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Abstract

Given a ring R, we have a classical result stating that the ordinary category of modules Mody, is the abelian-
ization of the category of augmented R-algebras Alg,. Using the framework of infinity categories and higher
algebra, Francis has shown that the infinity category of R-modules is the stabilization of the infinity category of
augmented R-algebras, [Fral3]. In this work we show a dual result for coalgebras over a cooperad Q: namely
that given a coalgebra C, comodules over C are the costabilization of coalgebras over C, which is the universal
stable category with a finite colimit preserving functor to coalgebras over C.
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1 Introduction

Operads have held an important spot in algebraic theories, especially in higher category theory and homotopical
mathematics, for example see [Lurl7; Fral3; Ama21; Hin01; LV12]. There are many ways to connect topologi-
cal/geometric problems to algebraic ones by taking functions, or if one is more homotopically minded, cohomol-
ogy cochains. Operads were introduced by May as an way of encoding algebraic laws into a single algebraic gadget
[May72]. He began with the study of iterated loop spaces and their algebraic structure of multiple composition
structures (ie composing along the various dimensions of the n-fold loop spaces) and created the E,, operad along
with E,,-algebras.
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The dual story of coalgebras is equally interesting. Coalgebras are used in computer science as a way of mod-
eling data structures and computation states, for example see [Jac16]. They also model topological or geometric
data more naturally, as for example every topological space X is a coalgebra for the natural cartesian product
functor. Furthermore, even if one only cares about algebras, coalgebraic techniques arise for constructing homo-
topical resolutions via a bar/cobar duality [LV12]. Further, they are used in studying descent data in algebraic
geometry, typically arising from a map of schemes f : X — Y and the induced adjunction pair f* - f,.

In this paper we aim to dualize a well known result about modules over an algebra. Given an ordinary ring R
and its 1-category of augmented R-algebras Alg;ug, we have the following statement

Mody ~ Ab(Alg5'®)

R
where Ab(Alg;ug) denotes the subcategory of abelian group objects in Alg;ug, also called the abelianization of
Alge,

This has an infinity categorical version where one uses the notion of stabilization (for example see [Lurl7,
Chapter 1]) instead of abelianization. Suppose we’re given an unital operad P and a presentably stable infinity
category C. The stabilization is defined as follows:

1.0.1 Definition (Stabilization). Given an infinity category C with finite limits. Then the stabilization St(C) is
the universal stable category with a finite limit preserving functor to C. In other words, given any stable infinity
category D and finite limit preserving functor f : D — C, we have a universal factorization:

DL)C
e

St(C).
Then given a P-algebra R € Alg,(C), Francis proved that
St(Alg,(C)/R) ~ Modg(C)

where Modg(C) denotes the infinity category of P-operadic modules over R. Specializing to the case of P = Comm
the commutative operad or P = Assoc the associative operad gives us the usual result that the stabilization of
commutative (resp. associative) algebras over R is equivalent to commutative (resp. associative) modules over R.
Notice that an “associative module” here refers to a bimodule.

In this paper, we prove the dual statement that comodules are the costabilization (see [Fra08, Section 5]) of
coalgebras. Costabilization can be characterized as follows:

1.0.2 Definition (Costabilization). Given an infinity category C with finite colimits. Then the costabilization
CoSt(C) is the universal stable infinity category with a finite colimit preserving functor to C. In other words, given
any stable infinity category D and finite colimit preserving functor f : D — C, we have a universal factorization:

D C
o

CoSt(C).

Compare with stabilization where the condition is on finite limit preserving functors from stable categories
instead of finite colimit preserving ones.

Now a key problem in trying to dualize directly by just taking opposites is the following: the opposite of a
presentable infinity category is no longer presentable. Relatedly, the tensor product of a presentably symmet-
ric monoidal infinity category C only commutes with colimits and not limits. This prevents many techniques
for algebras from working with coalgebras; namely one has to be much more careful when taking cofree/cobar
resolutions. Given an operad P and a P-algebra A, the free/bar resolution

A {<— PoA ﬁ PoPoA



is a simplicial resolution, thus a colimit, thus commutes nicely with the tensor. With coalgebras, the cobar reso-
lution is a totalization, so a limit, hence it doesn’t work well with the tensor product.

Another problem with the coalgebra case is if one tries to follow the Francis’ proof [Fral3], he requires many
techniques that rely on theories of Boardman-Vogt tensor of operads and on Goodwillie derivatives of split analytic
functors. The definition of Goodwillie derivatives unfortunately gives adjunctions “in the wrong way”, which give
monads and algebras instead of comonads, which make it difficult to apply comonadicity theorems. The universal
property is as follows (see [Goo90; Lurl7]): given infinity categories C, D where C has finite colimits and D has
finite limits, we have an inclusion

Exc(C,D) — Fun(C, D)
where excisive functors send pushouts to pullbacks. The Goodwillie derivative DF : C — D of a functor F :
C — Disalocal left adjoint to this inclusion. In other words, natural transformations F — G where G is excisive
factors through F — DF — G where F — DF is the unit morphism. Now notice that on Fun(C, D), we have
a monad instead of a comonad. This is however likely rectifiable, as one can define Goodwillie “co-derivatives”
with a dual universal property, though one must set up the theory.

A deeper problem is the Boardman-Vogt tensor product. This is a special tensor operation on topological
operads (or set-based operads), which relies on the fact that topological spaces have a diagonal morphism X —
X X X. For example, even 1-categorically for set based operads, the Boardman-Vogt tensor operation requires the
iterated diagonal morphism to copy the same operation many times, see for example [MWO09, Section 5.1]. We
thus cannot dualize this at least a priori, since spaces do not have a codiagonal map X X X — X.

We avert the use of these techniques by using an alternative argument. Our main theorem is the following:

1.0.3 Theorem. Fix a presentably stable category V and a conilpotent cooperad Q, as well as a coalgebra C €
Coang(V). Then we have an equivalence

CoSt(Coalgg/(V) ~ Comodg(V).

Notice that costabilization satisfies CoSt(C/¢) =~ CoSt(C), so we will instead focus on CoSt(Coalgg/ ~/ C) in the
proof, see 3.3.

The paper is structured as follows: we begin with a recollection about symmetric sequences and (co)operads,
as well as (co)algebras and (co)modules over them.

Then we move on to discuss the tangent complex construction (3.1.1) for coalgebras, a dual version of the usual

cotangent complex of algebras. This functor is strongly related to the eventual comparison functor CoSt(Coalgg/ -/c V) -

Comodg( ).
Finally we move on to the proof of the main theorem. This requires an understanding of pushouts of coalge-
bras (3.3.1) as well as an understanding of the tangent complex construction as well as its left adjoint.

1.1 Notation
1. A, B are typically sets. These will typically be the set of colors of an operad/cooperad.

2. C,D are categories. By “category”, we by default mean (o0, 1)-category (also sometimes just called oco-
category). We will mention ordinary 1-categories explicitly.

3. Visapresentably symmetric monoidal category, later on assumed also to be stable.

4. An A-labelled set is a set [n] — A. We usually denote it as {ay, ..., a,,} where repetitions are allowed. This
is a "multiset” of A.

5. C*: add zero object. If C is already symmetric monoidal, can extend the product by letting tensoring with 0
be canonically 0.

6. Prt, Pr': The category of small presentable categories. Similarly PriS denotes the category of small pre-
sentable stable categories. These are subject to size conditions, as discussed in the next section.

L L,st,
7. Pry, Prv :

presentable categories with a presentable V-action. Similarly if V is stable as well, then we let Prf;St denote
the category of presentable stable categories with a presentable V-action.

Given a presentably symmetric monoidal category V, we will use Pr%; to denote the category of



1.2 Trees and (co)operads

We also briefly use the language of trees to discuss operadic and cooperadic constructions. We follow a defini-
tion akin to [HinO1, Definition 3.2.3]. Our trees are nonplanar, has one initial/root vertex, and finitely many
terminal/leaf vertices, and a nonzero number of internal vertices. Our trees can also be marked by elements
of a symmetric sequence V: each internal vertex x is then marked by some v € V(val(x)) based on how many
incoming edges there are of x.

When we discuss modules (or comodules), the terminal edges of a tree are also marked by a or m, purely
decorators to indicate which edges should take the algebra as input and which should take the module. Here is
an example of a 3-leaf corolla which is marked by v € V' (3).

6 ® O

Q,

1.3 Tensored categories and (co)modules

We discuss ways to give maps of (co)modules. This helps us define various functors of operads and cooperads
because they are special cases of the data of an action category (which will symmetric sequences) acting on a
module category (which will be the underlying category we’re taking algebras/coalgebras on). Here we use the
notion of tensored categories as developed in [Lurl7, Chapter 4.2]. Now we begin with a definition of lax and
colax functors of A-tensored categories.

1.3.1 Definition (Lax and colax morphisms). Let C and D be tensored over a category A. This is equivalent to
(A, C) and (A, D) having LM-monoidal operadic structures C*M, DM, Then we define a lax A-monoidal functor
to the be structure of an LM-operadic morphism C — D as LM-operads, which is identity on the A-factors.

Similarly, a colax A-monoidal functor is the structure of an LM-operadic morphism C°? — D°P as LM-operads
which is identity on the A°P-factors.

The data of a (co)lax morphism is usually by abuse of notation just referred to by the underlying functor on
categories C — D.

As a variant of the above concepts, suppose we’re given C, D both A-tensored categories. Then a strongly A-
monoidal functor from C — D is a morphism of LM-operads C — D which is identity on the A-factors and which
preserves coCartesian lifts of active maps in LM. Equivalently, it is a coCartesian fibration.

1.3.2 Remark. Notice here we’re using the fact that given an A-tensored category C (with structure given by
C'M — LM), then C° is naturally A°P-tensored. Here we're using the natural structure of an LM-monoidal
structure on C° given the ones on C. Note this structures is not just the opposite of the category C*M. Instead
one must take a fiberwise opposite construction of the coCartesian fibration C'M — LM, as given by Barwick,
Glasman and Nardin in [BGN18]. If one thinks of this coCartesian fibration as a functor LM — Cat, then this
fiberwise opposite is composing this functor with the natural opposite involution op : Cat — Cat.

Using Barwick, Glasman, and Nardin’s construction [BGN18], we see the notion of strongly monoidal A-
functor is self dual, in other words it is both a lax and colax morphism.

Then following [Lur17, Chapter 4.2], we note that a lax A-monoidal morphism C — D gives rise to a functor
of left modules Mod 4(C) — Mod,4(D) for any A € Alg(A). Dually, a colax A-monoidal morphism C — D gives
rise to a functor of left comodules Comod-(C) — Comod(D).

We for the most part with discuss when a functor f : C — D have a (co)lax structures on them. To do so, we
usually construct the first step of the structure, ie a natural transformation from f(c ® ¢') —» f(¢) ® f(c¢’) (for



the lax case) and leave the rest of the structure implied. For the strongly monoidal case, this morphism would be
a natural equivalence. The coherence data is usually clear from context by construction: for example if the lax
morphism is some inclusion of a direct summand into a direct sum.

We end with a brief lemma on right adjoints to strongly monoidal functors.

1.3.3 Lemma. Given a strongly A-monoidal functor © : C — D for A-tensored categories C,D. Say = : C — D has
a right adjoint R (which is just a functor from D — C). Then R has a natural lax A-monoidal structure. Furthermore,
the induced functor  : LMod4(C) - LMod4(D) has a right adjoint given by the one induced by R.

Proof. We sketch the argument. We just need to extend the map from D — C to an operadic map on D' — CIM,
To do so, we can focus only on the active morphisms, as the inert morphisms have a canonical lifting from the
assignment ay, ..., a,,d = ay, ..., a,, Rd.

Now we have active morphisms of two kinds. The first kind are those that arise from A" — A, which is trivial
since we must have R be identity on the multiplication structure of A. The second kind are those that arise from
A" X D — D. Such an active morphism arises from the tensor structure on D, and can be seen as a morphism

fi(ag,e,a,,d) - d,

or equivalently a morphism
fir@am® ®a®d—>d.

Such morphisms must map to the morphism
(ay,...,a,,Rd) > R(a; ® - ®a,®d) — Rd’

where the second morphism is natural and arises from R applied to f. The first morphism arises from the adjunct
of

T, ® - ®a,®Rd)~a; Q@ ®a, ®7Rd>0a; Q- ®a,®d

where the first equvalence is from the strong monoidality of 7z, and the second is the counit of d. This construction
is easily seen to be natural in the active morphism f, hence extends to a functor on all of the active morphisms
of DM,

The second part of the lemma about morphisms of modules is obvious from our constructions. O

1.4 Sizes of categories, presentability, and foundational considerations

Consider the category Mod; of k-modules. Since any given k-module can have any cardinality, a priori we see
that Mod,, cannot have just a set of objects, but a formal class of objects.

This is also true for various types of categories defined as structured sets: they must have a formal class of
objects already.

However, next consider Cat, the category of categories. Intuitively its objects should consist of categories
like Modzp and other structured sets. This gives us a dilemma: the objects of Cat are too large to even form a
formal class. Similar problems exist when pondering related categories like Pr- of presentable categories, which
require a notion of size even to define. This problem also occurs when considering various forms of completions
of categories, like Ind-completion or colimit completion. For example, if we take Ind(Mode), the completion of
Mody, under small (here meaning set-sized) filtered colimits, the result will again be too large to even have a class
of objects.

Our approach is to hypothesize a sequence of Grothendieck universes. More precisely, we can define a
Grothendieck universe U as a set closed under €, power set, and U-small unions. Such choosing such a set
U is equivalent to choosing an inaccessible cardinak x, as all Grothendieck universes are of the form U = V, for
some inaccessible cardinal x.

We choose a sequence

UyCU; CU,..

This approach is very versatile: now we can generally define U;-small structured sets. The category of all
U;-small k-modules, Mody ;, is then U;;;-small. Then the category of all U;,,-small categories Cat;; is Uj,-
small. This approach lets us take even further Ind-completions: for example Ind; ,(Cat; ;) (adding all U; . ,-small
filtered colimits) is U;,3-small.



However for the most part, we will just need three layers: a “small” (which we choose to be uncountable at
least) universe U, a “large” universe V, and a “very large” universe W. Then again we have the three layers of
sizes:

1. U-small, which we also call “small”. Our structured sets like k-modules, k-algebras, etc. will be small.
2. V-small, which we also call “large”. Our categories Mody,, Alg, are here.

3. W-small, which we also call “very large”. Now the various categorical constructions like Cat, and Prl; lie
here.

Very rarely we may require another universe above W. The theory of Grothendieck universes make it easy to
hypothesize another W’ above W if necessary.

Notice that the notions of limit/colimit completeness as well as presentability depend on sizes. We henceforth
introduce a notation for presentability and completeness.

1.4.1 Notation (Presentability). If C is a U;,, sized category, we say that it is presentable to mean that it is pre-
sentable using U;-colimits, or U;-presentable. This is similar to the size bounds needed to discuss completeness
and cocompleteness. These notions of presentability and completeness are usually left implicit, and is clear de-
pending on the category we're talking about. Thus if D is a large category which we call presentable, it by default
means that D is presentable using small colimits.

Notice that if C is a U-small category which is U-presentable, then by familiar arguments it has all U-colimits,
and thus must be a poset. Since we do not wish to study such degenerate cases, we thus picked the above conven-
tion, where by default the presentability of C means that it uses colimits one size smaller instead.

Notice also that if C is Uy-small, which means finite, then there is no way that C is presentable unless C is a
poset (and has all finite colimits). Hence we also leave implicit that when we say C is presentable, by default we
do not allow C to be finite.

As an abuse of notation, regardless of the size of C, we write C € Prl to mean that C is presentable. If C is
large, this Pr- would be Pr-;, the category of presentable categories under U-small colimits. If C is very large, the
C e Pr- would mean that C is presentable using V-small colimits. Very rarely, if C is very very large, ie W’-small
where W’ is the universe above W, then C € Pr- would mean that C is presentable using W-colimits.
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2 Symmetric sequences, (co)operads

We define symmetric sequences and (co)operads. We follow the standard method of defining a circle product
on symmetric sequences via a universal property. However for us we need to define multi-object symmetric
sequences, in order to define multi-colored (co)operads, see [LV12], [Ama21], [GR17, Chapter 6], [Chi12].

2.1 Multi-object symmetric sequences

We begin by defining a multi-object version of Fin"Y, the 1-category of finite sets and bijections.

2.1.1 Definition (Finzlj). Let A be a set. We let Finzlj’]'I denote the 1-category whose objects are given by finite
sets labelled with elements of A. In other words, they are given by maps f : X — A where X is a finite set. These
are all isomorphic to some [n] — A, which can be thought of as a "multiset” with elements in A. They shall be
denoted by {a, ... , a,,} where the q; are allowed to repeat.



The morphisms are given by bijections o of X with itself, which takes f : X — A to
o1 f
X I3 Xx 43 A
The monoidal product is given by disjoint union. Note we sometimes drop the LI and write Finzij instead.

2.1.2 Remark. Note that Finzij’u is the free symmetric monoidal category generated by A, even infinity categor-

ically. The monoidal product is given by taking disjoint unions, ie coproducts.

Next we mimic the definition of symmetric sequences over V, which is usually defined as Fun(Finb“, V),
where V is say a presentably symmetric monoidal category, ie V € CAlg Pr-. The intuition is that each cardinality
n gets sent to an object S(n) which would encode the n-ary operations.

Here we want operations for each domain {ay, ..., a,} and codomain a. Here the domain is given by a finite
set labelled by A (so a map X — A) and the codomain is a single element of A. To capture this data, we take

functors out of A X Fin]:], where the first component gives the codomain and the second component gives the
domain.

2.1.3 Definition (Sseq,). Givena set A and a presentably symmetric monoidal category V, we define symmetric
sequences over A in V as follows:

Sseq,, (V) := Fun(Fin xA, V).

Note that we may only write Sseq, when V is clear from context.

. - . . . bij
We also have a following variation of truncatd symmetric sequences using the truncated category Fin A<n’

whose objects consists of sets with cardinality < n, and is otherwise the same as Finzlj.

2.1.4 Definition. Given A a setand V € CAlg(Prb).
We can define truncated symmetric sequences over A in V via

Ssqu,Sn(V) = Fun(FinziLn XA, V).

Note that we may only write Sseq, , when V is clear from context.

2.2 Circle product

Next we move on to defining the circle product. We follow an argument that uses universal properties, again
following [LV12], [Ama21], [GR17, Chapter 6], [Chil2].

ii

2.2.1 Lemma. Let A be a set and V® be a presentably symmetric monoidal category. Then Fun(FinZJ’H, V®), with
its Day convolution product, is the free V-tensored presentably symmetric monoidal category. In other words, given
C®e CAlg(Pr%,), the natural evaluation map

Fun L )(Fun(Finbij, V)®pay C®) — Fun(A,C)

CAlg(Pr
is an equivalence.

Proof. Here the evaluation map is described as follows: we use the inclusion A — Finzij taking a € A to singleton

bij
b bij

its opposite canonically; it’s a groupoid). Lastly, we use Fun(Fin,’,Spc) ® V ~ Fun(Fin U, V) as presentably

symmetric monoidal categories. Then the evaluation is given by

labelled sets. There is a Yoneda embedding y : Finzij — Fun(Fin ,, Spc) (note here that Finl::j is equivalent to

Fun, L )(Fun(Finbij ,V),C) ~ Fung Alg(p,L)(Fun(Finbij ,Spc),C) ~ Fun51\,[0nCat(Finbij ,C) ~ Fun(A4, C).

CAlg(Pr

The first equivalence is via the adjunction between V® and the forgetful functor. The second is using the free
completeness property of Fun(Fin?lJ A), C), and the third is precomposition by y, which is an equivalence because

Finl:lij is the free symmetric monoidal category generated by A (2.1.2). O



Now we can use (2.2.1) by plugging in C = Fun(Finl:j , V)®pay and we get the following equivalence:

. bij . bii i
Fun et (Fun(Finy, ¥), Fun(Fin}', v))  Fun(A, Fun(Fin;', V)

~ Fun(A x Fin'), V) = Sseq,, (V)

Now note that the left hand side has a composition, since it’s the endomorphisms of Fun(Finbij, V), which hence
induces a circle product on Sseq , (V).

2.2.2 Definition (Circle product). Given a set A and a presentably symmetric monoidal category V, we define
the circle product o on Sseq ,(V) to be the opposite of the composition product given by the equation

b
End. Alg(Pr, )(Fun(Fln Y ) ~ Sseq, (V).

2.2.3 Remark. Note we reverse the composition product to follow usual conventions.

2.2.4 Remark. We can calculate out the circle product in detail: given a symmetric sequences S € Sseq ,(V), we
note that in End, Alg(Prh )(Fun(FinT, 1)), S corresponds to the functor that takes X Fun(Finl:J, V) to

{al -----

where {a,, ..., a,} — X ranges through all maps from a representable (perhaps tensored with V) into X.
Then, given another symmetric sequence T, we see that SoT({ay, ..., a,}, @) should evaluate to

colim )T({al’ ) ail }’ bl) ®® T({aim+1’ ) an}’ bm)

{by,mby}—S(a

Now this is a particularly simple colimit due to the nature of our category: it evaluates to

D SUb1. . bh @) ®s,, [T, 151 @ -+ ® TG, s G by

which is the usual circle product formula!

2.2.5Remark. Theunitfor the o operation is easily read off from the evaluation map (2.2.2): itis the A-symmetric
sequence Triv such that

« Triv(a, a) is the unit for the monoidal structure on V

» Otherwise everything else evaluates to 0 € V, the initial object.

2.3 (Co)Operads and (co)algebras over them
Now we can define operads and cooperads.

2.3.1 Definition (Operads and cooperads). Let A be a set, and V be a presentably symmetric monoidal category.
Then we define the category of operads in V over A to be

Op, (V) := Alg(Sseq)).
Similarly, we define the category of cooperads in V over A to be
CoOp (V) := Coalg(Sseq).
We may drop the V from the notation when the context is clear.

2.3.2 Example. In any monoidal category, the unit is naturally an algebra and coalgebra. Thus, Triv (2.2.5) is
canonically an operad and cooperad.



2.3.3 Remark. We can see operads also as “universal monads” in the following way. Notice that the as monoidal
categories,

Sseq,(V)° ~ End (Fun(Fin®’, v)).

CAlg(Pr})

By 2.2.1 as well as the Yoneda lemma, we notice that

. bij
End ey jqqprt, ) (Fun(Fin 2. V) =~ End J(Fun(A, -)).

Fun(CAlg(Prﬁ,),Cat
So (co)algebras in Sseq,(V)° are equivalent to (co)algebras

End (Fun(4, -)).

Fun(CAlg(Prﬁ,),Cat)

Thus an operad can equivalently be given as a monad on the functor C — Fun(A,C) for C e CAlg(Pr%,).
Intuitively one can say that an operad is “monad on Fun(A, C) which is natural in C”.

Dually, we have the same result for cooperads: they are comonads for the functor C ~ Fun(A,C) for C ¢
CAlg(Pr%,). Intuitively one can say that a cooperad is then a “comonad on Fun(A, C) which is natural in C”.

2.3.4 Definition. Given aset A and a stably presentably monoidal category V, one can define a variant of operads
and cooperads: A (co)operad S is 1-reduced if S(, a) is the initial object for all a € A, and S(a, b) is either the unit
of Vif a = b, or is the inital object if a # b.

One can see that such data is captured by the symmetric sequence’s values on A-labelled sets of cardinality
two or larger, and indeed one can define 1-reduced (co)operads by starting with the category Fin];”2 T
In the sequel, we mainly work with 1-reduced (co)operads. These objects should be thought of Es,“augmented”

or “non-unital” variants of (co)operads.

2.3.5 Remark. These cooperads, when they are 1-reduced, are usually called conilpotent cooperads with divided
powers, see [Ama21], [GR17, Chapter 6].

2.3.6 Remark. When S is a 1-reduced (co)operad, there’s a natural maps
Triv - S — Triv

of (co)operads. One of the maps is the (co)unit and the other is a sort of (co)augmentation map, hence why we
should think of 1-reducedness as a sort of augmentation.

We can next define algebras and coalgebras over operads and cooperads as follows:

2.3.7 Definition. Given A a set, V a presentably symmetric monoidal category, and C « CAlg(Pr%,). There isa

left action of Sseq, on Fun(A, C) (also denoted by o) using the natural action of End (Fun(Finbu, V)) on

CAlg(Prh)

Fun, (Fun(Finbij, V), C) by precomposition (and using lemma (2.2.1)).

CAlg(Prh)
Hence given an operad P, we can define the category of algebras over P in C to be

Alg,(C) := LModp(Fun(4, C)).
Similarly, give a cooperad Q, we can define the category of coalgebras over Q in C to be
Coang(C) := LComod,(Fun(A4, C)).

2.3.8 Remark. One can calculate that the left action of Sseq, on Fun(A, C) has an explicit formula, just like the
circle product does (2.2.4). It is given exactly the same formula, just letting S € Sseq, and T' € Fun(A, C):

SoT~ @ S(bi...buh @) ®s,, [T(b1) ® -+ ® T(by)].

We'll fix a notational convention.

2.3.9 Notation (Convention on 4, V,C). We fixaset A, V € CAlg(Pr), and C € CAlg(Pr%,). (Co)operads will be
A-colored and over V, and (co)algebras will be taken over C.



2.4 Adjunctions of (co)algebras

We use the functoriality of modules over algebras (and comodules over coalgebras) [Lurl7, Section 4.2.3] to define
various adjunctions of (co)algebras over (co)operads (see discussion preceeding Example 2.10 and Example 2.14
of [Ama21]). In particular, if we have an operad map f : P — P’ € Op,, this induces a natural adjunction

Alg,, (2.4.1)

given by "extension by scalars” and "restriction” respectively. Notation from [Ama21]
We apply this to the unit map Triv — P:

2.4.2 Example (Free-forgetful adjunction). Fix A € Set, V € CAlg(Prt),C e CAlg(Pr%), following 2.3.9. Then
given an operad P € Op ,(V), the free-forgetful adjunction is gotten from applying (2.4.1) to the unit map Triv — P,
noting that Alg,,. (C) =~ Fun(A, C). This gives us:

Free
Fun(4, C) EJ_} Alg, (2.4.3)

U

When P is augmented (there is a canonical augmentation when P is 1-reduced), we also have an augmentation
map P — Triv, giving us another adjunction:

2.4.4 Example (Indecomposables-trivial adjunction). Fix A € Set,V e CAlg(Pr-),C « CAlg(Prﬁ;), following
2.3.9. Suppose we're given an operad P € Op (V). Let P have an augmentation € : P — Triv. We apply (2.4.1)
to € and get the indecomposables-trivial algebra adjunction:

Idcmg
Alg,(C) EJ_ Fun(A, C).

Triv
Similarly, given a map of cooperads g : Q — Q' € CoOp,,, we have a natural adjunction

g

Coalg, fl} Coalg, (2.4.5)
8R

given by "co-restriction/extension” and "co-extension/restriction of scalars".

2.4.6 Example (forgetful-cofree). Fix A e Set,V € CAlg(Pr-),C « CAlg(Pr%), following 2.3.9. Suppose we're
given a cooperad Q € CoOp , (V). Then the forgetful-cofree adjunction is gotten from applying (2.4.5) to the counit
map Q — Triv. This gives us:

" Fun(4, C) (2.4.7)

When Q is coaugmented (there is a canonical coaugmentation when Q is 1-reduced), we also have an coaug-
mentation map Triv — Q, giving us another adjunction:

2.4.8 Example (Trivial-primitives adjunction). Fix A € Set,V e CAlg(Prt),C e CAlg(Pr%), following 2.3.9.
Suppose we’re given a cooperad Q € Op, (V). Let Q have an augmentation : Q — Triv. We apply (2.4.5) ton
and get the trivial coalgebra-primitives adjunction:

Triv
Fun(A4, C) EJ. } Coang.

Prim
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2.5 (Co)modules over (co)operads

Next we define a notion of module and comodule over a (co)operad. To do this we show there is a symmetric
monoidal functor M : Sseq, — Sseq;;,. Intuitively it takes an operad P to a related operad Mp whose algebras
are pairs of an algebra and a module over it.

For the sake of clarity, instead of working with A LI A, we will denote the second copy of A by dA, which are
supposed to represent some infinitesimal approximation to the "generators” in A. Hence M, will be an object of
Sseq 41144- So we fix once and for all a canonical identificationd : A — dA.

From now on we also only work with symmetric sequences over stable presentably symmetric monoidal cat-
egories (so V € CAlg(PrL’St)), although perhaps having a zero object is enough for our definitions.

2.5.1 Notation (Conventionon A, V,C). WefixasetA, V e CAlg(PrL’St), andC e CAlg(Pré’St). (Co)operads will
be A-colored and over V, and (co)algebras will be taken over C. Notice that we just added stability assumptions
to 2.3.9.

Let’s begin with some notation. Let C* denote the free addition of a zero object into C. Then we construct a

map of 1-categories

bij bij

Fin i 4 X(A1ldA) — (Fin,’ xXA)*
as follows:
2.5.2 Construction. Let Abe aset. LetD : Finzii[ dA X(ALIdA) - (Finzij XA)* be constructed as follows:

1. Objects of the form ({ay, ..., a,}, @) with all a; € A and a € A are sent to ({ay, ..., a,}, a).

2. Objects of the form ({ay, ... da; ..., a,}, da) where the domain has exactly one object da; € dA, and codomain
da e dA are sent to ({ay, ... q; ..., a,,}, @) (here one uses the inverse of the canonical identificationd : A —
dA).

3. All other objects are sent to 0, the zero object.

On morphisms, one sends the automorphisms to the obvious ones (either the same one in the first case, the
natural induced one using d in the second case, or the zero map in the third case).

Notice that as long as V has a zero object, we have

Fun"‘([FinZij XA)]*, V) ~ Sseq, .
Hence we can define M as follows:

2.5.3 Definition. Fixaset Aand V e CAlg(PrL’St). Let M : Sseq, — Sseq ;44 be defined by restriction along
D(2.5.2). Explicitly,

Sseq, — Fun*([FinE‘ij xA)J*, V) 23 SSeq 41144
where we’re using the definition of Sseq (2.1.3)

Next we check that this functor is symmetric monoidal by calculating it explicitly with formulas. Unfortu-
nately we weren’t able to find a natural argument using universal properties.

2.5.4Lemma. Fixaset AandV € CAlg(PrL’St). The functor M : Sseq, — Sseq ;1,4 is monoidal with respect to
the circle product (or o-monoidal).

Proof. Given two symmetric sequences, we need to show that My,y ~ My o My. This just amounts to a colimit
calculation: we use our colimit formula to evaluate My o My({ay, ..., a,}, a) as

P Mx@bi, ... b} @) ®s,, My{ay, ... ay}b) @ -+ @ My({ay, > > Ad, b))

11



Now notice that My ({by, ..., b,,}, @) is zero unless all the b; € A, in which case this evaluatesto X({by, ..., b}, @),
similar with all the My terms. Thus this evaluates to

@ X({by, ... b} a) ®s,, [Y({ay,...,a;1,b) ® - @ Y({ay,,,» - an}, b)) = XoY({ay, ..., an}, @).

But this agrees by definition with M x.y({a;, ..., a,}, @).

One can do a similar argument for when you evaluate My o My({ay, ... dq; ... a,,}, da), and it again agrees with
Mxoy({ay,...da; ... a,}, da). On all other inputs, both sides evalute to 0.

Now since our equivalences are identifications of colimits, they are natural and give us the desired equivalence
MXOY ~ MX o My. O

2.5.5 Remark. There are various other ways to see this result, but most of them seem to either use a colimit
identification or an identification of left Kan extension, both of which in essence is this calculation above.

2.5.6 Notation. Fixaset A, V e CAlg(Pr™*"), and C e CAlg(PrI;St). Then let S € Sseq,(V). Given a pair C € V
and M € V, we use So(C; M) to denote the second factor of Mg o(C, M). In other words,

Mg o(C,M) = (SoV,So(C; M)).
This notation follows the conventions of Loday and Vallette [LV12, Section 6.1.1].
Now we can talk about (co)modules for (co)operads:

2.5.7 Definition (Modules and comodules). FixasetA, V e CAlg(PrL’St), andC e CAlg(PrI;St) following 2.5.1.
Given P an A-operad over V. Let Mp := M(P) be the operad of modules over P. This is an operad by (2.5.4).
Further, let Modp(C) or Modp denote the category of algebras over Mp.
Similarly let Q be an A-cooperad over V. Then we let Comod,, := M(Q) be the cooperad of comodules over Q.
Again, this is a cooperad by (2.5.4). And let Comod(C) or Comod,, denote the category of coalgebras over M.

2.6 External direct sum

To aid in our analysis of module and comodule categories, we now define an external direct sum. Given two sets
A, B, we now construct a functor of external direct sum from Sseq , X Sseq; — Sseq ,;;5-

2.6.1 Construction (External direct sum). Given two sets A,B and V € CAlg_(_Pr'-), we have natural restriction

maps coming from the inclusions of A — A II B, inducing Finz1J XA — FinZILB X(A U B), and similar with B.
Thus we have the restriction functor

res @ Sseq,p — Sseq, X Sseqy
We can also left/right Kan extend along the inclusion

bij
A

bij

xA) LI (Finy’ xB) — Fin')

(Fin xX(A1B)

to get the same functor — @ — of extension by zero, or "external direct sum”
@ : Sseq, X Sseqz — Sseq iz -

This is both a left and right adjoint to the rectriction functor.

The left and right Kan extensions agree because V has an initial object, and because Fin
category with no morphisms between two different objects.

bij

1p 1S @ very simple

Now one can see the following:

2.6.2 Lemma. The functor @ as constructed (2.6.1) is strongly o-monoidal.

12



Proof. Suppose we're given S, S’ e Sseq, and T, T’ € Sseqy. Then for any a;, ..., a,, a € A, we have
(SoS") @ (ToT)({ay, ..., a,; a}) =~ SoS'({ay, ..., a,; a})
by calculating the extension by zero. Similarly, one gets the same answer by calculating
S@®T)o(S ®TH({ay, ..., an; a}) = SoS’({ay, ..., a,; a}).

The same situation happens with by, ..., b,, b € B. For any mixed term with a; € A and b; € B simultaneously,
both (SoS”) @ (ToT") and (S @ T)o(S’ @ T') just evaluate to zero. Since these equivalences are equivalences of
colimits, they are natural and give an equivalence

(SoS" @B (ToT) = (S® T)o(S' B T).

O
This also proves:
2.6.3 Corollary. The restriction functor res as constructed in (2.6.1) is both lax and colax o-monoidal.
Hence, we have the following adjunction for operads:
Op, X Opg ﬁ OP 4115 (2.6.4)
res
and the following for cooperads:
res
CoOp 4115 % CoOp, x CoOpy (2.6.5)

2.6.6 Remark. Note that coalgebras over Q @ Q' for cooperads Q € CoOp,, Q" € CoOpy, consist of a pair of a
Q-coalgebra and a Q’-coalgebra. Indeed we see that

Coang®Q, ~ Coang X Coang,,

and an analoguous statement is true for operads and algebras.

2.7 (Co)modules as a fibration

Recall the situation in commutative rings, where we have a bifibration M — Rings such that over each ring R,
the fiber is M. We now prove this result for our Mp and Comod,, defined over cooperads.
To do so, we’ll need the following lemma:

2.7.1 Lemma. Given functorst : C - Dandl : D — C such that l is fully faithful left adjoint to 7. Let C have
pushouts, and let  preserve pushouts. Then p is a coCartesian fibration.

Proof. We notice that to check that 7 is a coCartesian fibration, we must check that givenc € Cand f : 7c =
d — d’ in D, there exists f : ¢ — ¢’ in Clifting f such that given any ¢" € C with d” = 7¢”, the following square

c(, —*) C(c, )
b

D(d’,d") —— D(d,d")

is a pullback. The 2-cell showing commutativity here is from the functoriality of 7.

13



To do so, we first construct f as the following pullback

d —Ls a0

lec r l (2.7.2)

Cﬁc’

where ¢, is the counit on c (we’re using Id = Irc).
Then we first check that 7f ~ f by taking 7 of the diagram 2.7.2. Then we get the following pushout (as 7
preserves pushouts)

d%d’

b

xld =Ly g

0

mc —— 7c’
nf

where 7 is the unit. Note that the left composite .7, ~ 1, by the triangle identity (recall d = 7c). These units
are also equivalences since [ is fully faithful. Hence the outer square is also a pullback, and thus we have

d—' s

\L’?d \L’)d’ d L} d’

xld 2 pg = H H (27.3)
iﬂec ] J/ e ﬁ !

e ? mc!

where we’re using that the pushout of an identity is another identity. The 2-cell filling the square here is the
identity of f. Hence we've shown that 7f ~ f as required.

Next we show that the pullback condition is fulfilled. Suppose we’re given ¢” € C with d” = zc”’. Then by
definition of ¢’ as a pullback, we have the following diagram

c(, "y —— C(c, )
c(d', "y — c(d, ") (2.7.4)
D(d’,d") fH D(d,d").

Notice that the equivalences on the bottom square come from the adjunction. Since the bottom square has equiv-

alences as legs, the outer square is also a pullback.
Now the outer composite square composes exactly to

c(,c" —*) C(c,c)
I lr

D(d’,d") ——3 p(d,d")
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which is compatible with the 2-cells. This follows from the equation 2.7.3 and the functoriality of 7 on 2-cells.
We argue briefly as follows. The diagram 2.7.4 factors as follows:

c(, "y —— (e, ")

—
\L C(h,c') \L
L

cad', ¢y =L caa”, e

I s
p(xld’,d") =Ly prld, d")

Ji L

D(d,7d//) ﬁ D(d7 d//)

where the upper square comes from C(—, ¢’) applied to the 2-cell & in the definition of ¢’ as a pullback. One can
commute the middel 2-cell with C(k, ¢'”), using the functoriality of 7 to get

c(, "y —— (e, ")
b

D, d") —L p(d,d"

—
\L D(rh,d"") \l/
Vo4

D(zld’,d") F) D(zld,d")

L Ji

D(d',d") —— D(d.d").

Now the middle and bottom square then cancels because of 2.7.3. Thus we left with the upper 2-cell which is
given by functoriality of 7z, as required. O

Now we can define the map p : Comod, — Coang. Then we’ll use the above lemma to show it is a coCarte-
sian and cartesian fibration.

2.7.5 Construction (Fibration of comodules). Fixaset A, V € CAlg(PrL’St), andC e CAlg(Pr%St) following 2.5.1.
Suppose we're given a cooperad Q. We use the map of cooperads My — Q @ Triv which is given by the universal
property of Q @ Triv: note that res(M,) is exactly (Q, Triv) (see 2.6.1).

Hence we have a natural map M, — Q @ Triv, inducing a map of coalgebras (the left adjoint of 2.4.5)

Comod, — Coang x Fun(dA, C). (2.7.6)
We can project to Coang, thus getting the required map
p : Comod, — Coang.

Another perspective on this construction can be given as follows: let Sseq, act on Fun(A L dA,C) by S
(Mg o—). Then Fun(A LI dA, C) and Fun(A, C) are both categories with Sseq , action. Notice that 7r; : Fun(A 1l
dA,C) — Fun(A4, C), the functor only remembering the first A variables, is strongly Sseq ,-monoidal. In other
words, we have

a: m (Mg o—) ~ Som;—

which is natural in S and respects the composition product. Hence given a cooperad Q, we get an induced map
on coalgebras
p : Comod, — Coang

15



which lifts this map 7; over the forgetful functors. Notice also that 77; has both a left and right adjoint (—,0) :
Fun(A, C) — Fun(AldA, C). Since 7, is strongly Sseq ,-monoidal (so the lax/colax morphism are equivalences),
its right adjoint (—, 0) is lax and colax Sseq ,-monoidal 1.3.1. Hence, it lifts to a right adjoint

r: Coang — Comod,

over the forgetful functors.

2.7.7 Remark. Notice that by how p, r are defined in 2.7.5, we have clearly that p Cofry, 0 Cofrg my lifting the
natural strong Sseq ,-monoidality 7, ie the map 777 M o— — Qom;—.

By taking fibers of p, we can now discuss comodules over a coalgebra.

2.7.8 Definition. Fix a set A, V e CAlg(Pr™"), and C « CAlg(Prf?’St) following 2.5.1. Suppose we’re given a
cooperad Q along with a coalgebra C. Then we define Comodc to be the fiber of p : Comod, — Coang over C.
This is called the the category of comodules over C.

Next we show that p : Comod, — Coang is indeed a bifibration.

2.7.9 Lemma. FixasetA, V e CAlg(PrL’St), andC e CAlg(Pr%St) following 2.5.1. Suppose we’re given a cooperad
Q. Then the map p : Comodg — Coang as constructed in (2.7.5) is both a cartesian and coCartesian fibration.

Proof. We show this by verifying the conditions of (2.7.1). Thus we now show that p has a left and right adjoint,
both of which are intuitively equal to the map C — (C,0). The fact that the right adjoint exists is a formality
because both the projection and the map (2.7.6) have right adjoints. We use r to denote the right adjoint of p.
Notice that r can be calculated on cofree algebras using the following diagram:

U \ 3
Comod, : 1 CoangxFun(dA,C) : 1 } Coang

TI—\LUM 0 Tl—\l/UQeBTriv =0 T'_\l/UQ
™
Fun(A Il dA,C) «—— Fun(AlldA,C) 7 Fun(A4, C).

(=0

Here the vertical adjunctions are forgetful/cofree adjunctions, and the horizontal ones calculate the map p :
Comodg, — Coang. We note that Fun(A LI dA, C) ~ Fun(A, C) X Fun(dA, C), hence our notation for 7;.

Now notice that on a cofree algebra Cofr(V), r must take
Cofro(V) = CoerQ(V, 0) =~ (Cofry(V),0),

and so by taking cobar resolutions via the cofree functor, we see that a coalgebra C is taken to (C,0). So far
everything was a formal consequence of categorical definitions.

Next we want to show that r = (—,0) : Coalg, — Comod, is also a left adjoint to p : Comod, — Coalg,,.
For every D = (D, M), we need to show the following on homs:

:}(OmCOmon (rC,(D,M)) ~ -r}(omCOang(C’ p(D, M)). (2.7.10)

We then attempt to take cofree resolutions of (D, M). In order for this to work, we must show that p preserves
UMQ-split resolutions. This is pretty easy to show: let

DHDOleg...:;D”:;...

bea UMQ-split totalization of D = (D, M). For brevity, we’ll denote this totalization as

D ~ TotD".
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We want to check that

pD"

pD —— pD° j pD! E;

is a Ug-split totalization. To do so, let’s apply Ugp ~ 7, Upt, to Tot D*. Notice that

UpeyD — UpyD° == Uy, D! 3 w B UpD®

is a split totalization by definition. Hence after applying 77; of this, we also get a split totalization! Here we are
also using that 7; has both a left and right adjoint equal to (—, 0), hence preserves all limits. Hence

—
UqpD — UgpD® —= UypD! 3 w i UgpD" i ..

~
v V¥

is equivalent to

— —
mUp,D — n'lUMQDO j nlUMin 3 w8 mUp DY

which is a split totalization, as required! Hence p preserves UMQ-split totalization, and in particular M -cofree
resolutions.

So we can reduce to a cofree comodule D = (D, M) = CoerQ(V, W). Using the above as well as 2.7.7, we
can reduce to showing

HOMComod, (C, Cofrye (V, W) ~ }ComCOang(C, p Cofry,(V, W) = Cofro(V)). (2.7.11)
By using forgetful/cofree adjunctions, we can further reduce to
FHompyn(anda,c)(UC,0), (V, W) = Hompyna,cy(UC, V) (2.7.12)

which follows because (—,0) : Fun(A,C) — Fun(A L dA,C) is also left adjoint to 7r; : Fun(A LI dA,C) —
Fun(A4, C).
Lastly, we must check that 7 is fully faithful. To do so, we check that the counite : pr — ICOang is an

equivalence. Notice that by the construction of p and r and the fact that they both commute with the forgetful
functors (2.7.5), Ue is the counit of 77; < (—, 0). This is an equivalence since (—, 0) is a fully faithful biadjoint to
7;. Hence by conservativity of Ug, we see thate : pr — 1COang is also an equivalence, so r is fully faithful.

Finally we can conclude using 2.7.1 as well as its dual: p preserves pullbacks and pushouts as it has a left and
right adjoint r, which is itself fully faithful. Also Comod,, has pushouts and pullbacks. O

We can now construct the pushforward and pullback of comodules.

2.7.13 Definition. Fixaset A, V e CAlg(PrL’St), and C € CAlg(Prﬁ;St) following 2.5.1. Givenamap f : C - D

of coalgebras over a cooperad Q, our bifibration p guarentees an adjunction

i
Comod, : J_} Comodp
f*

which we call pushforward and pullback of comodules.

2.7.14 Example. Let C — k be the zero map from a Q-coalgbra to the zero coalgebra (thought of as co-augmented
here). Then we have the following forgetful, cofree adjunction:

[f
ézof rc

Given V € Fun(A4, C) and M e Fun(dA, C), notice that

Comod, Fun(dA, C).

Cofrootr(yy(M) =~ CoerQ(V, M)

as objects in Comod, where Cofrc,fy)(M) is in the fiber Comode.
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2.7.15 Notation. We sometimes denote the induced comonad on Fun(dA,C) by M — Qo(C; M) in line with
[LV12, Section 6.1.1]. We also sometimes conflate the cofree object Cofro (M) with its underlying object Qo(C; M).

2.7.16 Remark. Everything in this section has an analog with modules over algebras, perhaps with small varia-
tion.

2.8 Stability of comodules

Our strategy is as follows: we first construct the forgetful-cofree adjunction for comodules over C. Then we prove
that it is comonadic and preserves limits over C. Thus we have Comod, gotten from an excisive comonad over C,
so it must also be stable when C is.

First we construct the forgetful-cofree adjunction for comodules over C.

2.8.1 Construction (Forgetful-cofree adjunction of comodules). Fixaset A,V e CAlg(PrL’St), andC e CAlg(Prf;St)
following 2.5.1. Suppose we're given a cooperad Q and a Q-coalgebra C. We construct an adjunction

Uc

} C

L

Comod,
ézofrc

that fiberwise recovers the adjunction:

u \
Comod, |, L ’ Coalg, xC.
\ R
x %
Coang

To do so we check that this is a relative adjunction [Lurl7, Chapter 7.3.2]. We can do this by checking that
me: UR— 1Coang xC

is an equivalence.

Notice that the counit is UR — 1. Taking 7;, we get a map pR — m;. Notice that 7; and p preseve lim-
its, hence it is enough to prove that 7;(UR — 1) is an equivalence on Q @ Triv-cofree objects by using cofree
resolutions.

So we reduce to checking that

1€ CofTogTriv

is an equivalence. We can check this after taking Uy, since Uy, is conservative. Hence we check
UQ7T1€ COer@Triv >~ 7T UQGBTriVE COer@TriV

is an equivalence. This map however is equivalent to the first projection of the map induced by the cooperad
morphism Mg — Q@ Triv:
7T1(MQ o——->0Q6& Triv 0—)

which is an equivalence on the first factor by construction! Hence this is a relative adjunction.
Thus being a relative adjunction, it gives us adjunctions on each fiber:

Uc
1 7 C
ésofrc

which is exactly the forgetful-cofree adjunction for comodules.

Comod,

Next we move to show that U is comonadic and preserves finite limits. First we need a short lemma:
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2.8.2Lemma. Let K be a weakly contractible diagram, and let f : D — C be a morphism of categories that preserves
K-limits, and let ¢ € C be an object. Then fiber map D, — D creates K -limits.

Proof. Let’sbe given a diagram p : K — D,. Then we can take the composition p’ : K — D, and suppose that we
have alimit L to p’ : K — D. Notice that since f preserves K-limits, fL must be sent to the limitof fp’ : K — C,
which is just ¢ since fp’ is the constant diagram at ¢! Here we use the weak contractibility of K to deduce that
the limit is just c again.

Hence we note that fL ~ c. So L lifts to an object in D, and is clearly the totalization of p in D,. O

2.8.3 Proposition (Comonadicityof Uc). The forgetful functor U- Comod — C constructed in 2.8.1 is comonadic.

Proof. We know that U is comonadic. This gives that U is conservative. We now need to show that it also pre-
serves Uc-split totalizations, and we do so by first showing that Comod — Comod,, preserves such totalizations.

Notice that p preserves all limits and colimits. Hence by lemma 2.8.2 we know that the map Comod: —
Comod,, preserves and creates totalizations. The same is true for the map C — Coang XC by including at the
coalgebra C.

Now given a Uc-split totalization X*°, we notice that U-X" is split. Hence including this into Coang XC,
it’s still a split totalization. Now including X" into Comod,, we notice that UX" is split by above, as its just
the inclusion of Uc-X". Hence U preserves this totalization, and thus so does U, because the inclusions create
totalizations. O

Lastly we check that U, preserves limits.
2.8.4 Proposition. The functor Uc : Comod. — C constructed in 2.8.1 preserves limits.

Proof. We notice the following. Given a limit diagram K — Comod., we can represent each comodule object
(C, V) in this diagram for k € K by the underlying cosimplicial object

(C. Vi) —> Mg o(C, Vi) == M o(C,Vy) 3 w L MBo(C V)

in Fun(A LI dA,C).
Notice that Mg o(C, V) preserves limits in V, as its linear in V. Hence we can take the pointwise limit in
Fun(A L1 dA, C) and get

(C.limg Vi) —> Mg o(C, limg Vi) == M o(C, limg Vi) 3 . MG(Climg Vi)

which gives (C,lim; V) a natural C-comodule structure! Hence it lifts naturally to Comod,. With its induced
C-comodule structure, (C,limy V) must clearly be the limit of the diagram K — Comod,. Next we see that
Uc(C,limy V) = limy V) while Uc(C, V) = V. in C. One can see this by usinghow U : Comod, — Coang xC
is computed, then taking the fiber at C Coang.

So we see that U sends this limit (C, lim; V) to the limit lim, V. in C! Hence we see that U preserves
limits. (|

So finally we have:
2.8.5 Theorem. Comod. as constructed in 2.8.1 is a stable category.

Proof. We know that Comod is comonadic over C via the forgetful-cofree adjunction, and that the comonad,
which we’ll denote by M, preserves limits by our propositions above. Hence the coalgebras of M will be a
stable category of C is stable, which means that Comod( is stable. O
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3 Comodules and tangent complex

The cotangent complex is a very well known construction. Historically it arose as an analog to sections of the
tangent space to a manifold, just as rings are functions on a manifold. Hence, one can define for a given ring map
A — B, the set of Kahler differentials on B over A, denoted as Qllg e with the following universal property:

JL(omB(Q}l3 / > M) = Dery (B, M).

In other words, mapping from Qllg /A to another B-module M is the same as giving an A-linear derivation B — M.

This can be rephrased by using the following construction on (B, M): we can make a new ring B @ M whose
multiplication is square-zero on M. Then an A-linear derivation B — M is equivalent to an A-algebra morphism
fromB - B® M.

Then this construction was given a homotopical flavor by using derived algebraic geometry, forming the cotan-
gent complex. Historically this developed from the work of André, Quillen, and Illusie [And74; Qui70; I1172]. This
approach was enveloped into higher algebra using higher categorical techniques by Lurie [Lurl7, Section 7.3].

Here we discuss a dual version of the cotangent complex for coalgebras instead, which we call the tangent
complex. First, given a Q-coalgebra C along with a C-comodule M, we construct a new Q-coalgebra C @ M. This
coalgebra has square zero comultiplication on M, analogous to the square-zero construction of B @ M for rings.
Then we can define the tangent complex as the right adjoint to this (C, M) = C @ M functor.

Next we move on to use the tangent complex functor and its adjoint to prove a key result: that comodules are
the costabilization of coalgebras. This is again analogous to the algebraic result that modules are the stabilization
of algebras, for example see [Fral3].

3.1 Construction of tangent complex

3.1.1 Construction (Tangent, square-zero adjunction). Fixaset A, V € CAlg(PrL’St), and C e CAlg(Prﬁ;St) fol-
lowing 2.5.1. Let Q be a cooperad over V. We construct an adjunction between Coang and Comod,, fitting into
the following diagram:

5%
Comodg L ;Coang

T
U\LﬂTCoerQ U\l/—(]\COer
N
Fun(A1IdA,C) : 1 7 Fun(A,C)

A

where @ : Fun(A4 11 dA,C) — Fun(A4,C) sends F to a = F(a) @ F(da), and A : Fun(A,C) —» Fun(A LI dA,C)
extends F to dA via da — F(a).

We first construct the left adjoint @ : Comod, — Coalg,. For this it’s enough to show that @ : Fun(A II
dA,C) — Fun(A, C)is a Sseq ,-colax map 1.3.1 from the action of Sseq , (here Sseq , acts on Fun(AlldA, C) using
M : Sseq, — Sseq 1 4)-

Hence given S € Sseq,, we want natural maps 7 fitting into

Fun(AT1dA,C) 25°5 Fun(A11dA,C)

lﬂa % lﬂa

Fun(4,C) —°= % Fun(A4,C)

and commuting with the o action.

However this is easy to see because given S e Sseq, and (Cy, Mgq)qea in Fun(A I dA, C), we just take
75(Cyq, My,) + ®(Mg o(C;, M;)) — So(C, & My,) to be the the direct summand inclusion consisting of the trees
with at most one leaf using an M,, which is exactly how M is defined. In more detail, note that So(C, & My,)
consists of terms

P sdar...an} @) ®s, [(Cay & Mya,) ® -+ ® (Cqp, & Myq,)],
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which after distributing the direct sums, consists of terms with S({ay, ..., a,,}, a) tensored with strings of Cq, and
Mdaj. Then note that &(Mg o(C;, M;)) consists of direct sums of the same strings except that one can only allow
at most one Myq, . The colax naturality is clear from our definitions as direct sum inclusions.

Hence we have an induced map on coalgebras:

Comody —2% Fun(A11dA,C)

I Js

Coang % Fun(4, C),

Now clearly @ preserves colimits (for example it follows since U creates colimits, and on underlying categories
@ preserves colimits). Hence it has a right adjoint, and the right adjoint commutes because the left adjoints do.
Hence we have our full diagram
52
T
Comodg , L Coalg,

T
U\LﬂTCoerQ U\l/—(]\COer
N
Fun(A1IdA,C) : 1 7 Fun(A4,C)

A

3.1.2 Remark. Notice that intuitively, the left adjoint @ : Comod, — Coang sends (C, M) to the square zero
coalgebra C @ M where M has comultiplication zero.

A fact that we’ll use in showing that comodules are the costabilization of coalgebras is the following:

3.1.3 Construction. The left adjoint @ : Comod, — Coalg, constructed in 3.1.1 is augmented by the fibration
p : Comod, — Coang as constructed in 2.7.5 which lies over the inclusion and quotient augmentation of @ by
7, as functors Fun(ALIdA, C) — Fun(A, C). In other words, we have the following diagram in functor categories

.
e

p

1

@

p

p

This just records the fact that the square zero coalgebra C @ M fits into the diagram

N

1c CoeM

e

Proof. Thisisan easy consequence of definitions. The fibration p is defined via a strong Sseq, -monoidal structure
onm; : Fun(A I dA,C) — Fun(A,C). The map @ is defined via a colax Sseq ,-monoidal structure on the
undecorated @ : Fun(A L1 dA,C) — Fun(A4,C) 1.3.1.

Notice that this reduced @ : Fun(A LI dA,C) — Fun(A4, C) is naturally augmented by 7;: there’s a natural
inclusion transformation 7; — @ whose components are ic : C — C @ M. There’s also a natural quotient
transformation @ — 7; whose componentsareqc : C® M — C.

c

c
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One can easily check that these two natural transformations commute with the colax Sseq ,-monoidal struc-
tures 1.3.1. For example, given C,M € C and S € Sseq 40 the natural inclusion satisfies

SoC S SoC

Isoc=Cr;

SoC @ So(C; M) C—p) So(C® M),

where c_ stands for the structure morphism for colaxness of either 7; or p. The square commutes because both
legs compute the natural inclusion of SoC into So(C @ M). The higher coherences for the colax morphisms
are also such natural inclusions. Similarly, the quotient satisfies a dual diagram, and clearly commutes with the
colaxness morphisms.

Hence the natural inclusion transformation and natural quotient transformation lift uniquely to natural trans-
formations p - @ and @ — p, which compose to the identity, as required. O

3.1.4 Remark. Now we notice that for each coalgebra C, the above result shows that the @ functor can be thought
c/-/C
Q

Back to tangent complexes. Once we’ve defined tangent complexes, we can also discuss derivations.

of as giving a morphism Comod- — Coalg . In other words, codomain is C-coaugmented Q-coalgebras.

3.1.5 Definition. Fixaset A, V e CAlg(Pr’™), and C e CAlg(Pr%St) following 2.5.1. Let Q be a cooperad over
V. Given a comodule M € Comod, and a morphism f : C — D, a C-derivation from M to D is the structure of a
diagram

CoOM —=3 D
\fT
C

in Coang, where the morphism C — C @ M is the natural inclusion.

Notice that this data is equivalent to a morphism &’ : (C,M) — (D, Tp) in Comody, lying over f : C — D.
When the context is clear, we sometimes denote such a derivation by just £ : M — D in Fun(A4, C). Here M is
thought of as a subobject of C @ M in Fun(A4, C).

3.1.6 Definition. We note that the counit of the adjunction @ - T is a morphism
C @ Tc d C
in Coang. We call this the universal derivation € : To — C.

3.1.7 Example (Tangent complex of a cofree coalgebra). Given C := Cofr(V) a cofree coalgebra. Then the
tangent complex Tcof,(1y can be calculated by as follows. Notice that we have the diagram

®
Comod, L ; Coalg,

T
UJ/%TCofr U\L—q\COfr
N
Fun(A1ldA,C) : 1 7 Fun(A4,C)

A

which lets us compute Tcofr() by instead using CoerQ (A(V)). Here A is the diagonal functor, the right adjoint
to @. Calculating we see that the result is Qo(V; V), or CoerQ w, .

3.1.8 Definition (Relative tangent complex). Givenamap f : C — C’ of Q-coalgebras, we can define the relative
tangent complex Ty (or T¢ ¢ if the map is clear from context) as the fiber of

Tf _)TC d Tcr

in Comod,,. This is equivalent to the fiber of T¢ — f*T¢s in Comodc.
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3.1.9 Example (Relative tangent complex of cofree coalgebras). Given f : V' — W, we calculate Tcof; 5
By the previous example 3.1.7, we see that the relative tangent must be

Fib(Qo(V; V) — (Cofr f)*Qo(W; W)).

Notice that (Cofr f)*Qo(W; W) is equivalent to Qo(V; W). Now since the Qo(V; —) construction is linear, we can
easily calculate this as

Qo(V; Fib(f).
3.1.10 Remark. In the situation of 3.1.4, we notice that the right adjoint to

c/-/C

@ : Comod, — Coang

is given by the relative tangent complex T_ ;- which is indeed a C-comodule.

3.2 Forgetful-cofree adjunction between coalgebras and comodules

In this section we construct the category of augmented coalgebras. Intuitively, it consists of a pair of coalgebras

C,D where D is a C-augmented coalgebra. Hence the fibers of this category will be Coalgg/ -/c

very important for comodules as we shall see that Comod,, is exactly the costabilization of Coalgg/ -
We move on to construct an augmented forgetful functor

. This category is

aug |
c .

c/-/c

U Q

Coalg — Comodc .

Intuitively, if we had a natural symmetric monoidal product on Comod., we should have

c/-/c

Coang

o~ Coalggu(Comodc),

where nu stands for nonunital coalgebras, hence one removes the 0-ary operations in Q. Then the forgetful

functor would just be the forgetful functor of a Q-coalgebra structure. However since we don’t have an easy

symmetric monoidal structure to use on Comod., we must construct the forgetful functor directly by hand.
Now in order to define augmented coalgebras, we first define augmented objects in an arbitrary category.

3.2.1 Notation. We will use AZ to denote the 2-simplex A? with a degenrate arrow [0, 2]. In other words, it
represents the diagram

1

N

0o — % 2.

This diagram is exactly the walking augmented object: hence an augmented object c - d — c in C is exactly the
same as amap A2 — C.

3.2.2 Construction (Augmentation map). Define map aug : cA% L cxC sending the triangle

14

w

1y

N
5

to the pair (V, cofib(f)) ~ (V, Fib(g)). We can use aug pointwise to get aug : Fun(A, C)AZ: — Fun(A L1 dA,C),
where A is a set.

14
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Now we prove a simple lemma that says the data of an augmented object c — d — c in a stable category C is
the same as the pair of augmenting object ¢ and the cofiber of ¢ — d (or equivalently the fiber of d — c¢).

3.2.3 Lemma. Let C be a stable category. Then the map aug : cA 5 CcxCisan equivalence. Thus, so is the
pointwise version aug : Fun(A, C)Ai — Fun(A L1 dA, C) where A is a set.

Proof. Notice that augmented triangles
|4

in C give natural splittings of W as the direct sum V @ cofib(f). Hence we have a natural inverse functor for aug
sending a pair (V, M) to the triangle

O

Now we can construct the augmented forgetful functor from C-augmented Q-coalgebras to C-comodules.
First we start with the global version on global comodules.

3.2.4 Construction (Augmented forgetful functor). Fixaset A, V e CAlg(PrL’St), andC e CAlg(Prﬁ;St) following

2
2.5.1. Let Q be a cooperad over V. We construct a functor Coalgé= — Comod,, that lifts the following adjunction:

Coalgg2= —————— » Comodg

U\l/—{TCoer UMQ\L_|TCoerQ

Fun(4,C)** —3 Fun(A 11 dA, C).

aug

To do so we once again check that the undecorated aug : Fun(A, C)AZ: — Fun(A L1 dA,C) is Sseq ,-colax
monoidal 1.3.1. Notice however that if we write a triangle

v

as

1y VM

=
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using the natural splitting, then there is a a natural morphism from

I, v+ COfib(V™ = (V @ M)") — @ ViQMQ VP,
a+b+1=n

which only remembers the terms that are linear in M. If you apply S(n) ®;, — to these morphisms, then you get
the colax morphism

aug(So(V -V @M — V)) :=(SoV,cofib(SoV — So(V @ M)) — (SoV,So(V; M) := Mg o(V,M).

n

They respect the Sseq ,-action clearly since the o action doesn’t disturb the maps l(V M)

Next we'd like to show U?"¢ has a right adjoint, and that this pair is a relative adjunction over Coang.

2
3.2.5 Proposition. The functor U"¢ : Coalgg= — Comodg 3.2.4 has a right adjoint which we call Cofr*"®. Let

2
q: Coalgg: - Coang be the funcotr that only remembers the coalgebra at 0 € A2, ie the augmenting Q-coalgebra.
Then this adjoint pair is comonadic, and furthermore is a relative adjunction over the Coang:

yaug

Az >
Coalg = , 1 ” Comod,
© \ Cofr®"e
x %
Coang,

where p is constructed in 2.7.5.

Proof. Firstwe start by showing that the right adjoint exists. It’s enough then to show that U2"8 preserves colimits
as our categories are presentable.
Notice that in

Coalggi —————— » Comodg

U\l/—rl\Coer UMQ\L_|TCoerQ

Fun(4,C)*2 ——3% Fun(ALldA,C),

aug

the functor U and U, both create colimits, ie preserve colimits and are conservative. Hence since Uy, o Uae ~
aug U, and using the fact that aug is an equivalence, we see that U?"8 also preserves colimits, and further is in
fact comonadic (as U and Unty-

Next we check that this adjunction is relative over Coang. To do so, we look at the counit

€aug © U8 Cofr"™® — Lcomod,
that p sends it to an equivalence. To do so, note in the map pU?"8 = q. This is because pU?"8 lie over
Fun(4, C)*% - Fun(A 11 dA,C) — Fun(A, C)

which exactly only remembers the augmenting object, ie sendsV - W — V to V.
Since q preserves all limits and colimits. So, when checking if

Péayg © PUE Cofr’"® = q Cofr™® — p

is an equivalence, we can check after taking cofree resolutions of comodules. Further we can also apply U, to
this map as it is a conservative functor.
Hence, it’s enough to check whether

Ugpe CoerQ : UgpU?te Cofr""® CofrMq — Ugp Cofr Mg
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is an equivalence. This reduces to
m1(aug(Qo(V = V@M — V)) - Mg o(V,M))

which is 7r; applied to the colax map for aug. However, its projection 7r; on the first factor (or on the coaugmenting
Q-coalgebra) is an equivalence! It is just the identity on QoV. Hence we have a relative adjunction, as required.
O

Now we have the augmented cofree adjunction:

3.2.6 Corollary. FixasetA, V e CAlg(PrL’St), and C € CAlg(PrI;St) following 2.5.1. Let Q be a cooperad over V.
Then we have for every Q-coalgebra C, an adjunction

aug

UC
Coalgg/ /€ Comod¢
Cofr®

C
restricting the one from 3.2.4. Further this adjunction is comonadic.
Proof. Since we know that U28 - Cofr*"® is a relative adjunction over Coalg,,, this follows from easily taking

fibers at the coalgebra C € Coang. The comonadicity follows from 2.8.2: we know that q : Coalgéi - Coang
preserves all limits. So does p : Comod, — Coang.

c/-/C
Q
U?Y8 creates U?"8-split totalizations (as it’s comonadic), we see that Uzug must also preserve Ugug-split totaliza-
tions! It’s also conservative as U?"¢ is. Hence we’re done, by the comonadicity theorem. O

2
Hence the fiber inclusions Coalg - Coalgg: and Comod: — Comod,, preserve totalizations. Since

3.3 Comodules and costability

We now move to prove a central result about Q-cooperadic C-comodules for a Q-coalgebra C. Namely, we show
that they are the costabilization of C-coaugmented Q-coalgebras. This is dual to the classical well known result
that P-operadic A-modules are the stabilization of A-augmented P-algebras, for example see [Fral3].

First we start with a calculation of pushouts of coalgebras, analogous to the fact that loops of algebras are
trivial, for example see [CG21, Example 2.4].
c/-/C
Q
Proof. To show this, we first notice that it’s enough to show this equivalence after forgetting the C-augmentation
to Coalg,,, as the forgetful functor creates pushouts.

Now we analyze these Q-coalgebras as augmented cosimplicial objects. To do so, we denote coalgebras B by

3.3.1 Proposition. Given a cooperad Q Let D e Coalg .ThenX D ~C & (UzugD)[l].

B—>Q'B

(here we're identifying B with its underlying C-object).
Since D is C-augmented, its underlying object naturally splits as C @ M. Then we can take the augmented
cosimplicial pushout of C < D — C, we we get a cosimplicial object

Cc @ M[1] - @ Qn) ®s, (C" @ Lin(M, n)[1] & Mult(M, n)[1]),

where here Lin(M, n) denotes direct sum of the terms that have n factors of C, M but only a single M. On the
other hand, Mult(M, n) denotes the direct sum of the terms n-factors of C, M with at least two factors of M. These
are from the calculation of the pushout of C" « D" — C”". We will denote this augmented cosimplicial object as
0D.
c
Notice that if we look at the augmented cosimplicial object of Z-D, we get

SeD = QoxcD = (P Q(n) ®, (C" @ Lin(M, n)[1] & @) Mult(M, n, b)[b])

b=2
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where here Mult(M, n, b) is are the factors in (C @ M)" with exactly b terms of M.
Notice that the natural comparison map from

20D — ZcD
is given as follows: on the constant terms and linear terms
C" @ Lin(M, n)[1]
it is an equivalence. On the higher degree terms in M, we have the natural 0 map from suspension
Mult(M, n, b)[1] = Mult(M, n, b)[b].

Notice that if we quotient by the Mult(M, n)[1] terms in ZgD, we get exactly the cosimplicial object correspond-
ingto C @ (UgugD[l]). Indeed this quotient map exactly corresponds to the suspension of the colax morphism
c/-/C

of 3.2.4! We’re implicitly using also the fact that C @ — : Comody — Coang

one can see directly on the augmented cosimplicial objects.
And so the natural map

preserves suspensions, which

22D — EcD

factors through this quotient
20D > C® (UL ®D[1]) > ZcD.

However, clearly after taking the forgetful functor Ugug, we see the morphism C@(UgugD[l]) — XD getssent
to the identity of XD ~ C @ M[1]. Hence since the forgetful functor is conservative, we see that the comparison
map

C® (UpD[1]) —» =D

is an equivalence, as desired. (|

Now we’re ready to prove the theorem:

3.3.2 Theorem. FixasetA, V € CAlg(PrL’St), andC e CAlg(Pré’St) following 2.5.1. Let Q be a cooperad and C be
a Q-coalgebra. Then the functor

@ : Comody — Coalgg/ -/e
defined in 3.1.4 exhibits Comod as the costabilization of Coalgg/ /e
Proof. We prove it as follows: the colimit-preserving functor
@ : Comod, — Coalgg/ -/c
e c/-/C.
factors through the costabilization of Coang :
Comod¢ ® > Coalgg/ ~/c
Ty Teo
CoSt Coalgg/ -/c

using the universal property of costabilization. Then there is a composite functor

yue
B : CoSt Coalgg/ -/ 2%“’ Coalgg/ /e —<% Comod¢

which is excisive as both functors preserve colimits. We show that @ and 8 are inverse functors.
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First let’s notice that the composite UgugEB is the identity of Comod., which one can calculate on the under-

lying undecorated categories (ie on Fun(A LI dA, C) and Fun(A, C)Ai ).
Then notice that Ugugea ~ /3@, by the following diagram:

® 5 Coalgc/ -/c ——% Comod¢

Q yaug

CoSt Coalgg/_/c.

Comod,

Hence we've shown that 8& ~ 1comod o
Next we check the other composition. To do so, notice that it is enough to check that the following diagram
commutes

CosSt Coalgg/ /e
J/ZOO K
Coalgc/_/c c/-/c

0 W Comod T Coang

using the universal property of the costabilization. To show this, we use the proposition 3.3.1.
Given an object of CoSt(Coalgg/ /e

TcB"t! ~ B". Then notice that X, sends this sequence B* to B°.
Now we can calculate that since B® ~ £-B', we now that B® ~ C @ UzugBO, but this is exactly what we needed
to show! In other words, we’ve shown that

) which we can think of as a sequence of Q-coalgebras B* such that

B = CO U S B,

so we're done. O
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