?) :2—H+gp, (7.1)

where p denotes the class of a point. Moreover, the Euler form is given in this basis

by
(K1, K2) = <_01 _01)

In fact, this description of Kyym(Ku(Y)) applies to any GM threefold Y, whether
special or ordinary °.

In the next lemmas, we show that the known stability conditions on u(Y) are
i-fixed, and the induced stability conditions on DP(S) are geometric.

Lemma 7.1 Let oy be a stability condition constructed in [8]. Then oy is t-invariant.

Proof Recall that the Serre functor of Ku(Y) satisfies Sk, vy = t[2]. Then the result
follows from [62, Theorem 1.1, Corollary 4.3]. Alternatively, one can argue as in
Lemma 6.2. O

By Theorem 4.9 it follows that oy induces a stability condition a? /% on Ku(y)Z/?

and thus a stability condition

_ 7/2
os = d5 ' (0F?)

on Db(S). Similarly to §6, we introduce the notation

@ = Forg o®(: D°(S) — Ku(Y), (7.2)

9 A possible way to compute the basis is the following. If j41 and w5 is the basis computed in [39], then
Wy i= p1 — po and ph = 21 — po is also an integral basis and x (1}, ju}) = —1 for i = 1,2. Since
Ku(Y) =Lo, (Ku(Y)'(H)), where Ku(Y) = (Uy, Oy)L, we obtain k; = Lo, (u;(H))

@ Springer



47 Page 46 of 66 A.Perry etal.

which by Lemma 3.15 can be described as
® =Lio, uy) 0 jx 0 (— ® Os(H)). (7.3)

Lemma 7.2 The stability condition os on Db(S) is geometric.

Proof We need to show that the skyscraper sheaf O, at any point x € § is og-stable.
By Theorem 4.9 it is enough to show that ®(O,) = L((’)y,u;)(ox) is oy-stable. The
argument is similar to Lemma 6.3.

Set G = L(Oy,u;) (Oy). First, the mutation Lu; (Oy) sits in the exact triangle

Uy - 0, — Ly (Ox).
Applying Lo, to the above triangle, we get the exact triangle
Qy®[1] — Zy[1] — Gi.

It follows that [G ] = k1 4+ 2«3 and x (G, Gx) = —5.
Note that G, = ((Gy), so using the Serre functor of Ku(Y'), we obtain

Hom(G., G«[2]) = Hom(Gy, Gy)".
Using the above triangle and this relation we compute that

1 ifi=0,2
Hom(Gy, Gx[i]) = Hom(Oy, Gx[i]) = {7 ifi =1

0 otherwise.

Indeed, Hom! (O, Q;eﬂ) = Hom(Q)v,@z(H), O,[3 —i])V = 0fori # 3 and it has
dimension 6 for i = 3. Moreover, Hom/ (O, Z,)) can be computed using the sequence

0—-Z,— 0Oy >0, —>0

and Hom®*(O,,Oy) = C[3], Hom*(O,,0,) = C @& C%[1] & C[2].
The result is Hom®*(Oy,Z,) = C[1] & C®2[2] & C%2[3]. Then we deduce
Hom' (O, G,) = 0 for i # 0,1,2, and hom(Oy, Gy) = 1. This implies
1 = hom(Gy, Gy) = hom?(G,, G,) and hom! (G, G,) = 0 fori # 0, 1, 2. Since
% (Gy, Gy) = =5, we deduce hom' (G, G,) = 7.

Now assume that G is not oy-semistable. Consider a destabilizing sequence
A — G, — B, where B is the last semistable factor in the HN filtration. As in
Lemma 6.3, we have that ((B) = B, so by the weak Mukai lemma we must have

hom'(A, A) + hom'(B, B) < hom' (K., K,) = 7.

Moreover, ((A) = A, so we have hom!(B, B) > 3 and hom! (A, A) > 3.
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Assume hom' (A, A) = hom!(B, B) = 3. Then A and B are stable by [25, Propo-
sition 3.4(e)]. Using that —x (B, B) = hom!(B, B) —2hom(B, B) = 1, we compute
that the numerical classes of A and B are in the set {4«, Z=«3}, in contradiction with
[Gx] =K1 + 2K2.

If hom!(B, B) = 3 and hom! (A, A) = 4, then B is stable, so its numerical class
is in the set above. Then we have the following possibilities:

([A], [B]) = Ck2, k1), 2Ky + 22, —K1), (K1 + k2, k2), (K1 + 3K2, —K2).  (7.4)

Assume that A is not semistable. Then by the same argument we would have a
destabilizing sequence of the form C — A — D where D is the last HN factor,
(D) = D and hom'(D, D) = 2 = hom'(C, C). This contradicts x (v, v) < —1 for
every 0 # v € Kyym (Ku(Y)). Thus A is semistable.

As a consequence, hom'(A, A) = 2hom(A, A) — x(A, A) > 2 — x(A, A). If
([A],[B]) is as in (7.4) but ([A], [B]) # (k1 + k2,k2), then —x (A, A) > 4, in
contradiction with hom! (A, A) = 4.

The same argument applies if hom!(B, B) = 4 and hom!(A, A) = 3, reversing
the role of A and B. We conclude that the numerical classes of A and B are

([A], [B]) = (k1 + K2, Kk2), (K2, K1 + K2). (7.5

On the other hand, going through the definition of oy (see [62, Proposition 3.2(2)]),
one can check that G[—1] belongs to the heart A of oy 10 However, by [31, Theorem
8.9] a stable object E with numerical class k2 belongs to A[2k] for some integer k.
This excludes the case [A] = k3, since in order to have a destabilizing sequence, A and
G should be in the same heart. The same argument applies to [ B] = «2. We conclude
that G, is semistable. Since its numerical class is primitive and Ky (Ku(Y)) has
rank 2, we deduce that G, is stable. O

As in Lemma 6.1, we have the following.
Lemma 7.3 The involution v, induced by 1 on Kyym (Ku(Y)) is trivial.

As in the case of quartic double solids, the next lemma implies that Theorem 1.8 is
not enough to prove the desired nonemptiness (see Remark 6.5).

Lemma 7.4 We have the following equalities in Kyym (Ku(Y)):
@, ([Os(—H)]) = Sk + 4k,

@, ([Os]) = 4x2,
q)*([ox]) = k1 + 2k2.

10 Iy the notation of [62, Proposition 3.2(2)], we can pick —% < s < 0, so that Iy, € Coh®(Y) and
Q)V,[l] € Coh® (Y). Then for g as in [62, Proposition 3.2(2)], one can check that 7, and Q)V,[l] are o g-stable
and j15,4(Qy[11) > ps.q(Ix). Hence picking u satisfying s 4 (Ix) = ps.q(Oy) > 1 > ps.qUy[1D),
we have that I, and Q}V,[l] belong to Cohﬁfq(Y ) and thus also Gy does. This shows that G belongs to
A= Cohﬁ gN Ku(Y). This choice of heart is compatible with that of [31, Theorem 4.9 and Theorem
8.9].
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Proof We start with @, ([Os(—H)]) which is equal to the class of L((gy,u;)(j*os)-
Consider the short exact sequence

0— Oy(—H) - Oy — j,O5 — 0. (7.6)
Tenspring it by Uy and sinqe HI(Y,Uy) = O for every i,
H (Y, Uy (—H)) = H>7 (Y, Uy) whichis O fori # 3 and C° fori = 3, we get the

triangle
Uy [=2] - j.Os — Ly juOs.

Since x (Oy, Og) = 2, we have x (Oy, Lw Jj«Os) = —23. It follows that

ch(®(Ox(—H))) = ch(jOs) — 5ch(Uy) + 23ch(Oy)
= —ch(Oy(—H)) — 5ch(Uy) + 24ch(Oy).

Asch(Uy) =2+ H + %Hz — %p, this is equal to 13 —4H — H? + 13—0p. Thus
. ([Os(—H)]) = 5k1 + 4i2.
Similarly, to compute @, ([Og]) we use the sequence (7.6) to obtain that
Hom* Uy, j«Os(H)) = Hom* Uy, Oy (H)) = H* (Y, Uy)
and we get the triangle
Uy — j.Os(H) — Ly j«Os(H).

Since x (Oy, j+Os(H)) =7, we have x (Oy, Lu)v/j*OS(H)) = —18. As

ch(®(Oy)) = ch(lyy jxOs(H)) + 18ch(Oy)
= ch(j,Os(H)) — 5ch(Uy) + 18ch(Oy)
= ch(Oy (H)) — ch(Oy) — 5ch(Uy) + 18ch(Oy)

we conclude that

ch(®(Oy)) = ch(Oy(H)) — 5chy) + 17ch(Oy) = 8 —4H + 13—01?,

as we wanted.
Finally, we compute that @, ([O]) = [Ox] — Z[L{IV/] +9[Oy] = k1 + 2k3 (see the
proof of Lemma 7.2). O

7.2 Construction of special GM threefolds

The goal of this subsection is to show that for any class v € Kpym(Ku(X)),
where X is a GM threefold, there exists a special GM threefold Y for which
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v lies in the image of ®,: Kpym(S) — Kuum(Ku(Y)) (under the identification
Kpum (Ku(Y)) = Kpum (Ku(X) = (K1, k2)).

The surjectivity of the period map for K3 surfaces ensures a lot of freedom in finding
a suitable lifting for v, but one issue is to make sure that the K3 surface is Brill-Noether
general. We deal with this in the next lemma, making use of [26, Lemma 2.8].

Lemma 7.5 (1) For every integer x > 6 there exists a special GM threefold Y whose
branch locus is a Brill-Noether general K3 surface S of degree 10 with Picard
group generated by two classes H and L with intersection matrix

Pic(S) = (H, L) = (1)60 ’2“) : (1.7

(2) There exists a special GM threefold Y whose branch locus is a Brill-Noether
general K3 surface S of degree 10 with Picard group generated by two classes H
and L with intersection matrix

Pic(S) = (H, L) = (150 (5)) . (7.8)

(3) For x = 7,9, there exists a special GM threefold Y whose branch locus is a
Brill-Noether general K3 surface S of degree 10 with Picard group generated by
two classes H and L with intersection matrix

Pic(S) = (H, L) = <1xo Z) : (7.9)

Proof We show (1); the proof of (2)-(3) is similar. By the surjectivity of the period
map for K3 surfaces, there exists a polarized K3 surface (S, H) with Picard group
as in (7.7), since the discriminant is 20 — x2 < 0and Pic(S) does not contain (—2)-
classes orthogonal to H [30, Remark 6.3.7]. Since x # 5, by [26, Lemma 2.8] the
pair (S, H) is a polarized Brill-Noether general K3 surface of degree 10. In particular,
S is a GM surface by [21, Proposition 2.13]. Moreover, by [26, Lemma 2.7] we have
that S is contained in a prime Fano threefold M of index 2 and degree 5, which is a
codimension 3 linear section of the Grassmannian Gr(2, 5) [39, Theorem 2.3]. Then
the double cover Y of M ramified in S is a special GM threefold satisfying the required
properties. O

The following lemmas provide for any v € (k1, k2) a special GM threefold such
that there is a class w in the numerical Grothendieck group of the branch K3 surface
which lifts v along @, and satisfies w? > =2,

Lemma 7.6 The following equalities hold in Kyym (Ku(Y)):

(1) If x, Y and S are as in Lemma 7.5(1), then ®,([Os(L)]) = k1 + (6 4+ x)«x3.

(2) If Y and S are as in Lemma 7.5(2), then ®,([Os(L)]) = 9x.

(3) IfY and S are as in Lemma 7.5(3), then ®,([Os(L)]) = 2x1 + 17«2 when x =9,
D, ([Os(L)]) = 2x1 + 15«3 when x =17.
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Proof We show (1); the proof of (2)-(3) is similar. By (7.3) we need to compute the
class of L<Oy)u;>j*(OS(L + H)). Note that

chs(L+ H)) =2+ 2L+ H)+ 3+ x).
Thus x Uy, jxOs(L + H)) = x(S,Us(L + H)) =7 + x. In particular, we have
(Lo (s Os(L + HN] = [jxOs(L + H)] = (7 + 0)[Uy].
Using the above equation, we get
x Oy, Ly (j+Os(L + H))) = x Oy, jxOs(L + H))) = 5(7 + x) = =27 — 4x.
We conclude that
[®(Os(L)] = [jxOs(L + H)] — (7 +)[Ux] + 27 + 40)[Oy] = k1 + (6 + x)k2.

]

Lemma 7.7 Consider v = pk| + qky where either q is a positive integer and p an odd
integer coprime with q, or ¢ = 0 and p = 1. Then there is a special GM threefold Y
with branch K3 surface S such that there exists w € Knum (S) satisfying @, (w) = v
and w? > —2.

Proof Set x = q + 6. By Lemma 7.5(1) there exists a special GM threefold ¥ whose
associated K3 surface S has Picard group as in (7.7). Consider w € Kyym (S) defined
by

w = —[Os(L)] + b[Os] — qlOs(—H)] + (p + 59 + D[Ox],

where b := —q + 3(5— p) € Z, as p is odd. Then w?> +2 = 1p? — 1 > 0.
By a straightforward computation using Lemmas 7.4 and 7.6(1) one can check that
D, (w) = v. m|

Lemma 7.8 Considerv = pk1-+qka where q is a positive integer and p an even integer
coprime with q. Then there is a special GM threefold Y with branch K3 surface S such
that there exists w € Knum (S) satisfying @, (w) = v and w? > -2,

Proof Assume g # 1. Set x = g + 4. The same argument as in Proposition 7.7 with
w = —[Os(L)] + b[Os] — q[Os(—H)] + (p + 59 + D[Ox],

where b 1= —g +2 — % p € Z, as p is even, implies the statement in this case, where

2 _ 1.2

Analogously, if g = 1 and p # 0, £2, set x = 9. Then

1
w:=—[0s(L)] + (—EP + 2)[0s] — q[Os(=H)] + (p + 6)[Ox]
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satisfies w? + 2 = %pz —4 >0and ®,(w) = v.

In the case ¢ = 1, p = 0, consider a special GM threefold whose branch S is as in
Lemma 7.5(2). Then w = [Og(L)] — 2[Og] has square —2 and satisfies @, (w) = v
by Lemmas 7.4 and 7.6(2).

Ifg =1,p =2,setx =9 and consider a special GM threefold whose branch
S is as in Lemma 7.5(3). Then w = [Og(L)] — 4[Os] has square —2 and satisfies
®,(w) = v by Lemmas 7.4 and 7.6(3).

Ifg =1,p = —2,setx = 7 and consider a special GM threefold whose branch
S is as in Lemma 7.5(3). Then w = —[Og(L)] + 4[Os] has square —2 and satisfies
®,(w) = v by Lemmas 7.4 and 7.6(3). O

Lemma 7.9 Consider v = pk| + qk> where q is a negative integer and p an integer
coprime with q. Then there is a special GM threefold Y with branch K3 surface S such
that there exists w € Knum (S) satisfying ®.(w) = v and w? > —2.

Proof Consider v’ := —v. Then we can apply either Lemma 7.8 or Lemma 7.7 which
imply there exists a special GM threefold Y whose branch K3 surface S has a class
w’ € Kyum (S) such that @, (w’) = v’ and (w')? > —2. Then w := —w’ satisfies the
required properties. O

7.3 Proof of Theorem 1.3(1)

Recall that Serre invariant stability conditions on Ku(X) are in the same GL" 2, R)-
orbit by [62, Corollary 4.5], and the stability conditions on Ku (X) constructed by [8]
are Serre invariant by [62, Theorem 1.1]. Thus it is enough to prove the statement
for a stability condition oy € Stab(Cu(X)) as constructed by [8]. Note also that we
can reduce to proving the result in the case v primitive, as explained in the proof of
Theorem 1.1.

Set v = pk1 + gka, where p, g are coprime integers. Since all GM threefolds are
deformation equivalent (see [39, Theorem 2.4]), by Lemmas 7.7, 7.8, and 7.9 we may
choose a family X — S of GM threefolds over a smooth connected curve S with
two points 0, 1 € S(C) such that Xy = X and X} = Y, where Y is a special GM
threefold whose branch K3 surface S has a class w € Kyym (S) satisfying &, (w) = v
and w? > —2. Now using the associated Enriques category € := Ku(X) and arguing
exactly as in the proof of Theorem 1.1 in §6.3, we find that M, (Ku(X), v) is nonempty
via the criterion of Theorem 1.10. O

Remark 7.10 As for quartic double solids, it is possible to show a stronger version
of (4c) in the case of the deformations used in the proof of Theorem 1.3(1). More
precisely, it is possible to show that for every lifting w of v under &, we have the
inequality

—xw,w)+2=w?+2 < —x(,v)+ 1.

In particular, no irreducible component of M, (Ku(X), v) is fixed by the Z/2-action.
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8 Gushel-Mukai fourfolds

In this section, we first prove Theorem 1.3(2), after some preliminaries on special
GM fourfolds. Then we show that for such a fourfold W, every stability condition
o € Stab®(Ku(W)) constructed in [61] is fixed by natural Z/2-action (Theorem
8.2). Finally, we prove Theorem 1.6 by combining this with Theorem 1.3(1) and
Theorem 1.8.

8.1 Preparation

Let W be a special GM fourfold, which is defined as the double cover f: W — M of
a codimension 2 linear section M of the Grassmannian Gr(2, 5) ramified in a quadric
section X C M. Note that X is an ordinary GM threefold. We denote by i : X — M
and j: X < W the natural inclusions.

We are in the setting of §3.4 withd = 1, m = 3, B = (OM,L{X,,), where Uy,
denotes the restriction to M of the rank 2 tautological bundle on Gr(2, 5) (see [33,
§8.2]). More precisely, we have the semiorthogonal decompositions

D°(X) = (Ku(X), Bx) and D°(W) = (Ku(W), By, Bw(H))

where
Bx = <Ox,U}> and BW = <Ow,u\‘,/v>,

and the equivalence in (3.1) is
@) := Lgy a1 0 (o)« o (— ® Ox(H)): Ku(X) — Ku(W)*?.  (8.1)

Then Ku(W) is the CY2 cover of the Enriques category Ku(X) (see Example 3.10).
Recall that the numerical Grothendieck group of Ku (W) contains a canonical rank
2 sublattice

(A1, ho) = —AP2 = (_02 _02> (8.2)

by [34, Proposition 2.25], [56, Eq.(4)].
We consider the functor

Forgo®: Ku(X) — Ku(W),
which by Lemma 3.15 can be given explicitly by the formula
Forgo®g = L(OW,UVW) o jxo(—® Ox(H)). (8.3)

In the next lemma, we compute the image via (Forg o®),. of the basis k1, k> defined
in (7.1).

Lemma 8.1 Fori =1, 2 we have

(Forg o®0)+ (k) = A;.
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Proof The Todd classes of X and W can be computed to be

td(X)—1+1H+ 17H2+
B R p:

td(W) 1+H—|—(2H2 L )+17H*+
= — —_ — o —_ -
3 27T P

(or see for instance [62, Section 2.2] and [56, Section 2.4]). Here yw is the double
covering map composed with the inclusion of M into Gr(2, 5), and o, is a Schubert
cycle on Gr(2, 5). By Grothendieck—Riemann—Roch we have

ch(jiki(H)) = jx(ch(k; (H)) - td(T}))

where
td(T;) = 1 1H+ Ly 3
O N5 12?
Now a computation using the description (8.3) gives
. 1
ch((Forg o®q)« (k1)) = =2+ yy 01,1 — 3P

1
ch((Forg o®g).(k2)) = —4 +2H — 6H3'

Using the description of A1 and A in [61, Eq.(4.5)], we find that ch(iA;) and
ch(Ay) are given by the same formulas, so we conclude (Forg o®). (k1) = A1 and
(Forg o®g) 4 (k2) = Ao O

8.2 Proof of Theorem 1.3(2)

Let X be a generic GM threefold, in the sense that X is the branch locus of a very
general special GM fourfold W. By Theorem 1.8(1) the moduli stack M, (Ku(X), v)
can be singular only at points corresponding to objects E such that E = t(E), where
7 is the generator of the Z/2-action.

If E € Ku(X) is such an object, then we claim there exists an object F € Ku(X)%/?
such that Forg(F) = E.Indeed, E is necessarily o-stable, as its class v is primitive and
Kpum (Ku (X)) has rank 2. In particular, E is simple, so by [59, Lemma 1] it admits
a Z/2-linearization, i.e. a lift to (hKu(X))%/?, the Z/2-invariants of the homotopy
category of Ku(X); by Proposition 2.7, this means that E also lifts to Ku(X)%/2.

As recalled above, there is an equivalence

®o: Ku(X) — Ku(W)%/2. Set E' := ®y(E). Then by the previous para-
graph, there exists F/ € (Ku(W)%/2)2/2 such that Forg (F') = E’, where
Forg': (Ku(W)2/%)22 — Ku(W)%/? is the forgetful functor for the residual Z/2-
action on Ku(W)Z/2. 1f Forg: Ku(W)%2/?> — Ku(W) denotes the forgetful functor,
then by Lemma 2.11 it follows that

Forg(E’) = Forg Forg' (F') = ForgInfp(F') = p(F') ® t(p(F")),
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where p: (Ku(W)%/?)2/2 — [Cu(W) is the equivalence of Theorem 2.10 and ¢ is the
generator of the Z/2-action on u(W).

Since Kyym (Ku(W)) = —A?Bz by the assumption that W is very general,
and ¢ acts as the identity on —A?z by [16, Proposition 5.7], it follows that
[t(p(F')] = [p(F)H] in Kyum(Ku(W)). Hence we conclude that
[Forg(E")] = 2[p(F")] € Kpum (Ku(W)). However, this contradicts Lemma 8.1 as v is
primitive. We conclude that M,;(Ku(X),v) is smooth. We have a
G;-gerbe My (Ku(X), v) — My (Ku(X), v) and the moduli space M, (Ku(X), v)
is smooth. By deformation theory the dimension of M, (Ku(X), v) at a point E is
equal to

dimExt'(E, E) = —x(E, E) + dimHom(E, E) = —x (v, v) + 1,

where for the first equality we used Lemma 5.5.
The projectivity of M, (Ku(X), v) follows from the smoothness and [69, Corollary
34].

8.3 Invariant stability conditions

Let W be a special GM fourfold. By [61] there is a collection of proper full numerical
stability conditions which we denote by Stab®(/Cu(W)). In this subsection, we show
that every ow € Stab®(Ku(W)) is fixed by the Z/2-action induced by the covering
involution.

Theorem 8.2 Let W be a special GM fourfold, and oy € Stab®(Ku(W)). Then oy is
Z./2-fixed.

Recall that by construction, ow is induced from a stability condition oy’ on
Ku(W'’), where W’ is an ordinary GM fourfold with smooth canonical quadric which
is a period partner of W (see [61, Theorem 4.18]). Indeed, the duality conjecture
proved in [36, Theorem 1.6] implies Ku(W) =~ Ku(W’). The stability condition o
is obtained from the constructed oy through this equivalence. We have the following
lemma.

Lemma 8.3 Given W and W’ as above, there exists an equivalence Ku(W) >~ Ku(W’)
which is Z./2-equivariant with respect to the following Z./2-actions:

e on Ku(W) the group Z,/2 acts via the covering involution,
o on Ku(W’) the group 7./2 acts via the rotation functor
Oy :=Lgy, o (— ® Ow (H))[-1]
Proof We denote by
o Ku(W) — Ku(W)

the involutive autoequivalence induced by the covering involution. By (3.2) we have
that ¢ >~ Oyw. On the other hand, let X’ be the special GM fivefold obtained as a
double cover of a linear section of the Grassmannian Gr(2, 5) ramified in W’, and let
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X be the branch ordinary GM threefold of W. In the terminology of Example 3.10,
the GM varieties X and X’ are opposite to W and W’. Note that Ku(X), Ku(X’) are
Enriques categories and Ku(W), Ku(W’) are their CY2 covers. Since a GM variety
and its opposite have the same period point (see [34, §3.1]), we have that X and X’ are
generalized period partners in the sense of [34, Definition 3.5]. By [36, Theorem 1.6]
there is an equivalence Ku(X) >~ Ku(X’). By [16, Lemma 4.9] this equivalence is
equivariant with respect to the action induced by the (—2)-shifted Serre functors and
induces an equivalence between the covers Ku(W) and Ku(W’) which is equivariant
with respect to the action of the rotation functors. O

As a consequence, in order to prove Theorem 8.2, it is enough to show that for
an ordinary GM fourfold X with smooth canonical quadric, a stability condition
ox € Stab®(Ku(X)) is invariant with respect to the action of the rotation functor
OX .l 1

In order to do this, we need to go through the construction of ox. Denote by T the
smooth canonical quadric of X. By [61, Lemma 2.1] the blowup X of X in T resolves
the linear projection from 7', giving a commutative diagram

P

where Y is a quadric threefold and 7 is a conic fibration. We denote by % the hyperplane
classon Y. Denote by (¢ and (1 the even and odd parts of the sheaf of Clifford algebras
associated to 7, and let D®(Y, (Zp) be the bounded derived category of coherent (-
modules on Y. By [38] there is a semiorthogonal decomposition of the form

DP(X) = (@@°(¥, @0, 7 DP (1)),

where ®: D°(Y, &) — Db()N( ) is a fully faithful functor. By [61, Proposition 2.3]
there is a fully faithful embedding

£ 1= Log(—n o Lyg o b*: Ku(X) = D*(X)

and if Ku(X)' denotes the essential image of &, then we have the semiorthogonal
decomposition
e (DY, Uo)) = (Ku(X), Uz, Fa. Fo. G) .

where F,, Fp, G are rank 2 vector bundles on X.In particular, Ku(X)' is a full sub-
category of ®(DP(Y, (o)) which is equivalent to Ku(X). Moreover, by [61, Lemma
2.15] there is an equivalence

E: (DY, X)) ~ D°(Y, Xo);

' 1n the rest of this subsection we change the notation from W’ to X to denote an ordinary GM fourfold
with smooth canonical quadric in order to be compatible with [61].
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the restriction of & to Ku(X)" (which we still denote by E for simplicity) induces a
fully faithful embedding
E: Ku(X) < DP(Y, )

whose essential image is denoted by Ku (Y, (Zg). A stability condition o on u (Y, Xq)
is constructed in [61, Theorem 4.12] by restricting a double tilting of the slope stability
on Db(Y, (Xo), and by definition ox = E‘l 27l

Now, consider the rotation functor

O3 = Loy © (= ® Og(H))[—1]: D(X) — D*(X).
On the other hand, the functor
— ®a, &1: D°(Y, Qo) — D°(Y, o)

defines a Z/2-action on D°(Y, (%), since (¢, ®a, X1 = o by [38, Corollary 3.9]
(see also [61, Eq.(2.10)]). We call it the rotation functor on DP(Y, ). In the next
lemmas, we show that the functors E and & are equivariant with respect to the actions
of the rotations functors.

Lemma 8.4 The rotation functor O induces a Z/2-action on ®(DP(Y, &), and the
equivalence E: @(Db(Y, Qo)) ~ Dq(Y, Q) is Z./2-equivariant with respect to the
actions of Oy and — g, X1.

Proof Firstnote that the restriction of O to ®(D° (Y, (29)) has image in ® (D (Y, (),
since ®(DP(Y, (p)) = 7*DP(Y)* in DP(X) and by definition of O5. Thus O defines
an endofunctor Oy : @ (DP(Y,Xy)) — P(DO(Y, X)) which is an autoequivalence
by [37, Proposition 3.8].

Set F := —Q®q, 1. We are going to show that there is an isomorphism of functors
B oO% =~ F o B. As a consequence, we have that Oy induces a Z/2-action on
& (DP(Y, X)), as F does on DP(Y, ).

To prove the claim, note that the Serre functor of O (DO(Y, o)) satisfies

So' = Lappqy) © (— ® O (H + h))[—4]

by [37, Proposition 3.8], since the canonical divisor of Xis K ¥ = —H — h. On the
other hand, the Serre functor of Db(Y, Q) satisfies

Say = — ®a, A1 (h)[-3]

by [61, Lemma 4.5]. Since every equivalence commutes with the Serre functor, we
have

Spelling this out and using that
Ln*Db(y)(A(H +h)) = Ln*Db(y)(fh)(A(H)) ® O)N( (h) = Ln*Db(y)(A(H)) ® O;?(h)
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for every A € ®(DP(Y, (o)), we get
E0x(—) ® Of(h)) =~ E(—) ®a, A1 (h).

Recall that
E =y (gv ®-)

by [61, Eq.(2.24)], where G is a rank 2 vector bundle on X. By projection formula and
the fact that O (h) = n*Oy (h), we see that

E(05(-) ® Oy(h) = E(-) Qa, X1 (h),
which proves the claim. O
Lemma 8.5 The functor & is Z/2-equivariant, i.e. there is an isomorphism of functors
£00x 05068, 8.4)
Proof Note that the left-hand-side of (8.4) shifted by 1 is
Lo oLyob™ oLy o (— ® Ox(H))
~ (= ® Ox(H)) o Lio(—h—H) U~ H),0(—H)) © Ly 0 b

using [37, Lemma 3.10] and U" (—H) = U."? Similarly, the right-hand-side shifted
by 1is
Lspbeyy 0 (— ® Ox(H)) o Lo(—n) o Ly o b*
~ (— ® Oi(H)) (e} Lﬂ*Db(Y)(—H) [e] LO(_h) [e) Ll,{ [e] b*

We claim that

L(O(~h—H)u(~H),0(~H)) = Lyspbyy—m) © Lo-hn) (8.5)

on the subcategory Cu(X)? := Lyb* (Ku(X)).

First we consider the right-hand-side. We may write D> (Y) = (O(—h), O, S¥, O(h)),
where S is the spinor bundle on Y (equal to the restriction of the tautological subbun-
dle S on the Grassmannian Gr(2, V4) of which Y is a hyperplane section). Then the
right-hand-side of (8.5) is identified with

Lio(h—H),0(-H),8" (—H),0(h—H)) © LO(=h)-

Note that Ku(X)? and O (—h) are right orthogonal to O(h — H) by [61, Eq.(2.17)].
Also note that
(O(=h — H), O(—H), S'(—H)), O(—h))

12 1n this proof, we often simply write ¢ instead of Uy for the pullback of ¢ to X, and similarly for other
pullback bundles.
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are semiorthogonal. Indeed, by Serre duality

Hom®*(O(—h),SY(—H)) = Hom*(SY,O(H —h — h — H))"
= Hom*(SY, O(=2h))Y = 0.

Similarly, if E denotes the exceptional divisor of b: X > X , then
Hom*(O(—h), O(-H)) = H*(O(-E)) =0,

and Hom®*(O(—h), O(—h — H)) = H*(O(—H)) = 0. As a consequence, we can
write the right-hand-side of (8.5) as

Lioh—1),0(—H),8" (—H),0(~h)) (8.6)

on the subcategory u(X)°.

On the other hand, if we right mutate /(— H) through O(—H), we obtain Q(—H)
(up to shift), where Q denotes the tautological quotient bundle on Gr(2, 5), using the
short exact sequence

0—>U— 0% 5 Q0.

So the left-hand-side of (8.5) can be written as

L(O(~h—H),0(~H),Q(~H))- (8.7

Our goal is to manipulate (8.6) into this form.
Note that the tautological bundle S and the quotient bundle WWon Gr (2, V4) satisfy
the following relation:
S=w.

Consider the following commutative diagram of sheaves on X(see [61, Lemma
2.6] where the short exact sequence in the first line is established, and using that
Lol’[-11= QY,LoSY[-11 = WY and LoOg[—1] = O(—E)):

j\v T\v OE
(9694 0@5 l
wY Qv O(-E)

Since §Y = Rop, U", we deduce that WY = Rppg)Q". Dualizing, we get that
W= LO(E) Q, thus

W(=H) = LoE-m)Q—H) =Lo-nQ(—H).
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Putting everything together, we get

Lisv(—m),0(-m) = Lov—m),0(=h)) = LiLo_i(Q(—H)),0(~h))
= Ly _n@(=H)) ©Lo=n) = Lon) oLo-H).

where the last isomorphism follows from the fact that Loy is an equivalence of
Ku(X)?. Thus (8.6) can be written as

Lio(h—),0(-1),0(-h), (- 1)
Applying Rg to the sequence
0—- O - 9Q—->W—0,
we deduce that
RomO(=h) = W(=H)[-1] = ¥ (—=H)[-1].

So (8.6) is equal to
L((’)(—h—H),O(—H),Q(—H),SV(—H»-

Now set
M := Lo ny.o-u)S’ (—H).

Thus (8.6) can be written as
Loh—t) o Lim,0(1), Q1)) (8.8)

Sublemma 8.6 If F € Ku(X)?, then

Hom®(M, Lio(-m),0-a) F) = 0.
Proof By definition there exists an exact triangle

A— SY(—H) > M,
where A € (O(—H), Q(—H)). Thus
Hom®(M. Lio(- .o~y F) = Hom*(S" (= H), Lo ). 0~ 1y F)-
Recall the sequence
0— SY(—H) > U'(—H) - Og(—=H) = 0,

where Y (—H) = U. Note that

Hom* U, Lo~ ), 0-m) F) =0,
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since Ku(X)? is right orthogonal to U/ (by definition) and
Hom*® (U, O(—H)) = 0 = Hom®* (U, Q(—H)).
It follows that
Hom*(S"(—H), Lio(- ).ty F) = Hom* ™ (O (= H). Lio iy, a1y F)-
Now consider the sequence
0— O-E—-H)— O(-H) — i,Og(—H).
We see that
Hom® (i O (—H), Lio(—m.o(—my) F) = Hom* 1 (O(—E — H), Lo 1), 0(— ) F).
By Serre duality on X, this can be computed through
Hom* (Lo(— .o~y F, O(—E — H — H — h))

which is
Hom*® (Lio=m),o-un F, O(=3H)). (8.9)

If F =Lyb*G for G € Ku(X), then we have
Lio-m).o-m)F =Lon).0-m)lub*G = b*Lion).o-1)LuG-
So by Serre duality on X, we can compute (8.9) via

Hom* (b*L(O(_H)’ o—mnLuG, O(-3H))
= Hom"*(L(o(-#),0—#) LG, O(—=3H))
= Hom*(O(—H), L(O(—H),Q(—H))LLIG) =0.
This vanishing implies the statement. O

By Sublemma 8.6 we see that

Lim.om).o-m) = Lo-n).0-m)

on Ku(X)?. This proves that (8.8) is equal to L(o—r—m),0(—H),0(—H)) i.e. to (8.7),
on Ku(X)?, as we wanted. O

Now consider the restriction of F := — ®g, &1 to Ku(Y,Xp). Note that F
is an autoequivalence of Ku(Y, ). Indeed, by [61, Theorem 2.11] we have the
semiorthogonal decomposition of the form

D°(Y, Qo) = (Ku(Y, &), Xo, &1, Ra» Rp).
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For every A € Ku(Y, (), using that F((Z1) = (X and F either fixes R, and R}, or
swaps them (see the proof of [61, Lemma 4.9]), we have

Hom*®(&y, A ®a, &1) = Hom®* (X, A) =0
= Hom*(;, A ®a, &1) = Hom®* (&, A) =0,

Hom*®*(R., A @z, #1) = Hom* (R, ®a, X1, A) =0

for ¢ = a, b, which implies F(A) € Ku(Y, ). Since F is an equivalence, the same
holds for its restriction. Thus by abuse of notation we set

Fi=—®U: Ku(Y,&) — Ku(Y,X).
By Lemma 8.5 we also have the autoequivalence
Oy : Ku(X) = Ku(X)'.

Proof of Theorem 8.2 By Lemma 8.3, it is enough to show that Oy - oy = oy in the

case of an ordinary GM fourfold X with smooth canonical quadric. Recall that then

ox =& 1. 871 . o where o is a stability condition o constructed on Ku (Y, ().
First, note that F -0 = o. Indeed, recall that o is the restriction of the weak stability

condition oy = (Cohg’ﬂ(Y, o), Zg’ﬂ), where 8 = —% and0 < o < JT. By definition

F o = (F(Coh) 4(¥, Qo) kuty.cto))» Z gl Knum(Ku(v.c0p) © Fy ).

where F, denotes the automorphism of Kyym (Ku (Y, (Zp)) induced by F'. Since tensor-
ing by (Z; does not change the Chern character of objects in DP(Y, (%) in degrees < 2
by [61, Lemma 3.9(3)], we have that Zg,ﬁ|Knum(ICu(Y,ceo))0F;1 = Zg,ﬁ|Knum(Ku(Y,C€o))-
Moreover, tensoring by (1 preserves Coh(Y, o) and slope stability (see [61,
Lemma 4.8]), thus Coh? (Y, &) ®a, &1 = Coh? (Y, Cy). We also observe that
if E € Coh®(Y, ) is 0q,g-semistable, then £ @, (¢ is oy g-semistable with
the same jiq g-slope, since ch(E ®g, #1)<2 = ch(E)<>. Using the definition of
Cohgﬁﬂ(Y,(’Ko) as the tilting at pq g = 0 of Coh?(Y, ) we conclude that
Cohg’ﬁ(Y,CKO) Qa, A1 = Cohg’ﬁ(Y,CKO) and so F(Coh), sV, Co)lkuy @) =

Cohg‘ﬂ(Y, Qo) lku(y.ap)> as we wanted.

m—1

Now note that the stability conditiono’ := E~" -0 on Ku(X)' satisfies O;l o' =o'
Indeed, by Lemma 8.4 and the previous computation, we have

As a consequence, by Lemma 8.5 it follows that
)—(1.O_X=O§1.E—l_0/25—1_O§1.O_/:%.—l.o_/zo_x.

Equivalently, Ox - 0x = oy, proving the statement.
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8.4 Serre invariant stability conditions on /Cu(X)

Let us now denote by W a special GM fourfold and by X its associated ordinary GM
threefold.

By Theorem 8.2 and Theorem 4.9 a stability condition oy € Stab®(Ku(W))
induces a stability condition cr%,/ % on the invariant category KCu(W)Z%/2 and thus a
full numerical stability condition

ox == 05 (0l (8.10)

on Ku(X). This provides an alternative construction to [8] of stability conditions on
Ku(X).

Recall that in [8] stability conditions on Ku(X) are constructed by restriction of
double tilting of slope stability on DP(X) (see (4.3)). We denote one of these stability
conditions by ty.

Corollary 8.7 The stability condition ox is in the same GL* (2, R)-orbit of every sta-
bility condition tx constructed in [8]. In particular, ox is proper.

Proof Since aVZV/ % is fixed by the Z/2-action on Ku(W)Z%/? as remarked in §4.3, by (3.5)
and the fact that the inverse of the Serre functor of Ku (X) is Ox[—2], it follows that o'y
is Serre invariant. By [62, Theorem 1.1] the stability condition ty is Serre invariant.
By [31, Theorem 1.10] (see also [62, Corollary 4.5]) there is a unique GL* (2, R)-orbit
of Serre invariant stability conditions on Ku(X). This implies the statement. O

Remark 8.8 Up to now, the known stability conditions on u(X) are Serre invariant.
It would be interesting to understand whether every stability condition on Ku(X) is
Serre invariant.

As a consequence of Theorem 8.2, we remark the following identification of the
stability conditions in Stab®(Ku(W)) for a GM fourfold, which is of independent
interest.

Corollary 8.9 Let W be a GM fourfold. Then for every pair O“}V, Gv2v € Stab® (Ku(W)),
there exists (M, g) € Gi; (R) such that a&, = O“}V - (M, g).

Proof Let X be the opposite GM variety to W (see Example 3.10), so u(W) is the

CY2 cover of Ku(X). By Theorem 8.2 and Lemma 8.3 the stability conditions ole

and a‘%, are Z/2-fixed, thus by Theorem 4.9 they induce stability conditions 0}1(, 0’)2(
on Ku(X), which are fixed by the Z/2-action. The generator for this action is the
(—2)-shifted Serre functor of Ku(X) by (3.5). By [62, Corollary 4.5] there exists
(g, M) € GLy (R) such that o2 = o - (M, g).

) As a consequence, if 7706‘/ and 7705( denote the slicings of 06‘, and a)"(, respectively,
then

P2 (@) = Forg(P,: (¢)) = Forg(P,1 (8(9)) = P,y (2(9))
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for every phase ¢ € R. Moreover, since the central charges of the agf’s satisty
Z% = M~'oZ},and Z!, = Z}, ovoForg,, where v: K(Ku(W)) — Kpum (Ku(W))),
then

Z%V ovoForg, = M oZ%V ovo Forg, .

This implies that Z%V and M~ o Z‘I)V coincide on the image of the forgetful functor
in Knpym (Ku(W)), which is equal to the invariant lattice with respect to the Z/2-
action. By [16, Proposition 5.7] this lattice is the canonical sublattice —A?z. By [61,
Lemma 4.17] the central charges Z ﬁ, ’s factors through the —A?z—lattice. We conclude
Zy, =Mooz, o

8.5 Proof of Theorem 1.6

Assume first that W is ordinary. Then there is a special GM fourfold W’ and
an equivalence Ku(W’) = Ku(W) which intertwines ¢ and the rotation functor
Ow by Lemma 8.3. Thus if o’ denotes the stability condition on Ku(W'’) corre-
sponding to o € Stab®°(Ku(W)) under this equivalence and w’ € Kyym(Ku(W’))
denotes the class corresponding to w € Kyym(Ku(W)), then the fixed loci
My (Ku(W), w)©) and M, (Ku(W’), w)" are identified by the isomorphism
My (Ku(W), w) = My (Ku(W'), w’) induced by Ku(W’) ~ Ku(W). Thus it is
enough to prove the result for special GM fourfolds.

So assume that W is special, and we denote by X its branch GM threefold. By
Theorem 8.2 and Theorem 4.9 the stability condition o induces a stability condition
ox on Ku(X) defined as in (8.10), which is Serre invariant by Corollary 8.7. On the
other hand, since w is primitive, there exist coprime integers p, g such thatw = pi;+
qX>. By Lemma 8.1 we have (Forg o®¢).(px1 + gk2) = w, and by Theorem 1.3(1)
the moduli stack M, (Ku(X), pk1 + gk2) is nonempty. By [16, Proposition 5.7]
the lattice —A?z is fixed by ¢, so w is t-fixed. Then by Theorem 1.8(2) there is an
isomorphism

|| Moy (Ku(X), v) > Mg (Ku(W), w)®.
(Forg o®g) 4 (v)=w

Hence the above isomorphism maps the nonempty moduli stack
Moy (Ku(X), pr1 +qi2) to My (Ku(W), w)®, implying that the latter is nonempty
as well.

Since My (Ku(W), w) = My (Ku(W), w) is a G,,-gerbe, we obtain that the fixed
locus of ¢ in My, (Ku(W), w) is nonempty. The fact that it is a smooth Lagrangian
subvariety follows from [5, Lemma 1].

Remark 8.10 Note that the projectivity of the moduli space in Theorem 1.3(2) can
be obtained by applying the strategy used in the proof of Theorem 1.6. Indeed, we
can assume that X is generic, in the sense that it is the branch of a very general GM
fourfold W. Then every o € Stab®(Cu(W)) is (Forg o®g). (v)-generic. Hence by [61]
the moduli space M, (Ku(W), w) is projective for w := (Forg o®g).(v). Thus the
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fixed locus of ¢ in M, (Ku(W), w) is projective and since we have a surjective double
covering

L] Moy (Kux), ') > Mo (Ku(w), w)",
(Forg o®g) (v)=w

we conclude that M, (Ku(X), v) is projective. This is in fact the method used by [53]
for proving projectivity in the Enriques surface case.
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