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How a categorical piece changes base
Let f: X — S be a morphism of quasiprojective varieties and let ¢: T'— S be a base change, with X7 = X xgT.
Write f and ¢ also for the two projections from Xr. A subcategory of D?(X) is S-linear when it is stable under
tensoring with f*DPe™(S). The base change is faithful for f when its Cartesian square is exact, equivalently when
the canonical base-change map

o fo = fuo” (1)
is an isomorphism. Flat f or flat ¢ is enough for faithfulness.

For a semiorthogonal decomposition D*(X) = (Aj1,...,A.), strong means that each Ay, is admissible in the tail
category (Ag, ..., An) (Definition 2.6). The problem is to construct meaningful components on a possibly singular
X7. Merely generating inside D?(X7) from pulled-back bounded objects can recover only the perfect complexes, so
bounded categories cannot be handled directly.

Main theorem (Kuznetsov, Theorem 5.6). Assume that D®(X) = (Ay, ..., An) is an S-linear strong semiorthogonal
decomposition, every projection functor has finite cohomological amplitude, and ¢ is faithful for f. Then the
subcategories Aip C DY(Xr) constructed below form a T-linear semiorthogonal decomposition

DY(X7) = (Air, ..., Awr). (2)

Its projection functors have the same cohomological amplitudes as the original projections. Moreover, ¢, and ¢* are
compatible with the induced decompositions in the precise unbounded and bounded-above categories stated in the paper.

Ingredient I: begin with compact objects
Set AP = A; N DPf(X) and define

AL = thick(¢"F @ f*G: F € ™, G € DM (T)). (3)

Faithfulness (1), perfectness, and S-linearity identify the relative RHom between generators with the pullback of the
original one, proving semiorthogonality. Generation is subtler: Lemma 5.2 resolves a perfect object on X7 by external
tensor products and shows that a far enough stupid truncation contains it as a direct summand. Decomposing the
X-factor then proves DP™(X7) = (A}, ..., AP ) (Proposition 5.1).

Ingredient II: enlarge before intersecting back

Let .,Zl\Z-T be the smallest triangulated subcategory of Dg.(Xr) containing AY, and closed under arbitrary direct
sums. Compactness of perfect complexes preserves semiorthogonality, while their generation of D, supplies fullness.
Intersecting in stages gives N

Ai_T = Ao ND™(Xrp), Air = Az_T N Db(XT). (4)

The unbounded detour is essential, not cosmetic: arbitrary sums and homotopy colimits allow perfect approximations
to converge to coherent complexes that need not themselves be perfect.
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Ingredient III: boundedness is detected after ample twists

Formula (4) is useful only if the projection of a bounded complex remains bounded. Lemma 5.4 supplies the detector.
For a quasiprojective ¢: Y — X, a line bundle L ample over X, and F € Dy (Y'), membership in D4l is equivalent
to the same uniform cohomological range for homotopy colimits of v, (F ® L*) along every sequence of maps
Lk — [k — ... with k; — oo.

Apply this to H € DIP4(Xr) and its ith bounded-above projection a;.(H). Taking L = f*M for M ample over S,
compatibility of pushforward and projection gives

bu (i (H) © f*M¥) ~ @i (¢u(H @ f*M"Y)) . (5)

For k > 0, Lemma 2.20 writes the argument on the right as hocolim G; with every G; € DI (X). Since @; commutes
with homotopy colimits and the original «; has amplitude (a;, b;), (5) lies in DPFe::9+b:J(X). Lemma 5.4 pulls this
bound back to X7. This is the hardest step: it simultaneously proves boundedness in (4) and preserves the exact
cohomological amplitude, completing Theorem 5.6.

The flat-base-change model

When T — S is flat, faithfulness is automatic. For an exceptional collection, (3) says to pull each exceptional object
to X7 and allow tensoring by perfect complexes from T; the relative RHom calculation immediately transports the
vanishing order. This is the clean geometric picture behind (2). The analogy stops when X is singular: pulled-back
perfect objects generally generate only DP*™(Xr), and the closure/intersection procedure (4) is what reaches all of
Db.

Consequences and scope

Corollary 5.7 shows that the base-changed category attached to one admissible component depends only on that
component, not on a surrounding decomposition. Section 6 proves independence from a chosen geometric realization
under its kernel-functor hypotheses. Finally, Theorem 7.1 applies the product decomposition to the diagonal object
and represents each finite-amplitude projection functor by a kernel on X x X.

The theorem assumes quasiprojectivity, strongness, S-linearity, finite cohomological amplitude, and faithful base
change; it is not an arbitrary base-change assertion. Smooth projective X makes strongness automatic, and smooth
X supplies the relevant amplitude finiteness noted in the introduction, but the stated theorem deliberately allows
singular varieties when its explicit hypotheses are verified.
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