arXiv:2402.03649v1 [math.AT] 6 Feb 2024

GROUP COMPLETIONS AND THE HOMOTOPICAL MONADICITY THEOREM

HANA JIA KONG, J. PETER MAY, AND FOLING ZOU

Abstract. We abstract and generalize homotopical monadicity statements, placing in a single conceptual framework a range of old and recent recognition and characterization principles in iterated loop space theory in classical, equivariant, and multiplicative frameworks. Some of the examples are new and some are old, but all are illuminated by the coherent framework, which we feel certain will encompass examples not yet thought of.

The work is currently divided into three independently readable papers. This first paper is itself divided into three parts. In the first, we give the general abstract theory and treat the classical examples with structured spaces or G-spaces as input. In the second, we develop a general context of composite adjunctions that feeds into the first. It specializes, quite differently, to give infinite loop space machines that take either orbital presheaves or categories of operators as input. In the brief third part, we show how the multiplicative theory fits directly into the frameworks of the first and second parts.

The second paper will focus on new constructions and applications when the starting category is that of orbital presheaves. The third will feed in new multiplicative constructions of the second author. Both papers fit into the general context established here, but the new constructions are of considerable independent interest.

Contents

Introduction 3 0.1. Introduction to Part 1, the classical theory 3 0.2. Introduction to Part 2, composite adjunctions 5 0.3. Introduction to Part 3, the multiplicative theory 6 0.4. Remarks on recent related papers 7

Part 1. The classical theory 7 1. The categorical context 7 1.1. Assumption A: an adjunction (Σ, Ω) and a related monad C 7 1.2. The map of monads α : C −→ Γ = ΩΣ and its adjoint β 9 1.3. Monadic coequalizers and the adjunction (Σ_C , Ω_C ) 10 1.4. The Beck monadicity theorem 13 2. The homotopical context 15 2.1. Assumptions B and C: weak equivalences and Ω-connectivity 15 2.2. Assumption D: group completions 16 2.3. Assumption E: the approximation theorem 18 2.4. Assumption F: Simplicial preliminaries 18 3. Proofs and variant versions of Theorems 0.1 and 0.2 20

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 55P42, 55P43, 55P91; Secondary 18A25, 18E30, 55P48, 55U35. 1

3.1. The original version of the recognition principle 20 3.2. A more conceptual version of the recognition principle 22 3.3. The homotopical monadicity theorem 23 3.4. A fully conceptual reinterpretation of Theorems 0.1 and 0.2 24 3.5. A model theoretic reinterpretation 27 4. Monads associated to operads in iterated loop space theory 27 4.1. Delooping based spaces 28 4.2. Moore loop spaces and 1-fold loop spaces 32 4.3. Delooping based G-spaces for finite groups G 37 4.4. Moore loop G-spaces and 1-fold loop G-spaces 39 4.5. Spectra and the adjunction (Σ^∞, Ω^∞) 40 4.6. From G-spaces to genuine G-spectra for finite groups G 43

Part 2. Composite adjunctions 44 5. The general theory of composite adjunctions 44 5.1. The categorical context and Assumptions A, B, and C 44 5.2. Relations between monads C in T and D in V 46 5.3. Special and strictly special objects of V 47 5.4. Assumptions D, E, and F in the composite adjunction context 49 5.5. The composite adjunction machine 52 5.6. From a topological machine to a simplicial machine 54 6. The specialization to categories of operators 55 6.1. The cast of characters 55 6.2. Categories of operators D and D_G 57 6.3. Operads C and G-operads C_G 58 6.4. The associated monads D and D_G 61 6.5. The associated monads C and C_G 63 6.6. Categories of operators in the composite adjunction context 65 7. The specialization to categories of orbital presheaves 69 7.1. The orbital presheaf context and a comparison of contexts 69 7.2. Model categories and cellular orbital presheaves 70 7.3. Orbital presheaves in the composite adjunction context 72

Part 3. The multiplicative theory 73 8. The classical multiplicative theory 73 8.1. Monad pairs 73 8.2. Operad pairs 74 8.3. Operad pairs in the category of G-spaces 75 8.4. Review of twisted half-smash products and L -spectra 76 8.5. The multiplicative context of G-spaces and G-spectra 78 8.6. Assumptions B through F and the ring completion theorem 79 9. Composite adjunctions and the multiplicative theory 80 9.1. Multiplicative structure in the composite adjunction context 80 9.2. Monad pairs in the categories of operators context 82 9.3. Monad pairs in the orbital presheaves context 84 9.4. Composites of composite adjunctions 85 References 86

Introduction

We give a conceptual reinterpretation of work that started with the introduction of operads in what the senior author called “The geometry of iterated loop spaces” [May72]. The word “geometry” was meant to convey that the structures involved really were geometric at heart. They implicitly reduced the homotopical study of iterated loop spaces to the study of configuration spaces. The same idea works equivariantly [GM17, MMO] and multiplicatively [May82, May09b], but the equivariant multiplicative theory here is not in the earlier literature.^1

0.1. Introduction to Part 1, the classical theory. We start with a general conceptual reinterpretation of material in [May09b]. That focused on direct comparison with the proof of the Beck monadicity theorem. Here we axiomatize a general homotopical variant of that classical categorical context. The axiomatization simplifies things by focusing attention on exactly what is needed. It is hoped and expected that it will serve as a guide to future applications. We emphasize that the theory here primarily focuses throughout on monads, not necessarily those coming from operads.

In brief, adjoint pairs of functors (Σ, Ω) are ubiquitous in mathematics, and so are monads. The right adjoint Ω: S −→ T always carries extra structure that is encoded by its taking values in the category Γ[T ] of algebras over the adjunction monad Γ = ΩΣ. The Beck monadicity theorem explains categorically when the resulting functor Ω_Γ : S −→ Γ[T ] is an equivalence of categories. We are concerned with the deeper situation when Ω_Γ is not an equivalence. In homotopical contexts, Ω very often takes values in the category C [T ] of C -algebras for some other monad C . Moreover, this structure often encodes calculational information that is invisible in the original adjunction and its monad.

Writing Ω_C : S −→ C [T ] for the resulting more structured version of Ω, we find that Ω_C has a left adjoint Σ_C : C [T ] −→ S which we think of as a monadically coequalized variant of Σ. When applied to a free C -algebra C X, the coequalizer simplifies to give an isomorphism Σ_C C X ∼= ΣX, and the unit of the adjunction restricts on free C -algebras to give a map of monads from C to the adjunction monad Γ; see Theorem 1.15 and Remark 1.28. Approximating general C -algebras Y by well-behaved approximations Y , one finds a recognition principle of the following general form.

Theorem 0.1. There is a functor Bar: C [T ] −→ C [T ], written Y → Y , and a natural equivalence ζ : Y −→ Y such that the unit η_C : Y −→ Ω_C Σ_C Y is a group completion and is therefore an equivalence if Y is grouplike.

In turn, this leads to a characterization principle of the following general form. It is a homotopical analog of the categorical Beck monadicity theorem.

Theorem 0.2. (Σ_C , Ω_C ) induces an adjoint equivalence from the homotopy category of grouplike C -algebras in T to the category of Ω-connective objects of S .

1Equivariant multiplicative theory based on the Segal machine is given in [GMMO19,

GMMO23], but it is not general enough for the applications we have in mind and is designed to shoot through the space level, going as directly as possible from categorical input to spectrum level output.

The terms group completion, grouplike, and Ω-connective have axiomatized meanings and can specialize to have different meanings in different contexts. In particular, we shall have two very different ideas of grouplike objects and group completions. The first is characterized axiomatically (Definitions 2.5 and 2.7) but the examples are concrete and homological or homotopical (for example Definitions 4.1 and 4.7); that idea is the one that leads both to our proofs and to myriads of explicit calculations. The other is formal and conceptual (Definition 3.22) and is characterized by a universal property on passage to homotopy categories (Theorem 3.29), but it is not at all geared towards calculations. We shall find an equivalence between them under appropriate assumptions (Theorem 3.24).

We emphasize that despite its obvious specialization in topology, (Σ, Ω) can be any suitable adjoint pair in our general axiomatic context. Here Y might come as a cofibrant approximation of Y , but we focus on the highly structured choice given by the monadic bar construction Y = B(C , C , Y ); it is usually itself an example of a cofibrant approximation (see Section 3.5), but that is not our emphasis.

For convenience in discussing applications and with potential new applications in mind, we begin with standing “Assumptions” that together will lead to results of the form given in Theorems 0.1 and 0.2. In Section 1 we establish our categorical context, explaining a general adjunction (Σ_C , Ω_C ) that will have many specializations. While Σ_C was previously defined in passing, its centrality to our theory is a new perspective.

In Section 1.4, we review the categorical Beck monadicity theorem for the sake of comparison and motivation, emphasizing the role of the specialization of (Σ_C , Ω_C ) to (Σ_Γ, Ω_Γ). That perspective seems to be only implicit in the categorical literature about this 1960’s result.

In Section 2, we explain our homotopical assumptions, giving remarks as we go about how they are verified in special cases. The most substantial is Assumption E, the approximation theorem, which requires an always present natural map of monads CX −→ ΓX to give a group completion for all X. In Section 3, we explain how these assumptions fit together to prove various versions of Theorems 0.1 and 0.2.

The original topological examples are developed in Section 4. They use monads associated to operads of topological spaces, with T being the category of based spaces and S being either a category of based spaces or a category of spectra, and similarly equivariantly.

Nonequivariantly, we specialize to n-fold loop spaces in Section 4.1, summarizing our specializations of Theorems 0.1 and 0.2 in Theorem 4.12. We find that every (n − 1)-connected or, synonymously, “n-connective”, space is equivalent to the coequalized n-fold suspension of an E_n-space. The emphasis is on a new perspective on the group completion of E_n spaces to n-fold loop spaces. When n ≥ 2, two different classical notions (Definitions 4.1, 4.7) of group completion are shown to be equivalent to each other and to the formal conceptual notion of Definition 3.22.

In the case n = 1 only one of the classical notions, that of Definition 4.7, applies. In this case, the approximation theorem is given a conceptual proof in Section 4.2, which is largely a new perspective on material in [Fie84]. Here the focus shifts to a comparison of two monads in T with two analogous monads in the category V that is the natural home of Moore loop spaces. A first example, (4.27), of the composite adjunction context of Part 2 plays a central role.

Equivariantly, Sections 4.3 and 4.4 give the analogous examples of V -fold loop Gspaces for a representation V of G and of 1-fold loop G-spaces. Here the two classical notions of group completion are Definitions 4.36 and 4.37 and our specializations of Theorems 0.1 and 0.2 are given in Theorem 4.44.

While G is finite in Section 4.3, it can be any topological group in Section 4.4. As far as we know, the material of Section 4.4 is new, but we have written Section 4.2 in such a way that its equivariant generalization is immediate. The main results here, Theorems 4.42 and 4.48, are variants of the approximation theorem that follow by passage to fixed points from their nonequivariant versions, Theorems 4.11 and 4.34.

Passing to n = ∞, we give foundations in Section 4.5 and rework the equivariant operadic infinite loop space machine in Section 4.6. This shows how to construct G-spectra from E_∞ G-spaces when G is finite. To avoid duplicative exposition, the nonequivariant case is viewed as the case G = {e} of the equivariant case. The homological definition of group completion of E_∞ G-spaces is the same as for E_V G-spaces when R^2 ⊂ V (Definition 4.36). It is again equivalent to the conceptual definition of Definition 3.22. Every E_∞-G-space group completes to the 0th G-space of a connective G-spectrum, and every connective G-spectrum is equivalent to the coequalized suspension G-spectrum of a grouplike E_∞-G-space, Theorem 4.44.

Here G-spectra mean genuine G-spectra, incorporating representations. There is also a very partial generalization from finite to compact Lie groups (Remark 4.59), and there is a parallel theory for classical (or naive) G-spectra, which ignore representations, and that works for any topological group G (Remark 4.60).

We must say something about our spectral foundations of Section 4.5. There are many good concrete point-set level categories of spectra and of G-spectra. Only one is known to fit into the achingly elementary formal context of Assumption A that is our starting point. No category of spectra can both fit into that context and be symmetric monoidal with the sphere spectrum as unit, but all good categories give equivalent homotopy categories, and in fact equivalent ∞-categories.

However, in this paper we are being old-fashioned and taking no interest in ∞- categories, although we are implicitly proving many equivalences of such, as we plan to show elsewhere. We care about when precise point-set level categories and concepts are equivalent. Many decades of concrete applications and calculations show the value of this perspective. One must be eclectic.

0.2. Introduction to Part 2, composite adjunctions. In Part 2, we build a general context that will specialize to apply to infinite loop space machines that are defined in two quite different equivariant contexts. The first concerns algebras over monads in categories related to categories of operators, such algebras being suitable covariant functors. The second concerns algebras over monads in categories of orbital presheaves, such algebras being suitable contravariant functors. At first sight, this seems farfetched since, as we shall see, there are many quite significant differences between these two contexts. Nevertheless, both are special cases of a single general context, which itself is a special case of our original context. We explain the general context in Section 5 and its specializations to categories of operators in Section 6 and to orbital presheaves in Section 7. Paradoxically, the agreement of context allows us both to highlight precisely how the differences play out and to discover surprising parallels and connections.

The categories of operators specialization is largely classical, starting from [MT78]. Aside from the conceptual context, the main new feature is the introduction of a new kind of operad, called a G-operad. Instead of having G-spaces C (n) for non-negative integers n, it has G-spaces C (n^α) for finite G-sets n^α determined by homomorphisms α : G −→ Σ_n. These operads and their associated monads fill a longstanding conceptual gap in the relationship between equivariant operads and monads on the one hand and the two kinds of equivariant categories of operators that appear prominently in [MMO, GMMO23] and elsewhere.

The operadic presheaf context can be viewed as a conceptual reinterpretation of an early paper of Costenoble and Waner [CW91]. The general theory is described here, but its application requires non-obvious examples of monads in the category of orbital presheaves. They are constructed from G-operads, but not in an obvious way. The construction is worked out in the sequel [KMZ24], where examples may be found.

0.3. Introduction to Part 3, the multiplicative theory. We apply the context of Assumption A multiplicatively in Section 8. This entails working with monad pairs as introduced by Beck [Bec69]. We recall their basic theory in Section 8.1. We have two different ways to construct monad pairs (C , J_0) from suitable operadic pairs. We describe the classical way in Section 8.2. There is a new construction based on “multiplicative operads” that will be given in [May24]. These two constructions start from the same additive monad C but give different constructions of the multiplicative monad J_0. We emphasize that the monadic theory described here applies equally well to both. The theory described so far is general, and we briefly specialize to operad pairs in general and in G-spaces in Sections 8.2 and 8.3.

We review the 1980’s [LMS86] definition of E_∞ ring G-spectra in Section 8.4. These are defined in the present context of spectra given in Section 4.5, but they are equivalent to any modern reincarnation of the notion. Their 1990’s equivalents [EKMM97] were studied in [EM97, May96, May98]. For example, [May98] shows how to construct Brown-Peterson G-spectra for any compact Lie group G. However, these older contexts are not very well known in the modern world, so review is necessary. A variant new view of E_∞ ring spectra will be given in [May24].

Taking T and S in our general theory to be (based) J_0-G-spaces and J_0-Gspectra, we establish a multiplicative special case of Assumption A in Section 8.5. We then check the remaining assumptions and show how to construct E_∞-ring Gspectra from E_∞ ring G-spaces in Section 8.6. Although not in the present context, the theory in this section has been known since the 1990’s but it has never been written up before.^2

We apply the composite adjunction context of Assumption A_{com} multiplicatively in Section 9. We establish a general context involving maps of monad pairs in different categories in Section 9.1. While elementary, such a notion does not seem to appear in the literature. We indicate how the theory specializes to categories of operators in Section 9.2, where examples include equivariant generalizations of those summarized in [May09a]. We indicate how the theory specializes to orbital presheaves in Section 9.3, where interesting applications are work in progress. In Section 9.4, we briefly indicate, without details, how the whole theory, additive and

2Due to the unfashionability of equivariant stable homotopy theory in the following decades.

multiplicative, can be generalized by composing the orbital presheaf and categories of operators adjunctions.

0.4. Remarks on recent related papers. The theory here starts from conceptual and equivariant elaboration of the exposition of [May09b, Sections 8 and 9]. The specialization to G-spaces is largely a contextualization and summary exposition of parts of [GM17, MMO]; [GM17] focuses on applications that start from categorical input (which we do not repeat here), and [MMO] focuses on development of the equivariant Segal machine and its comparison with the equivariant operadic machine. Neither of those papers deals at all with orbital presheaves or the multiplicative theory in our Parts 2 and 3 and in the sequels [KMZ24, May24]. The paper [GMMO23] develops the equivariant and multiplicative Segal machine, with no consideration of operadic or space level structure. It is geared towards application in [GM11] to the description of the category of genuine G-spectra as a category of presheaves of nonequivariant spectra.

Part 1. The classical theory

1. The categorical context

1.1. Assumption A: an adjunction (Σ, Ω) and a related monad C . Categorical monadicity starts with an adjunction (Σ, Ω) and its associated monad Γ = ΩΣ. We are interested in situations where categorical monadicity fails, and we modify that starting point accordingly. Categorical monadicity does not assume cocompleteness of the relevant categories, but we shall find it convenient to do so.

Assumption A. We assume given an adjoint pair of functors (Σ, Ω), Σ: T −→ S and Ω: S −→ T , together with a monad C in T and a natural action of C on ΩY for objects Y ∈ S . We assume further that T and S are cocomplete.

Notations 1.1. We write ϑ: C ΩY −→ ΩY for the given natural action. We let C [T ] denote the category of C -algebras in T , and we let Ω_C : S −→ C [T ] denote the functor Ω, but viewed as taking values in C [T ]. Thus we write ΩY when forgetting that it is a C -algebra and Ω_C Y when remembering the action of C .

Remark 1.2. Assumption A sometimes needs minor but essential technical modification, as for example in based spaces U_∗, which is cocomplete, versus nondegenerately based spaces T , which is not. Formally, we then have a monad C on U_∗ which restricts to a monad on T . We then view T as a preferred subcategory of good objects of U_∗, to which we restrict whenever possible.

The idea is that U_∗ is essential for formal generality, but T is essential for homotopical precision. Such cofibration issues are handled with care in [MMO] and will only be mentioned in passing here. The difference is of no practical importance since “whiskering” and “bearding” constructions of [MT78, Proposition 1.6] and [MMO, Proposition 2.12 and Section 11] show that general objects of interest can always be replaced by equivalent good objects.

Except where otherwise specified, we always assume that we are in the context given in Assumption A, even if we neglect to say so. We shall define a “monadically coequalized” variant Σ_C of Σ and prove the following basic result in Section 1.3.^3 3Σ C was first defined in [May09b, (8.4)], but its importance was not understood then.

Proposition 1.3. The functor Σ_C : C [T ] −→ S is left adjoint to Ω_C .

We fix notations for the units and counits of our adjunctions.

Notations 1.4. Let η : Id −→ ΩΣ and ε: ΣΩ −→ Id be the unit and counit of the adjunction (Σ, Ω). Let η_C : Id −→ Ω_C Σ_C and ε_C : Σ_C Ω_C −→ Id be the unit and counit of (Σ_C , Ω_C ).

Recall that for any adjunction (Σ, Ω) from any category T to another category S , with unit η and counit ε, the isomorphism

(1.5) S (ΣX, Y ) ∼= T (X, ΩY )

is given by the composite

(1.6) S (ΣX, Y )^Ω //T (ΩΣX, ΩY )^{η∗} //T (X, ΩY )

with inverse the composite

(1.7) T (X, ΩY )^Σ //S (ΣX, ΣΩY )^{ε∗} //S (ΣX, Y ).

The composite Γ = ΩΣ is a monad with product μ = Ωε: ΓΓ −→ Γ and unit η : Id −→ Γ. For Z ∈ S , ΩZ is a Γ-algebra with action Ωε: ΓZ −→ ΩZ.

The following special case of (1.6) serves as a guide to be kept in mind.

(1.8) S (Σ_C X, Y )^{ΩC} //T (Ω_C Σ_C X, Ω_C Y )^η ∗ C //T (X, Ω_C Y )

We can take C = Γ in Assumption A. In Section 1.4, we will interpret the Beck monadicity theorem as characterizing when η_Γ is an isomorphism and therefore when η^∗_Γ and Ω_Γ in (1.8) are isomorphisms. See Corollary 1.45 and Remark 1.46.

Aside from the notation, the following definition is standard.

Definition 1.9. The (free, forgetful) adjunction (F_C , U_C ) of a monad C is given by F_C X = (C X, μ) and U_C (Y, θ) = Y . Note that the adjunction monad U_C F_C coincides with the monad C .

Clearly Ω = U_C ∘ Ω_C . The following untwisting isomorphism is a formal consequence. It is a formal precursor of the Barratt–Priddy–Quillen theorem (compare Theorem 3.14). Comparison of (1.19) and (1.21) below gives a more concrete proof.

Proposition 1.10. For X in T , Σ_C (C X) is naturally isomorphic to ΣX.

These isomorphisms of functors imply the following result.

Proposition 1.11. The adjunction (Σ, Ω) can be identified with the composite (Σ_C ∘ F_C , U_C ∘ Ω_C ) of the adjunctions (Σ_C , Ω_C ) and (F_C , U_C ).

It is illuminating to display this composite adjunction in a diagram. We will see many specializations.

(1.12) T^Σ // F_C ””E EE EE EE E S Ω oo Ω_C

——yy yy yy yy C [T ] U_C bbEE EE EE EE Σ_C ¡¡y yy yy yy y

1.2. The map of monads α : C −→ Γ = ΩΣ and its adjoint β. Assuming Assumption A, we here relate the monads C and Γ = ΩΣ. Definition 1.13. For X ∈ T , define α : C X −→ ΩΣX to be the composite

α : C X^{Cη} //C ΩΣX^ϑ //ΩΣX, where ϑ is the action assumed in Assumption A. Define β : ΣC X −→ ΣX to be the adjoint of α, namely the composite

β : ΣC X^{Σα} //ΣΩΣX^ε //ΣX.

The following categorical observations about these maps were first noticed in special cases [May72, Theorem 5.2 and Examples 9.5], but the same formal diagram chasing proofs work in general, as in [May09b]. The starting point is that α : C X −→ Ω_C ΣX is a map of C -algebras, which is immediate from the definitions. Lemma 1.14. The map α : C X −→ Ω_C ΣX is the map of C -algebras given by the universal property of the free functor F_C , applied to the map η : X −→ ΩΣX. Theorem 1.15. The following results hold in the context of Assumption A.

(i) α : C −→ Γ = ΩΣ is a map of monads in T .

(ii) α : C X −→ Ω_C ΣX is the unique map of C -algebras whose composite with the unit η : X −→ C of C is the unit η : X −→ ΩΣX of the adjunction.

(iii) The natural action ϑ: C Ω −→ Ω is the composite

C Ω^α //ΓΩ^{Ωε} //Ω, that is, the pullback along α of the action Ωε: ΓΩY −→ ΩY of Γ.

(iv) (Σ, β) is a C -functor with action the composite

ΣC^α //ΣΓ^ε //Σ, that is, the pullback along Σα of the action ε: ΣΓ −→ Σ of Γ.

Proof. We will recall the definitions of C -algebras and C -functors in Section 1.3. To prove (i), we see that α is compatible with the units, α ∘ η = η, by the following commutative diagram: C

I C Γ Γ

Γ Cηα η η ϑη

We see that α is compatible with the product, α ∘ μ = μ ∘ α ∘ C α, by the following commutative diagram: C C^{CC η} //

μ fflffl

C C Γ^{Cϑ} //

μ fflffl

C Γ^{Cη} // = ””F FF FFF FF ϑ fflffl

C ΓΓ CΩϵ fflffl ϑ // ΓΓ

Ωϵ=μ fflffl C Γ ϑ ””E EEE EEE EE C^{Cη} // C Γ^ϑ // Γ^= // Γ

Here the left rectangle and right pentagon are naturality diagrams, the small triangle commutes by a triangle identity, the large triangle commutes tautologically, and the remaining rectangle commutes since ϑ is an action of C . For (ii), the unit diagram and the left half of the product diagram above show that α is a map of C -algebras, and uniqueness holds since C is the free C -algebra functor.

For (iii), a triangle identity and naturality give that ϑ = ϑ ∘ C Ωϵ ∘ C η = Ωε ∘ ϑ ∘ C η = Ωε ∘ α. Similarly, for (iv), it is clear that Σ is a Γ-functor via ε: ΣΓ −→ Σ, and then it is immediate from the definition of β that it is a C -functor by pullback along C α. □

Taken together, parts (i) and (ii) have the following converse, which encodes a reformulation of Assumption A.

Theorem 1.16. Let (Σ, Ω) be an adjunction, Σ: T −→ S and Ω: S −→ T , with associated monad Γ = ΩΣ in T . Let α : C −→ Γ be a map of monads in T .

(i) C acts naturally on objects ΩY via the pullback action ϑ:

C Ω^α //ΓΩ^{Ωε} //Ω.

(ii) The given map of monads α is the composite

C^{Cη} //C Γ^ϑ //Γ.

Proof. Part (i) is clear. Part (ii) holds by the following commutative diagram.

C Γ^α //

ϑ ßß2 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 ΓΓ

Ωε fflffl C Cη ==– –– –– –– – Cη // = !!C CC CC CC C CC Cα OO

μ fflffl C_α // Γ

The upper left triangle and the rectangle commute since α is a map of monads; ϑ is defined by the upper right triangle and it follows that the lower right triangle commutes. The lower left triangle commutes since C is a monad. □

1.3. Monadic coequalizers and the adjunction (Σ_C , Ω_C ). Recall that a coequalizer of maps f, g : A −→ B in T is a map q : B −→ C in T such that qf = qg and q is universal with this property. A split coequalizer is given by a diagram

(1.17) A f // g //B^q // j oo C. i oo such that qf = qg, qi = id, fj = iq, and gj = id . It is a coequalizer since if h: B −→ D is such that hf = hg, then (hi)q = h and hi is the unique map C −→ D with this property. If we apply any functor T −→ S to a split coequalizer we get another split coequalizer.

Let (C , μ, η), abbreviated C , be our monad in T . This means that C : T −→ T is a monoid in the functor category of T with product μ and unit η.

Recall that a C -algebra (Y, θ), abbreviated Y , is an object of T with an action θ : C Y −→ Y such that θ ∘ C θ = θ ∘ μ and θ ∘ η = id. The following diagram then exhibits Y as a split coequalizer.

(1.18) C C Y Cθ // μ //C Y^θ // η oo Y. η oo Here C θ ∘ η = η ∘ θ by the naturality of η applied to the morphism θ.^4 Recall too that a C -functor (Σ, β), abbreviated Σ, is a functor Σ: T −→ Z for some category Z with an action β : Σ ∘ C −→ Σ such that β ∘ Σμ = β ∘ β and β ∘ Ση = id [May72, Definition 9.4]. We will be focusing on the case Z = S . In analogy with (1.18), the following diagram exhibits the functor Σ as naturally given by a split coequalizer for each object X ∈ T .

(1.19) ΣC C X β // Σμ //ΣC X^β // ΣCη oo ΣX. Ση oo Here β ∘ ΣC η = Ση ∘ β by the naturality of β applied to the morphism η.

As seen in Section 1.2, the adjunction (Σ, Ω) in Assumption A provides an action β of C on Σ. The following categorical starting point makes sense whenever Σ is a C -functor.

Definition 1.20. Let Σ: T −→ S be a C -functor. Define the C -coequalized functor Σ_C : C [T ] −→ S to be the tensor product Σ ⊗_C (−). Explicitly, on a C -algebra Y , it is given by the coequalizer in S displayed in the diagram

(1.21) ΣC Y^β //_{Σθ} //ΣY^q //Σ_C Y.

Remark 1.22. Specializing Y in (1.21) to Y = C X, we see that the same pairs of arrows are being coequalized as in (1.19). Therefore the two coequalizers can be identified, reproving Proposition 1.10, and this identifies q : ΣC X −→ Σ_C C X with β : ΣC X −→ ΣX. Moreover, since β ∘ Σμ = β ∘ β, Σ_C μ agrees with β under the isomorphism Σ_C (C C X) ∼= ΣC X.

Returning to Assumption A, we specialize Σ_C to that context.

Proof of Proposition 1.3. Consider the following diagram, in which Y is in C [T ] and Z is in S .

(1.23) S (Σ_C Y, Z) q^∗ fflffl

//˙˙˙ C [T ](Y, Ω_C Z) ⊂ fflffl S (ΣY, Z)_{∼=} // T (Y, ΩZ). We claim that a map f : Y −→ ΩZ in T is a map of C -algebras if and only if its adjoint f̃ : ΣY −→ Z factors uniquely through q : ΣY −→ Σ_C Y . That will give the

4The first η is η on C Y ; category theorists might usually write it as η ∘ C .

top isomorphism. Thus consider the diagram

(1.24) C Y^{Cf} // θ fflffl C Ω_C Z ϑ fflffl Y_f // Ω_C Z.

It commutes, so that f is a map of C -algebras, if and only if its adjoint commutes. The top row of the following diagram in T is the adjoint ~ϑ ∘ C f of ϑ ∘ C f; its left column is β, the adjoint of α.

(1.25) ΣC Y^{ΣCf} // ΣCη fflffl ΣC Ω_C Z^{Σϑ} // ΣCη fflffl ΣΩ_C Z

Ση fflffl ε // Z

ΣC Ω_C ΣY^{ΣCΩC Σf}// Σϑ fflffl ΣC Ω_C ΣΩ_C Z

Σϑ ’’OO OOO OOO OOO ΣΩ_C ΣY_{ΣΩCΣf} // ε fflffl ΣΩ_C ΣΩZ

ε %%LL LLL LLL L

ΣY_{Σf} // ΣΩZ

id

XX00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0

ε

OO

The diagram commutes by naturality and a triangle identity. This identifies ~ϑ ∘ C f with the composite

(1.26) ΣC Y^β //ΣY^{Σf} //ΣΩZ^ε //Z.

The adjoint ~f ∘ θ of f ∘ θ is the composite

(1.27) ΣC Y^{Σθ} //ΣY^{Σf} //ΣΩZ^ε //Z.

These two composites are equal if and only if the adjoint of (1.24) commutes, which holds if and only if (1.24) itself commutes. By the universal property of the coequalizer Σ_C Y , this holds if and only if the composite ε ∘ Σf factors uniquely through Σ_C Y . This proves our claim. □

Remark 1.28. The unit η_C and counit ε_C of the adjunction are described by the following diagrams. Here a little chase shows that ε ∘ β = ε ∘ Σϑ.

Y^η //

η_C ##GGGG GGG GG ΩΣY Ωq fflffl and ΣC ΩZ^β //_{Σϑ} // ΣΩZ^q // ε fflffl Σ_C Ω_C Z ε_C vvmmmm mmmm mmmm mmm Ω_C Σ_C Y Z

The following reinterpretation of α will play a central role in our theory.

Lemma 1.29. The map α can be reinterpreted as a special case of the unit η_C .

Proof. This is immediate from the following commutative diagram. C X C ΩΣX ΩΣX

ΩΣC X ΩΣC ΩΣX ΩΣΩΣX

Ω_C Σ_C C X ΩΣX Cηη η_C α ηϑη= ΩΣCη ΩqΩβΩΣϑΩϵ ∼=

□ We can abbreviate the previous diagram to

(1.30) C X η_C fflffl α // ΩΣX

Ω_C Σ_C C X_{∼=} // ΩΣX

We think of η_C as formal and α as relatively concrete. It is α rather than η_C that leads to computational applications.

Warning 1.31. The functor (Ω ∘ Σ) ⊗_C (−) is also defined, but it appears to be of little or no interest. It must not be confused with Ω_C ∘ Σ_C .

1.4. The Beck monadicity theorem. This section is a digressive motivating contextualization. We again let Γ = ΩΣ be the monad associated to an adjunction (Σ, Ω) between T and S , with no assumptions on T and S in this subsection. We have the unit and counit η and ε of the adjunction. The action ϑ of Γ on objects ΩZ is given by Ωε and that gives the functor Ω_Γ : S −→ Γ[T ]. With our previous notations, α specializes to the identity functor Γ −→ ΩΣ and β specializes to ε: ΣΓ −→ Σ. The following definition is standard.

Definition 1.32. The adjunction (Σ, Ω) is said to be monadic if Ω_Γ is an equivalence of categories.

We need a preliminary definition to state the Beck monadicity theorem. It does not require an adjunction, only a functor Ω: S −→ T . Some of it, but not the key isomorphism part, substitutes for our requirement in Assumption A that T and S are cocomplete.

Definition 1.33. An Ω-split pair is a pair of maps

(1.34) A^f //_g //B

in S together with a split coequalizer diagram

(1.35) ΩA

Ωf // Ωg //ΩB^r // j oo X. i oo in T . A functor Ω: S −→ T creates coequalizers of Ω-split pairs if

(i) For every Ω-split pair (f, g), there is a fork

(1.36) A^f //_g //B^q //C

in S such that the composite η = Ωq ∘ i: X −→ ΩB −→ ΩC with η ∘ r = Ωq given via the split coequalizer (1.35) is an isomorphism and (ii) C is a coequalizer of f and g for any such fork (1.36).

The functor Ω strictly creates coequalizers of Ω-split pairs if every split coequalizer (1.35) lifts uniquely to a coequalizer (1.36).

Theorem 1.37. [Beck monadicity theorem] The adjunction (Σ, Ω) is monadic if and only if the functor Ω creates coequalizers of Ω-split pairs.

It is not emphasized, or even mentioned, in most standard categorical references that the proof actually gives an adjoint equivalence (Σ_Γ, Ω_Γ), and that fact is the real starting point of our homotopical analog.

The first step in the proof is the following easy categorical observation [Rie16, Proposition 5.4.9]. It has nothing to do with the given adjunction (Σ, Ω). Proposition 1.38. For any monad C on any category T , the forgetful functor U: C [T ] −→ T strictly creates coequalizers of U-split pairs.

As in [Rie16, Corollary 5.4.10(i)], the definition of monadic implies the following consequence, which gives the “only if” implication of Theorem 1.37. Corollary 1.39. If (Σ, Ω) is monadic, then Ω creates coequalizers of Ω-split pairs.

We complete the proof of Theorem 1.37 with an elaboration of the “if” part. Theorem 1.40. [Monadicity] If the functor Ω creates coequalizers of Ω-split pairs, then Ω_Γ has a left adjoint Σ_Γ, and (Σ_Γ, Ω_Γ) is an adjoint equivalence of categories. Proof. Let (Y, θ) be a Γ-algebra. Specializing (1.18), we have a split coequalizer

(1.41) ΓΓY

Γθ // μ //ΓY^θ // η oo Y. η oo By our hypothesis, there is a coequalizer (1.42) ΣΓY^ε //_{Σθ} //ΣY^q //Σ_ΓY

in S since applying Ω to the pair in (1.42) gives the underlying pair of (1.41). By comparison of coequalizers, Σ_Γ is the object function of a functor Γ[T ] −→ S . Moreover, the map η_Γ = Ωq ∘ η : Y −→ ΩΣY −→ ΩΣ_ΓY such that η_Γ ∘ θ = Ωq is an isomorphism by hypothesis.

Moreover, η_Γ is a map of Γ-algebras. To see that, take C = Γ and f = η_Γ in the proof of Proposition 1.3. By a triangle identity and the naturality of ε, ε ∘ Ση_Γ = q. Therefore the composites (1.26) and (1.27) specialize to

ΣΓY^β // ΣY^q // Σ_ΓY and ΣΓY^{Σθ} // ΣY^q // Σ_ΓY .

These are equal since q is the coequalizer of β = ε and Σθ. Therefore the cited proof applies to prove the commutativity of the following specialization of (1.24).

ΓY^{ΓηΓ} // θ fflffl ΓΩ_ΓΣ_ΓY ϑ=Ωε fflffl Y_{ηΓ} // Ω_ΓΣ_ΓY

For any object Z of S , we have a naturality fork

(1.43) ΣΩΣΩZ^{ΣΩε} //_ε //ΣΩZ^ε //Z.

Applying Ω to this fork, we obtain the fork in the split coequalizer

(1.44) ΩΣΩΣΩZ

ΩΣΩε //

Ωε //ΩΣΩZ^{Ωε} // η oo ΩZ. η oo This is the special case (Y, θ) = (ΩZ, Ωε) of (1.41), and the content of the theorem is that, up to isomorphism, this special case is the general case. Our hypothesis gives that the fork (1.43) displays a coequalizer. The universal property of (1.42) gives an isomorphism ε_Γ : Σ_ΓΩ_ΓZ −→ Z such that ε_Γ ∘ q = ε. As in Remark 1.28, the isomorphisms η_Γ and ε_Γ are the unit and counit of the adjunction (Σ_Γ, Ω_Γ). □

We emphasize three points that come out of our proof of Theorem 1.40.

Corollary 1.45. Consider the case C = Γ of the (Σ_C , Ω_C ) adjunction (1.8).

(i) The unit η_Γ is an isomorphism, hence η^∗_Γ and Ω_Γ in (1.8) are isomorphisms. (ii) η^∗_Γ expresses a universal property of η_Γ: a map of Γ-algebras Y −→ Ω_ΓZ factors uniquely through η_Γ : Y −→ Ω_ΓΣ_ΓY .

(iii) For a Γ-algebra (Y, θ), θ factors as θ_Γ ∘ Ωq, where θ_Γ : Ω_ΓΣ_ΓY −→ Y is an action of Ω_ΓΣ_Γ on Y ; θ_Γ is the inverse of the isomorphism η_Γ. In particular, when (Y, θ) = (Ω_ΓZ, Ωε), the inverse is Ω_Γε_Γ, as the triangle identity dictates.

Analogously, in our general context, Theorem 0.2 says that η_C is a weak equivalence on grouplike C -algebras (Y, θ), and we shall see in Theorem 3.29 that it satisfies a universal property up to homotopy analogous to (ii) of Corollary 1.45.

Remark 1.46. As far as we know, the categorical literature says nothing about what happens when an adjunction is not monadic. In contrast, the group completion property intrinsic to the recognition principal is telling us precisely how different the categories C [T ] and S are homotopically. We have introduced Ωconnective objects to deal with the fact that these are the only objects of S seen by Σ_C , but the homotopical adjunction is general and factors as in (1.8).

2. The homotopical context

2.1. Assumptions B and C: weak equivalences and Ω-connectivity. Assumption A specifies a minimal formal framework, and we flesh it out with minimal homotopical assumptions.

Assumption B. We assume that T and S have classes of weak equivalences satisfying the two out of three property, and we say that a map f in C [T ] is a weak equivalence if U_C f is a weak equivalence in T . We assume that the functors Ω, Σ, and F_C , hence also Ω_C and C , preserve weak equivalences, at least under restriction to good objects (as in Remark 1.2 for example).

Remark 2.1. As discussed in Section 3.5 below, T and S are generally model categories such that (Σ, Ω) and (F_C , U_C ) are Quillen adjunctions. The reader may prefer to assume that holds and restrict the preservation properties accordingly. This can depend on the choice of relevant model structures. Our applications will focus mainly on topological model categories in which all objects are fibrant, hence the right adjoints preserve all weak equivalences, as we assume. The left adjoints do not, but rectifying this generally requires much less than cofibrant approximation. Restricting attention to good objects as in Remark 1.2 is sufficient and much less of a nuisance in practice. As said before, we tacitly make this restriction throughout. We prefer our objects as they come in nature, with their natural algebraic structure.

Remark 2.2. The assumption that Σ preserves weak equivalences should be regarded as negotiable. It fails in a very interesting way in Section 7, but, as there, it can be made true by cofibrant approximation. Even when it holds, the functor Σ_C is problematic. We do not believe that Σ_C preserves weak equivalences, even when restricted to good objects. That will account for some subtleties later. However, as we shall see in Lemma 3.5, the assumption on Σ ensures that the composite E = Σ_C ∘ Bar defined in Definition 3.1 does preserve weak equivalences (implicitly, between good objects) regardless of whether or not Σ_C does so.

The following additional homotopical assumption is essential to make sense of Theorem 0.2, but is peripheral to Theorem 0.1.

Assumption C. We assume that we have a notion of an Ω-connective object in S such that a map f between Ω-connective objects is a weak equivalence if and only if Ωf is a weak equivalence in T . We assume further that the functor Σ: T −→ S takes values in Ω-connective objects.

Remark 2.3. In practice, the subcategory S_C of Ω-connective objects in S is the largest full subcategory in which a map f is a weak equivalence if and only if Ωf is a weak equivalence.

Remark 2.4. This assumption makes no reference to the monad C . However we shall see in Proposition 3.18 that, together with our other assumptions, Assumption C implies that the composite E = Σ_C ∘ Bar defined in Definition 3.1 takes values in Ω-connective objects.

2.2. Assumption D: group completions. A priori, the following curious definition has nothing at all to do with groups or with Assumption A. It formalizes the properties of the notions used throughout iterated loop space theory, and groups do appear prominently in examples.^5

Definition 2.5. We abstract what we mean by notions of grouplike objects and group completions in a category T with a subcategory of weak equivalences. We mean that we have a category H with a forgetful functor U: H −→ T together with a full subcategory H_{gp} of H , whose objects are called grouplike. We say that

5We thank Dustin Clausen for noticing serious sloppiness in our first version of the definition.

a map f in H is a weak equivalence if Uf is a weak equivalence in T and we require that objects of H weakly equivalent to grouplike objects be grouplike.

We mean further that we have a concomitant notion of a group completion f : X −→ Y in H , where Y is grouplike. The class of group completions must satisfy the following properties.

(i) A map f : X −→ Y in H , where both X and Y are grouplike, is a group completion if and only if it is a weak equivalence.

(ii) Consider a commutative diagram of maps in H

(2.6) X^f // g fflffl Y h fflffl Z_j // W.

(a) If Z and W are grouplike and f and j are weak equivalences, so that the diagram is a weak equivalence g −→ h in the arrow category of H , then g is a group completion if and only if h is a group completion.

(b) If Z and W are grouplike, g and h are group completions, and f is a weak equivalence, then j is a weak equivalence.

(c) If Y , Z, and W are grouplike and h and j are weak equivalences, then f is a group completion if and only if g is a group completion.

(d) If Y , Z, and W are grouplike and f and g are group completions, then h is a weak equivalence if and only if j is a weak equivalence.

We regard (ii) as an analog of the two out of three property of weak equivalences.

The examples of H given in Definitions 4.1 and 4.7 when T is the category of based spaces should help motivate this abstract definition. Given H , we now bring a monad C into the picture.

Definition 2.7. Let C be a monad whose forgetful functor U_C : C [T ] −→ T factors as U ∘ V, where V is a forgetful functor C [T ] −→ H .

(a) Say that a C -algebra Y is grouplike if VY is grouplike and say that a map f of C -algebras is a group completion if Vf is a group completion.

(b) Define a group completion functor G to be a functor G : C [T ] −→ H_{gp} together with a natural group completion g : U_C Y −→ G Y in H for C -algebras Y .

Remark 2.8. By (i) of Definition 2.5, g in (b) is a weak equivalence if Y is grouplike; by (i), (ii)(c), and (ii)(d) applied to a naturality diagram, a map f : X −→ Y of C -algebras such that Y is grouplike is a group completion if and only if G f is a weak equivalence.

Remark 2.9. One might expect that group completions satisfy the universal property that if g : X −→ Y is a group completion and f : X −→ Z is a map to a grouplike object, then f factors uniquely through g. We do not assume that here. A group completion with such a universal property will enter in Section 3.4.

With these definitions in hand, we return to the context of Assumption A. Assumption D. We assume the following properties of T .

(a) T comes with a category H with the properties specified in Definition 2.5, and the forgetful functor U_C : C [T ] −→ T factors through a forgetful functor C [T ] −→ H .

(b) Ω_C Z is a grouplike object of C [T ] for every object Z of S and there is a group completion functor (G , g), as specified in Definition 2.7(b).

2.3. Assumption E: the approximation theorem. As usual, we place ourselves in the context of Assumptions A and B. The verifications of Assumptions C and D do not require substantial work in any of our examples. The following assumption,^6 which assumes Assumptions A, B, and D, is by far our most substantial one. It says that the monad C is a homotopical approximation of the monad ΩΣ, and we will comment on its proof when we specialize our framework to examples.

Assumption E. [Approximation theorem] For an object X ∈ T , the map α : C X −→ Ω_C ΣX defined in Notations 1.4 is a group completion. It is therefore a weak equivalence when C X is grouplike.

We will explain how to go from this result to Theorem 0.1 in Section 3.2, and we will explain how to go from Theorem 0.1 to Theorem 0.2 in Section 3.3.

Remark 2.10. We remark that C X is very often not grouplike. In our topological examples, it is grouplike only when X is connected. The only role of the group completion functor G of Assumption D is to serve as a tool that will enable us to deduce the recognition principle from the approximation theorem.

2.4. Assumption F: Simplicial preliminaries. Our proofs of Theorems 0.1 and 0.2 are based on use of the two-sided monadic bar construction. In particular, it gives an especially precise derived approximation Y of a C -algebra Y . It is constructed simplicially, and we here give assumptions on simplicial objects in T and S that suffice for the construction. The assumptions are redundant. Some are merely formal and others are standard. In our examples, only condition (vii) is substantial. We state the assumptions first and then give comments on them.

Assumption F. In addition to their being cocomplete and having subcategories of weak equivalences, we assume that T and S have standard notions of homotopy. We assume the following results about simplicial objects in T and S . We write sV for the category of simplicial objects in a category V .

(i) There are realization functors | − |: sT −→ T and | − |: sS −→ S and they are left adjoints.

(ii) The functors | − | on sT and sS preserve homotopies.

(iii) The functors | − | on sT and sS preserve weak equivalences between Reedy cofibrant objects.^7 (iv) Realization commutes with the (left adjoint) functors Σ and C . That is, for K_∗ in sT , there are natural isomorphisms Σ|K_∗| ∼= |ΣK_∗| and C |K_∗ | ∼= |C K_∗ |. 6We call this assumption a theorem both because the “approximation theorem” has a long history and because, in contrast with the other assumptions, all of which make sense in greater generality, this assumption requires a theorem specific to the context at hand.

7The name comes from Reedy’s thesis [Ree74]. The senior author used the word “proper”

before Reedy cofibrancy was introduced [May72, May74].

By Definition 1.20, It follows that, for simplicial objects K_∗ in C [T ], |K_∗| is in C [T ] and Σ_C |K_∗| ∼= |Σ_C K_∗|. (v) | − | on sS takes levelwise Ω-connective objects to Ω-connective objects. (vi) For K_∗ ∈ sS , the natural map γ : |ΩK_∗| −→ Ω|K_∗|, which is the adjoint of the composite Σ|ΩK_∗| ∼= |ΣΩK_∗|^{|ε|} //|K_∗|, is a map of C -algebras.

(vii) If K_∗ ∈ sS is levelwise Ω-connective, then the map γ is a weak equivalence.

Remark 2.11. Note that only (iv) and (vi) mention the monad C . Those two conditions are formal or almost so. Note too that there is no mention of grouplike objects or of group completions. Thus Assumption F is almost entirely concerned with general properties of realization and its specialization to the functors Σ and Ω. Therefore it is largely independent of our other Assumptions. In our examples, none of the conditions (i) through (vi) present any difficulty, whereas (vii), for spaces, was the hardest result in [May72].

Remark 2.12. Realization functors | − |: sW −→ W are generally defined by categorical tensor products |K_∗| = K_∗ ⊗_Δ Δ^v_∗.

Here Δ is the simplex category, so that K_∗ is a contravariant functor Δ −→ W , W is tensored and cotensored over some ground category V , and Δ^v_∗ is a covariant simplex functor Δ −→ V . Then realization is a left adjoint with right adjoint S given on X ∈ W by S(X)_q = F (Δ^v_q , X), where F is the cotensor functor V^{op} ×W −→ W . Taking V = W to be the category of spaces, this is the definition of the realization functor on simplicial spaces and of its right adjoint, which generalizes the total singular complex from simplicial sets to simplicial spaces. This works the same way for good topological categories W of spectra [EKMM97, LMS86, MM02, MMSS01], which are tensored and cotensored over the category V of spaces. The general version was already observed by Kan [Kan58], and there are many other examples.

Remark 2.13. We remark on (i)-(vii) of Assumption F in order.

(i) This holds in all examples where Remark 2.12 applies.

(ii) This refers to the standard notion of homotopy in the category of simplicial objects in any category (e.g. [May67, Definitions 5.1]); the proof for simplicial spaces in [May72, Corollary 11.10] can easily be formalized.

(iii) For spaces, this goes back to [May74, Theorem A.4]. There are many more recent proofs using Reedy cofibrancy.

(iv) Here we apply given functors levelwise to simplicial objects. Space level proofs are given in [May72, Proposition 12.1] for suspension and in [May72, Theorem 12.2] for monads associated to operads, but those results belabor the obvious. As a left adjoint, realization commutes with colimits, and the categorical Fubini’s theorem (e.g. [ML98, Section IX.8] ) applies to commute colimits from which Σ and C are generally constructed with realization.

(v) This is a direct verification from the definitions in the examples we know.

(vi) In the special case of a monad associated to a particular operad, this assumption is proven in [May72, Theorem 12.4], but the argument can almost be formalized as follows. The claim is that the following diagram commutes. C |ΩX| Cγ fflffl ∼= // |C ΩX|^{|ϑ|} // |ΩX| γ fflffl C Ω|X|_ϑ // Ω|X| Passing to adjoints and writing γ̃ for the adjoint of γ, the diagram becomes ΣC |ΩX| ΣCγ fflffl

∼= // Σ|C ΩX|^{Σ|ϑ|} // Σ|ΩX| Σγ fflffl

∼= // γ̃ $$II III III I |ΣΩX| |ε| fflffl ΣC Ω|X|_{Σϑ} // ΣΩ|X|_ε // |X|. The rectangle is obtained by applying Σ to what is in spirit a naturality diagram; it commutes by inspection in examples since ϑ is defined the same way before and after realization. The lower triangle commutes by a chase of adjoints and the upper triangle commutes by definition.

(vii) As said before, this assumption is substantial. For spaces and the loop functor, it is proven in [May72, Theorems 12.3 and 12.7]. For G-spaces, it is proven in [CW91, Hau80] by fixed point reduction to the nonequivariant case. It is shown how to pass to spectra in [May09b], and the same argument works for G-spectra [GM17].

We will often use the following elementary observation.

Lemma 2.14. For a simplicial object K_∗ in a category T and an object J of T , a map f : K_0 −→ J such that f ∘ d_0 = f ∘ d_1 induces a map from K_∗ to the constant simplicial object at J and thus induces a map ξ : |K_∗| −→ J in T .

We will write ζ instead of ξ when it is a homotopy equivalence for formal reasons.

3. Proofs and variant versions of Theorems 0.1 and 0.2

3.1. The original version of the recognition principle. For a monad (C , μ, η), a C -functor (Σ, β) and a C -algebra (Y, θ), we have a monadic bar construction B(Σ, C , Y ), namely the realization of the evident simplicial object in S with qsimplices ΣC^q Y ; its faces and degeneracies are given by β, μ, θ and η. The following definition has been implicit throughout.

Definition 3.1. For Y ∈ C [T ], define Y = B(C , C , Y ) and EY = Σ_C Y . We give the functor Y → Y the name Bar.

A standard extra degeneracy argument [May72, Proposition 9.8], using (ii) of Assumption F and Lemma 2.14, proves the following result.

Lemma 3.2. For Y ∈ C [T ], the evident maps C^{q+1} Y −→ Y induce a natural map ζ : Y −→ Y of C -algebras. Viewed as a map in T , it is a homotopy equivalence with homotopy inverse ν : Y −→ Y induced by the maps η : Y −→ C^{q+1} Y .

Remark 3.3. We emphasize that η and ν are only maps in T , not in C [T ].

Specializing to the Σ of Assumption A, Proposition 1.10 gives isomorphisms

ΣC^q Y ∼= Σ_C C^{q+1} Y.

This gives an isomorphism of simplicial objects in S , Remark 1.22 giving the compatibility of zeroth faces. Passing to realizations, this gives the following result.^8 Lemma 3.4. For Y ∈ C [T ], EY = Σ_C Y is naturally isomorphic to B(Σ, C , Y ).

By Assumptions B and F(iii), together with our implicit restriction to good objects, this implies the following result.

Lemma 3.5. The functor E preserves weak equivalences.

Parenthetically, by taking Y = C X, we have a symmetric variant of Lemma 3.2. Lemma 3.6. For X ∈ T , the evident maps ΣC^{q+1} X −→ ΣX induce a natural map ζ : EC X −→ ΣX in S , and it is a homotopy equivalence with homotopy inverse ν : ΣX −→ EC X induced by the maps ΣC^q η : ΣC^q X −→ ΣC^{q+1} X.

Observe that the extra degeneracy is seen in the first variable of B(−, −, −), using η, in Lemma 3.2 but is seen in the third variable, using the C^q η, in Lemma 3.6.

Lemma 3.4 recovers the description of E first given topologically in [May72], and we shall see that the functor E, and others of the same general form, specialize to give all known variants of the operadic recognition principle and several new ones. Interpreted model categorically, as in Section 3.5, we can view E as the composite of the well-structured cofibrant approximation Bar and the monadically coequalized functor Σ_C . The equivalent original form B(Σ, C , Y ) views this as a homotopically well-behaved derived approximation of the monadic tensor product Σ ⊗_C Y .

We shall explain three versions of the recognition principle. The first, proven in this subsection, is a generalized form of the original version in [May72]. We show in the next subsection how that version implies the more conceptual version stated in Theorem 0.1. Finally, we give a new fully conceptual version in subsection 3.4.

With Assumptions A, B, C and F, the following diagram of maps of C -algebras compares the identity functor with Ω_C E.

(3.7) Y Y^ζoo^{Bα} //B(Ω_C Σ, C , Y )^γ //Ω_C B(Σ, C , Y ). Here ζ is a homotopy equivalence in T and γ is a weak equivalence. The map Bα is B(α, id, id): B(C , C , Y ) −→ B(Ω_C Σ, C , Y ). It is a map of C -algebras since α is a map of C -algebras. Generalizing [May74, Theorem 2.3(ii)], we explain how the approximation theorem, Assumption E, implies that Bα is a group completion. As said before, this is the only place where the group completion functor G of Definition 2.5 and Assumption D comes into play. Proposition 3.8. If our Assumptions hold, then Bα is a group completion. Proof. Let Y be a C -algebra and consider the following commutative diagram. Y g fflffl B(C , C , Y )^{Bα} // Bg fflffl

ζ oo B(Ω_C Σ, C , Y ) Bg fflffl G Y B(G C , C , Y )^{B(Gα)} // ζoo B(G Ω_C Σ, C , Y )

8This is [May09b, (8.6)], but it was not given sufficient emphasis there.

By (ii)(a) of Definition 2.5, since g is a group completion and the ζ are weak equivalences, the middle vertical arrow Bg = B(g, id, id) is a group completion. By (ii)(d) of Definition 2.5, G α : G C X −→ G Ω_C ΣX is a weak equivalence for any X ∈ T since α : C X −→ Ω_C ΣX and g : C X −→ G C X are group completions and g : Ω_C ΣX −→ G Ω_C ΣX is a weak equivalence by (i) of Definition 2.5. Therefore B(G α) = B(G α, id, id) is the realization of a levelwise weak equivalence and is thus a weak equivalence. Similarly, the right vertical arrow Bg is the realization of a levelwise weak equivalence and is thus a weak equivalence. By (ii)(c) of Definition 2.5, it follows that Bα is a group completion. □

Putting things together, the following generalization of the original version of the recognition principle follows from our Assumptions. In view of the long history of applications, we view it as the most calculationally accessible version, although, as we shall see, we now view it as somewhat lacking in conceptual clarity and elegance.

Theorem 3.9 (Recognition principle, original version). The following statements about the maps of C -spaces in (3.7) hold.

(i) The map ζ is a homotopy equivalence with a natural homotopy inverse ν. (ii) The map Bα is a group completion and is therefore a weak equivalence if the C -algebra Y is grouplike.

(iii) The map γ is a weak equivalence. Therefore the composite (3.10) γ ∘ Bα ∘ ν : Y −→ Ω_C EY is a group completion and is thus a weak equivalence if Y is grouplike.

3.2. A more conceptual version of the recognition principle. To go from the original version to the more conceptual version stated in Theorem 0.1, we use the following conceptual reinterpretation of the composite γ ∘ Bα.

Proposition 3.11. The composite γ ∘ Bα in (3.7) can be identified with the unit

η_C : Y −→ Ω_C Σ_C Y of the adjunction (Σ_C , Ω_C ).

Proof. Recalling (vi) of Assumption F, for K_∗ ∈ sS we let γ_C : |Ω_C K_∗| −→ Ω_C |K_∗| denote γ regarded as a map of C -algebras and we let γ̃_C : Σ_C |Ω_C K_∗| −→ |K_∗| denote its adjoint. A small diagram chase from (iv) and (vi) of Assumption F shows that γ̃_C is the composite displayed in the middle square of the following diagram, in which the vertical isomorphisms are given by a natural isomorphism displayed in (iv) of Assumption F and by Proposition 1.10. The isomorphism at the top right is the isomorphism EY ∼= Σ_C Y given by Lemma 3.4, and we use that to identify the target of γ̃_C with Σ_C Y and thus to identify the target of γ_C with Ω_C Σ_C Y .

Σ_C B(C , C , Y )^{ΣCBα} // ∼= fflffl Σ_C B(Ω_C Σ, C , Y )^{γ̃C} // ∼= fflffl B(Σ, C , Y )^{∼=} // Σ_C B(C , C , Y )

B(Σ_C C , C , Y )_{B(ΣCηC)}// B(Σ_C Ω_C Σ_C C , C , Y )_{BεC} // B(Σ_C C , C , Y ) ∼= OO = // B(Σ_C C , C , Y ) ∼= OO

The left square uses Lemma 1.29 to identify α as η_C and the right square commutes by inspection of definitions. The bottom composite is the identity, by a triangle identity. The rightmost vertical isomorphism is the inverse of the leftmost one, so that isomorphism conjugates the bottom composite to the top composite. Therefore the top composite is also the identity. Since η_C is the adjoint of the identity, this gives the conclusion. □

Diagrammatically, we can embed (3.7) in the following commutative diagram, which can be thought of as an analogue of (1.30).

(3.12) X X^ζoo^{Bα} // η_C fflffl B(Ω_C Σ, C , X) γ fflffl Ω_C Σ_C X^{∼=} // Ω_C B(Σ, C , X)

It follows that the recognition principle in the form stated in Theorem 0.1 is just a restatement of Theorem 3.9. We restate the main point to emphasize the analogy with the monadicity theorem.

Theorem 3.13. For a C -algebra Y , η_C : Y −→ Ω_C Σ_C Y is a group completion. If Y is grouplike, then η_C is a weak equivalence. In particular, η_C : Ω_C Z −→ Ω_C Σ_C Ω_C Z is a weak equivalence for any Z ∈ S .

Parenthetically, note that we can take Y = C X for X ∈ T in (3.7). In this case, we find that the approximation theorem can be seen as a special case of the recognition principle. This can be viewed as a generalized version of the Barratt– Priddy–Quillen theorem in topology that identifies the space QS^0 = Ω^∞Σ^∞S^0 whose homotopy groups are the stable homotopy groups of spheres as a group completion of C S^0 for an E_∞ operad C . Up to homotopy, C S^0 is the disjoint union of a basepoint and the classifying spaces BΣ_n of symmetric groups for n ≥ 1.

Theorem 3.14. [Barratt–Priddy–Quillen] For X ∈ T , the following diagram of maps of C -algebras commutes.

(3.15) C X ζ fflffl Bα //B(Ω_C Σ, C , C X)^{γC} // ζ fflffl Ω_C EC X Ω_Cζ fflffl C X_α //Ω_C ΣX_= //Ω_C ΣX

The vertical arrows are given by Lemmas 3.2 and 3.6 and are weak equivalences.

3.3. The homotopical monadicity theorem. Recall that we regard Theorem 0.2 as a homotopical analog of Theorem 1.40, the categorical monadicity theorem. We define the following categories.

Definition 3.16. Let C [T ]_{gr} ⊂ C [T ] be the full subcategory of grouplike C - algebras. Let S_c ⊂ S be the full subcategory of Ω-connective objects.

Assumptions D and F(v) imply the following result.

Lemma 3.17. The functor E takes values in S_c.

We need the following variant ξ of ε_C and of a triangle identity to go from the recognition principle to the homotopical monadicity theorem.

Proposition 3.18. For Z ∈ S_c, there is a natural map

ξ : EΩ_C Z = Σ_C Ω_C Z −→ Z such that the weak equivalence ζ : Ω_C Z −→ Ω_C Z factors as the composite

(3.19) Ω_C Z^{ηC} //Ω_C Σ_C Ω_C Z^{ΩCξ} //Ω_C Z.

Proof. We apply Lemma 2.14 to the simplicial object B_∗(Σ, C , Ω_C Z) and the counit ε: ΣΩZ −→ Z of the adjunction (Σ, Ω) to obtain the promised map ξ : EΩ_C Z = B(Σ, C , Ω_C Z) −→ Z. Lemma 2.14 applies since an easy formal argument as in [May72, Examples 9.5] shows that ε coequalizes the pair

ΣC ΩZ^β // Σϑ //ΣΩZ. Lemma 2.14 also gives the diagonal arrow in the following commutative diagram of maps of C -algebras. B(C , C , Ω_C Z) ζ fflffl

Bα // B(Ω_C Σ, C , Ω_C Z) γ fflffl ttiiiii iiiii iiiii iiii

Ω_C Z Ω_C B(Σ, C , Ω_C Z)

Ω_Cξ oo By Proposition 3.11, this gives the stated factorization of ζ. □

The following slightly more precise version of Theorem 0.2 follows directly.

Theorem 3.20. The functors E : C [T ]_{gr} −→ S_c and Ω_C : S_c −→ C [T ]_{gr} induce inverse equivalences on passage to homotopy categories. Thus every Ω-connective object of S is weakly equivalent to Σ_C Y for some grouplike C -algebra Y .

Proof. For Y ∈ C [T ]_{gr}, the recognition principle gives a natural weak equivalence between Y and Ω_C EY . For Z ∈ S_c, consider (3.19). The map η_C is a weak equivalence since Ω_C Z is grouplike. Since the composite ζ is also a weak equivalence, so is Ω_C ξ. Since Z and Σ_C E(ΩZ) are Ω-connective and Ωξ is a weak equivalence, ξ is a weak equivalence. □

3.4. A fully conceptual reinterpretation of Theorems 0.1 and 0.2. Here we reformulate our main theorems in terms of a new conceptual notion of grouplike objects and group completions. We would not know how to prove these results starting just from the new definitions. We can view the notions given in Definitions 2.5 and 2.7 and built into our work via Assumption D as scaffolding leading up to the entirely formal context that is given in this subsection. Here we give restatements of the main results that make no reference to Assumption D, although that is used in their proofs. One can imagine alternative proofs.

We first define C -grouplike objects and C -group completions. The following definition would appear more intuitive if we replaced Y with Y , but we use Y to get around the fact that we do not know that the functor Σ_C preserves weak equivalences, as pointed out in Remark 2.2.

Notation 3.21. We abbreviate notation by writing Γ_C = Ω_C Σ_C in this section. Recall that, by Assumption D, Γ_C takes values in grouplike C -algebras.

Definition 3.22. A C -algebra Y is C -grouplike if η_C : Y −→ Γ_C Y is a weak equivalence. A C -group completion of a C -algebra X is a map f : X −→ Y of C -algebras such that Y is C -grouplike and Γ_C f is a weak equivalence, where f = B(id, id, f): B(C , C , X) −→ B(C , C , Y ). The idea is illuminated by the following naturality diagram.

(3.23) X f fflffl X ζoo f fflffl

η_C //

Γ_C X

Γ_Cf fflffl Y Y ζ oo_{ηC} // Γ_C Y .

Since the maps ζ are equivalences, f is a C -group completion if and only if f is, and we can interpret the diagram as showing that a C -group completion f is weakly equivalent to η_C : X −→ Γ_C X.

Retaining our general Assumptions, including Assumption D, we have the following comparison theorem.

Theorem 3.24. A C -algebra Y is grouplike if and only if it is C -grouplike. A map f : X −→ Y of C -algebras is a group completion if and only if it is a C -group completion.

Proof. If Y is C -grouplike, then η_C : Y −→ Γ_C Y is a weak equivalence to a grouplike object, hence Y and therefore Y are grouplike. The second statement of Theorem 3.13 says conversely that a grouplike C -algebra is C -grouplike.

For the second statement of the theorem, consider a map f : X −→ Y of C - algebras, where Y and therefore Y is grouplike. By the first statement, Y is also C -grouplike. Now consider the naturality diagram (3.23). The maps η_C are group completions by Theorem 3.13, hence the right-hand map η_C is a weak equivalence. If f is a C -group completion, then Γ_C f is a weak equivalence and f is a group completion by (ii)(c) of Definition 2.5. Conversely, if f is a group completion, then Γ_C f is a weak equivalence by (ii)(d) of Definition 2.5, and that means that f is a C -group completion. □

Corollary 3.25. Taking H and T in Definition 2.5 to both be C [T ], C -grouplike objects and C -group completions satisfy the conditions required of a category of grouplike objects and group completions in the category C [T ].

Proof. Restricting attention to C [T ]-algebras and their maps, the required properties of C [T ]-grouplike objects and C [T ]-group completions are inherited from those of grouplike objects and group completions in H . □

Corollary 3.25 is conceptually satisfactory, especially if one thinks of the functor Bar as giving a highly structured cofibrant approximation, as in Section 3.5 below, but a direct proof without use of Theorem 3.24 seems problematic. In our new language, Theorems 0.1 and 0.2 can be restated as follows.

Theorem 3.26. There is a functor Bar: C [T ] −→ C [T ], written Y → Y , and a natural equivalence ζ : Y −→ Y such that the unit η_C : Y −→ Ω_C Σ_C Y is a C -group completion and is therefore an equivalence if Y is C -grouplike.

Theorem 3.27. (Σ_C , Ω_C ) induces an adjoint equivalence from the homotopy category of C -grouplike C -algebras in T to the homotopy category of Ω-connective objects of S .

While these theorems are proven using any notions of grouplike objects and group completions in T and C [T ], as in Definitions 2.5 and 2.7 and Assumption D, they are now stated entirely in terms of conceptual definitions within the category C [T ]. Moreover, our new definition of a C -group completion is characterized by a universal property in the relevant homotopy categories, as we now show.

Definition 3.28. Define C [T ]_{C-gp} to be the full subcategory of C -grouplike objects in C [T ].

Theorem 3.29. Let X be a C -algebra and Y be a C -grouplike C -algebra. The map η^∗_C : C [T ]_{C-gp}(Γ_C X, Y ) −→ C [T ](X, Y ) induces a natural isomorphism on passage to homotopy categories.

Intuitively, the theorem says that any map of C -algebras X −→ Y factors uniquely up to homotopy through the C -group completion η_C : X −→ Γ_C X. This should be compared with Corollary 1.45 about the categorical monadicity theorem.

Proof. In view of the equivalence ζ : Y −→ Y , we may replace Y by Y in the statement, and we carry out the proof with this replacement. This allows us to use that η_C : Y −→ Γ_C Y is a weak equivalence and is therefore invertible in the homotopy category. Let us write [X, Y ] for the set of maps X −→ Y in any given homotopy category.

For X ∈ C [T ] and Y ∈ C [T ]_{Cgp} , we have the induced map

η^∗_C : [Γ_C X, Y ] −→ [X, Y ]

given by η^∗_C ([g]) = [g ∘ η_C ]. We define

(η^∗_C )^{−1} : [X, Y ] −→ [Γ_C X, Y ]

by (η^∗_C )^{−1}([f]) = [η_C ]^{−1} ∘ [Γ_C f]. By the naturality diagram (3.23) (with f there replaced by f here), Γ_C f ∘ η_C = η_C ∘ f. Passing to homotopy and post-composing with [η_C ]^{−1}, this implies that

(η^∗_C ∘ (η^∗_C )^{−1})([f]) = [f].

Now consider the following diagram, whose top row represents ((η^∗_C )^{−1} ∘ η^∗_C )([g]).

(3.30) Γ_C X^{ΓCηC} // HHH HHH HHH HHH HHH HHH Γ_C Γ_C X^{ΓCg} // μ_C fflffl Γ_C Y^{[ηC]} −1 // Y

Γ_C X_g // η_C OO

Y η_C OO —— —— —— —— — —— — By the unit conditions of the monad Γ_C , μ_C ∘ Γη_C = id = μ_C ∘ η_C ; the middle square commutes by the naturality of η_C . Thus

Γ_C g ∘ η_C = η_C ∘ g = η_C ∘ g ∘ μ_C ∘ η_C .

We claim that η_C : Γ_C X −→ Γ_C Γ_C X is a weak equivalence. Granting the claim, passing to homotopy, and precomposing with the resulting [η_C ]^{−1}, it follows that

[Γ_C g] = [η_C ∘ g ∘ μ_C ].

Precomposing with [Γ_C η_C ] on Γ_C X, using the left triangle, and post-composing with [η_C ]^{−1} on Γ_C Y , this implies that

((η^∗_C )^{−1} ∘ η^∗_C )([g]) = [g].

To prove the claim, consider the naturality square

Γ_C X^{ηC} // ζ fflffl Γ_C Γ_C X

Γ_Cζ fflffl Γ_C X_{ηC} // Γ_C Γ_C X

Since Γ_C X is grouplike, the top arrow η_C is a weak equivalence. Since ζ is a weak equivalence, one can check that Γ_C ζ is a weak equivalence by inspection and (iii) and (v) of Assumption F. Therefore the bottom arrow η_C is a weak equivalence. □

Remark 3.31. We do not have an obvious analogue of part (iii) of Corollary 1.45 due to the contrasting roles of C and Γ_C here, but note that the diagram (3.30) implies that μ_C is the homotopical inverse of η_C : Γ_C X −→ Γ_C Γ_C X.

3.5. A model theoretic reinterpretation. In our applications, we are given model structures on T and S such that (Σ, Ω) is a Quillen adjunction. Moreover, a standard model categorical result (e.g. [MP12, Theorem 16.2.5]) generally applies to show that C [T ] is a model category with fibrations and weak equivalences created by the forgetful functor U_C : C [T ] −→ T . Then (F_C , U_C ) is a Quillen adjunction. Since Ω preserves fibrations and weak equivalences, it is immediate that Ω_C preserves fibrations and weak equivalences. That is, the following result holds.

Proposition 3.32. If (Σ, Ω) is a Quillen adjunction, then (Σ_C , Ω_C ) is a Quillen adjunction.

While thinking model theoretically did not lead us to our present perspective, it does conceptualize the results. When working with spaces or G-spaces and using the standard Quillen model structures, the bar construction Y has the homotopy type of a cofibrant C -algebra under minimal hypotheses [ABG^+14, Lemma 5.50]. It is therefore a cofibrant approximation of Y in C [T ] if we instead use the mixed model structures of [MP12, Section 17]. Thus we are entitled to think of the functor E of Definition 3.1 as the composite of a cofibrant approximation and the left adjoint of a Quillen adjunction. In the language of [MMSS01], the homotopical monadicity theorem is then given by a connective Quillen equivalence.

Remark 3.33. In the example of orbital presheaves in Part 2, we are led to an illuminating alternative point of view. There the interest is entirely focused on objects in a model category that are definitely not cofibrant and we use classical cellular cofibrant approximation as a tool to convert such examples to well-behaved cofibrant objects that feed naturally into our machine. Nevertheless, it is convenient and perhaps necessary there to continue using the bar construction, even though it would be pointless to consider it as a cofibrant approximation.

4. Monads associated to operads in iterated loop space theory

We record how classical and equivariant iterated and infinite loop space theory appear in our context.

4.1. Delooping based spaces. This is the original example and all proofs are in place, as we have sketched. We focus on what is new in the interpretation of our Assumptions.

Here T and S are both taken to be the category of based spaces and (Σ, Ω) in the general theory is taken to be (Σ^n, Ω^n), the n-fold suspension and n-fold loop space functors. We take C = C_n to be the monad on based spaces associated to an E_n-operad C = C_n that acts naturally on Ω^nX for spaces X, such as the little n-cubes operad, the little n-discs operad, or the Steiner operad for R^n or the product of one of these with any E_∞-operad. As in Remarks 1.2 and 2.1, to ensure that these monads behave well homotopically, we implicitly restrict attention to nondegenerately based spaces when applying Σ or C . As said before, basepoint issues are handled carefully in [MMO] and we shall say no more about them here.

We clearly have a context as specified in Assumption A, and Assumption B holds under the implicit restriction just mentioned. With any of the standard model structures on T (e.g. [MP12, Chapter 17]), (Σ^n, Ω^n) is a Quillen adjunction since Ω^n clearly preserves fibrations and acyclic fibrations. We define Ω^n-connective to mean n-connective, alias (n − 1)-connected, and then Assumption C is also satisfied. As noted in Remark 2.11, Assumption F is almost entirely concerned with realization and its application to the functors Σ and Ω. The references in Remark 2.13 show that it is satisfied here. It remains to discuss Assumptions D and E.

We start with the following classical definitions, modified very slightly to fit Definition 2.5. This gives the context in which the approximation theorem is proven for n ≥ 2. Let Gr denote the Grothendieck group functor (alias group completion) from abelian monoids to abelian groups and let i: Id −→ Gr denote the natural map. If f : M −→ A is a homomorphism from an abelian monoid to an abelian group, we write f̃ for the map of groups GrM −→ A such that f̃ ∘ i = f. We think of the following definition as giving a homologically defined category H_{com} that satisfies Definition 2.5. It is an elaboration of [GM17, Definition 1.6].

Definition 4.1. Let H be the category of homotopy associative Hopf spaces and Hopf maps. It is understood that Hopf spaces are (nondegenerately) based at their unit objects and that Hopf maps are based. A space in H is said to be grouplike if π_0(X) is a group. Let H_{com} be the full subcategory of homotopy commutative Hopf spaces in H . Define a group completion f : Y −→ Z to be a map in H_{com} such that Z is grouplike, f induces an isomorphism f̃ : Grπ_0(Y ) −→ π_0(Z), and, for any field k of coefficients, f_∗ localizes the homology of Y by inverting π_0(Y ) ⊂ H_∗(Y ). That is, f_∗ induces an isomorphism

f̃ : H_∗(Y )[π_0(Y )−1]^{∼=} //H_∗(Z).

It suffices to take k to be Q and F_p for any prime p.

The definition just given is designed for use when n ≥ 2, so that the relevant Hopf spaces are homotopy commutative. We focus on the case n = 1 in Section 4.2.

Lemma 4.2. Using the notion of group completion given in Definition 4.1, the category H_{com} satisfies the conditions specified in Definition 2.5.

Proof. This is easy, but we give some details in the hopes of making Definition 2.5 more intuitively sensible than it might have seemed on a first reading. It is obvious that an object of H that is weakly equivalent to a grouplike object is grouplike. It is classical that an object X ∈ H_{com,gp} is weakly equivalent in H to X_0 × π_0(X), where X_0 is the component of the identity element 0 of π_0(X). Recalling that Hopf spaces are simple, it follows from a theorem of Whitehead that a map between objects of H_{com,gp} is a weak equivalence if and only if it induces isomorphisms on π_0 and on H_∗ for all fields of coefficients or, equivalently, for integer coefficients. Now (i) of Definition 2.5 is clear. For (ii), looking back at (2.6), we first assume that Z and W are grouplike. On passage to π_0 or to H_∗, the vertical composites in the following diagrams are either g_∗ or h_∗.

π_0(X)^{f∗} // i fflffl π_0(Y ) i fflffl Grπ_0(X)^{f̃∗} // g̃_∗ fflffl Grπ_0(Y ) h̃_∗ fflffl π_0(Z)_{j∗} // π_0(W )

H_∗(X)^{f∗} // i fflffl H_∗(Y ) i fflffl H_∗(X)[π_0(X)^{−1}]^{f̃∗} // g̃_∗ fflffl H_∗(Y )[π_0(Y )^{−1}] h̃_∗ fflffl H_∗(Z)_{j∗} // H_∗(W )

In (ii)(a), f and j are weak equivalences, so f_∗, the induced map f̃_∗, and j_∗ are isomorphisms. It is immediate from 2 out of 3 in the bottom squares that g̃_∗ is an isomorphism if and only if h̃_∗ is an isomorphism, which verifies that (ii)(a) is satisfied. In (ii)(b), g and h are group completions and f is a weak equivalence, so 2 out of 3 in the bottom square implies that j_∗ is an isomorphism, so that j is a weak equivalence. Finally, we assume that Y , Z, and W are grouplike in (2.6). Then the bottom squares of the diagrams above reduce to

Grπ_0(X)^{f̃∗} // g̃_∗ fflffl π_0(Y ) h_∗ fflffl π_0(Z)_{j∗} // π_0(W )

H_∗(X)[(π_0(X)^{−1}]^{f̃∗} // g̃_∗ fflffl H_∗(Y ) h_∗ fflffl H_∗(Z)_{j∗} // H_∗(W )

In (ii)(c), h_∗ and j_∗ are isomorphisms, hence f̃_∗ is an isomorphism if and only if g̃_∗ is an isomorphism. In (ii)(d), f̃_∗ and g̃_∗ are isomorphisms, hence h_∗ is an isomorphism if and only if j_∗ is an isomorphism. □

When n ≥ 2, it is clear that a C -algebra is a homotopy associative and commutative Hopf space, so that U_C factors through H_{com}. To verify Assumption D, it remains to construct a group completion functor (G , g) as in Definition 2.7. Here we follow [May72, Theorem 13.5] and [GM17, Theorem 1.14(ii)]. Let M be the operad^9 (with permutations, as usual) whose algebras are topological monoids [May72, Definition 3.1]. Whichever sequence of compatible operads we choose, the operad C = C_n comes with an inclusion of the operad C_1. The operad C_1 is an A_∞ operad as defined in [May72, Definition 3.5]. Moreover, there is a map of operads δ : C_1 −→ M such that the Σ_j -map δ(j): C_1(j) −→ M (j) is a Σ_j -equivalence for each j, so that the induced map of monads δ : C_1 −→ M is given by weak equivalences. The following result is implied by Lemma 3.2 and Assumption F.

Lemma 4.3. Let Y be a C_1 -algebra. Then

9alias Asso, the associativity monad

(i) ζ : B(C_1 , C_1 , Y ) −→ Y is a map of C_1-algebras and a homotopy equivalence with inverse ν.

(ii) Bδ : B(C_1 , C_1 , Y ) −→ B(M , C_1 , Y ) is a weak equivalence.

Notation 4.4. Recall that the classifying space BM of a topological monoid M is the geometric realization of the nerve of M, where M is viewed as the morphism space of a topological category with a single object. The inclusion of 1-simplices gives a natural map ι: ΣM −→ BM. Its adjoint is a natural map χ: M −→ ΩBM.

Definition 4.5. Let Y be a C = C_n-algebra, and regard Y as a C_1-algebra by pullback along C_1 −→ C_n. Define FY to be the topological monoid B(M , C_1 , Y ) and define G Y = ΩBFY . Note that ν in Lemma 3.2 is a Hopf map, and define g : Y −→ G Y to be the natural composite of Hopf maps

g : Y^ν //B(C_1 , C_1 , Y )^{Bδ} //B(M , C_1 , Y ) = FY^ζ //G Y

We recall a version of the Barratt–Quillen group completion theorem.

Theorem 4.6. If M is a homotopy commutative topological monoid, then the map χ: M −→ ΩBM is a group completion. If, further, M is grouplike, then χ is a weak equivalence. Therefore, for Y ∈ C [T ], g : Y −→ G Y is a group completion and is a weak equivalence if Y is grouplike.

Proof. The version in [May75, Theorem 15.1] assumes that left translation by an element x is homotopic to right translation by x in both M and ΩBM. Clearly that holds for M when M is homotopy commutative. For ΩBM, that hypothesis is only used to ensure that π_0(ΩBM) = π_1(BM) is commutative (see [May75, Lemma15.2]). This holds when M is homotopy commutative since π_0(ΩBM) is then the Grothendieck group of π_0(M), by [Ram19, Proposition B.1].^{10} The weak equivalence consequence is immediate from a comparison of fiber sequences that is given in [May75, Theorem 7.6]. □

This applies when n ≥ 2 to complete the verification of Assumption D. To deal with the case n = 1, we adopt the following variant of Definition 4.1, which is a variant of [GM17, Definition 1.7].

Definition 4.7. Let H_m be the subcategory of H whose objects are weakly equivalent to topological monoids and whose maps are weakly equivalent in the arrow category of H to maps of monoids. A space in H_m is said to be grouplike if π_0(X) is a group. A map f in H_m is an m-group completion if it is weakly equivalent in the arrow category of H_m to a map χ: M −→ ΩBM for a topological monoid M. The definition makes sense since, for a topological monoid M, ΩBM is homotopy equivalent to the Moore loop space ΛBM, which is a topological monoid.

We leave it as an exercise to prove the following analog of Lemma 4.2.

Lemma 4.8. Using the notion of m-group completion given in Definition 4.7, the category H_m satisfies the conditions specified in Definition 2.5 when n ≥ 1.

Remark 4.9. We could alternatively use the more rigid conceptual notions of C_1 - grouplike C_1 -algebras and C_1 -group completions that are given in Definition 3.22, together with Corollary 3.25.

10We thank Dan Ramras for this reference.

Using m-group completions and Definition 4.5, Assumption D is now immediate for n ≥ 1. In view of the following result, the m-notion is mainly of interest when n = 1 since it can be used interchangeably with the original notion of Definition 4.1 when n ≥ 2. Let H_{m,com} be the full subcategory of homotopy commutative Hopf spaces in H_m.

Lemma 4.10. Let f : Y −→ Z be a map in H_{m,com}. If f is an m-group completion, then f is a group completion. Conversely, if f is also a map of C -algebras (in particular, if n ≥ 2) and is a group completion, then f is an m-group completion.

Proof. If f is an m-group completion, then it is a group completion by Theorem 4.6. For the converse, f is equivalent in H_{com} to FY −→ G Y = ΩBFY . □

It remains to consider the approximation theorem, Assumption E. When X is connected, it states that α = α_n : C_n X −→ Ω^nΣ^nX is a weak equivalence and is proven in [May72, Theorem 6.1] for all n ≥ 1. The proof goes by induction on n, using a comparison of fiber sequences

C_n X // α_n fflffl E_n X // fflffl C_{n−1} ΣX α_{n−1} fflffl Ω^nΣ^nX // P Ω^{n−1}Σ^nX // Ω^{n−1}Σ^nX,

taking α_0 to be the identify functor on ΣX to start the induction. The work is in the construction of the contractible space E_n X giving the quasi-fibration displayed in the top row. When n = 1, this weak equivalence is also implied by James’ 1954 paper [Jam55] that introduced the James construction, which, by historical misuse, we have denoted M .

For general spaces X, there is a proof for n ≥ 2 by direct computation of mod p homology for all primes p, with their Bockstein spectral sequences, by Fred Cohen [CLM76, Theorems 3.1, 3.2 , and 3.12 and Corollary 3.3]^{11}; the corresponding calculation with rational coefficients is easy and is essentially implied by the Bockstein spectral sequence calculations. There is also a geometric proof by Graeme Segal [Seg73]. It proceeds by an induction analogous to that for the connected case. For the case n = 1, we shall explain a proof of the following version in Section 4.2.

Theorem 4.11. For a C_1-space Y , α_1 : C_1 Y −→ ΩΣY is an m-group completion.

The following theorem is now an immediate specialization of our general results. It is essentially a restatement of results first proven in [May72, May74] and generalized equivariantly in [GM17].

Theorem 4.12. Take C = C_n. For C -spaces Y , the unit η_C induces a group completion if n ≥ 2 (an m-group completion if n ≥ 1) and therefore a C -group completion Y −→ Ω^n_C EY ∼= Ω^n_C Σ^n_C Y .

Moreover, n-connective based spaces Z are naturally equivalent to coequalized n-fold suspensions Σ^n_C Ω^n_C Z.

11Some small corrections are given by Wellington [Wel82, p. 10]

4.2. Moore loop spaces and 1-fold loop spaces. It is classical that the 1-fold loop space ΩX is equivalent to the Moore loop space ΛX, which is a topological monoid, and that, for connected X, ΩΣX is equivalent to the James construction on X, which we have denoted M X. Largely following Thomason [Tho79] and, more closely, Fiedorowicz [Fie84], we put this into a conceptual framework that elucidates the case n = 1 of Section 4.1. We should say that there is a wealth of further information in [Tho79, Fie84] that we shall not describe. At the end, we very briefly indicate how the ideas here are related to McDuff’s proof [McD79] that all connected spaces are weakly equivalent to classifying spaces of discrete monoids, which is itself a variant of the proof by Kan and Thurston [KT76] that all connected spaces are equivalent to plus constructions of classifying spaces of discrete groups.

In this subsection, T = S is the category of based spaces.

Definition 4.13. Define V to be the category of based spaces π : X −→ [0, ∞) over [0, ∞) such that π^{−1}(0) = ∗. We take 0 to be the basepoint of [0, ∞), and we use the notation (X, π) for π : X −→ [0, ∞).

We first recall the Moore loop space functor Λ^v : T −→ V and its left adjoint Σ_v : V −→ T and then use an adjunction (L, R) between V and T to relate (Σ_v, Λ^v) to (Σ, Ω) via a composite adjunction. The Moore loop space functor as usually understood is Λ = LΛ^v : T −→ T , and we shall write Ξ = Σ_vR: T −→ T to match. Up to isomorphism, these are Ω and Σ and are therefore also adjoint. We then relate these adjunctions to two monads on T and to two related monads on V and finally show how these all fit together to give a conceptual understanding of Theorem 4.11.

Definition 4.14. Define Λ^v : T −→ V by letting Λ^vX be the set of pairs (f, s), where s ∈ [0, ∞) and f : [0, ∞) −→ X is a continuous map such that f(0) = ∗ and f(t) = ∗ for all t ≥ s. Topologize Λ^vX as a subspace of Map([0, ∞), X) × [0, ∞) and define π(f, s) = s. Define Σ_v : V −→ T by Σ_v (X, π) = X × [0, ∞)/{(x, t)|t = 0 or t ≥ π(x)}. Both Λ^v and Σ_v extend to morphisms in obvious ways.

The lemmas from here to the diagram (4.27) are all easily verified from the definitions. Almost all are parts of [Fie84, Lemmas 6.2, 6.6, and 6.7]. Lemma 4.15. (Σ_v , Λ^v) is an adjoint pair of functors between V and T . Definition 4.16. Define L : V −→ T by L(X, π) = X. Define R : T −→ V by letting R(X) be the subspace R(X) = (∗, 0) ∪ {(x, s)|x ∈ X and s > 0} of X × [0, ∞) and letting π : R(X) −→ [0, ∞) be the projection, π(x, s) = s. Lemma 4.17. (L, R) is an adjoint pair of functors. For (X, π) ∈ V , the unit η : (X, π) −→ RL(X, π) sends x ∈ X to (x, π(x)). For X ∈ T , the counit ε: LRX −→ X sends (x, s) to x. Both η and ε are homotopy equivalences. Lemma 4.18. For (X, π) ∈ V , define a natural homeomorphism ι: ΣLX −→ Σ_vX by ι(x, t) = (x, tπ(x)) for t ∈ I. Its inverse is given by ι^{−1}(x, t) = (x, t/π(x)) for t ∈ [0, π(x)]. For X ∈ T , define a natural isomorphism RΩX ∼= Λ^vX by letting (f, s) ∈ RΩX correspond to (g, s) ∈ Λ^vX if g(ts) = f(t) for t ∈ I.

Lemma 4.19. (Σ_v , Λ^v) is isomorphic to the composite adjunction (ΣL, RΩ).

Nothing said above refers to products on loop spaces.

Definition 4.20. We say that (Y, π) is a monoid in V if Y is a monoid with unit ∗ and π is a morphism of monoids, where [0, ∞) is regarded as a monoid under addition. Let Mon[T ] and Mon[V ] denote the categories of monoids in T and monoids in V . Clearly L restricts to a functor L : Mon[V ] −→ Mon[T ]. Lemma 4.21. For X ∈ T , Λ^vX is a monoid in V with product (f, s)(g, t) = (f + g, s + t), where f + g is f on [0, s] and g on [s, s + t], hence ΛX = LΛ^v X is a monoid in T . Lemma 4.22. If M is a monoid in T , then RM is a submonoid of (M ×[0, ∞), π) in V . The adjunction (L, R) restricts to an adjunction between Mon[V ] and Mon[T ].

Turning to monads, we have the following general observation. It applies to any adjunction (L, R) and does not require ε: LR −→ Id to be an isomorphism, although later we will be most interested in the case when it is. Lemma 4.23. If C is a monad in T , then RC L is a monad in V with unit Rη_C L : Id −→ RC L and product RC LRC L^{RCε} //RC C L^{RμCL} //RC L. If (X, θ) is a C -algebra, then RX is a RC L-algebra with action RC LRX^{RCε} //RC X^{Rθ} //RX. Again letting M be the associativity operad, recall that its associated monad on T sends X to the free monoid M X on X with unit ∗. Let η = η_M : X −→ M X be the unit, η(x) = x. Then M is the James construction, but we continue our historical abuse of notation with the following redefinition.

Definition 4.24. Define the James construction J to be the monad RM L on V . Remark 4.25. Fiedorowicz instead defines J to be the free monoid monad F on V .^{12} It is defined by F(X, π) = (M X, π̃), where π̃ : M X −→ [0, ∞) is the unique map of monoids such that π̃ ∘ η_M = π. From the point of view of V , this is the obvious sensible choice. However, V is introduced only to elucidate structure in T . By freeness, there is a unique map of monoids ν : F(X, π) −→ J(X, π) such that ν ∘ η_F = η_J. These give a map of monads F −→ J, and it is an equivalence. Another way of seeing ν is to view the identity map M X −→ M X for X ∈ T as a map of monoids LF(X, π) −→ M L(X, π). Its adjoint is our equivalence ν : F(X, π) −→ RM L(X, π) = J(X, π) of monoids on V . Our J is essential to the conceptual comparison between structure in V and structure in T that is our focus, hence we will never use F.

From here, we abbreviate notation by setting C = C_1 . As noted before, we have a map δ : C −→ M of operads and thus an induced map δ : C −→ M of monads. By pullback of actions, it induces a functor δ^∗ : M [T ] −→ C [T ]. The monad D of the following definition is new. It gives a convenient conceptual intermediary between C and J.^{13} Examples like it will be central to Part II.

12In [Fie84], J is used for both M and his J. We find a notational distinction to be helpful. 13Use of it can simplify the proofs of other results of [Tho79, Fie84] not considered here.

Definition 4.26. Define D to be the monad RC L on V and define δ : D −→ J to

be the induced map RδL of monads on V . By pullback of actions, it induces a

functor δ^∗ : J[V ] −→ D [V ].

We put things together in the following diagram, in which (Σ, Ω) = (Σ^1, Ω^1).

(4.27) V^L //

F_D

ßß2 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 2

F_J

fflffl

T R oo^Σ //

F_C øø8 88 88 88 88 88 88 8 F_M fflffl

T Ω oo

Ω_C � � � � � � �

(RΩ)_D

rr

M [T ]^{δ∗} //

U_M OO

R zzz zz

˝˝zz zz zz zz zz z C [T ] U_C

““88 88 88 88 88 88 88 Σ_C DD� � � � � � � �

R � � � � � � �

J[V ] L z z z z z z

==z zz

δ^∗ //

U_J

OO

D [V ]

U_D

YY22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 L CC� � � � � � �

(ΣL)_D

RR

Remark 4.28. Since ε: LR −→ Id is not an isomorphism, the two dotted arrows

L in the diagram are undefined. Nevertheless, Proposition 1.3 gives the displayed

left adjoint (ΣL)_D .

Remark 4.29. Deleting M [T ] and J[V ] and the functors to or from either, many

similar situations will appear in Part II, where we study composite adjunctions of

the resulting form that give substantial new applications of our general context.

However, the resulting diagram here does not fit into the composite adjunction

context since M does not act on ΩX. The leftmost triangle in (4.27) pasted with

the triangle with apex D [V ] give as much of the composite adjunction context as

makes sense in the present context.^{14}

The small top right triangle in (4.27) is (1.12) for the case n = 1 of Assumption A

from Section 4.1. Clearly (Σ_v , Λ^v) ∼= (ΣL, RΩ) and D also satisfy Assumption A.

Ignoring M [T ], the large central triangle with apex D [V ] is (1.12) for this case.

Since JΛ^v = RMLΛ^v = RMΛ, it is clear that J acts on all Λ^vX. Therefore the

adjunction (Σ_v, Λ^v) and the monad J give us a third instance of Assumption A. Its

diagram (1.12) adds (Σ_J, Ω_J) relating T and J[V ] to the top row and left vertical

arrows of (4.27).

All of our assumptions apply to all three of these examples of Assumption A.

Defining a map f in V to be a weak equivalence if Lf is a weak equivalence in T

and defining X to be Λ-connective if X is connected, we have Assumptions B and C;

Assumption F works as in Section 4.1 and is also the content of [Fie84, Lemma 0].

Here the realization of a simplicial object (X_∗, π_∗) in V is (X, π), where X = |X_∗|

and π is the realization of π_∗. This makes sense since the face and degeneracy

operators commute with the π_n defined on n-simplices. In addition to L commuting

with realization, it is easily checked that R commutes with realization. Using m-

group completions, we verified Assumption D in Section 4.1. It remains to consider

14Nevertheless, Theorem 0.2 applies to give a new way to see that any connected space is

weakly equivalent to the classifying space of a certain Moore loop space. We omit the details

since, by comparison with [May75, Lemma 15.4], the new construction is equivalent to BΛX.

Assumption E, the approximation theorem, as formulated in Theorem 4.11. We explain its proof, but without giving full details.

The following equalities are immediate from LR = Id and our definitions. D = RC L, D R = RC , LD R = C and J = RM L, JR = RM , LJR = M . Under the isomorphism RΩΣL ∼= Λ^vΣ_v, η for Λ^vΣ_v factors as the composite

Id^η //RL^{RηL} //RΩΣL

and ηR = id: R −→ RLR = R. Using these, we find that the top two squares make sense and commute in the following diagram. Since the relationship between M and J is formally the same as the relationship between C and D , the bottom two squares commute by the same arguments. It is formal that the middle two squares commute. We write ϑ_C , ϑ_D , ϑ_J, and ϑ_M for the natural actions.

(4.30) RC X^{RCη} // RC ΩΣX^{RϑC} // ∼= fflffl RΩΣX ∼= fflffl D RX^{Dη} // δ fflffl D Λ^v Σ_v RX^{ϑD} // δ fflffl Λ^vΣ_vRX = fflffl JRX^{Jη} // JΛ^vΣ_vRX^{ϑJ} // ∼= fflffl Λ^vΣ_vRX ∼= fflffl RM X_{RMη} // RM ΛΞX_{RϑM} // RΛΞX The top squares identify Rα_C with α_D , the middle squares say that α_J ∘ δ = α_D , and the bottom squares identify Rα_M with α_J. We repeat that δ : C −→ M is a natural equivalence because C (j) −→ M (j) is a Σ_J -equivalence for all j. It follows that δ : D −→ J is a natural equivalence. Therefore Theorem 4.11 holds if the composite α_M = ϑ_M ∘ M η on the bottom row is an m-group completion. Fiedorowicz [Fie84] has given an ingenious argument from here, starting from an insight of Thomason [Tho79]. We shall explain the idea but not give full details.

Let Mon be the category of monoids in T . Below, monoids mean topological monoids with unit as basepoint (assumed to be non-degenerate). Recall Notation 4.4. The following idea comes from [Tho79].

Definition 4.31. Say that a monoid N is grouplike if π_0(N) is a group. Clearly this holds if and only if N is m-grouplike as a Hopf space. Say that a map f : M −→ N of monoids, where N is grouplike, is a mon-group completion if the induced map Bf : BM −→ BN is a weak equivalence.

Lemma 4.32. If f : M −→ N is a mon-group completion, then f is an m-group completion as a map of Hopf spaces.

Proof. This follows from the commutative diagram

M^f // χ fflffl N χ fflffl ΩBM_{ΩBf} // ΩBN. If Bf is a weak equivalence, then so is ΩBf. Since N is grouplike, comparison of the path space fibration of BN with the universal quasi-fibration EN −→ BN (e.g. [May75, Theorem 7.6]) shows that χ for N is a weak equivalence. Therefore f is weakly equivalent to χ for M in the arrow category of H_m. □

Thus to prove that α_M : M X −→ ΛΣX is a group completion, it suffices to prove that Bα_M is a weak equivalence. We reduce that problem to another one using the following diagram, which is adapted from the proof of [Fie84, Theorem 6.12].

(4.33) ΣX^{ΣηM} // Ση fflffl ΣM X ΣM η wwooo ooo ooo oo ι // Σα_M fflffl BM X Bα_M fflffl ΣΛΞX

ε ++VVVV

VVVVV

VVVVV

VVVVV

V^{ΣηM} // ΣM ΛΞX^{ΣϑM} // ΣΛΞX^ι // ε fflffl BΛΞX ξ xxppp ppp ppp pp ΞX ∼= ΣX On the top, we see two naturality diagrams and the definition of α_M as a composite. The composite Σϑ_M ∘ Ση_M is the identity, so the bottom left triangle commutes tautologically no matter what ε is. Using the isomorphism Ξ ∼= Σ, we can define ε to be the counit of the adjunction (Ξ, Λ), and then ε ∘ Ση = id on the left by a triangle identity. The map ξ is an instance of a natural map ξ : BΛY −→ Y that is defined explicitly in [May75, Lemma 15.4], where it is shown to be a weak equivalence when Y is connected. The relation ξ ∘ι = ε is checked in [Fie84, Lemma 6.11]. Since Y = ΞX is connected, ξ is a weak equivalence. Therefore Bα_N is a weak equivalence by the following result, which is [Fie84, Theorem 6.10].

Theorem 4.34. The top composite ι ∘ Ση_M in (4.33) is a weak equivalence.

Brief Sketch. The total singular complex SM of a monoid M is a simplicial discrete monoid. Standard properties of geometric realization as in Assumption F reduce the proof to the case when X is discrete, which is proven in [Fie84, Lemma 6.9] by use of the analog for monoids ([Fie84, Theorem 4.1]) of a result of J.H.C. Whitehead [Whi39] (restated as [Fie84, Theorem 4.0]) for groups. The result for monoids describes when B takes pushouts of discrete monoids to pushouts (up to homotopy equivalence) of spaces, and that allows an induction up skeleta. □

The cited result of Whitehead and its analog for monoids underlie the results of Kan and Thurston and of McDuff [KT76, McD79], respectively, and the latter is given a simplified proof [Fie84, Theorem 3.5] using [Fie84, Theorem 4.1]. Fiedorowicz [Fie84, Theorem 6.15] also gives a curious homological group completion result for the map χ: M X −→ ΩBMX ≃ ΩΣX. That result is a partial non-commutative generalization of Theorem 4.6.

4.3. Delooping based G-spaces for finite groups G. Here T and S are both taken to be the category GT of based G-spaces, tacitly nondegenerately based where necessary, and based G-maps. Again, basepoint issues are handled carefully in [MMO]. We take (Σ, Ω) in the general theory to be (Σ^V , Ω^V ) for some representation V of G. We always assume that V contains the trivial representation R to ensure that its fixed point spaces are in H ; we assume that it contains R^2 when we wish to ensure that homology algebras are commutative. Some relevant facts about passage to H-fixed points for H ⊂ G are collected in Theorem 4.50 below.

We take C = C_V to be the monad on based G-spaces associated to an E_V -operad C_V that acts naturally on Ω^V X for G-spaces X, such as the little V -disks operad or the Steiner operad for V or the product of either with an E_∞ G-operad. Details about these operads are in [GM17, Section 1.1]. This places us in a context as specified in Assumption A. A map f of based G-spaces is a weak equivalence if each of its fixed point maps f^H is a nonequivariant weak equivalence, and Assumption B is satisfied. With any of the standard model structures on GT (e.g. [May96, section VI.5] and [MP12, Chapter 17] made equivariant), (Σ^V , Ω^V ) is a Quillen adjunction since Ω^V preserves fibrations and acyclic fibrations. The following equivariant versions of Definitions 4.1 and 4.7 are variants of [GM17, Definitions 1.9 and 1.10].

Definition 4.35. A Hopf G-space is a based G-space X with a product G-map X × X −→ X such that left and right multiplication by ∗ are G-homotopic to the identity. A G-monoid M is a based G-space M with an associative product G-map such that left and right multiplication by ∗ are the identity.

Definition 4.36. Let H_G be the category of G-homotopy associative Hopf Gspaces. A space in H_G is grouplike if each π_0(X^H ) is a group. Let H_{G,com} be the full subcategory of G-homotopy commutative Hopf G-spaces in H_G. Define a group completion f : Y −→ Z to be a map in H_{G,com} such that Z is grouplike and each f^H is a group completion in the sense of Definition 4.1.

The definition just given is designed for use when R^2 ⊂ V , so that the relevant Hopf G-spaces are G-homotopy commutative.

Definition 4.37. Let H_{G,m} be the full subcategory of H_G whose objects are weakly equivalent to topological G-monoids. A space in H_{G,m} is grouplike if each π_0(X^H ) is a group. When R ⊂ V , a map f in H_{G,m} is an m-group completion if it is weakly equivalent in the arrow category of H_{G,m} to a G-map η : M −→ ΩBM for some topological G-monoid M. The definition makes sense since, for a topological G-monoid M, ΩBM is weakly equivalent to the Moore loop G-space ΛBM, which is a topological G-monoid. Using Theorem 4.50, it follows by passage to H-fixed points that f^H is an m-group completion for all H ⊂ G.

The following lemmas are now immediate from their nonequivariant versions in Lemmas 4.2, 4.8, and 4.10.

Lemma 4.38. Using the notion of group completion given in Definition 4.36, the category H_{G,com} satisfies the conditions specified in Definition 2.5 when R^2 ⊂ V .

Lemma 4.39. Using the notion of m-group completion given in Definition 4.37, the category H_{G,m} satisfies the conditions specified in Definition 1.13 when R ⊂ V .

Let H_{G,m,com} denote the full subcategory of homotopy commutative Hopf Gspaces in H_{G,m}.

Lemma 4.40. If a map f : Y −→ Z in H_{G,m,com} is an m-group completion, then f is a group completion. Conversely, if a map f : Y −→ Z in C_1 [GT ] is a group completion, then it is an m-group completion when regarded as a map in H_{G,m,com}.

By passage to fixed points, using Theorem 4.50, we see that Theorem 4.6 remains true for G-monoids M. Just as in the paragraph above Lemma 4.3, the operad C_1 = C_R is contained in C_V , and G acts trivially on it; G also acts trivially on M . With all group actions induced by the group action on Y , Definition 4.5 applies directly to C_V -G-spaces Y to define (G , g). Since the terms other than Y in the construction have trivial action by G, the construction commutes with passage to H-fixed points. From here, the verification of Assumption D is implied by application of the nonequivariant version to fixed points.

Definition 4.41. We say that a G-space X is Ω^V -connective if it is V -connective, meaning that X^H is |V^H |-connective for each subgroup H ⊂ G.

By passage to fixed points, Assumption C is clear from this definition. The approximation theorem, Assumption E, is more difficult. The following analog of Theorem 4.11 will be proven in Section 4.4.^{15}

Theorem 4.42. For a C_1-G-space Y , α_1 : C_1 Y −→ ΩΣY is an m-group completion.

However, we are interested in the case of general V , and we have nothing to add to the discussion in [GM17, Section 1.2]. We restate [GM17, Theorem 1.11]. It restricted to the Steiner operad K_V , but it applies to our C_V .

Theorem 4.43 (The approximation theorem). If R ⊂ V , α_V : C_V X −→ Ω^V Σ^V X is an m-group completion. Therefore, if R^2 ⊂ V , α_V : C_V X −→ Ω^V Σ^V X is a group completion.

We are very far from a computational proof along the lines of Cohen’s nonequivariant proof. The proof discussed in [GM17] is due to Rourke and Sanderson [RS00] and starts from Segal’s nonequivariant proof and their “compression theorem”. There is further work to be done here.

Finally, we comment on Assumption F. Geometric realization commutes with finite products and pullbacks and therefore commutes with finite limits. Passage to fixed points is a finite limit, so realization on G-spaces commutes with passage to fixed points. From here, the verification that realization satisfies parts (i) through (vi) of Assumption F presents no difficulty, as indicated in Remarks 2.11 and 2.13. Part (vii) was proven by Hauschild [Hau80] by reduction to the nonequivariant case, and the proof also appears in [CW91, pp. 495-496].

Thus all assumptions are satisfied, with more detailed verifications available in [GM17] and the other cited sources. We remark that C S^0 ≃ ∐_{j≥0}F (V, j)/Σ_j , where F (V, j) is the configuration G-space of (ordered) j-tuples of distinct points of V . It is surprising how little these naturally occurring equivariant configuration spaces have been studied. We have the following analog of Theorem 4.12.

15We find the proof by reference in [GM17] to be unconvincing.

Theorem 4.44. Take C = C_V . For C -spaces Y , the unit η_C induces a group completion if R^2 ⊂ V (an m-group completion if R ⊂ V ) and therefore a C -group completion Y −→ Ω^V_C EY ∼= Ω^V_C Σ^V_C Y .

Moreover, V -connective based G-spaces Z are naturally equivalent to coequalized V -fold suspensions Σ^V_C Ω^V_C X.

Remark 4.45. It is proven in [MMO] that the results of this subsection apply equally well to compact Lie groups G, provided that we restrict attention to just those representations V all of whose isotropy groups have finite index in G.

Remark 4.46. For a given V , define F_V to be the family of subgroups H of G such that G/H embeds in V . If we restrict to those H ∈ F_V when defining the group completion property and Ω^V -connectivity, then, using the Steiner operad for V , the proof goes through to give a family version of Theorem 4.44.

4.4. Moore loop G-spaces and 1-fold loop G-spaces. In this subsection, we adapt Section 4.2 to prove Theorem 4.42. We stay in the context of Section 4.3 with n = 1, taking C and C to be C_R1 and C_R1 , except that we no longer require G to be finite; it can be any topological group here. We add in GV = GT /[0, ∞), where G acts trivially on [0, ∞). As far as we know, nothing at all of the equivariant version of Section 4.2 appears in the literature. However we claim that nearly all of it adapts without change equivariantly and, where change is needed, passage to fixed point spaces does the trick.

We use the same notations equivariantly for the equivariant versions of all of the functors and transformations in Section 4.2. The introductory paragraphs apply verbatim. We adapt Definition 4.14 by letting G act on Moore loops just as it acts on ordinary loops: (gf)(t) = gf(t). We define a G-monoid M to be a G-space which is a monoid such that g(mn) = gm · gn. Then all of the definitions and results recorded in 4.14 through 4.30 apply exactly as written but with T and V replaced by GT and GV and with monoids understood to be G-monoids.

We then have the category GMon of G-monoids and G-monoid maps. For a G-monoid M, we define the classifying G-space BM and the natural G-maps ι: ΣM −→ BM and χ: M −→ ΩBM exactly as in Notation 4.4. That is, G-acts through its action of G on M and nothing else changes.^{16} We write out the changes to Definition 4.31 needed from here.

Definition 4.47. Say that a G-monoid N is grouplike if N is m-grouplike as a Hopf G-space. Say that a map f : M −→ N of G-monoids, where N is grouplike, is a Gmon-group completion if the induced G-map Bf : BM −→ BN is a weak equivalence of G-spaces.

The proof of Lemma 4.32 applies to show that if f is a G-group completion, then f is an m-group completion as a map of Hopf G-spaces. Then the diagram (4.33) applies to reduce the proof of Theorem 4.42 to the following statement.

Theorem 4.48. For a G-space X, the composite G-map

(4.49) ΣX^{ΣηM} // ΣM X^ι // BM X is a weak equivalence.

16We ignore consideration of what BM classifies since that is irrelevant here.

This holds nonequivariantly by Theorem 4.34. Thus the following result implies that it also holds equivariantly, as required.

Theorem 4.50. Let X be a based G-space and M be a G-monoid. (i) (ΩX)^H is naturally isomorphic to Ω(X^H ). (ii) (ΣX)^H is naturally isomorphic to Σ(X^H ). (iii) (M X)^H is naturally isomorphic to M (X^H ). (iv) (BM)^H is naturally isomorphic to B(M^H ).

(v) After passage to H-fixed points, the composite (4.49) is isomorphic to

ΣX^{H ΣηM} // ΣM X^{H ι} // BM X^H .

Proof. Remember that basepoints are assumed to be non-degenerate when that is needed. It is needed here since we use the standard fact that passage to H-fixed points preserves pushouts, one leg of which is a G-cofibration. Clearly (i) holds and it is now also clear that (ii) holds. Let σ_n : sX^n ⊂ X^{n+1} denote the space of points one coordinate of which is the basepoint, and similarly for M. Then σ_n is a G-cofibration. For (iii), M X is filtered by word length, and F_{n+1}M X is obtained from F_nX and X^{n+1} by a unit identification given by a pushout diagram, one leg of which is σ_n. For (iv), BM is the geometric realization of a simplicial G-space with n-simplices M^n. As such, it is filtered and F_{n+1}BM is obtained from F_nBM and X^{n+1} by a pushout diagram, one leg of which is the product of σ_n and the identity map of Δ_{n+1}. The maps η_M and ι are each the inclusion of the first filtration, hence (v) follows. □

Parenthetically, while we have not pursued the details, in view of the result of McDuff [McD79] and its reproof by Fiedorowicz [Fie84], it seems plausible that the following equivariant generalization holds.^{17}

Conjecture 4.51. Let G be a discrete group. Then any G-connected based G-space X is weakly equivalent to BM(X) for some discrete G-monoid M(X).

As in the nonequivariant proof of [Fie84, Theorem 3.5], this holds if the classifying space of any topological G-monoid is equivalent to the classifying space of some discrete G-monoid, as is proven nonequivariantly in [Fie84, Theorem 3.4].

4.5. Spectra and the adjunction (Σ^∞, Ω^∞). To pass from iterated loop space theory to infinite loop space theory, it is necessary to choose a good target category of spectra. This is not the place for a full treatment, but we must explain our choice. If one is primarily interested in formal properties of the stable homotopy category, one can modernize Boardman’s original construction^{18} of that category, for example by using Lurie’s ∞-categories. That in effect ignores the point-set level precision that is our focus and eliminates all hope of using classical adjunctions as in our Assumption A. One might next try to use one’s favorite category of spectra that is symmetric monoidal under the smash product. There are several good choices, such as symmetric spectra, orthogonal spectra, and EKMM S-modules [MMSS01, EKMM97], and there are comparisons among them showing that each gives rise to a category equivalent to Boardman’s original stable homotopy category. But there is a conundrum. By a result of Lewis [Lew91] (or see [May09b, Theorem

17Sunny Zhang has since proven this [Zha23]. 18M. J. Boardman. Unpublished 1964 thesis.

11.1]), any such choice is incompatible with an adjunction (Σ^∞, Ω^∞) such that the unit for the smash product is the sphere spectrum S = Σ^∞S^0.

The precursor [LMS86] of [EKMM97] gives the category S of spectra that we shall use. As said before, it is the only choice we know of in which the achingly elementary Assumption A makes sense. It is not symmetric monoidal in the usual sense, but it is the term S_1 of a symmetric monoidal graded category of spectra.^{19} The smash product in every known symmetric monoidal category of spectra is obtained by suitably internalizing an “external smash product” S_1 × S_1 −→ S_2 of a symmetric monoidal graded category of spectra. A first formalization of this point of view is in [LMS86]. We shall find in Part 3 that the operadic internalization developed in [LMS86, Chapter VIII] is perfectly suited for the multiplicative elaboration of the present theory.

We here recall the categories of (LMS) prespectra and spectra from [LMS86] and exhibit the adjunction (Σ^∞, Ω^∞). We let U = R^∞ with its standard inner product. Define an indexing space to be a finite dimensional subspace of U with the induced inner product. A (coordinate free) prespectrum T consists of based spaces T V and based maps σ : Σ^{W −V} T V −→ T W with adjoints σ̃ : T V −→ Ω^{W −V} T W for V ⊂ W . Here W − V is the orthogonal complement of V in W and S^{W −V} is its one point compactification; σ̃ must be the identity when V = W , and the obvious transitivity condition must hold when V ⊂ W ⊂ Z. A prespectrum T is an inclusion prespectrum if each map σ̃ is an inclusion. It is a spectrum if each map σ̃ is a homeomorphism. We then usually write E rather than T .

A map f : T −→ T^′ of prespectra consists of based maps f_V : T V −→ T^′V such that the diagram

T V^{fV} // σ̃ fflffl T^′V σ̃ fflffl Ω^{W −V} T W_{ΩW −V fW}// Ω^{W −V} T^′W commutes when V ⊂ W . We let P and S denote the category of prespectra and its full subcategory of spectra. The inclusion ℓ: S −→ P has a left adjoint spectrification functor L: P −→ S [LMS86, Theorem I.2.2]. When T is an inclusion prespectrum, (LT )(V ) = colim_{V ⊂W} Ω^{W −V} T W, where the colimit is taken over the maps Ω^{W −V} σ̃ : Ω^{W −V} T W −→ Ω^{W −V} Ω^{Z−W} T Z ∼= Ω^{Z−V} T Z This makes sense since, for V ⊂ W ,

LT (V ) ∼= colim_{W ⊂Z} Ω^{W −V} Ω^{Z−W} T Z ∼= Ω^{W −V} colim_{W ⊂Z} Ω^{Z−W} T Z = Ω^{W −V} T W.

We may restrict attention to any cofinal set of indexing spaces V in U; we require 0 to be in V and we require the union of the V in V to be all of U. Up to isomorphism, the category S is independent of the choice of V . The default is

19A paper in progress by Bryce Goldman gives a full treatment of this old idea.

V = A ℓℓ. We can define prespectra and spectra in the same way in any countably infinite dimensional real inner product space U. The default is U = R^∞ .

For a based space X, we have an obvious suspension prespectrum {Σ^V X} with V^{th} space Σ^V X. The maps σ are the evident identifications Σ^{W −V} Σ^V X ∼= Σ^W X, and their adjoints σ̃ are inclusions. We define Σ^∞X = L{Σ^V X}. More explicitly, define QX = colim Ω^V Σ^V X, where the colimit runs over the maps

Ω^V σ̃ : Ω^V Σ^V X −→ Ω^V Ω^{W −V} Σ^{W −V} Σ^V X ∼= Ω^W Σ^W X.

Then the V th space of Σ^∞X is QΣ^V X. Let η : X −→ QX be the natural inclusion.

For a spectrum E, we define Ω^∞E = E(0); we usually write it as E_0. The functors Σ^∞ and Ω^∞ are adjoint; QX is Ω^∞Σ^∞X, and η is the unit of the adjunction. The counit ε: Σ^∞Ω^∞E −→ E is adjoint to the map of prespectra {Σ^V E_0} −→ ℓE which at level V is σ : Σ^V E_0 −→ EV . We sometimes write Γ^∞ = Ω^∞Σ^∞ for the associated monad.

Definition 4.52. Spectra have homotopy groups, and a map of spectra is a weak equivalence if it induces an isomorphism on homotopy groups.

For Assumption A, we recall the following definition.

Definition 4.53. An operad C of spaces is an E_∞ operad if each C (n) is Σ_n-free and contractible. A space with an action of some E_∞-operad is an E_∞ space.

We take C to be the monad associated to the infinite Steiner operad K_∞, as in [May09b, Section 3] or [GM17]. It is an E_∞ operad. By passage to colimits from the actions of the Steiner operads K_V on V -fold loop spaces, K_∞ acts naturally on the infinite loop spaces E_0 = Ω^∞E. We could equally well take C to be the monad associated to any E_∞ operad that acts naturally on infinite loop spaces, such as the product of any E_∞ operad with K_∞. This puts us in the context of Assumption A.

It is very easy to generalize the context just established to G-spectra for a finite group G. Everything said so far applies almost verbatim. We replace T by GT , so replace spaces and maps by G-spaces and G-maps, and we replace U by a G-universe U_G. This means that U_G is the sum of countably many copies of each of a chosen set of irreducible representations of G; we insist that the trivial representation be in our set. We then take our indexing spaces V to be finite dimensional sub Ginner product spaces of U_G. A universe U_G is complete if it contains all irreducible representations of G. The G-spectra are then said to be genuine. A universe U_G = U is trivial if G acts trivially, in which case we just see spectra with Gactions. Such G-spectra are said to be classical, or naive. We write GS for the category of genuine G-spectra indexed on a complete universe U_G and the G-maps of G-spectra.

The trivial universe U is a sub-universe of any other universe U_G. We define the H-fixed point spectrum of a genuine G-spectrum E by first restricting E to the subuniverse U and then taking H-fixed points levelwise. That is, E^H (V ) = E(V )^H where G acts trivially on V . Homotopical properties of GS are inherited from those of S by passage to fixed points.

Definition 4.54. A map f : D −→ E of G-spectra is a weak equivalence if each f^H : D^H −→ E^H is a weak equivalence of spectra.

We use the following definition to define E_∞ operads of G-spaces.

Definition 4.55. Let F_n denote the family of all subgroups Γ of G × Σ_n such that Γ ∩ Σ_n = {e}. Each such Γ is the graph Γ_α = {(h, α(h)) | h ∈ H} ⊂ G × Σ_n of some homomorphism α : H −→ Σ_n, where H ⊂ G. Taking α to be trivial, we see that H ∈ F_n for all n and all H ⊂ G.

Definition 4.56. An operad C of G-spaces is an E_∞ operad if each C (n) is Σ_nfree and if C (n)^Γ is contractible for all Γ ∈ F_n . A G-space with an action of some E_∞-operad is an E_∞ G-space.

With these definitions in place, everything said above works in the same way to place us in the context of Assumption A.

4.6. From G-spaces to genuine G-spectra for finite groups G. We prove analogs of Theorems 4.12 and 4.44 for spectra and G-spectra here. We view the nonequivariant case as the case when G is the trivial group. We follow the modernized sketch of the recognition principle that is given non-equivariantly in [May09b, Section 9]. That is made equivariant and compared with the orthogonal G-spectrum machine in [GM17, Sections 2.3 and 2.4]. We restrict to a complete universe and delete it from the notation. We take T in the general theory to be the category GT of based G-spaces.^{20} We take S to be the category GS of (genuine) G-spectra and take (Σ, Ω) to be (Σ^∞, Ω^∞).

We have placed ourselves in the context of Assumption A in the previous subsection. With the weak equivalences defined there, we have Assumption B. In fact, by [EKMM97, Theorem VII.4.4], GS is a model category, and it is again clear that (Σ^∞, Ω^∞) is a Quillen adjunction since Ω^∞ preserves fibrations and acyclic fibrations. Just as for spaces and G-spaces, all G-spectra are fibrant objects. Model categories with this property are often especially convenient since there is no need to keep track of how fibrant replacement behaves with respect to constructions of interest. This feature holds for our G-spectra and can be viewed as the reason that Ω^∞ behaves well both formally and homotopically. This feature does not hold for symmetric or orthogonal G-spectra.

Nonequivariantly, we define a spectrum to be Ω^∞-connective if it is connective in the usual sense that its homotopy groups in negative degrees are zero. Similarly, we define a G-spectrum to be Ω^∞-connective, abbreviated to connective, if each of its fixed point spectra is connective. Then Assumption C holds.

We define group completion as in the G-space example. The definition now is for E_∞ G-spaces and is the same as for E_V -G-spaces: it is given by homological group completion on H-fixed point spaces for H ⊂ G. From here it is implicit or explicit in [GM17] that Assumptions D, E and F hold.

Theorem 4.57. For E_∞ G-spaces Y , the unit η_C induces a group completion and therefore a C -group completion

Y −→ Ω^∞_C EY ∼= Ω^∞_C Σ^∞_C Y ,

and any connective G-spectrum E is equivalent to Σ^∞_C Ω^∞_C E.

20The caveat in Remark 1.2 concerning non-degenerate basepoints applies.

Remark 4.58. The theory here adapts without change for a general G-universe U_G, giving an analog of Theorem 4.57, provided that we take C to be the monad associated to the Steiner operad C for the universe U_G.

Remark 4.59. The discussion of G-spectra in Section 4.5 summarizes the restriction to finite groups G of the theory of G-spectra developed for general compact Lie groups in [LMS86]. Just as in Remark 4.45, Theorem 4.57 generalizes to compact Lie groups G provided that we restrict attention to representations V of G whose isotropy groups have finite index in G. Here we use a universe defined using only such representations and we use a Steiner operad C for a compact Lie group G that is the colimit of Steiner operads C_V for such V . Details are in [MMO, Section 9.3].

Remark 4.60. For any topological group G,^{21} we can use the trivial G-universe and a non-equivariant E_∞ operad, viewed as G-trivial, to obtain the analog of Theorem 4.57 for classical (alias naive) G-spectra. These are just spectra, as defined nonequivariantly, with actions of G on component spaces and equivariant structure maps such that. E_n −→ ΩE_{n+1} is a G-homeomorphism. All of our assumptions hold. The approximation theorem is obtained from its nonequivariant version by passage to fixed points.

Part 2. Composite adjunctions

5. The general theory of composite adjunctions

5.1. The categorical context and Assumptions A, B, and C. We start with a given instance of the context described in Assumption A. Thus we have an adjunction (Σ, Ω) between categories T and S and a monad C on T . We have the formal consequences described in Section 1. We assume the homotopical Assumptions B through F of Section 2, and we have the conclusions of Section 3.

Assumption A_{com}. We assume given a second adjunction (L, R) from a third cocomplete category V to T and we assume that ε: LR −→ Id is an isomorphism. We also assume given a monad D on V together with a natural isomorphism ω : D R −→ RC of functors T −→ V that is compatible with the units and products, η and μ, of C and D in the sense that the following diagrams commute.^{22} R ηR ˝˝——— ——— ——_{Rη} !!B BBB BBB B

D R_ω // RC

D D R^{Dω} // μR fflffl D RC^{ωC} // RC C Rμ fflffl D R_ω // RC

Remark 5.1. The condition that ε: LR −→ Id is an isomorphism plays an important role in our main examples. We say we have a weak composite adjunction context when ε is only a weak equivalence. The isomorphism condition is familiar categorically. It means that T is a reflective subcategory of V . In particular, R is full and faithful, the categorical monad RL is idempotent (its μ is an isomorphism), and the adjunction is monadic. Intuitively, D -algebras in V are more general than

21Again, we require e ∈ G to be a non-degenerate basepoint to avoid pathology. 22In the language of [May09b, Definition 14.1], these diagrams say that (R, ω) is a lax map of

monads C −→ D .

C -algebras in T , so that a recognition principle for the new context is more general than the one for the original context. Nevertheless, in our examples, we will show how to transform the more general context into the original one. See Remark 5.20.

We give a categorical elaboration of Assumption A_{com} in Section 5.2. We answer the following natural question here and in Section 5.4, and we then summarize our conclusions in Section 5.5. We show in Section 5.6 how an example of our (weak) composite adjunction context applies to transform topological examples of Assumption A to simplicial ones.

Question 5.2. Assuming that (Σ, Ω) and C satisfy Assumptions A through F, when do (ΣL, RΩ) and D also satisfy them?

The following diagram gives the picture. It is a composite analog of (1.12) .

(5.3) V^L // F_D

ŒŒ¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ T R oo^Σ // F_C ##HH HHH HHH H S Ω oo Ω_C

——yy yy yy yy

(RΩ)_D kk

C [T ] U_C ccHHH HHH HHH

R ––ww ww ww ww

Σ_C ¡¡y yy yy yy y

D [V ]

U_D

^^¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿¿ ¿ L ;;w w w w (ΣL)D

PP

We emphasize that the dotted arrow L usually does not exist, but our context makes sense nevertheless. Its companion arrow R does always exist since we shall see in (i) of Proposition 5.11 that R takes C -algebras in T to D -algebras in V . Therefore the arrow (RΩ)_D = R ∘ Ω_C exists. This proves the following result.

Lemma 5.4. Assumption A holds with (Σ, Ω) and C replaced by (ΣL, RΩ) and D .

We call this the composite adjunction context. We have maps α and β as in Section 1.2 for this context, hence Definition 1.20 and Proposition 1.3 construct the left adjoint, denoted (ΣL)_D , of (RΩ)_D .

Remark 5.5. When the dotted arrow left adjoint L to R exists, the curved arrows might as well be erased since we then have both

(RΩ)_D = R ∘ Ω_C and (ΣL)_D = Σ_C ∘ L.

We require the following analog of Assumption B.

Assumption B_{com}. We assume that V has a class of weak equivalences satisfying the two out of three property, and we say that a map f in D [V ] is a weak equivalence if U_D f is a weak equivalence in V . We assume that a map f in T is a weak equivalence if and only if Rf is a weak equivalence in V and that the functor F_D (hence also D ) preserves weak equivalences, at least under restriction to good objects as in Remark 1.2.

Remark 5.6. In contrast to Assumption B, where Σ was assumed to preserve weak equivalences, we do not assume that the functor L preserves weak equivalences. It will do so in the categories of operators context. It will not do so in the orbital presheaf context, but it will do so there on restriction to cofibrant objects in view of Lemma 5.14 and Proposition 7.2.

Lemma 5.7. By composition, Assumption B_{com} together with Assumption B for the adjunction (Σ, Ω) and monad C ensures that Assumption B holds for the composite adjunction (ΣL, RΩ) and the monad D , except that ΣL need not preserve weak equivalences in general.

Lemma 5.8. Define the RΩ-connective objects in S to be the Ω-connective objects. Then Assumption B_{com} together with Assumption C for the adjunction (Σ, Ω) ensures that Assumption C holds for our composite adjunction (ΣL, RΩ).

We will come back to the remaining Assumptions in Section 5.4.

5.2. Relations between monads C in T and D in V . We ignore (Σ, Ω) in this subsection but assume given the adjunction (L, R) such that ε: LR −→ Id is an isomorphism. We relate monadic data in T and V , assuming throughout that we are given monads C on T and D on V together with an isomorphism ω : D R −→ RC that satisfies the compatibility diagrams of Assumption A_{com}.

In the special case of categories of operators, results like these were first observed in [MT78, §6] and were later elaborated in [May09a, Appendix A], but our statements here are adapted to our present general context. The proofs are formal inspections of definitions and straightforward diagram chases. These results are purely categorical and have nothing to do with group completion or the approximation theorem. Note that part (ii) is in part a specialization of Lemma 4.23, but now using that ε is an isomorphism.

Proposition 5.9. The following conclusions relate the monads C and D . (i) The functor LD R on T is naturally isomorphic to C via the composite LD R^{Lω} //LRC^{εC} //C and therefore inherits a monad structure from that of C . Moreover, under this isomorphism, the following compatibility diagrams commute. LR ε fflffl LηR // LD R ∼= fflffl Id_η // C

LD D R LμR fflffl

LDηD R// LD RLD R^{∼=} // C C μ fflffl LD R_{∼=} // C

(ii) The functor RC L on V is a monad with product and unit induced from those of C via the composites RC LRC L^{RCε} //RC C L^{RμL} //RC L and Id^η //RL^{RηL} //RC L. Moreover, the isomorphism RC ε: RC LR −→ RC is compatible with the units and products of RC L and C in the sense specified in Assumption A_{com}.

(iii) The composite ι : D^{Dη} //D RL^{ωL}_{∼=} //RC L is a morphism of monads in V .

Remark 5.10. This result says in particular that the “conjugate monad” RC L is the terminal monad in V such that D R is compatibly isomorphic to RC . There usually are other such monads that are more relevant to the applications. In the category of operators context, others have long been known and are standard. In the orbital presheaf context, others are difficult to construct. In the sequel [KMZ24], we will rework a construction of Costenoble and Waner [CW91] to obtain such D in that case. Those D are the examples that lead to applications. Proposition 5.11. The following conclusions relate C -algebras to D -algebras. Let X be in T and Y be in V .

(i) If X is a C -algebra with action θ : C X −→ X, then RX is a D -algebra with action the composite D RX^ω //RC X^{Rθ} //RX and ε: LRX −→ X is an isomorphism of C -algebras.

(ii) If RX is a D -algebra with action ψ : D RX −→ RX, then X is a C -algebra with action Lψ : C X ∼= LD RX −→ LRX ∼= X and the action ψ factors as the composite D RX^η // RLD RX ∼= RC X^{RLψ} // RX. (iii) If D ∼= RC L and Y is a D -algebra with action θ : D Y −→ Y , then LY is a C -algebra with action Lθ : C LY ∼= LRC LY −→ LY. Therefore the dotted arrow L in (5.3) exists when D = RC L.

Proposition 5.12. If (F, λ) is a C -functor in some category Z , then F L : V −→ Z is an RC L-functor in Z with action the composite F LRC L^{F εCL} //F C L^{λL} //F L. Therefore, by pullback, F L is a D -functor in Z with action the composite F LD^{F LDη} //F LD RL^{F LωL} //F LRC L^{F εCL} //F C L^{λL} //F L. 5.3. Special and strictly special objects of V . We will see in Remark 6.55 that the first part of the following definition is standard in the context of categories of operators. The second part will play a central role in both that context and the context of orbital presheaves.

Definition 5.13. We say that an object Y of V is special if the unit η : Y −→ RLY is a weak equivalence, and we let V_s be the full subcategory of special objects of V . We say that Y is strictly special if η is an isomorphism, and we let V_{ss} be the full subcategory of strictly special objects of V .

Assumption B_{com} and the naturality of η imply the following conclusion. Lemma 5.14. The functor L preserves weak equivalences when restricted to strictly special objects of V .

The condition that ε: LR −→ Id is an isomorphism has the following implication. Lemma 5.15. The functor R takes objects of T to strictly special objects of V . Therefore (L, R) restricts to an adjoint equivalence relating V_{ss} to T .

Proof. By the triangle identity, the following composite is the identity for X ∈ T . RX^η //RLRX^{Rε}_{∼=} //RX Therefore η : RX −→ RLRX is an isomorphism. □ Remark 5.16. In our examples, we will show, non-trivially, that it suffices to focus on strictly special objects of V . Then Corollary 5.18 below, which is implied by the following lemma and Propositions 5.9 and 5.11, always justifies taking D to be RC L when applying the machine. This holds even though the examples of interest come from actions of quite different monads D , as pointed out in Remark 5.10. Lemma 5.17. If Y ∈ V is strictly special, then D Y is strictly special. Proof. Consider the following commutative naturality diagram. D Y^{Dη}_{∼=} // η fflffl D RLY^ω_{∼=} // η fflffl RC LY η fflffl RLD Y_{RLDη}^{∼=} // RLD RLY_ω^{∼=} // RLRC LY By the triangle identity, the rightmost vertical arrow η is an isomorphism with inverse Rε. Therefore the other vertical arrows η are also isomorphisms. □ Restricting to strictly special objects, we can fill in the dotted arrow L of (5.3), and it then preserves weak equivalences by Lemma 5.14.

Corollary 5.18. Restricted to strictly special objects, the monads D and RC L are isomorphic and take values in strictly special objects. The adjoint equivalence (L, R) between V_{ss} and T restricts to an adjoint equivalence between D [V_{ss} ] and C [T ].

We conclude this section by describing a natural equivalence between the homotopy categories of V_s and V_{ss}, assuming some of Assumption F_{com} below. This result is discussed in more detail for categories of operators, which is where we will use it, in [May09a], so we will be brief. Observe that, by Proposition 5.12, C L is a D -functor with values in C [T ].

Proposition 5.19. For a D -algebra Y , define Y_C to be the strictly special D -algebra Y_C = RB(C L, D , Y ). If Y is special, then Y is naturally weakly equivalent as a D -algebra to Y_C . For a C -algebra X, RX is weakly equivalent as a D -algebra to RX_C . Proof. Define η to be either of the equal composites in the following diagram. D^{Dη} //

η ””D DDD DD DD D RL ηDRL // RLD RL^{∼=} // RC L

RLD RLDη 99ss sss sss s We then have the following natural maps. Y B(D , D , Y ) ζoo^{B(η,id,id)}// B(RC L, D , Y )^{γR} // RB(C L, D , Y ) = Y_C

Here γ_R is defined in Definition 5.26 and discussed in Remark 5.28. In the context of categories of operators, γ_R is a natural isomorphism because realization commutes with products. As usual, ζ is an equivalence. When Y is special, we can deduce that η is a weak equivalence; the diagrams in the proof of Lemma 5.17 are relevant. Then B(η, id, id) is a weak equivalence by Assumption F_{com}. The weak equivalence of the last statement is the composite RX_C = RB(C L, D , RX)^{RB(id,η,id)}// RB(C L, RC L, RX) ∼= RB(C , C , X)^ζ // RX. The isomorphism is a specialization of the easy Corollary 5.35 below. □

Remark 5.20. We can apply the equivalences of Proposition 5.19 to transform (5.3) to a diagram in which the category V is replaced by V_{ss}. In the transformed diagram L exists and preserves weak equivalences. Then the units of both pairs (L, R) are given by weak equivalences. In effect, up to natural weak equivalence, the transformed diagram entirely reduces the composite adjunction context to the original context of the small right triangle. However, we do not know how to effect the corresponding reduction in the richer multiplicative context of Section 9.

5.4. Assumptions D, E, and F in the composite adjunction context. We shall be a little informal here since the verifications differ in ways that we shall indicate briefly but that will become clearer when we explain the relevant concrete specializations of our composite adjunction context. The framework is the same in all contexts, but the specifics of group completion and realization vary. The approximation theorem, Assumption E, is the main point, and that works the same way in all contexts.

Our discussion of Assumptions D and E focuses on the following diagram. Write α_{com} and ϑ_{com} for the maps α and ϑ in the composite adjunction context. The following diagram describes them in terms of α and ϑ in our original context of Assumption A. We write η generically for the units of both adjunctions and monads.

(5.21) D^{Dη} // Dη fflffl

α_{com} $$ D RΩΣL^{ϑcom} // RΩΣL

D RL^{DRη} // ∼= ω fflffl D RΩΣL ∼= ω fflffl RC L^{RCη} // Rα :: RC ΩΣL^{Rϑ} // RΩΣL

The upper left square applies D to the unit of a composite adjunction, the lower left square is a naturality diagram, and the right rectangle exhibits the definition of ϑ_{com} in terms of ϑ.

When applied to special objects of V , the top left vertical arrow D η is a weak equivalence, and it is an isomorphism when applied to strictly special objects. Due to the appearance of D η in the diagram, we can only expect our recognition principle and characterization theorems to hold when we restrict attention to special objects. This restriction also effects our discussion of group completions.

Remark 5.22. In our examples, the objects of V are functors J −→ W for some small domain category J and some homotopical target category W . In Section 6, W is the category T of our original adjunction. However, in Section 7, our original T is based G-spaces for a finite group G, whereas W is based spaces. Therefore, even though both examples fit perfectly into the general framework here, they are very different in practice. In the former, interest focuses on special objects. In the latter, interest focuses on non-special objects, but in Proposition 7.2 we shall show model theoretically that a cellular approximation functor Γ can be used to approximate all objects by strictly special objects. Nothing like that holds in the categories of operators context; see Remark 7.1.

Definition 5.23. Suppose that the objects of V are functors J −→ W and that grouplike objects of W and group completions in W have been defined using subcategories H and H_{gp} of W , as in Definition 2.5. We transfer these notions to V levelwise. We define H and H_{gp} in V to be the subcategories of functors Y such that each Y (j) is in H or is in H_{gp}. We say that a functor Z in V is grouplike if each Z(j) is grouplike and we say that a natural transformation f : Y −→ Z is a group completion if each f : Y (j) −→ Z(j) is a group completion. With these definitions, it is immediate in our examples that R: T −→ V_s preserves grouplike objects and group completions.

It is also immediate in our examples that the forgetful functor D [V ] −→ V takes (levelwise) values in H . Assume that W has a group completion functor (G , g) as in Definition 2.7. In the categories of operators context of Section 6, where W = T is the target of L, we restrict to special objects and define (G_{Vs} , g_{Vs} ) by setting G_{Vs} = RG L : D [V_s ] −→ H_{gp} and letting g_{Vs} : Y −→ G_{Vs} Y be the composite Y^η //RLY^{RgL} //RG LY. In the orbital presheaves context of Section 7, where W is not the target T of L, we restrict to strictly special objects and define (G_{Vss} , g_{Vss} ) by setting

(G_{Vss} Y )(j) = G (Y (j))

and letting g_{Vss} : Y −→ G_{Vss} Y be given levelwise by g : Y (j) −→ G Y (j) for j ∈ J .

Lemma 5.24. With the definitions just given, Assumption D for our composite adjunction (RΩ, ΣL) follows from Assumption D for our original adjunction (Σ, Ω) in both the categories of operators and orbital presheaves contexts, provided we restrict to the category V_s in the former case and to the category V_{ss} in the latter.

Sketch. We see that (RΩ)_D takes values in V_{ss} by Lemma 5.15. It takes grouplike values since Ω_C takes grouplike values in T and R takes grouplike objects in T to grouplike objects in V . □

Lemma 5.25. On special objects, Assumption E (the approximation theorem) holds for the composite adjunction (D L, RΩ) and the monad D .

Proof. This follows directly from Assumption E for our original adjunction (Σ, Ω) and the monad C via the diagram (5.21). The implication uses that R preserves grouplike objects and group completions, as follows directly from the definitions in the contexts to which we shall specialize. □

Finally, we consider Assumption F. In contexts such as those of Remark 5.22, we define realization on sV levelwise and see that the various parts of Assumption F for our composite adjunction mostly follow directly from their analogs for our original adjunction (Σ, Ω). But we state the requirement for (i)-(iv) formally.

Assumption F_{com}. We assume that parts (i) through (iii) of Assumption F hold with T replaced by V and that, replacing (iv), the functors L : V −→ T and D : V −→ V commute with realization.

Part (v) only concerns S , hence it holds by Assumption F. For (vi) and (vii) we use the following definition, lemma, and remark in our main examples. Here we use that LR ∼= Id.

Definition 5.26. Let J_∗ ∈ sT . Define γ_R : |RJ_∗ | −→ R|J_∗ | to be the adjoint |RJ_∗ |^η //RL|RJ_∗ |^{Rι}_{∼=} //R|J_∗ | of the isomorphism ι: L|RJ_∗ | ∼= |LRJ_∗ |^{|ε|}_{∼=} //|J_∗|. Lemma 5.27. If γ_R is an isomorphism and J_∗ is a simplicial C -algebra in T , then |RJ_∗ | is a D -algebra in V_{ss} such that γ_R is an isomorphism of D -algebras.

Proof. By Lemma 5.15, R takes values in V_{ss}. Visibly η : |RJ_∗ | −→ RL|RJ_∗ | is the composite |RJ_∗ |^{|η|} //|RLRJ_∗ |^{γR} //R|LRJ_∗ | ∼= RL|RJ_∗ | and is therefore an isomorphism. Thus |RJ_∗ | is in V_{ss}. It is a D -algebra such that γ_R is a map of D -algebras by use of the isomorphism D |RJ_∗ | ∼= |D RJ_∗ |. □

Remark 5.28. In our space level examples in Sections 6 and 7, γ_R is an isomorphism for entirely different non-formal reasons. In Section 6, R is given by cartesian powers, and realization commutes with products. In Section 7, R is given by passage to fixed points, and realization commutes with passage to fixed points for Reedy cofibrant simplicial G-spaces.

Lemma 5.29. Let K_∗ ∈ S and consider the natural map |RΩK_∗ | −→ RΩ|K_∗ |, namely the composite

(5.30) |RΩK_∗ |^{γR} //R|ΩK_∗ |^{Rγ} //RΩ|K_∗ |.

If γ_R is an isomorphism, then it is an isomorphism of D -algebras in V_{ss}. The map Rγ is a map of D -algebras in V , and it is a weak equivalence if K_∗ is levelwise Ω-connective.

Proof. The first statement is immediate from Lemma 5.27. For the second statement, γ is a map of C -algebras by (vi) of Assumption F for (Σ, Ω), hence Rγ is a map of D -algebras by (i) of Proposition 5.11; Rγ is a weak equivalence since γ is a weak equivalence by (vii) of Assumption F and R preserves weak equivalences. □

5.5. The composite adjunction machine. Replacing the adjunction (Σ, Ω) with the composite adjunction (ΣL, RΩ), Theorems 0.1 and 0.2 specialize schematically as follows. As explained above, we must restrict attention to special objects of V in the context of categories of operators. We can and will restrict to strictly special objects in the context of orbital presheaves.

Theorem 5.31. There is a functor Bar: D [V ] −→ D [V ], written Y → Y , and a natural equivalence ζ : Y −→ Y . If Y is special, the unit η_D : Y −→ (RΩ)_D (ΣL)_D Y is a group completion and is therefore an equivalence if Y is grouplike.

Theorem 5.32. ( (ΣL)_D , (RΩ)_D ) induces an adjoint equivalence from the homotopy category of special grouplike D -algebras in V to the homotopy category of Ωconnective objects of S .

The idea is illuminated by the following diagram, which is the composite adjunction special case of the diagram (3.12). Here Y is in D [V ] and must be special for the maps in the square to have the properties listed in our Assumptions.

(5.33) Y Y^ζoo^{Bαcom} // η_D fflffl B((RΩ)_D ΣL, D , Y ) γ fflffl (RΩ)_D (ΣL)_D Y^{∼=} // (RΩ)_D B(ΣL, D , Y )

The following result, which starts from the map of monads ι in (iii) of Proposition 5.9, shows that, up to homotopy, when considering special objects of V it is in principle possible to restrict attention to the monad RC L, rather than using a general monad D satisfying Assumption A_{com}, in the results above.

Proposition 5.34. Define ι^∗ : RC L[V_s ] −→ D [V_s ] by pullback of actions along ι: D −→ RC L. Then ι^∗ induces a equivalence on passage to homotopy categories.

Proof. We define a derived inverse ι_∗ : D [V_s ] −→ RC L[V_s ] by ι_∗X = B(RC L, D , X) for D -algebras X. Here the right action of D on RC L is the composite RC LD^{RCLι} //RC LRC L^μ //RC L On special objects, ι: D −→ RC L is a weak equivalence. The following diagrams display weak equivalences ι^∗ι_∗ ≃ id and ι_∗ι^∗ ≃ id. X B(D , D , X) ζoo^{B(ι,id,id)} //ι∗B(RC L, D , X) B(RC L, D , ι^∗ Y )^{B(id,ι,id)} //B(RC L, RC L, Y )^ζ //Y Here X is a special D -algebra and Y is a special RC L-algebra. □

Part (iii) of Proposition 5.9, together with Propositions 5.11 and 5.12, also leads to the following comparison of bar constructions. It shows that our bar constructions constructed from C are special cases of those constructed from RC L.

Corollary 5.35. For C -functors F and C -algebras X, B(F, C , X) ∼= B(F L, RC L, RX)

Proof. Used iteratively, the isomorphism ε: LR −→ Id induces isomorphisms F L(RC L)^q RX −→ F C^q X on q-simplices, and these isomorphisms commute with faces and degeneracies. □ Restricting to strictly special objects of V , we have D ∼= RC L by Corollary 5.18.

Here Propositions 5.11 and 5.12 lead to commutation results relating bar constructions constructed from C to bar constructions constructed from D . Corollary 5.36. For C -functors F and strictly special D -algebras Y , B(F, C , LY ) ∼= B(F L, D , Y ) Proof. Used iteratively, the isomorphism η : D^i Y −→ RLD^i Y given by Corollary 5.18 induces isomorphisms F LD^q Y −→ F L(D RL)^q Y ∼= F (LD R)^q LY ∼= F C^q LY on q-simplices, and these isomorphisms commute with faces and degeneracies. □ Corollary 5.37. If Y is a strictly special D -algebra, then B(C , C , LY ) ∼= LB(D , D , Y ) In particular, for a C -algebra X, B(C , C , X) ∼= B(C , C , LRX) ∼= LB(D , D , RX) and therefore, applying R, RX = RB(C , C , X) ∼= B(D , D , RX) = RX Proof. Taking F = C and using the isomorphism LC^{LCη} // LC RL^{∼=} // D L of functors on V_{ss}, we see the first statement as the specialization B(C , C , LY ) ∼= B(C L, D , Y ) ∼= B(LD , D , Y ) ∼= LB(D , D , Y ) of Corollary 5.36. Since RX is strictly special by Lemma 5.15 and L commutes with realization, the second statement follows. □ Using this, we show in the rest of this section that the machine starting from C - algebras X is equivalent to the machine starting from D -algebras RX. The starting point is the following commutative diagram, which follows from (5.21) by an adjoint diagram chase.

(5.38) ΣLD R^{βcomR}// ∼= ΣεR fflffl ΣLR ∼= Σε fflffl ΣC_β // Σ

Lemma 5.39. The functors (ΣL)_D R and Σ_C on C -algebras in T are isomorphic. Proof. This follows from Proposition 5.11, the diagram (5.38), and a comparison of coequalizer diagrams. □

Proposition 5.40. For C -algebras X in T , the unit η : Id −→ RL induces a natural isomorphism η̃ : E_D RX −→ E_C X. Proof. By (i) of Proposition 5.9, the isomorphisms ε: LR −→ Id and ω : D R −→ RC induce an isomorphism C ∼= LD R. Using iterated insertions of η and Lemma 5.15, we obtain natural isomorphisms LD^q R −→ (LD R)^q and therefore ΣLD^q RX −→ Σ(LD R)^q X ∼= ΣC^q X. A check of faces and degeneracies shows that these are the maps on q-simplices of a simplicial map. On realization, this map gives the isomorphism η̃ : B(ΣL, D , RX) −→ B(Σ, C , X) We must apply this with X replaced by X, and Corollary 5.37 gives that RX is isomorphic to RX . □

The following corollary relates to the missing dotted arrow L in (5.3).

Corollary 5.41. When restricted to grouplike objects, R: C [T ] −→ D [V ] induces an equivalence of homotopy categories.

Proof. By Theorems 0.2 and 5.32, E_C and E_D induce equivalences from the homotopy categories of grouplike C -algebras and grouplike D -algebras to the homotopy category of connective objects of S , hence the conclusion is immediate from the previous proposition. In effect, R = E^{−1}_D ∘ E_C on our homotopy categories. □

5.6. From a topological machine to a simplicial machine. In this brief section, we illustrate the general theory of composite adjunctions by showing how it works to translate any topological context into a simplicial one. Of course, our general theory could well start in a simplicial context. However, in Part 1, our examples all started with T being the category of based spaces or based G-spaces. We focus on based spaces T , but with obvious modifications the following discussion also applies with T replaced by GT .

We consider the following diagram. The top right triangle is any given instance of Assumption A in which T figures, and (T, S) is the standard geometric realization and total singular complex adjunction between based simplicial sets and based spaces. We take D = T C S as our monad on based simplicial sets. We do not have the dotted arrow T , but by Proposition 1.3 we do have the left adjoint (ΣT )_D .

(5.42) sSet^T // F_D

A AA AA AA AA AA AA AA AA AA A T S oo^Σ // F_C $$II III III II S Ω oo Ω_C

——yy yy yy yy

(SΩ)_D kk

C [T ] U_C ddIII III III I

S zzuuu uuu uuu

Σ_C ¡¡y yy yy yy y

D [sSet]

U_D

‘‘AA AA AA AA AA AA AA AA AA AA T ::u uu uu_{(ΣT )D}

OO

This is a weak example of (5.3) since the counit ε: T S −→ Id is a weak equivalence but not an isomorphism. The unit η : Id −→ ST is also a weak equivalence (by the standard definition of weak equivalences of simplicial sets), so all simplicial sets are special. Here all homotopical assumptions for the composite adjunction follow directly from their counterparts for the given top right triangle. We find that Theorems 5.31 and 5.32 specialize to give the following result.

Theorem 5.43. The recognition principle and homotopical monadicity theorems for the adjunction (ΣT, SΩ) and the monad D follow directly from the recognition principle and homotopical monadicity theorem for the adjunction (Σ, Ω) and the monad C .

6. The specialization to categories of operators

6.1. The cast of characters. Categories of operators were introduced in [MT78] in order to define a common generalization of operadic and Segal style infinite loop space theory.^{23} Nonequivariantly, [MT78] already used that categories of operators have associated monads. The equivariant generalization was worked out in detail in [MMO], which uses the Steiner operad to give an explicit concrete proof that the equivariant versions of the operadic and Segalic infinite loop space machines are equivalent. We shall concentrate on what is new and on how previous work fits into our composite adjunction context. What is new is equivariant, so we write things that way, but our framework is already interesting nonequivariantly. Largely following [MMO], we begin by introducing the following categorical cast of characters.

(6.1) Σ Λ Π F C C D D Σ_G Λ_G Π_G F_G C_G C_G D_G D_G The characters C_G and C_G are new. They fill a conceptual gap that has long puzzled the senior author.

Definition 6.2. We define categories and inclusions Σ ⊂ Λ ⊂ Π ⊂ F . All have objects the set of based finite sets n = {0, 1, · · · , n} for n ≥ 0, where n has basepoint 0. All have morphisms given by based functions. These functions are restricted as follows.

(i) Σ: bijections (ii) Λ: injections (iii) Π: functions ϕ: m −→ n such that |ϕ^{−1}{j}| is 0 or 1 for 1 ≤ j ≤ n (iv) F : all based functions m −→ n Note that Π adds projections to Λ, since |ϕ^{−1}{0}| is not limited in size in (iii).

We adopt the following from [MMO, Convention 1.4].

Convention 6.3. For a group G and a homomorphism α : G −→ Σ_n, define n^α to be the based G-set specified by letting G act on n by g · i = α(g)(i) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Conversely, a based G-action on n determines a G-homomorphism α by the same formula. Every based finite G-set with n non-basepoint elements is isomorphic to one of the form n^α for some α. We understand based finite G-sets to be of this form throughout.

23The notion of an ∞-operad [Lur17, 2.1] is a modern reinterpretation and generalization.

By a G-category we understand a category enriched in G-sets.

Definition 6.4. We define G-categories and inclusions Σ_G ⊂ Λ_G ⊂ Π_G ⊂ F_G. All have objects the set of based finite G-sets n^α for n ≥ 0 and all homomorphisms α : G −→ Σ_n. All have morphisms given by based functions, with G acting by conjugation. That is, for a based function f : m^α −→ n^β , (gf)(i) = β(g)fα(g^{−1})(i) for 1 ≤ i ≤ m. These functions are restricted as follows. (i) Σ_G: bijections (ii) Λ_G: injections (iii) Π_G: functions ϕ: m^α −→ n^β such that |ϕ^{−1}{j}| is 0 or 1 for 1 ≤ j ≤ n (iv) F_G: all based functions m^α −→ n^β

Convention 6.5. Just as Σ_n = Σ(n, n), we define Σ_nα to be the group Σ(n^α, n^α) of automorphisms of n^α in the G-category Σ_G. It is the group Σ_n equipped with the action of G given by conjugation by α.

Lemma 6.6. Define α_c : G −→ Aut(Σ_n) to be conjugation by α, α_c(g)(σ) = α(g) ∘ σ ∘ α(g)^{−1}. Then α_c is a homomorphism of groups. The action of G on n^α extends to an action of the semi-direct product Σ_n ⋊_{αc} G via (g, σ)(i) = σ ( α(g)(i) ) . Proof. For the first statement, it is easily checked that

α_c(g)(στ) = α_c(g)(σ)α_c(g)(τ) and α_c(gh) = α_c(g) ( α_c(h) ) . Thus each α_c(g) is an automorphism of Σ_n and α_c is a group homomorphism. For the second statement, recall that Σ_n ⋊_{αc} G is the set Σ_n × G with the product (σ, g)(τ, h) = (σα_c(g)(τ), gh). It is easily checked that ( (σ, g)(τ, h))(i) = (σ, g) ( (τ, h)(i) ) . □ Lemma 6.7. The categories of Definition 6.2 embed in the respective categories of Definition 6.4 by identifying n with n^{εn} , where ε_n : G −→ Σ_n is the trivial homomorphism.

Remark 6.8. It is clear that the category F and its subcategories Σ, Λ, and Π are symmetric monoidal under the wedge operation m ∨ n ∼= m + n that identifies m with the first m and n with the last n positive elements of m + n, in order. Similarly, F_G and its subcategories Σ_G, Λ_G, and Π_G are symmetric monoidal. In fact, they are permutative, meaning that they are symmetric strict monoidal. In the multiplicative theory, we will implicitly use that they are bipermutative [May77, Section 5.3]^{24} with multiplicative product given by the smash product of finite based sets, where the positive degree elements of mn are identified with pairs (i, j) with 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ n, ordered lexicographically.

24The corrections to [May77] in [May82] do not affect that section.

6.2. Categories of operators D and D_G. In our cast of characters Section 6.1, C is an operad in GU for some bicomplete cartesian monoidal ground category U , D is its associated category of operators over F and D_G is its associated category of operators over F_G. We recall these notions and their relationships and then introduce the new G-operad C_G.^{25} A bit paradoxically, to understand both the conceptual role of C_G and the details of its definition, it seems best to start with categories of operators. However, C_G will play a much larger role in the sequel [KMZ24], where more details will be given.

We must use a bit of enriched category theory in this section, and we use the following notations.

Notation 6.9. We say that a category M enriched in V is a V -category, where V is a given symmetric monoidal category with product ⊗ and unit object I. We have morphism objects, categorically denoted M (X, Y ), in V with composition maps M (Y, Z) ⊗ M (X, Y ) −→ M (X, Z) in V . The underlying category M has morphism sets M (X, Y ) = V (I, M (X, Y )). We focus on the cartesian monoidal category V = GT , and then M (X, Y ) generally takes values in T rather than just in sets. Such “double enrichment” is discussed in [GMR19].

Definition 6.10. A category of operators^{26} D over F in GT , abbreviated CO over F , is a GT -category with objects the based sets n for n ≥ 0, together with GU -functors Π^ι //D^ξ //F such that ι and ξ are the identity on objects and ξ ∘ ι is the inclusion. Here G acts trivially on Π and F . We say that D is reduced if D(m, n) = ∗ if either m = 0 or n = 0, and we restrict attention to reduced G-COs over F henceforward. A morphism ν : D −→ E of G-COs over F is a GT -functor over F and under Π. In particular, ξ : D −→ F is a map of G-COs over F for any G-CO D over F .

Definition 6.11. A G-category of operators D_G over F_G in GT , abbreviated G- CO over F_G, is a GT -category, with objects the based G-sets n^α for n ≥ 0 and α : G −→ Σ_n, together with GT -functors

Π_G^{ιG} //D_G^{ξG} //F_G

such that ι_G and ξ_G are the identity on objects and ξ_G ∘ ι_G is the inclusion. We say that D_G is reduced if D_G(m^α, n^β ) = ∗ if either m = 0 or n = 0, and we restrict attention to reduced G-COs over F_G henceforward. A morphism ν_G : D_G −→ E_G of G-COs over F_G is a GT -functor over F_G and under Π_G. In particular, ξ_G : D_G −→ F_G is a map of G-COs over F_G for any G-CO D_G over F_G.

Remark 6.12. Since D_G is reduced, each D_G(m^α, n^β ) is based with basepoint the component of the unique map m^α −→ 0 −→ n^β. In line with Remark 1.2, when GT is based G-spaces [MMO, Addendum 4.6] adds in cofibration conditions that are automatically satisfied by categories of operators constructed from operads.

The full subcategory D ⊂ D_G whose objects are the trivial G-sets n is a category of operators over F , also denoted UD_G . Conversely, we can prolong a CO D over

25Here we change notation from [MMO], which used C G to denote an operad of G-spaces. We will reserve the notation C_G for our new definition.

26Here and in Definition 6.11 we again change notation from [MMO].

F to a G-CO D_G over F_G, also denoted PD. Moreover, as noted in [GMMO23, Proposition 6.9], up to isomorphism all D_G can be constructed in this fashion.

Construction 6.13. Let D be a category of operators over F . We define a prolonged G-category of operators D_G = PD over F_G whose full subcategory of objects n is D. The morphism object D_G(m^α, n^β) in GT is the underlying object D(m, n) of U with G-action induced by conjugation and the original G-action on D(m, n). Explicitly, for f ∈ D_G(m^α, n^β), g · f = β(g) ∘ (gf) ∘ α(g^{−1}); We check that g · (h · f) = (gh) · f using that G acts trivially on permutations since they are in the image of Π. Composition and identity maps are inherited from D and are appropriately equivariant.

Corollary 6.14. Applied to F , the construction reconstructs F_G, and it restricts to reconstruct Σ_G, Λ_G, and Π_G from Σ, Λ, and Π, respectively.

6.3. Operads C and G-operads C_G. The D and hence D_G of interest are constructed from operads. We will not repeat the complete definition of an operad from [May72] or [May97]. The following recollection focuses on operads in GU , the category of unbased G-spaces, although we could work with G-objects in other categories.

Definition 6.15. Recall that an operad C in GU consists of objects C (n) ∈ GU , where C (n) has a left action by G and a right action by Σ_n that commute with each other, together with a unit G-map id : ∗ −→ C (1) and structure G-maps γ : C (k) × C (j_1) × · · · × C (j_i) −→ C (j), where j = j_1 + · · ·+ j_k, which are associative, unital, and equivariant as specified in [May72, May97]. We say that C is reduced if C (0) = ∗, and we restrict attention to reduced operads henceforward.

Notation 6.16. Let ϕ_n : n −→ 1 be the based function that sends all i ≥ 1 to 1. Observe that F is generated by Π and the ϕ_n and that

(6.17) ϕ_k ∘ (ϕ_{j1} ∨ · · · ∨ ϕ_{jk} ) = ϕ_j ,

where j = j_1 + · · · + j_k. Similarly, let ϕ^α_n : n^α −→ 1 be the based function that sends all i ≥ 1 to 1 and observe that F_G is generated by Π_G and the ϕ^α_n .

Warning 6.18. There is no general analogue to (6.17) of the form

ϕ_kβ ∘ (ϕ_j^α1_1 ∨ · · · ∨ ϕ_j^αk_k ) = ϕ_jγ(β;∨α_r )

since there is no way to define a homomorphism γ(β; ∨α_r): G −→ Σ_j that gives the target as a sensible finite G-set without a relationship between β and the α_r.

Thinking of the based finite G-set j^{αr}_r as the rth ordered block in the wedge sum

j^{∨αr} = j^{α1}_1 ∨ · · · ∨ j^{αk}_k ,

we see what that relationship must be.

Definition 6.19. Say that (β, {α_r}) is composable if j_r = j_s and α_r = α_s whenever β(g)(r) = s for some g ∈ G, where r, s ∈ {1, · · · , k}. Then define γ(β; ∨α_r): G −→ Σ_j by letting γ(β; ∨α_r )(g)(i) = α_s(g)(i) when β(g)(r) = s; on the left, i is in the rth ordered block of j_r letters; on the right, i is in the sth ordered block of j_r = j_s letters.

Definition 6.20. Let C be an operad in GU . We construct a CO over F , which we denote by D(C ), abbreviated D when there is no risk of confusion. Similarly, we write D_G = D_G(C ) for the associated prolonged G-CO over F_G. The morphism objects in GT of D are

D(m, n) = ∐ ϕ∈F (m,n) ∏ 1≤j≤n C (ϕ_j )

with G-action induced by the G-actions on the C (n). Here ϕ_j = |ϕ^{−1}(j)|. Write elements in the form (ϕ, c), where c = (c_1, . . . , c_n). For (ϕ, c): m −→ n and (ψ, d): k −→ m, define (ϕ, c) ∘ (ψ, d) = ( ϕ ∘ ψ, ∏ 1≤j≤n γ(c_j ; ∏ ϕ(i)=j d_i)σ_j ) . Here γ denotes the structural maps of the operad. The d_i with ϕ(i) = j are ordered by the natural order on their indices i and σ_j is that permutation of (ϕ ∘ ψ)_j letters which converts the natural ordering of (ϕ ∘ ψ)^{−1}(j) as a subset of {1, . . . , k} to its ordering obtained by regarding it as ∐ ϕ(i)=j ψ −1(i), so ordered that elements of ψ^{−1}(i) precede elements of ψ^{−1}(i^′) if i < i^′ and each ψ^{−1}(i) has its natural ordering as a subset of {1, . . . , k}. The identity element in D(n, n) is (id, id^n), where id on the right is the unit element in C (1). The map ξ : D −→ F sends (ϕ, c) to ϕ. The inclusion ι: Π −→ D sends ϕ: m −→ n to (ϕ, c), where c_i = id ∈ C (1) if ϕ(i) = 1 and c_i = ∗ ∈ C (0) if ϕ(i) = 0.

Example 6.21. The commutativity operad N has nth space a point for all n. We think of it as a G-trivial G-operad. Then F = D(N ), again regarded as G-trivial.

Definition 6.22. Conversely, suppose given a CO D over F such that the iterated wedge sum in F of Remark 6.8 is covered by an analogous associative, unital, and equivariant “wedge sum” in D:^{27}

(6.23) D(j_1, 1) × · · · × D(j_k , 1)^∨ // ξ^k fflffl D(j, k) ξ fflffl F (j_1, 1) × · · · × F (j_k , 1)_∨ // F (j, k)

This condition holds in the examples we know. We then construct an operad C(D) = C , called the operad associated to D. We define C (n) to be the component of ϕ_n in D(n, 1) with its given left action by G and with right action by Σ_n induced by composition with Σ_n ⊂ Π(n, n). We define id ∈ C (1) via the identity morphism of D(1, 1), and we define the structural maps γ to be the restrictions to the components of ϕ_k and the ϕ_{jr} of the composites

(6.24) D(k, 1) × D(j_1, 1) × · · · × D(j_k, 1)^{id ×∨} //D(k, 1) × D(j, k)^∘ //D(j, 1). Since C (n) lies over ϕ_n, it is unbased, so in GU .

27Following the notation for F , we write ∨, but we do not consider basepoints in the D(m, n).

Remark 6.25. This gives a functor C(−) from the full subcategory of those categories of operators over F in GT which satisfy the assumption of (6.23) to the category of operads in GU . This functor is left adjoint to the functor D(−) of Definition 6.20. The unit of the adjunction is given by the evident identifications C = C(D(C )). The counit ε: DC(D) −→ D is given by use of ∨. It is an isomorphism in the examples we care about, but presumably not in general.

Warning 6.26. There is no general analogue to (6.24) for G-categories of operators over F_G. When we start with general finite G-sets, the target and source of the middle term are different.

To get around this problem, we define the following twisted product.

Definition 6.27. For composable (β, {α_r}), let ∏ r∈k^β DG(j α_r r , 1) be the space ∏ 1≤r≤k DG(j α_r r , 1) with twisted G-action given in precise analogy with the definition of γ(β; ∨α_r ) in Definition 6.19 so as to ensure that ∨ on ∏ r∈k^β FG(j α_r r , 1) lands in F_G(j^{γ(β;∨αr)}, k^β ). In analogy with Definition 6.22, we require that the iterated wedge sum in F_G be covered by an associative, unital, and equivariant wedge sum in D_G, as in (6.23):

(6.28) ∏ r∈k^β DG(j α_r r , 1)^∨ // ξ^k fflffl D_G(j^{γ(β;∨αr )}, k^β ) ξ fflffl ∏ r∈k^β FG(j α_r r , 1)_∨ // F_G(j^{γ(β;∨αr )}, k^β )

We then define γ_G to be the composite

(6.29) D_G(k^β , 1) × ∏ r∈k^β DG(j α_r r , 1) id×∨ fflffl D_G(k^β , 1) × D_G(j^{γ(β;∨αr)}, k^β ) ∘ fflffl D_G(j^{γ(β;∨αr)}, 1), With G acting through γ(β; ∨α_r), γ_G is then a G-map.

We can now give a definition of G-operads C_G that allows a comparison analogous to that of Remark 6.25. The problems explained in Warnings 6.18 and 6.26 and the answers to those problems given in Definitions 6.19 and 6.27 pave the way.

Definition 6.30. A G-operad C_G in GU consists of G-objects C_G(n^α) in GU for all n^α, where C_G(n^α) has a left action by G and a right action by Σ_n that together give a right action of the semidirect product Σ_n ⋊_{αc} G, together with a unit G-map id: ∗ −→ C_G(1) and structure G-maps

γ_G : C_G(k^β ) × C_G(j^{α1}_1 ) × · · · × C_G(j^{αk}_k ) −→ C_G(j^{γ(β;∨αr )}) for composable (β, {α_r}_{1≤r≤k}). We require the γ_G to be both Σ_k ⋊_{βc} G and (Σ_{j1} × · · · × Σ_{jk} ) ⋊_{(α1,...,αk)c} G equivariant, where these groups act on the source of γ via their actions on its coordinates and where they act on the target via embeddings as subgroups of Σ_j via block permutations and permutations within blocks. The γ_G must be associative and unital for composable data, as specified in [May97, Definition 1]. We say that C_G is reduced if C_G(0) = ∗, and we restrict attention to reduced G-operads henceforward.

Proposition 6.31. A G-operad C_G in GU restricts on G-trivial based finite Gsets n to an operad C = UC_G in GU . Conversely, an operad C in GU prolongs to a G-operad C_G = PC in GU .

Proof. The prolongation is analogous to the prolongation from D to D_G spelled out in Construction 6.13, starting from the definition C_G(n^α) = C (n)^α, with notation as in Definition 6.38. □

The evident analogue of Remark 6.25 holds and we have the following diagram of categories and adjunctions.

(6.32) Operads in GU^P //

D(−) fflffl G-Operads in GU

D_G(−) fflffl U oo

CO^′s over F C(−) OO P // G-CO′s over F_G U oo C_G(−) OO

We summarize our conclusions.

Proposition 6.33. In the adjunctions in (6.32), the composites UP, C(−)D(−) and C_G(−)D_G(−) are the identity, and the composite PU is naturally isomorphic to the identity. Moreover, the square of left adjoints and the square of right adjoints commute.

6.4. The associated monads D and D_G . The ground category of the monads C and C_G is GT . The following notations and definition specify the ground categories of the monads D and D_G . Recall from Notation 6.9 that GT (X, Y ) denotes the based space of G-morphisms X −→ Y and that GT (X, Y ) denotes the based Gspace of morphisms X −→ Y in the enriched category GT . Note that GT (X, Y ) = GT (X, Y )^G. Remark 6.34. In line with Remark 1.2, [MMO] used GU_∗ when working formally with general based G-spaces and used GT when thinking homotopically and restricting to nondegenerately based G-spaces. Again, the distinction is carefully handled in [MMO], and we find the use of two notations distracting in the conceptual framework on which we are focusing.

Definition 6.35. Let Π[GT ] = Π[GT ] be the category of functors Π −→ GT or, equivalently, the category of G-functors Π −→ GT . The equality holds since G acts trivially on Π so that a G-functor X from Π to GT must take values fixed under G, that is, equivariant maps. We call X a Π-G-object in T . Analogously, let Π_G[GT ] be the category of G-functors Π_G −→ GT . We call X a Π_G-G-object in T . Restriction to the trivial n gives a forgetful functor U: Π_G[GT ] −→ Π[GT ].

Remark 6.36. For reasons as in Remark 1.2, [MMO, Definitions 2.3 and 2.33] adds in a cofibration condition.

Proposition 6.37. The forgetful functor U: Π_G[GT ] −→ Π[GT ] has a left adjoint prolongation functor P, and (P, U) is an adjoint equivalence. It restricts to an adjoint equivalence between Λ[GT ] and Λ_G[GT ].

Proof. This is the formal part of [MMO, Theorem 2.38]. For X ∈ Π[GT ], PX is given by the categorical tensor product

(PX)(n^α) = Π_G(−, n^α) ⊗_Π X.

Since U is full and faithful, the unit η : X −→ UPX is the evident identification. The counit ε: PUY −→ Y is an isomorphism by a Yoneda type verification using the identity function on n regarded as an element of Π_G(n, n^α). The statement with Π and Π_G replaced by Λ and Λ_G is proven in the same way. □

The following definition, which is [MMO, Definition 1.3], leads to combinatorially explicit descriptions of PX and of ε^{−1} : Y −→ PUY .

Definition 6.38. Let X be a (G×Σ_n)-space and α : G −→ Σ_n be a homomorphism. We define X^α to be the G-space with underlying space X and with a new G-action ·_α given by g ·_α x = (g, α(g)) · x. Thus X^α is X with G-action twisted by α. Said another way X^α is just notation for X with its action by the graph subgroup Γ_α = {(g, α(g)} of G × Σ_n, pulled back along the isomorphism π^{−1} : G −→ Γ_α, where π : Γ_α −→ G is the projection. Thus, on passage to fixed point spaces,

(X^α)^G ∼= X^{Γα} .

Definition 6.39. The monads D in Π[GT ] and D_G in Π_G[GT ] are given by the categorical tensor products

(6.40) (D X)(n) = D(−, n) ⊗_Π X and (D_G Y )(n^α) = D_G(−, n^α) ⊗_{ΠG} Y

for a Π-G-functor X and a Π_G-G-functor Y . Here D(−, n) and D_G(−, n^α) are the functors represented by n and n^α. Explicitly, these tensor products are the coequalizers

(6.41) ∐ k,m D(m, n) × Π(k, m) × X(k) //// ∐ k D(k, n) × X(k) //(D X)(n)

(6.42) ∐ kγ ,mβ DG(m^β , n^α) × ΠG(k^γ , m^β ) × Y (k^γ ) //// ∐ kγ DG(k^γ , n^α) × Y (k^γ ) // (D G Y )(n^α).

The parallel arrows are given by composition in D or in D_G and the action of Π on X or of Π_G on Y . The products μ: D D −→ D and μ: D_G D_G −→ D_G are derived from the composition in D or D_G and thus from the structure maps γ of C when D = D(C ). The unit maps η are derived from the identity morphisms in these categories and thus from the unit id ∈ C (1). We define a D-G-algebra to be a D -algebra in Π[GT ] and we define a D_G-G-algebra to be a D_G -algebra in Π_G[GT ]. We let D [ Π[GT ] ] and D_G [ Π_G[GT ] ] denote the respective categories of algebras.

Restriction to trivial n gives a forgetful functor U: D_G [ Π_G[GT ] ] −→ D [ Π[GT ] ] . Ignoring cofibration conditions, the following definition is the formal part of [MMO, Definitions 4.7 and 4.8].

Definition 6.43. Define a D-G-space to be a GT -functor D −→ GT . Define a D_G-G-space to be a GT -functor D_G −→ GT . In both cases, maps are GT -natural transformations.

Again ignoring cofibration conditions, the following result is [MMO, Proposition 5.17]. Its proof is an immediate comparison of definitions.

Proposition 6.44. The category of D-G-spaces is isomorphic to the category of D -algebras in Π[GT ]. The category of D_G-G-spaces is isomorphic to the category of D_G -algebras in Π_G[GT ].

The following result is [MMO, Theorem 4.11]. The proof there is a detailed combinatorial inspection of definitions starting from Proposition 6.37, but we give a quick conceptual argument.

Proposition 6.45. The prolongation functor Π[GT ] −→ Π_G[GT ] extends to a prolongation functor P: D [ Π[GT ] ] −→ D_G [ Π_G[GT ] ] left adjoint to the forgetful functor U: D_G [ Π_G[GT ] ] −→ D [ Π[GT ] ] , and (P, U) is an adjoint equivalence.

Proof. The functor P is defined on D -algebras Y by the categorical tensor product

(PY )(n^α) = D_G(−, n^α) ⊗_Π Y (−),

where the variable (−) runs over the objects m of D. It is clear from the definition that PY is naturally a D_G-G-space. By Proposition 6.44, that means that PY is a D_G -algebra. The adjunction is immediate.

Since U is full and faithful, for a D -algebra X the unit η : X −→ UPX is the evident identification. Consider the counit ε: PUZ −→ Z for a D_G -algebra Z. Here Z is given by a split coequalizer as in (1.18). Since PU preserves split coequalizers, it is immediate by comparison of coequalizers that ε is an isomorphism if it is an isomorphism when Z = D_G Y for a Π_G-G-space Y . Moreover, by Proposition 6.37, we may assume without loss of generality that Y = PX, where X is a Π-G-space and P here is the prolongation functor of that result. Not inserting notation for variables, we have the following formal identification.

D_G PX = D_G ⊗_{ΠG} (Π_G ⊗_Π X) ∼= D_G ⊗_Π X ∼= D_G ⊗_D (D ⊗_Π X) = PD X.

Therefore ε: PUD_G PX −→ PX can be identified with ε: PUPD X −→ PD X, which is an isomorphism with inverse Pη by a triangle identity. □

6.5. The associated monads C and C_G . We turn to the monads associated to operads C and G-operads C_G. In contrast to the case of categories of operators, these monads are special cases rather than general cases of certain categorical tensor products. We start with the general definition. Recall Λ and Λ_G from Definitions 6.2 and 6.4. Fix an operad C of G-spaces and a G-operad C_G, which we can take to be P(C ). Let D = D(C ) and D_G = D_G(C_G) ∼= PD(C ).

Lemma 6.46. The operad C restricts to a contravariant functor C : Λ −→ GU . The G-operad C_G restricts to a contravariant functor C_G : Λ_G −→ GU .

Proof. The first statement goes back to [May72, Construction 2.4]; details are recalled in Definition 8.4 below; an analogous explicit equivariant description is given in [KMZ24]. The action can be described implicitly by the commutative diagram

C (n) × Λ(m, n) ⊂ fflffl

// C (m) ⊂ fflffl D(n, 1) × D(m, n)_∘ // D(m, 1).

That is, the restriction to C (n) × Λ(m, n) of the displayed composition in D lands in C (m) and gives the action. A proof of the second statement works the same way, using the analogous diagram C_G(n^β ) × Λ_G(m^α, n^β ) ⊂ fflffl

// C_G(mα) ⊂ fflffl D_G(n^β , 1) × D_G(m^α, n^β )_∘ // D_G(m^α, 1).

Definition 6.47. Let Λ[GT ] = Λ[GT ] be the category of functors Λ −→ GT and let Λ_G[GT ] be the category G-functors Λ_G −→ GT . Define functors D : Λ[GT ] −→ GT and D_G : Λ_G[GT ] −→ GT by the categorical tensor products defined on X ∈ Λ[GT ] and Y ∈ Λ_G[GT ] by D X = C ⊗_Λ X and D_G Y = C_G ⊗_{ΛG} Y.

The following surprising identification is proven by a comparison of coequalizer diagrams that is given in [KMZ24].

Proposition 6.48. The functor D can be identified with the composite D_G ∘ P.

The general functor D was used in [CMT78, MT78], but it restricts to a monad on GT . We use the following definition to show that D_G also restricts to a monad on GT . For immediate purposes, it suffices to consider Λ and Λ_G, but we will shortly also need Π and Π_G. We use different notations because the conceptual roles of Λ and Λ_G are quite different from the roles of Π and Π_G. Definition 6.49. We define GT -functors R : GT −→ Π[GT ] and R_G : GT −→ Π_G[GT ]. For X ∈ GT , we let (RX)(n) = X^n. For a based function f : m −→ n such that |f^{−1}(j)| = 0 or 1 for j > 0, we let (RX)(f): X^m −→ X^n be the map that sends (x_1, . . . , x_m) to (y_1, · · · y_j ), where y_j = x_f −1_{(j)} if f^{−1}(j) > 0 and y_j = ∗ if j /∈ im(f). We define R_G = PR, where P: Π[GT ] −→ Π_G[GT ] is defined in Proposition 6.37. We define Q : GT −→ Λ[GT ] and Q_G : GT −→ Λ_G[GT ] by restricting from Π to Λ and from Π_G to Λ_G in the targets of R and R_G .

The following specialization of Definition 6.38, which is [MMO, Example 1.5], makes R_G X more explicit.

Example 6.50. Let X be a based G-object and consider the based (G×Σ_n)-object X^n. Then we have the identification (X^n)^α = X^{nα} , where X^{nα} denotes the set of based maps n^α −→ X with G acting by conjugation. Explicitly, this is the cartesian power X^n with twisted action by G given by g(x_1, . . . , x_n) = (gx_{α(g}−1_{)(1)}, . . . , gx_{α(g}−1_{)(n)}).

Notation 6.51. Restricting to Λ and Λ_G, we write C X = D Q X and C_G X = D_G Q_G X.

for based G-spaces X.

Proposition 6.52. The functor C : GT −→ GT is a monad with product μ induced by the structure maps γ of C and unit η induced by the unit id : ∗ −→ C (1). The functor C_G : GT −→ GT is a monad with product μ induced by the structure maps γ of C_G and unit η induced by the unit id : ∗ −→ C_G(1).

The first statement goes back to [May72, Construction 2.4], with later generalizations of context. The analog for C_G is not as obvious since the restriction of the structure map γ_G to composable tuples makes it appear that the product μ on C_G is only partially defined. However, Proposition 6.48 saves the day. More details are given in [KMZ24].

We complete the formal picture with the following comparisons of ground categories and of monads.

Definition 6.53. Define GT -functors L : Π[GT ] −→ GT and L_G : Π_G[GT ] −→ GT by evaluating functors on 1.

Lemma 6.54. The pairs (L, R) and (L_G , R_G ) are adjunctions such that LR = id and L_G R_G = id. Moreover, just as PR = R_G , so also UR_G = R, where (P, U) is as in Proposition 6.37.

Remark 6.55. The units of these adjunctions are denoted

δ : id −→ RL and δ_G : id −→ R_G L_G since, for X ∈ Π[T ], the coordinates of the maps δ : X(n) −→ X(1)^n are induced by delta functions n −→ 1. These maps are called Segal maps since their importance was first noticed by Segal [Seg74], who coined the word “special” to indicate when they are equivalences.

Lemma 6.56. We have an isomorphism ω : D R −→ RC of functors GT −→ Π[GT ] and an isomorphism ω_G : D_G R_G −→ R_G C_G of functors GT −→ Π_G[GT ].

Lemmas 6.54 and 6.56 were proven nonequivariantly in [MT78, Lemma 5.7 and Section 6]. Equivariantly, ignoring C_G , they were proven in [MMO, Lemma 2.8 and Propositions 5.21 and 5.22]^{28}. The proof of the second part of Lemma 6.56 is entirely similar to that of the first. In both parts, the diagrams of Assumption A_{com} are easily seen to commute.

6.6. Categories of operators in the composite adjunction context. With this background, we have the following two special cases of (5.3). We specialize to G-spaces and G-spectra in this subsection, but there are analogous specializations in other contexts. We let C be an E_∞ operad of G-spaces, as defined in Definition 4.56, let C_G be the associated G-operad, and let D and D_G be the categories of operators over F and F_G constructed from C . We have the associated monads and the following diagram (6.57). We note right away that Remark 5.20 can be applied to reduce both parts of (6.57) to the corresponding diagrams with Π[GT ] and Π_G[GT ] restricted to Π[GT ]_{ss} and Π_G[GT ]_{ss}. In effect that reduces the present context given by the big triangles to the original context given by the small triangles at the right.

28[MMO, Proposition 5.20] states that L takes D -algebras to C -algebras, which is false, but

Propositions 5.21 and 5.22 do not use that and are correct as stated; remember that C_G in [MMO] is what we are denoting by C here.

(6.57) Π[GT ]^L //

F_D

##GG GGG GGG GGG GGG GGG GGG GG GT R oo^Σ ∞ // F_C ’’OO OOO OOO OOO O GS Ω^∞ oo Ω^∞_C

zzuuu uuu uuu u

(RΩ^∞)_D ll

C [GT ] U_C ggOOO OOO OOO OOO

R wwppp ppp ppp pp

Σ^∞_C

::uu uuu uuu uu

D [ Π[GT ] ] U_D

ccGGG GGG GGG GGG GGG GGG GGG G L 77p pp pp p (Σ^∞L)_D

LL

P fflffl U OO

Π_G[GT ]^{LG} // F_{DG}

##GG GGG GGG GGG GGG GGG GGG GG GT R_G oo^Σ ∞ // F_{CG} ’’OO OOO OOO OOO O GS Ω^∞ oo Ω^∞_{CG} zzuuu uuu uuu u

(RΩ^∞)_{DG} ll

C_G [GT ] U_{CG} ggOOO OOO OOO OOO

R_G wwppp ppp ppp pp

Σ^∞_{CG} ::uu uuu uuu uu

D_G [ Π_G[GT ] ] U_{DG}

ccGGG GGG GGG GGG GGG GGG GGG G L_G 77p pp pp p^{(Σ∞LG)}DG

LL

The small right-hand triangle of the top diagram is the G-spectrum level special

case of (1.12) that is discussed in Section 4.6. Via Propositions 6.37 and 6.45, we

think of the prolongation and forgetful functor adjunction (P, U) as mapping the

entire top diagram equivalently to the entire bottom diagram. Since the monads C

and C_G on GT are isomorphic, we think of (P, U) as identifying the small right-hand

triangles of the two diagrams. Section 4.6 applies equally well to both, compatibly.

The monads D and D_G in the left trapezoids have different but equivalent ground

categories Π[GT ] = Π[GT ] and Π_G[GT ], and they have equivalent categories of

algebras. From the formal point of view of Assumption A_{com}, the adjunction (P, U)

therefore gives an equivalence between the top diagram and the bottom diagram.

However, remember that we must start with chosen subcategories of weak equiv-

alences in Π[GT ] and in Π_G[GT ], as in Assumption B_{com}. We recall from [MMO]

how these can and must be defined in order for (P, U) to induce an equivalence

between these subcategories from a homotopical point of view. In fact we have

two choices, one leading to genuine G-spectra for finite G and the other leading to

classical G-spectra for general topological groups G, as in Remark 4.60.

Since Σ ⊂ Π, X(n) and X(1)^n are (G × Σ_n)-spaces and δ : X(n) −→ X(1)^n is

a map of (G × Σ_n)-spaces for any Π-G-space X. The following definitions are part

of [MMO, Definitions 2.14 and 2.35]. Recall Definition 4.55.

Definition 6.58. (i) A map f : X −→ Y of (G×Σ_n)-spaces is an F_n -equivalence

if f^Λ : X^Λ −→ Y^Λ is a weak equivalence for each Λ ∈ F_n .

(ii) A map f : X −→ Y of Π-G-spaces is an F_• -level equivalence if f : X(n) −→ Y (n) is an F_n -equivalence for all n ≥ 0.

(iii) A map f of D-G-spaces is an F_• -level equivalence if Uf is a F_• -level equivalence of Π-G-spaces.

(iv) A map f : X −→ Y of Π_G-G-spaces is a level G-equivalence if each map f : X(n^α) −→ Y (n^α) is a weak G-equivalence.

(v) A map f of D_G-G-spaces is a level G-equivalence if Uf is a level G-equivalence of Π_G-G-spaces.

Using these notions of weak equivalence, we rename things in the relevant special cases of Definition 5.13.

Definition 6.59. (i) A Π-G-space X is F_• -special if δ : X(n) −→ X(1)^n is an F_n -equivalence for all n ≥ 0.

(ii) A Π_G-G-space X is special if δ : X(n^α) −→ X(1)^α is a G-equivalence for all α : G −→ Σ_n.

The following results are [MMO, Lemmas 2.16 and 2.17]. They follow from an explicit description of the Λ_α-fixed points of X^n for a G-space X that is given in [MMO, Lemma 2.15].

Lemma 6.60. If f : X −→ Y is a weak equivalence of based G-spaces, then the induced map Rf : RX −→ RY is an F_• -level equivalence of Π-G-spaces.

Lemma 6.61. Let f : X −→ Y be an F_• -level equivalence of Π-G-spaces. Then X is F_• -special if and only if Y is F_• -special.

We defined F_• -level equivalences and F_• -special Π-G-spaces in terms of the families F_n and thus in terms of homomorphisms α : H −→ Σ_n for all subgroups H of G. However, the following result, which is [MMO, Lemma 2.18], says that we may restrict to H = G and thus to finite G-sets.

Lemma 6.62. A map f : X −→ Y of Π-G-spaces is an F_• -level equivalence if the f_n for n ≥ 0 are weak Λ_α-equivalences for all subgroups Λ_α of G × Σ_n defined by homomorphisms α : G −→ Σ_n. A Π-G-space X is F_• -special if the maps δ : X_n −→ X^n_1 for n ≥ 0 are weak Λ_α-equivalences for all such Λ_α.

This leads to the following comparison, which is [MMO, Theorem 2.38].

Theorem 6.63. The following statements hold.

(i) A map f : Y −→ Z of Π_G-G-spaces is a level G-equivalence if and only if the map Uf : UY −→ UZ of Π-G-spaces is an F_• -level equivalence.

(ii) A Π_G-G-space Y is special if and only if the Π-G-space UY is F_• -special. (iii) A map f of Π-G-spaces is an F_• -level equivalence if and only if the map Pf of Π_G-G-spaces is a level G-equivalence.

(iv) A Π-G-space X is F_• -special if and only if the Π_G-G-space PX is special. These statements remain true with with Π and Π_G replaced by D and D_G.

In turn, this leads to the analogues of Lemmas 6.60 and 6.61, which are [MMO, Lemmas 2.41 and 2.42].

Lemma 6.64. If f : X −→ Y is a weak equivalence of based G-spaces, then the induced map R_G f : R_G X −→ R_G Y is a level G-equivalence of Π_G-G-spaces.

Lemma 6.65. If f : X −→ Y is a level G-equivalence of Π_G-G-spaces, then X is special if and only if Y is special.

The following specialization of [MMO, Theorem 5.23] tells us that restrictions of our basic constructions preserve special objects.

Theorem 6.66. (i) If f : X −→ Y is an F_• -level equivalence of Π-G-spaces, then D f : D X −→ D Y is an F_• -level equivalence, hence D_G Pf : D_G PX −→ D_G PY , is a level G-equivalence.

(ii) If X is an F_• -special Π-G-space, then D X is F_• -special, hence D_G PX is a special Π_G-G-space.

From here, the discussion in Sections 5.1 and 5.4 makes clear that our Assumptions all hold. We specialize Theorems 5.31 and 5.32 to the second diagram of (6.57). The analogous theorems hold for the first diagram, compatibly with respect to (P, U).

Theorem 6.67. There is a functor Bar: D_G [ Π_G[GT ] ] −→ D_G [ Π_G[GT ] ] , written Y → Y , and a natural equivalence ζ : Y −→ Y . If Y is special, the unit

η_{DG} : Y −→ (R_G Ω^∞)_{DG} (Σ^∞L_G )_{DG} Y

is a group completion and is therefore an equivalence if Y is grouplike.

Theorem 6.68. ( (Σ^∞L)_{D G} , (RΩ^∞ )_{DG} ) induces an adjoint equivalence from the homotopy category of special grouplike D_G -algebras in Π_G[GT ] to the homotopy category of connective G-spectra.

Remark 6.69. As in Remark 4.59 and [MMO, Section 9.3], everything above applies equally well to compact Lie groups G, provided that we restrict attention to representations of G all of whose isotropy groups have finite index in G.

Following up Remark 4.60, there is a second specialization of (6.57), where we now start with a nonequivariant E_∞ operad C as defined in Definition 4.53, regarded as an operad of G-trivial G-spaces. While the notion of an F_• -special Π-G-space is only of real interest when G is finite, the following definitions apply to any topological group G.^{29} They should be compared with Definitions 6.58 and 6.59.

Definition 6.70. A map f : X −→ Y of Π-spaces is a level G-equivalence if each f_n : X(n) −→ Y (n) is a weak G-equivalence. A map of D-G-spaces is a level G-equivalence if its underlying map of Π-G-spaces is a level G-equivalence.

Definition 6.71. A Π-space X is classically (or naively) special if δ : X −→ RLX is a level G-equivalence. A D-G-space X is classically (or naively) special if its underlying Π-G-space is classically special.

The Π_G and D_G-G-space analogues of the previous two definitions are of no great interest. They are obtained just by forgetting down to Π-G-spaces and applying the definitions just given. With these definitions, the two diagrams of (6.57) are tautologically equivalent homotopically, as well as equivalent formally. Focusing on the first diagram, we have classical (or naive) analogs of Theorems 6.67 and 6.68. These apply to arbitrary (non-degenerately based) groups G and refer to classical (or naive) G-spectra as defined in Remark 4.60.

29Remember that we require e ∈ G to be a non-degenerate basepoint to avoid pathology.

Theorem 6.72. There is a functor Bar: D [ Π[GT ] ] −→ D [ Π[GT ] ] , written Y → Y , and a natural equivalence ζ : Y −→ Y . If Y is classically special, the unit

η_D : Y −→ (RΩ^∞ )_D (Σ^∞L)_D Y

is a group completion and is therefore an equivalence if Y is grouplike.

Theorem 6.73. ( (Σ^∞L)_D , (RΩ^∞ )_D ) induces an adjoint equivalence from the homotopy category of special grouplike D -algebras in Π[GT ] to the homotopy category of connective classical G-spectra.

Remark 6.74. Using orthogonal rather than Lewis-May G-spectra, the Segal and operadic machines are proven to be equivalent in [MMO]. This means that when we regard F_G-G-spaces as examples of D_G-G-spaces for a category of operators associated to an E_∞ G-operad over K_G, application of the Segal and operadic machines gives equivalent orthogonal G-spectra. One can compare the operadic machine with orthogonal G-spectra as output with the operadic machine here by using the comparison of orthogonal G-spectra to Lewis-May G-spectra in [MM02, Chapter IV]. That equivalence is multiplicative [MM02, Theorem IV.1.1].

This gives a multiplicative Segal machine: apply the operadic machine given by B(Σ^∞L_G , D_G , −) to F_G-G-spaces regarded as D_G -algebras by pullback along the projection D_G −→ F_G. From this standpoint, there is no need for the Segal machine as developed in [MMO]. The group completion property is already there from our operadic point of view. Retrospectively, in situations where our axioms are satisfied, there seems to be little advantage to the Segal machine. It is symmetric monoidal, directly, as proven in [GMMO19], but that does not accept the weakly structured input that is needed for the applications.

7. The specialization to categories of orbital presheaves

7.1. The orbital presheaf context and a comparison of contexts. Let GO denote the orbit category of a finite group G. Its objects are the orbits G/H and its morphisms are the G-maps. Let GO^{op}[T ] denote the category of contravariant functors, alias orbital presheaves, from GO to the category T of based spaces. It is a long established fact [May96, MM02] that, with appropriate model structures, the category GT of based G-spaces is Quillen equivalent to GO^{op}[T ]. The right adjoint R : GT −→ GO^{op}[T ] sends a G-space X to its fixed point functor, so that (RX)(G/H) = X^H . The left adjoint L sends an orbital presheaf X to the G-space X (G/e). Clearly LR = id.

In contrast to earlier parts of this paper, model structures will play a vital role in this section. The weak equivalences in GO^{op}[T ] are the levelwise weak equivalences, namely the maps X −→ Y such that each X (G/H) −→ Y (G/H) is a weak equivalence of based spaces. Thus, by definition, a map f in GT is a weak equivalence if and only if Rf is a weak equivalence in GO^{op}[T ]. In contrast, as said in Remark 5.6, L does not preserve weak equivalences: it takes a weak equivalence of orbital presheaves to a map of G-spaces that is a weak equivalence of underlying spaces. Such weak equivalences are sometimes called Borel equivalences since only Borel cohomology, not Bredon cohomology, is invariant with respect to them.

As we shall recall in the next subsection, it is a startling feature of the present context that L and R restrict to inverse isomorphisms between the respective categories of cofibrant objects. We shall heavily exploit that fact. It implies that cofibrant orbital presheaves X are strictly special: the unit η : X −→ RLX is an isomorphism. In the previous section, the interesting Π-G-spaces were those that are special, so that η is a weak equivalence, and strictly special objects gave no new information beyond that of the original adjunction of Assumption A. The situation here is entirely different, and the following remark may help illuminate why. Here we return for the moment to Assumption A_{com}.

Remark 7.1. For comparison of contexts, consider the diagram ΓY ζ fflffl

η_{ΓY} // RLΓY RLζ fflffl Y_{ηY} // RLY where Y ∈ V and Γ denotes a cellular cofibrant approximation functor, so that ζ is a weak equivalence. The diagram makes sense in both the categories of operators and the orbital presheaves contexts and the functor R preserves weak equivalences in both contexts. In the category of operators context, L also preserves weak equivalences. Thus the diagram just tells us that Y is special if and only if ΓY is special, which is the interesting case, and here there is no reason to make use of Γ.

In the orbital presheaves context, the interesting case is when the presheaf Y is not special, so generally not cofibrant, and then Γ turns any Y into the weakly equivalent and strictly special ΓY . There is no contradiction since RLζ is generally not a weak equivalence. We regard RLY as wrong and RLΓY as right.

Here classical cofibrant approximation plays a new and surprising role. The composite LΓ is a substitute for the Elmendorf construction of a G-space from an orbital presheaf. That construction and its monadic elaboration were central features of the paper of Costenoble and Waner [CW91], which was the first to study the orbital presheaf context. While the Elmendorf construction is not needed with our treatment here, the monads of [CW91] are fundamental to the applications. Because L does not preserve weak equivalences, the monad RC L is of no direct use beyond illumination of the theory; it only becomes usable after application of either cofibrant approximation or the Elmendorf construction to transform interesting orbital presheaves to equivalent orbital presheaves of the form RX.

We have a new version of the Elmendorf construction, a new version of the Costenoble–Waner monads, and new applications, including a new operadic characterization of Mackey functors and a construction of the G-spectra of units of E_∞ ring G-spectra. Although that theory feeds into the present conceptual theory, it is of sufficient independent interest that we present it in the companion paper [KMZ24]. In this section, we focus on the novelty of using cofibrant approximation to convert the orbital presheaves of interest, which are not strictly special, to equivalent orbital presheaves that are strictly special and feed into our machine.

7.2. Model categories and cellular orbital presheaves. We use the standard model structures. The fibrations and weak equivalences in GO^{op}[T ] are the levelwise Serre fibrations and weak equivalences, and a map f in GT is a fibration or weak equivalence if and only if Rf is a fibration or weak equivalence. These model structures are cofibrantly generated, in fact compactly generated in the sense of [MP12, 15.2.1]. The generating cofibrations I and generating acyclic cofibrations

J in GT are obtained by adjoining the identity map of disjoint G-fixed basepoints to the standard unbased generating cofibrations and acyclic cofibrations G/H × S^{n ⊂} //G/H × D^n and G/H × D^{n i0} //G/H × D^n × I. By definition, the generating cofibrations and generating acyclic cofibrations of GO^{op}[T ] are obtained by applying R to those of GT . Therefore they are in bijective correspondence via R, with inverse L. Cell G-spaces are constructed using disjoint unions, pushouts, and sequential unions. Since passage to fixed points commutes with pushouts one leg of which is a G-cofibration (in the classical sense) and clearly commutes with unions, R takes cellular objects to cellular objects, as does L. Of course, as functors, L and R also preserve retractions. Since the cofibrant objects in either of our categories are the retracts of the cellular objects, this and Lemma 5.15 are all there is to the proof of the following result.

Proposition 7.2. The adjunction (L, R) between GT and GO^{op}[T ] is a Quillen equivalence that restricts to an isomorphism of categories between the full subcategories of cofibrant G-spaces and cofibrant orbital presheaves. In particular, every cofibrant orbital presheaf is strictly special.

Now return to the context of Section 4.6. We choose to focus on spectra for definiteness. Everything also works in the context of Section 4.3. Thus we have the adjunction (Σ^∞, Ω^∞) and the monad C associated to an E_∞ operad that acts on Ω^∞E for all G-spectra E. We have the adjunction (L, R), and we assume that we also have a monad D in GO^{op}[T ] that satisfies Assumption A_{com}. The obvious choice is D = RC L, in which case C = LD R and D R = RC .

Remark 7.3. Other choices will be given in the sequel [KMZ24]. For any operad C in GT , we will there use the operad C_G to construct a monad C^{pre} in GO^{op}[T ] such that C^{pre} R = RC and C^{pre} satisfies the compatibility conditions of Assumption A_{com}. Assuming that C acts on Ω^∞E for G-spectra E, C^{pre} acts on RΩ^∞ E. As said before, it is the monads D = C^{pre} that lead to applications.

Up to isomorphism, when we restrict to the category GO^{op}[T ]_{ss} of strictly special orbital presheaves, any choice of D restricts to the canonical choice RC L. With that restriction, Corollary 5.18 gives that we have the dotted arrow functor L in (5.3) and that the following result holds.

Proposition 7.4. The adjoint equivalence (L, R) between GT and GO^{op}[T ]_{ss} restricts to an adjoint equivalence between C [GT ] and D [ GO^{op}[T ]_{ss} ] . Note that an equivalence of a model category M with another category N induces a model structure on N such that the equivalence is also a Quillen equivalence. Using that, we can upgrade Proposition 7.4 to Quillen equivalences that are given by actual equivalences of categories.

Indeed, the categories C [GT ] and D [ GO^{op}[T ] ] have standard structures of compactly generated model categories. The fibrations and weak equivalences are created by forgetting to the ground categories [GT ] and GO^{op}[T ], and the generating cofibrations and acyclic cofibrations are obtained by application of the left adjoints F_C and F_D to the generating cofibrations and acyclic cofibrations in the ground categories. This is an easy application of the standard criterion (e.g. [MP12, 16.2.5]) for a right adjoint to create a compactly generated model structure on its source. In-

corporating Proposition 7.4, the proof of the following result is precisely analogous

to the proof of Proposition 7.2.

Proposition 7.5. The Quillen equivalence (L, R) between GT and GO^{op}[T ] re-

stricts to a Quillen equivalence between C [GT ] and D [ GO^{op}[T ]_{ss} ] , and that re-

stricts to an isomorphism of categories between the full subcategories of cofibrant

C -algebras and cofibrant D -algebras. Therefore (L, R) restricts to equivalences be-

tween GT and GO^{op}[T ]_{ss} and between C [GT ] and D [ GO^{op}[T ]_{ss} ] . 7.3. Orbital presheaves in the composite adjunction context. Here our phi-

losophy needs psychological but not mathematical change. Consider the following

diagrams.

(7.6) GO^{op}[T ]^L // F_D

$$II III III III III III III III GT R oo^Σ ∞ // F_C ’’NN NNN NNN NNN N GS Ω^∞ oo Ω^∞_C

––vvv vvv vvv

(RΩ^∞)_D ll

C [GT ] U_C ggNNN NNN NNN NNN

R wwppp ppp ppp pp

Σ^∞_C ;;v vvv vvv vv

D [GO^{op} [T ]]

U_D

ddIII III III III III III III II L 77p pp pp p (Σ^∞L)D

MM

Γ fflffl

GO^{op}[T ]_{ss}^L // F_D

$$II III III III III III III III GT R oo^Σ ∞ // F_C ’’NN NNN NNN NNN N GS Ω^∞ oo Ω^∞_C

––vvv vvv vvv

(RΩ^∞)_D ll

C [GT ] U_C ggNNN NNN NNN NNN

R wwppp ppp ppp pp

Σ^∞_C

;;vv vvv vvv v

D [GO^{op} [T ]_{ss}]

U_D

ddIII III III III III III III II L 77pp ppp ppp ppp_{(Σ}∞_{L)D}

MM

We think of the top diagram as the input diagram that leads to applications. We

apply cellular cofibrant approximation Γ to feed the top diagram into the bottom

diagram without loss of information. The bottom diagram gives homotopical con-

trol that allows us to implement our machine; as noted in Remark 5.5, we might

as well erase its curved arrows. We have noted earlier that the bar construction

can often be viewed as a cofibrant approximation, but we have no interest in that

interpretation here. Rather, we just note that Lemma 5.17 and Remark 5.28 imply

that if an orbital presheaf Y is strictly special, then so is the orbital presheaf Y .

Looking back at Sections 5.1 and 5.4, we see that all of our Assumptions are sat-

isfied in the composite adjunction context displayed in the bottom diagram. Thus

Theorems 5.31 and 5.32 specialize to give the following conclusions.

Theorem 7.7. There is a functor Bar: D [GO^{op} [T ]] −→ D [GO^{op} [T ]], written Y → Y , and a natural equivalence ζ : Y −→ Y . If Y is strictly special, then so is Y and the unit

η_D : Y −→ (RΩ^∞ )_D (Σ^∞L)_D Y

is a group completion and is therefore an equivalence if Y is grouplike.

Theorem 7.8. ( (Σ^∞L)_D , (RΩ^∞ )_D ) induces an adjoint equivalence from the homotopy category of grouplike D -algebras in GO^{op}[T ]_{ss} to the homotopy category of connective G-spectra.

Remark 7.9. We comment on how applications proceed. We find examples of D -algebras Y . As said before Y is not strictly special or even special in the cases of interest. We therefore replace Y by ΓY and apply Theorem 7.7 with Y replaced by ΓY . Because ΓY is strictly special, the D -algebra structure on ΓY comes from application of R to the induced C -algebra structure on LΓY . As said before, there is no contradiction since LΓY is generally not weakly equivalent to LY . The Gspectrum we are after is Σ^∞_C (LΓY ) or, equivalently, (Σ^∞L)_D (ΓY ).

Part 3. The multiplicative theory

8. The classical multiplicative theory

8.1. Monad pairs. Consider monads, (C , μ_⊕ , η_⊕) and (J_0, μ_⊗, η_⊗), on a category T . As the notation indicates, we think of C as “additive” and J_0 as “multiplicative with zero”. We think of T as based and, intuitively, we think of basepoints as zero. The basepoint of J_0X for X ∈ T is thought of as zero.

Beck [Bec69] gives a monadic distributivity law encoded by an action of J_0 on C . We recall the main features, following [May09a, Appendix B]. Let C [T ] and J_0[T ] denote the categories of C -algebras and of J_0-algebras in T .

Definition 8.1. An action of J_0 on C is a structure of monad on J_0[T ] induced by the monad C on T . More explicitly, for an action of J_0 on X, there is a prescribed functorial induced action of J_0 on C X (and thus on C C X by iteration) such that η_⊕ : X −→ C X and μ_⊕ : C C X −→ C X are maps of J_0-algebras. We then say that (C , J_0) is a monad pair.

The proof of the following result is sketched in [May09a, Appendix B]; full details are in Beck [Bec69].

Theorem 8.2. The following data relating the monads C and J_0 are equivalent. (i) An action of J_0 on C .

(ii) A natural transformation μ: C J_0C J_0 −→ C J_0 with the following properties.

(a) (C J_0, μ, η) is a monad on T , where η = η_⊕J_0 ∘ η_⊗ : Id −→ C J_0. (b) C η_⊗ : C −→ C J_0 and η_⊕ : J_0 −→ C J_0 are maps of monads. (c) The following composite is the identity natural transformation.

C J_0^{Cη⊕ J0} //C C J_0^{Cη⊗ CJ0}//C J_0C J_0^μ //C J_0

(iii) A natural transformation ρ: J_0C −→ C J_0 such that the following diagrams commute.

J_0

J_0η_⊕

˝˝——— —— ———^η⊕^J0 !!B BB BBB BB J_0C^ρ // C J_0

C η_⊗ C aaCC CC CC CC Cη_⊗ ==– –– –– –– –

J_0C C J_0μ_⊕ fflffl ρC // C J_0C^{Cρ} // C C J_0

μ_⊕J_0 fflffl J_0C^ρ // C J_0

J_0J_0C_{J0ρ} // μ_⊗C OO

J_0C J_{0 ρJ0} // C J_0J_0. Cμ_⊗ OO

When given such data, the category C [J_0[T ]] of C -algebras in J_0[T ], called (C , J_0)- algebras in T , is isomorphic to the category C J_0[T ] of C J_0-algebras in T .

8.2. Operad pairs. In retrospect,^{30} the definition of an operad pair (C , J ) can be summarized as follows. As usual, we assume that C and J are reduced, meaning that C (0) and J (0) are each a point (a terminal object of T ); we name these objects 0 and 1, respectively. We assume that T is the category of based objects of a category U of unbased objects. The C (j) and J (j) are objects of U . Notationally, we assume that T is cartesian monoidal for consistency with the literature, but that is not essential to the mathematics. We use the following definition to define the monads C and J_0 conceptually and explicitly.

Definition 8.3. Recall the category Λ from Definition 6.2. It is generated by the permutations of the n and the ordered injections σ_i : n − 1 −→ n that skip i. For a contravariant functor T : Λ −→ U and a covariant functor S : Λ −→ U with actions τ : T (n) × Λ(m, n) −→ T (m) and σ : Λ(m, n) × S(m) −→ S(n), the categorical tensor product T ⊗_Λ S is the coequalizer ∐ m,n T (n) × Λ(m, n) × S(m)^{τ ×id} //_{id ×σ} // ∐ j T (j) × S(j) //T ⊗_Λ S. More explicitly

T ⊗_Λ S = ∐ j T (j) ×_{Σj} S(j)/(yσ_i, x) ∼ (y, σ_ix) for all y ∈ T (n), x ∈ S(n − 1) and all ordered injections σ_i : n − 1 −→ n.

Definition 8.4. An operad C has the underlying contravariant functor Λ −→ U given by sending j to C (j); the functoriality is given by the right actions of the Σ_j on the objects C (j) and the maps σ_i : C (n) −→ C (n − 1) for ordered injections σ_i specified by cσ_i = γ(c; id^{i−1} × 0 × id^{n−i}) for c ∈ C (n), where id ∈ C (1) is the identity element and 0 ∈ C (0) is the element 0. For a based object X ∈ T , with “basepoint” understood to be a map ι: ∗ = 0 −→ X, 30When he defined operad pairs [May77], the senior author did not know Beck’s work.

define a covariant functor X^∗ : Λ −→ U by X^∗(j) = X^j and note that it takes values in T ; the functoriality is given by the permutation left actions of the Σ_j on the X^j and the maps

σ_i = id^{i−1} ×ι × id^{j−i} : X^{n−1} −→ X^n for ordered injections σ_i. The monad C on T associated to C is defined by C X = C ⊗_Λ X^∗.

The coequalizer is defined in U but takes values in T , with basepoint given by {0} = C (0) × X^0; μ_⊕ : C C X −→ C X is induced by the structure maps

γ : C (k) × C (j_1) × · · · × C (j_k) −→ C (j), where j = j_1 + · · · + j_k, and η_⊕ is induced by id: X −→ id × X ∈ C (1) ⊗ X. Less formally, C X = ∐ j C (j) ×_{Σj} X^j /basepoint identifications.

We modify the definition of C to define the monad J_0 associated to J . We change the ground symmetric monoidal structure from cartesian product to smash product. We define an operad J_0, no longer reduced, by adjoining disjoint basepoints 0 to the J (j), so that J (j)_0 = J (j) ∐ {0}. In practice, we start with spaces under S^0, so given maps e: S^0 −→ X and thus basepoints 0 and 1, but the formal theory sees only the basepoint 0; that is, the basepoint 1 only comes into play when X is a J -algebra. As explained in a bit more detail in [May09b, Section 4], we arrive at the monad in T given by

J_0X = ⋁ j≥0 J (j)_0 ∧_{Σj} X^{(j)},

where X^{(j)} is the j-fold smash product defined with respect to the basepoint 0. For obvious reasons, the construction is only of interest when 0 and 1 are in distinct path components. The construction is of particular interest when X = Y_0 = Y ∐ {0} for an unbased object Y , and then

J_0Y_0 = ⋁ j≥0 ( J (j) ×_{Σj} Y^j ) 0 Definition 8.5. An action of J on C consists of maps

λ: J (k) × C (j_1) × · · · × C (j_k) −→ C (j_×), where j_× = j_1 · · · j_k, which satisfy distributivity, unity, equivariance, and nullity identities relating the maps λ to the structure maps, permutation group actions, and units of the operads C and J . These identities are explicitly specified in [May09b, Definition 4.2]. They are precisely those needed to ensure that J_0 acts on C . Thus an operad pair (C , J_0) has an associated monad pair (C , J_0).

8.3. Operad pairs in the category of G-spaces. So far, we have been general. We now specialize to G-spaces, where we have a canonical operad pair (K , L ). Here K , denoted K_∞ in Section 4.5, is the Steiner operad of G-spaces in the universe U_G, as described in [GM17, Example 2.2]. It is the colimit of the Steiner operads K_V associated to the finite dimensional sub G-spaces V of U_G. The K_V are described in detail and compared with the little V -disk operads D_V in [GM17, Sections 1.1 and 2.3], where the advantages of the K_V over the D_V are made clear. The operad L is the infinite linear isometries operad in the universe U_G. It was defined in [LMS86] and is described in [GM17, Example 2.2]; we will recall its definition in the next subsection. The finite dimensional precursor of the action of L on K is described in [GM17, Definition 1.22]. The action of L on K is defined nonequivariantly in [May09b, Section 3], and it works the same way equivariantly.

Remark 8.6. It is an embarrassment that we know of few other operad pairs, a problem that will be alleviated in [May24]. Nevertheless, it is sensible to work more generally with an operad pair (C , J ) that maps by a pair of maps of operads to (K , L ). Examples might be of the form (C , J ) = (K ×O, L ×P) for an operad pair (O, P), where O and P are also E_∞ operads. Dropping the requirement that O and P are E_∞ operads, we can also take O to be the commutativity operad N and P to be any operad. This makes sense since K × N ∼= K and since any operad P acts on N (because each N (j) is a point).

8.4. Review of twisted half-smash products and L -spectra. Historically, E_∞ ring spaces and E_∞ ring spectra were first defined in 1972, although a printed definition did not appear until [May77]. That was well before adequate foundations to do justice to the notions were available. The later introduction of twisted halfsmash products (THPs) gave foundations in the context of spectra and G-spectra, as described in Section 4.5. While THPs are defined more generally and have other uses, they were originally designed to internalize a simple external smash product of G-spectra, and that is how we shall use them here. Their definition first appeared in print in [LMS86, Chapter VI], They were applied there and throughout [BMMS86].

Another decade later, THPs were beautifully redefined conceptually by Cole in the appendix to [EKMM97] and, equivariantly, in [May96, Chapter XXII]. In retrospect, EKMM should be called CEKMM because Cole’s appendix, which is written entirely in our present context of Section 4.5, reinterpreted the foundations upon which [EKMM97] was built. Cole never mentioned the word “operad” in either of the cited references. However, [LMS86, Chapter VII], which is entitled “Operad ring spectra”, gives exactly the equivariant foundations we need and is quite readable, provided that we take Cole’s later redefinition of the twisted halfsmash product as a foundational black box preliminary to that account.

We summarize what we need following and modifying the nonequivariant summary in [May09b], which gives more background and compares various alternative monads with isomorphic categories of algebras. Here we use the linear isometries operad L . Its jth space L (j) is the (G×Σ_j )-space of linear isometries U^j_G −→ U_G, with (left) G-action by conjugation and (right) Σ_j -action induced by the (left) Σ_j - action on U^j_G. It is an E_∞ operad [GM17, Example 2.3].

For a j-tuple of G-spectra E_i indexed on U_G, we have an external product ⊼_iE_i, which is a G-spectrum indexed on sums (= products) V_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ V_j in the universe U^j_G. The THP L (j) ⋉ ⊼_iE_i internalizes^{31} this external smash product to what we shall view as the internal smash product of the E_i; it is a G-spectrum indexed on U_G. This smash product is not symmetric monoidal. It is modified to an equivalent internal smash product in the category of S_G-modules constructed in [EKMM97], but at the price of losing the homotopically meaningful adjunction (Σ^∞, Ω^∞) that we require. As said earlier, the loss is dictated by Lewis’s result [Lew91] that we cannot have all of the good properties we want in the same category. This internal smash product is suitable for defining actions of the operad L on a G-spectrum E.

31Internalization is treated in general categorical terms in work in progress by Bryce Goldman.

Definition 8.7. An E_∞ ring G-spectrum, or L -spectrum, is a G-spectrum E with an action of L given by an equivariant, unital, and associative system of maps

(8.8) ξ_j : L (j) ⋉ E^{[j]} −→ E,

where E^{[j]} denotes the jth external smash power of E.

The unspecified diagrams are exactly like those in the original definition of an action of an operad on a space. There are canonical maps

(8.9) L (k) ⋉ (L (j_1) ⋉ E^{[j1]} ⊼ · · · ⊼ L (j_k) ⋉ E^{[jk ]}) ∼= fflffl (L (k) × L (j_1) × · · · × L (j_k)) ⋉ E^{[j]} γ⋉id fflffl L (j) ⋉ E^{[j]}, where j = j_1 + · · · + j_k. We use such maps to make sense of the required diagrams.

In practice, we usually first construct an L -prespectrum T and then observe that its spectrification E = LT is an L -spectrum since

L(L (j) ⋉ T^{[j]}) ∼= L (j) ⋉ (LT )^{[j]}.

We take G-spectra indexed on the zero universe to be based G-spaces. Since L (0) is the inclusion 0 −→ U, the functor L (0) ⋉ (−) from G-spaces to G-spectra can and must be interpreted as the functor Σ^∞ : GT −→ GS . Similarly, the zero fold external smash power E^{[0]} can and must be interpreted as the G-space S^0. Since Σ^∞S^0 is the sphere G-spectrum S_G, the 0^{th} structure map in (8.8) is a map e: S_G −→ E. We can either think of the map e as preassigned, in which case we think of our ground category as the category GS_e of spectra under S_G, or we can think of e = ξ_0 as part of the structure of an E_∞ ring spectrum, in which case we think of our ground category as GS .

We take the latter perspective. In analogy with the G-space level monad L_0 we define a monad L_0 on the category of G-spectra by letting

L_0 E = ⋁ j≥0 L (j) ⋉_{Σj} E^{[j]}.

The 0^{th} term is S_G, and η : S_G −→ L_0 E is the inclusion. The product μ is induced by passage to orbits and wedges from the canonical maps (8.9).

A central feature of twisted half-smash products is that there is a natural untwisting isomorphism

(8.10) L (j) ⋉ (Σ^∞X_1 ⊼ · · · ⊼ Σ^∞X_j ) ∼= Σ^∞(L (j)_0 ∧ X_1 ∧ · · · X_j )

for based G-spaces X_i. Using this, we obtain a monadic natural isomorphism

(8.11) L_0 Σ^∞X ∼= Σ^∞L_0 X

relating the space and spectrum level monads L_0 .

Using the subscript +, it has become usual to compress notation by defining

(8.12) Σ^∞_+ Y = Σ^∞(Y_+) for an unbased G-space Y , ignoring its given basepoint if it has one. Then

(8.13) L_0 Σ^∞_+ Y ∼= Σ^∞_+ ( ∐ j≥1 L (j) ×_{Σj} Y^j ) . The most interesting examples are of this form.

8.5. The multiplicative context of G-spaces and G-spectra. We take T in our general theory to be the category J_0[GT ] of J_0-algebras in GT (alias J_0-Gspaces), and we take S to be the category J_0[GS ] of J_0-algebras in GS (alias J_0-G-spectra), where (C , J_0) is a monad pair as in Section 8.1. As said before, we have two operadic examples. For the operad pair example treated here, we take the monad pair associated to a pair (C , J ) of E_∞ operads of G-spaces that maps equivalently to the pair (K , L ), as in Remark 8.6. We are changing the ground categories from G-spaces and G-spectra to J_0-G-spaces and J_0-G-spectra. Here, for the latter, we can pull back L_0 -G-spectra along the projection J_0 −→ L_0 . We claim that this puts us in the framework of Assumption A, so that we have the following special case of the diagram (1.12).

(8.14) J_0[GT ]^Σ ∞ // F_C &&MM MMM MMM MM J_0[GS ]

Ω^∞ oo Ω^∞_C

xxqqq qqq qqq q C [ J_0[GT ] ] U_C ffMMM MMM MMM M Σ^∞_C

88qq qqq qqq qq

To prove the claim, we must first prove the following result. To distinguish notationally, let us write X for based G-spaces, Z for J_0-G-spaces, E for G-spectra, and R for J_0-G–spectra, which are E_∞ ring G-spectra with structure given by J_0.

Proposition 8.15. The functors Σ^∞ and Ω^∞ take J_0-algebras to J_0-algebras and the (topological) adjunction GS (Σ^∞X, E) ∼= GT (X, Ω^∞E) induces a (topological) adjunction J_0[GS ](Σ^∞Z, R) ∼= J_0[GT ](Z, Ω^∞R).

Thus the monad Q = Ω^∞Σ^∞ on GT restricts to a monad Q on J_0[GT ] and, when restricted to J_0-G-spectra, the functor Ω^∞ takes values in J_0-G-spaces.

Proof. This is a formal consequence of the fact that the isomorphism (8.11) is monadic, as is explained in general categorical terms in [May09b, Appendix A]. If (Z, ξ) is a J_0-G-space, then Σ^∞Z is a J_0-G-spectrum with structure map

J_0Σ^∞Z^{∼=} //Σ^∞J_0Z^{Σ∞ξ} //Σ^∞Z.

The isomorphism (8.11) and the adjunction give a natural composite δ:

J_0Ω^∞E^η //Ω^∞Σ^∞J_0Ω^∞E^{∼=} //Ω^∞J_0Σ^∞Ω^∞E^{Ω∞J0ε}//Ω^∞J_0E.

If (R, ξ) is a J_0-G-spectrum, then Ω^∞R is a J_0-G-space with structure map

J_0Ω^∞R^δ //Ω^∞J_0R^{Ω∞ξ} //Ω^∞R.

Diagram chases show that the unit η and counit ε of the adjunction are maps of J_0- algebras when Z and R are J_0-algebras, and the restricted adjunction follows. □

Taking X = Y_+, with the basepoint thought of as 0 and using the notation of (8.12), this has the following consequence.

Corollary 8.16. The adjunction of Proposition 8.15 induces an adjunction

J_0[GS ](Σ^∞_+ Y, R) ∼= J[GU ](Y, Ω^∞R)

between the category of J_0-G-spectra R (alias E_∞-ring G-spectra) and the category of J-G-spaces Y , where J-G-spaces are unbased J-spaces, that is J-spaces without 0.

Proof. Recall that we have the obvious adjunction GT (Y_+, X) ∼= GU (Y, iX) for based G-spaces X and unbased G-spaces Y , where i: T −→ U is given by forgetting basepoints. It induces an adjunction J_0[GT ](Y_+, Z) ∼= J[GU ](Y, Z) for J-G-spaces Y and J_0-G-spaces Z regarded on the right as J-spaces by forgetting the basepoint 0. Taking Z = Ω^∞R, the result follows by composing with the adjunction of Proposition 8.15. □

Fixing (C , J ), we take (C , J )-G-spaces as our E_∞ ring G-spaces. Similarly, we take J_0-G-spectra as our E_∞ ring G-spectra. We then have the following result.

Corollary 8.17. The 0^{th} G-spaces of E_∞ ring G-spectra are naturally E_∞ ring G-spaces.

The following result makes clear that Assumption A restricts multiplicatively to another instance of Assumption A.

Corollary 8.18. The natural action of the monad C in GT on Ω^∞E for G-spectra E restricts on J_0-G-spectra R to a natural action of the monad C in J_0[GT ].

Proof. Recall that C maps to K and K acts naturally on Ω^∞E. The action is induced as in (i) of Theorem 1.16 from the unit and counit of the monad Ω^∞Σ^∞, and those are maps of J_0-algebras when their input is given by J_0-algebras. □

8.6. Assumptions B through F and the ring completion theorem. Forgetting from (6.57) down to the diagram without the J_0, we define the weak equivalences of Assumption B to be created in the ground categories of G-spaces and G-spectra. Similarly, Assumption C is satisfied, with the notion of Ω^∞-connective G-spectrum inherited from GS . We say that an E_∞ ring G-space is ringlike if it is grouplike as a G-space, and we say that a map of E_∞ ring G-spaces is a ring completion if its underlying map of G-spaces is a group completion. Checking that the group completion functor (G , g) preserves E_∞ ring G-spaces, we have Assumption D by specialization of its additive version to (C , J_0)-algebras.

The approximation theorem, Assumption E, concerns the underlying additive structure and is therefore immediate from its additive version. The essential formal point is that if X is a J_0-algebra, then α : C X −→ Ω^∞Σ^∞X = QX is a map of J_0- G-algebras. Finally, the formal parts of Assumption F are verified as in Section 2.4. Its homotopical part (vii) follows from its analog for G-spectra. Here we need that, for a simplicial J_0-algebra K_∗, γ : |Ω^∞K | −→ Ω^∞|K | is a map of J_0-G-algebras, and that is verified by inspection of linear isometries in the passage to colimits used in the additive verification.

Theorem 8.19. For E_∞ ring G-spaces Y , there is a natural ring completion

Y −→ Ω^∞_C EY ∼= Ω^∞_C Σ^∞_C Y ,

and any connective E_∞ ring G-spectrum E is equivalent to Σ^∞_C Ω^∞_C E.

9. Composite adjunctions and the multiplicative theory

9.1. Multiplicative structure in the composite adjunction context. Just as we applied our original general context of Assumption A multiplicatively by incorporating multiplicative structure into the given ground categories T and S , we can apply our composite adjunction context of Assumption A_{com} by additionally incorporating multiplicative structure into the given ground category V . Thus suppose that, in addition to Assumption A_{com}, we are given a monad pair (C , J_0) on T . Remembering that ε: LR −→ id is an isomorphism, we can transfer (C , J_0) to V via the adjunction (L, R) between V and T .

Proposition 9.1. Let D = RC L and K_0 = RJ_0L. Then D and K_0 are monads on V , and the action of J_0 on C induces an action of K_0 on D , so that (D , K_0 ) is a monad pair in V . The adjunction (L, R) restricts to an adjunction from K_0 [V ] to J_0[T ]. Moreover, with ω = RC ε: D R = RC LR ∼= RC , the diagrams of Assumption A_{com} are diagrams in J_0[GT ] and, with

ω_⊗ = RJ_0ε: K_0 R = RJ_0LR ∼= RJ_0,

the analogous multiplicative diagrams (displayed in Assumption A_{mcom} below) also commute.

Proof. The first claim, that D and K_0 are monads, follows from Proposition 5.9. To prove the second claim, we use the descriptions in Theorem 8.2(ii). We have μ_{C,J0} : C J_0C J_0 → C J_0 for the action of J_0 on C . It is easy to verify formally that

μ_{D,K0} : D K_0 D K_0 ∼= RC J_0C J_0L RC J_0L ∼= D K_0 Rμ_{C,J0}L satisfies Theorem 8.2(ii), establishing an action of K_0 on D . For the restricted adjunction, a given action of J_0 on Y induces an action of K_0 on RY and a given action of K_0 on X induces an action of J_0 on LX since K_0 = RJ_0L and LR = Id. Easy diagram chases give the rest. □

This gives an example of pairs (D , K_0 ) for which the following multiplicative elaboration of Assumption A_{com} holds.

Assumption A_{mcom}. We assume Assumption A_{com} and assume further that (i) we have monad pairs (C , J_0) in T and (D , K_0 ) in V such that (L, R) restricts to an adjunction from K_0 [V ] to J_0[T ].

(ii) the isomorphism ω : D R −→ RC restricts to an isomorphism of functors J_0[T ] −→ K_0 [V ] and the diagrams in Assumption A_{com} are diagrams of functors J_0[T ] −→ K_0 [V ].

(iii) we have an isomorphism ω_⊗ : K_0 R −→ RJ_0 such that the following analogous diagrams commute. R ηR ˝˝–– –– –– ––_{Rη} !!B BB BB BB B

K_0 R_{ω⊗} // RJ_0

K_0 K_0 R^{K0 RJ0ω⊗}// μR fflffl K_0 RJ_0^{ω⊗J0} // RJ_0J_0 Rμ fflffl K_0 R_{ω⊗} // RJ_0

The example (RC L, RJ_0, L) in V derived from a given (C , J_0) in T is always present, and other examples and applications are known in the categories of operators context. Examples that give applications in the orbital presheaves context are work in progress. Given the data in Assumption A_{mcom}, the diagram (8.14) embeds into the following diagram, which is a multiplicative version of the general composite adjunction diagram of (5.3). As there, here and below we use dotted arrows when the indicated left adjoint does not necessarily exist, but the context makes sense nevertheless.

(9.2) K_0 [V ]^L // F_D

!!D DD DD DD DD DD DD DD DD DD D J^0[T ] R oo^Σ // F_C &&LL LLL LLL LL J_0[S ] Ω oo Ω_C

yyttt ttt ttt

(RΩ)_D kk

C [J_0[T ]] U_C ffLLL LLL LLL L

R xxrrr rrr rrr r

Σ_C

99tt ttt ttt t

D [K_0 [V ]]

U_D

aaDD DD DD DD DD DD DD DD DD DD L 88r rr rr_{(ΣL)D}

MM

As in Corollary 5.18, our assumptions imply that the arrows R are obtained by specialization of their underlying non-multiplicative arrows R. We have assumed that we have the solid arrow adjunction (L, R) at the top. As in the original additive composite adjunction context, the dotted arrow L may or may not exist, but the functor (ΣL)_D always exists nonetheless, by application of Proposition 1.3.

From here, just as in Section 8.6 in the context of Assumption A, the answer to the multiplicative analog of Question 5.2 is almost exactly the same as is discussed in the underlying additive theory in Section 5. In fact, our Assumptions are essentially all satisfied when they are satisfied by the underlying additive structures. Weak equivalences and connectivity (Assumptions B_{com} and C) are defined by reference to the underlying categories (T , S , V ).

Group completion Assumption D (alias ring completion here) and the approximation theorem (Assumption E) are seen in the underlying additive theory. Assumption F_{com} requires that realization in the underlying categories carries over to give realization in the new ground categories (J_0[T ], J_0[S ], K_0 [V ]), and then most of its required properties (i)-(vii) fall out from their being satisfied in the underlying additive context. Only (vi), that γ preserves the underlying multiplicative structure, requires any real verification beyond the additive verifications. When these Assumptions hold, Theorems 5.31 and 5.32 hold with V replaced by K_0 [V ] and S replaced by J_0[S ].

Theorem 9.3. There is a functor Bar: D [ K_0 [V ] ] −→ D [ K_0 [V ] ] , written Y → Y , and a natural equivalence ζ : Y −→ Y given by a map of (D , K_0 )-algebras. If Y is special, the unit η_D : Y −→ (RΩ)_D (ΣL)_D Y is a ring completion and is therefore an equivalence if Y is ringlike.

Theorem 9.4. ( (ΣL)_D , (RΩ)_D ) induces an adjoint equivalence from the homotopy category of special ringlike (D , K_0 )-algebras in V to the homotopy category of Ωconnective objects of J_0[S ].

9.2. Monad pairs in the categories of operators context. We defined categories of operators and their associated monads in 6.2 and 6.4, working equivariantly as in [MMO]. The nonequivariant multiplicative elaboration to pairs of categories of operators and their associated monad pairs is developed in [May09a], but the equivariant elaboration is not in the literature. We briefly develop it here, largely following the nonequivariant treatment in [May09a], especially part of its Section 10. That part is essentially in our present composite of adjunctions context, but it was written before the context was understood. It appeared there as a component of a more elaborate picture aimed at a machine constructing E_∞ ring spectra from bipermutative categories. Since we shall treat that differently and equivariantly in [May24], we shall be brief here.

We saw earlier that an operad pair (C , J ) of G-spaces gives rise to a monad pair (C , J). The pair (C , J ) also gives rise to a pair of categories of operators over F and a G-operad pair (C_G, J_G) gives rise to a pair of categories of operators over F_G. These pairs of categories of operators give rise to canonical pairs of monads (D , K_0 ) and (D_G , K_{G 0}) as constructed in Section 6.4. However, as pointed out nonequivariantly in [May09a, p. 315], it is not true that these pairs of monads are monad pairs in Beck’s sense prescribed in Section 8: K_0 does not act on D and K_{G 0} does not act on D_{G 0}. Moreover, as is easily seen from the definitions, again already nonequivariantly, our left adjoint L does not restrict to a functor K_0 [Π[T ]] −→ J_0[T ].

A way around this was explained in some detail in [May09a], and we shall just summarize the main points. In [May09a], all basepoint information was ignored, correcting [May82] in which both additive and multiplicative basepoint identifications were made. The halfway house of using the additive basepoint 0 and not the multiplicative basepoint 1 seems preferable. With this change and corresponding small modifications,^{32} [May09a, Section 10] constructs a multiplicative monad K^′_0 , different from the canonical monad K_0 , that does act on the canonical monad D .

The construction of K^′_0 is formal. There is a wreath product construction between categories of operators [May09a, Definition 5.1], and there is a wreath product K_0 ∫ Π with associated monad K_0 in (Π ∫ Π)-G-spaces [May09a, Definition 9.1]. Its algebras are the (K_0 ∫ Π)-algebras. There is an adjoint pair (L^′ , R^′ ) from (Π ∫ Π)-Gspaces to Π-G-spaces. The monad K^′_0 is the conjugate L^′ K_0R^′ [May09a, Definition 9.4]. It admits a concrete description that starts from an isomorphism LK^′_0 ∼= J_0L [May09a, Lemma 10.4] and builds from there, but that is not detailed in [May09a]. Since we do not find it illuminating, we shall also not detail it here. There is an analogous construction starting with monads in Π_G[GT ] and (Π_G ∫ Π_G)[GT ].

The upshot is that we obtain the following multiplicative version of the diagram (6.57). Both the upper and lower parts are examples of the multiplicative composite

32including considerable change of notation.

adjunction context of (9.2). We have just changed ground categories to include the

multiplicative structure.

(9.5)

K^′_0 [ Π[GT ] ] L //

F_D

%%KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK J_0[GT ] R oo^Σ ∞ // F_C ))RRR

RRRR

RRRR RRR J_0[GS ]

Ω^∞ oo Ω^∞_C

wwppp ppp ppp pp

(RΩ^∞)_D ll

C [ J_0[GT ] ] U_C iiRRRR

RRRR RRRR RR

R uullll llll llll l

Σ^∞_C

77pp ppp ppp ppp

D [ K^′_0 [Π[GT ]] ] U_D

eeKKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK L 55ll ll ll l (Σ^∞L)_D

HH

P fflffl U OO

K^′_{G 0} [ Π_G[GT ] ] LG //

F_{DG}

%%KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK J_{G0}[GT ] R_G oo^Σ ∞ // F_{CG} ))RRR

RRRR

RRRR RRR J_{G0}[GS ] Ω^∞ oo Ω^∞_{CG} wwppp ppp ppp pp

(R_GΩ^∞)_{DG} ll

C_G [ J_{G0}[GT ] ] U_{CG} iiRRRR

RRRR RRRR RR

R_G uullll llll llll l

Σ^∞_{CG} 77pp ppp ppp ppp

D_G [ K^′_{G 0}[Π_G[GT ]] ] U_{DG}

eeKKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK L_G 55ll ll ll l (Σ^∞LG)D_G

HH

The essential point is that, with V = Π[GT ] or V = Π_G[GT ], both diagrams in

(9.5) are special cases of the diagram (9.2). The assumptions are all verified with

no more trouble than in the nonequivariant case. We state the specializations of

Theorems 5.31 and 5.32 to categories of operators over F , and we have a compatible

analog for categories of operators over F_G.

Theorem 9.6. There is a functor Bar: D [ K^′_0 [Π[GT ]] ] −→ D [ K^′_0 [Π[GT ]] ] , written

Y → Y , and a natural equivalence ζ : Y −→ Y given by a map of (D , K^′_0 )-algebras.

If Y is special, the unit η_D : Y −→ (RΩ^∞ )_D (Σ^∞L)_D Y is a ring completion and is

therefore an equivalence if Y is ringlike.

Theorem 9.7. ( (Σ^∞L)_D , (RΩ^∞ )_D ) induces an adjoint equivalence from the ho-

motopy category of special ringlike (D , K^′_0 )-algebras to the homotopy category of

Ω^∞-connective G-spectra in J_0[GS ].

The main use of categories of operators is to allow comparison with Segalic infi-

nite loop space theory and to apply infinite loop space theory to go from symmetric

bimonoidal categories to E_∞ ring spectra. For the former, multiplicative elabo-

ration of [MMO] seems entirely doable, but modulo the limitations described in

Remark 6.55. We shall not follow that up here. For the latter, a good definition

of symmetric bimonoidal G-categories has long eluded us. That will be given in

[May24], together with a shortcut that circumvents the use of categories of operators in the passage from such categories to E_∞ ring G-spectra. That second use was the focus of much of [May82, May09a], and it is still needed for purposes of comparison, as will be explained in [May24].

9.3. Monad pairs in the orbital presheaves context. Here we take V = GO^{op}[T ] and assume that we have monad pairs there that satisfy the axioms, as in Section 9.1.^{33} Starting from operads C , the key additive monads are constructed in [KMZ24], where they are called C^{pre} as in Remark 7.3. The model categorical arguments of Section 7.2 go through to give model structures on the categories J_0[GT ] and D [ Q_0 [GO^{op}[T ]] ] such that the following enhancement of Proposition 7.5 holds.

Proposition 9.8. The Quillen equivalence (L, R) between the categories C [GT ] and D [ GO^{op}[T ]_{ss} ] restricts to an isomorphism of categories between the full subcategories of cofibrant (C , J_0)-algebras and cofibrant (D , K_0 )-algebras. Therefore (L, R) restricts to an equivalence between C [ J_0[GT ] ] and D [ K_0 [GO^{op}[T ]_{ss}] ] . This leads us to a multiplicatively enriched version of the diagram (7.6). In contrast with the categories of operators context, we are only using canonical monads as constructed in Section 6.4. The top part does not fit into Assumption A_{com}, but it is where interesting examples would live. After application of Γ, we land in a context where Assumption A_{com} does hold, by Proposition 9.1 and Corollary 5.18 applied to both the additive and multiplicative monads.

33The construction and application of such monad pairs is work in progress.

(9.9)

K_0 [ GO^{op}[T ] ] L //˙˙˙˙˙˙˙˙˙

F_D

%%KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK J_0[GT ] R oo^Σ ∞ // F_C ((QQQ

QQQQ

QQQQ

QQ J^0[GS ]

Ω^∞ oo Ω^∞_C

xxrrr rrr rrr r

(RΩ^∞)_D ll

C [ J_0[GT ] ] U_C hhQQQQ

QQQQ QQQQ Q

R vvmmmm mmm mmm mm

Σ^∞_C

88rr rrr rrr rr

D [ K_0 [GO^{op}[T ]] ] U_D

eeKKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK L 66m mm mm m (Σ^∞L)D

II

Γ fflffl

K_0 [ GO^{op}[T ]_{ss} ] L //

F_D

%%KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK J_0[GT ] R oo^Σ ∞ // F_C ((QQQ

QQQQ

QQQQ

QQ J^0[GS ]

Ω^∞ oo Ω^∞_C

xxrrr rrr rrr r

(RΩ^∞)_D ll

C [ J_0[GT ] ] U_C hhQQQQ

QQQQ QQQQ Q

R vvmmm mmm mmm mmm

Σ^∞_C

88rr rrr rrr rr

D [ K_0 [GO^{op}[T ]_{ss}] ] U_D

eeKKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK L 66mm mmmm mmm mmm_{(Σ}∞_{L)D}

II

In this context, we have the following versions of Theorems 5.31 and 5.32.

Theorem 9.10. There is a functor Bar: D [ K_0 [ GO^{op}[T ] ] −→ D [ K_0 [ GO^{op}[T ] ] , written Y → Y , and a natural equivalence ζ : Y −→ Y given by a map of (D , K_0 )-

algebras. If Y and therefore Ȳ are strictly special, as can be arranged by applying

Γ, the unit η_D : Y −→ (RΩ^∞ )_D (Σ^∞L)_D Y is a ring completion and is therefore an

equivalence if Y is ringlike.

Theorem 9.11. After application of Γ, ( (Σ^∞L)_D , (RΩ^∞ )_D ) induces an adjoint

equivalence from the homotopy category of strictly special ringlike (D , K_0 )-algebras

to the homotopy category of Ω^∞-connective G-spectra in J_0[GS ].

9.4. Composites of composite adjunctions. We close by simply observing that

our context is broad enough to likely have many other applications. For an evident

example, it is reasonable to compose several adjunctions in the composite adjunc-

tion context. For example, the fixed point adjunction can be composed with the

categories of operators adjunction, giving a categorical version of orbital presheaves.

We do not have present applications of that in mind, but it does suggest how a

monadically generalized Segal machine might be constructed on categorical orbital

presheaves. A direction worthy of thought is application of the ideas here to motivic

stable homotopy theory.

References

[ABG^+14] Matthew Ando, Andrew J. Blumberg, David Gepner, Michael J. Hopkins, and Charles Rezk. Units of ring spectra, orientations and Thom spectra via rigid infinite loop space theory. J. Topol., 7(4):1077–1117, 2014.

[Bec69] Jon Beck. Distributive laws. In Sem. on Triples and Categorical Homology Theory (ETH, Zürich, 1966/67), pages 119–140. Springer, Berlin, 1969.

[BMMS86] R. R. Bruner, J. P. May, J. E. McClure, and M. Steinberger. H_∞ ring spectra and their applications, volume 1176 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1986.

[CLM76] Frederick R. Cohen, Thomas J. Lada, and J. Peter May. The homology of iterated loop spaces. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, Vol. 533. Springer-Verlag, Berlin-New York, 1976.

[CMT78] F. R. Cohen, J. P. May, and L. R. Taylor. Splitting of certain spaces CX. Math. Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc., 84(3):465–496, 1978.

[CW91] Steven R. Costenoble and Stefan Waner. Fixed set systems of equivariant infinite loop spaces. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 326(2):485–505, 1991.

[EKMM97] A. D. Elmendorf, I. Kriz, M. A. Mandell, and J. P. May. Rings, modules, and algebras in stable homotopy theory, volume 47 of Mathematical Surveys and Monographs. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1997. With an appendix by M. Cole.

[EM97] A. D. Elmendorf and J. P. May. Algebras over equivariant sphere spectra. volume 116, pages 139–149. 1997. Special volume on the occasion of the 60th birthday of Professor Peter J. Freyd.

[Fie84] Z. Fiedorowicz. Classifying spaces of topological monoids and categories. Amer. J. Math., 106(2):301–350, 1984.

[GM11] Bertrand Guillou and J Peter May. Models of G-spectra as presheaves of spectra. arXiv preprint arXiv:1110.3571, 2011.

[GM17] B. J. Guillou and J. P. May. Equivariant iterated loop space theory and permutative G–categories. Algebr. Geom. Topol., 17(6):3259–3339, 2017.

[GMMO19] Bertrand Guillou, J. Peter May, Mona Merling, and Angélica M. Osorno. A symmetric monoidal and equivariant Segal infinite loop space machine. J. Pure Appl. Algebra, 223(6):2425–2454, 2019.

[GMMO23] Bertrand J. Guillou, J. Peter May, Mona Merling, and Angélica M. Osorno. Multiplicative equivariant K-theory and the Barratt-Priddy-Quillen theorem. Adv. Math., 414:Paper No. 108865, 111, 2023.

[GMR19] Bertrand Guillou, J. P. May, and Jonathan Rubin. Enriched model categories in equivariant contexts. Homology Homotopy Appl., 21(1):213–246, 2019.

[Hau80] H. Hauschild. Äquivariante Konfigurationsräume und Abbildungsräume. In Topology Symposium, Siegen 1979 (Proc. Sympos., Univ. Siegen, Siegen, 1979), volume 788 of Lecture Notes in Math., pages 281–315. Springer, Berlin, 1980.

[Jam55] I. M. James. Reduced product spaces. Ann. of Math. (2), 62:170–197, 1955. [Kan58] Daniel M. Kan. Functors involving c.s.s. complexes. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 87:330– 346, 1958.

[KMZ24] Hana Jia Kong, J. Peter May, and Foling Zou. Orbital presheaves in equivariant infinite loop space theory. to appear, 2024.

[KT76] D. M. Kan and W. P. Thurston. Every connected space has the homology of a K(π, 1). Topology, 15(3):253–258, 1976.

[Lew91] L. Gaunce Lewis, Jr. Is there a convenient category of spectra? J. Pure Appl. Algebra, 73(3):233–246, 1991.

[LMS86] L. G. Lewis, Jr., J. P. May, and M. Steinberger. Equivariant stable homotopy theory, volume 1213 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1986. With contributions by J. E. McClure.

[Lur17] Jacob Lurie. Higher algebra. 2017.

[May67] J. Peter May. Simplicial objects in algebraic topology. Van Nostrand Mathematical Studies, No. 11. D. Van Nostrand Co., Inc., Princeton, N.J.-Toronto, Ont.-London, 1967.

[May72] J. P. May. The geometry of iterated loop spaces. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1972. Lectures Notes in Mathematics, Vol. 271.

[May74] J. P. May. E_∞ spaces, group completions, and permutative categories. In New developments in topology (Proc. Sympos. Algebraic Topology, Oxford, 1972), pages 61–93. London Math. Soc. Lecture Note Ser., No. 11. Cambridge Univ. Press, London, 1974.

[May75] J. Peter May. Classifying spaces and fibrations. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 1(1, 155):xiii+98, 1975.

[May77] J. Peter May. E_∞ ring spaces and E_∞ ring spectra. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, Vol. 577. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1977. With contributions by Frank Quinn, Nigel Ray, and Jørgen Tornehave.

[May82] J. P. May. Multiplicative infinite loop space theory. J. Pure Appl. Algebra, 26(1):1–69, 1982.

[May96] J. P. May. Equivariant homotopy and cohomology theory, volume 91 of CBMS Regional Conference Series in Mathematics. Published for the Conference Board of the Mathematical Sciences, Washington, DC; by the American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1996. With contributions by M. Cole, G. Comezaña, S. Costenoble, A. D. Elmendorf, J. P. C. Greenlees, L. G. Lewis, Jr., R. J. Piacenza, G. Triantafillou, and S. Waner.

[May97] J. P. May. Definitions: operads, algebras and modules. In Operads: Proceedings of Renaissance Conferences (Hartford, CT/Luminy, 1995), volume 202 of Contemp. Math., pages 1–7. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1997.

[May98] J. P. May. Equivariant and nonequivariant module spectra. J. Pure Appl. Algebra, 127(1):83–97, 1998.

[May09a] J. P. May. The construction of E_∞ ring spaces from bipermutative categories. In New topological contexts for Galois theory and algebraic geometry (BIRS 2008), volume 16 of Geom. Topol. Monogr., pages 283–330. Geom. Topol. Publ., Coventry, 2009.

[May09b] J. P. May. What precisely are E_∞ ring spaces and E_∞ ring spectra? In New topological contexts for Galois theory and algebraic geometry (BIRS 2008), volume 16 of Geom. Topol. Monogr., pages 215–282. Geom. Topol. Publ., Coventry, 2009.

[May24] J. P. May. Operads, moperads, and bioperods. 2024.

[McD79] Dusa McDuff. On the classifying spaces of discrete monoids. Topology, 18(4):313–320, 1979.

[ML98] Saunders Mac Lane. Categories for the working mathematician, volume 5 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, New York, second edition, 1998.

[MM02] M. A. Mandell and J. P. May. Equivariant orthogonal spectra and S-modules. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 159(755):x+108, 2002.

[MMO] J. P. May, M. Merling, and A. Osorno. Equivariant infinite loop space theory. the space level story. Available as arXiv:1704.03413.

[MMSS01] M. A. Mandell, J. P. May, S. Schwede, and B. Shipley. Model categories of diagram spectra. Proc. London Math. Soc. (3), 82(2):441–512, 2001.

[MP12] J. P. May and K. Ponto. More concise algebraic topology. Chicago Lectures in Mathematics. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, IL, 2012. Localization, completion, and model categories.

[MT78] J. P. May and R. Thomason. The uniqueness of infinite loop space machines. Topology, 17(3):205–224, 1978.

[Ram19] Daniel A. Ramras. The homotopy groups of a homotopy group completion. Israel J. Math., 234(1):81–124, 2019.

[Ree74] Christopher Leonard Reedy. HOMOLOGY OF ALGEBRAIC THEORIES. ProQuest LLC, Ann Arbor, MI, 1974. Thesis (Ph.D.)–University of California, San Diego.

[Rie16] Emily Riehl. Category theory in context. Aurora. Dover Publications, Inc., Mineola N.Y., 2016.

[RS00] Colin Rourke and Brian Sanderson. Equivariant configuration spaces. J. London Math. Soc. (2), 62(2):544–552, 2000.

[Seg73] Graeme Segal. Configuration-spaces and iterated loop-spaces. Invent. Math., 21:213– 221, 1973.

[Seg74] Graeme Segal. Categories and cohomology theories. Topology, 13:293–312, 1974. [Tho79] R. W. Thomason. Uniqueness of delooping machines. Duke Math. J., 46(2):217–252, 1979.

[Wel82] Robert J. Wellington. The unstable Adams spectral sequence for free iterated loop spaces. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 36(258):viii+225, 1982.

[Whi39] J. H. C. Whitehead. On the asphericity of regions in a 3-sphere. Fund. Math., 32:149– 166, 1939.

[Zha23] Zhenghui (Sunny) Zhang. An equivariant generalization of mcduff’s theorem. Available as ArXiv: 2311.18280, 2023.

Department of Mathematics, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA 02138 Email address: hana.jia.kong@gmail.com

Department of Mathematics, The University of Chicago, Chicago, IL 60637 Email address: may@math.uchicago.edu

Institute of Mathematics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, China Email address: zoufoling@amss.ac.cn