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MINIMAL RESOLUTIONS
AND OTHER MINIMAL MODELS

AgusTi Rolc

Abstract

In many situations, minimal models are used as representatives
of homotopy types. In this paper we state this fact as an equiv-
alence of categories. This equivalence follows from an axiomatic
definition of minimal objects. We see that this definition includes
examples such as minimal resolutions of Eilenberg-Nakayama-
Tate, minimal fiber spaces of Kan and A-minimal A-extensions
of Halperin. For the first one, this is done by generalizing the
construction of minimal resolutions of modules to complexes. The
others follow by a caracterization of minimal objects in bifibred
categories,

Introduction

Minimal models appear in different situations as representative of ho-
motopy types. We claim that this is an intrinsic property of those objects
called “minimal”, and does not depend on the particular construction
employed in each category. To this end, we propose an axiomatic defini-
tion of minimality, inspired by the definition of minimal (R, r}-algebras
of [H-T)]. Our result is that the homotopy category of a model category
and the category of its minimal objects and homotopy classes of maps
are equivalent (Theorem 1.17).

We also prove that our axiomatic definition produces the objects that
are commonly known as “minimals”. In particular, we see that the min-
imal resolutions of Eilenberg-Nakayama-Tate are minimal objects of a
category of cochain complexes. This is done by generalizing the construc-
tion of these minimal resolutions of modules to complexes; i.e., graded
modules with differential (Theorems 2.4 and 2.5). We also verify that
minimal fibre spaces of [Kan) and A-minimal A-extensions of [Hal] are
minimal cbjects of bifibred categories {see [Roigl]) in terms of our def-
inition (Theorem 3.2}. Other examples may be found in [Roig2] and
[Roig3].
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1. Minimal objects and the homotopy category

Let C be a category and S C mor C a class of morphisms of C. We will
often denote the fact that a morphism s:a — bof Cisin Sbys:a > b
and we will loosely say that s is a S-quasi-isomorphism (quism) and o is
S-guasi-isomorphic to b. We will also say that a is a 5-left model for b
or that b is a S-right model for a.

Definition 1.1. An object m of C is S-left minimal if, for all s :
r — m € 8, there exists a section s 1 m — z; le., 85 = 1,,. A S-left
minimal model of an object @ € cbjC is a S-left model m — a with m a
left minimal object.

By inverting arrows in the previous definition we have the notions of
S-right minimal object and S-right minirmal model (see [Roig3]). From
now on we suppose that the class 5 is fixed for every category and con-
sider only the “left part” of the theory, unless otherwise stated. So we
will simply say minimal object, model and minimal model The rclative
version of definition 1.1 is the following (cf. [B-G|, [Hal] and [H-T]):
let C be a category, @ an object of ¢ and S € morC. Let ¢\S be the
class of morphisms of the category of objects under a, e\C, made up by
the commutative triangles of C

in which s € 5.

Definition 1.2. A morphism ¢ — b of C is a minimal morphism if it
is a @\ S-minimal object of a\C.
For the first results, it is necessary that the class S verifies the

Hypothesis 1.3.
(i} isomorphisms of C are in S, and

(ii} if in the diagram of C, = EN y % 2, two of the morphisms {f, g,9f}
are in S, then so is the third.
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These hypothesis are fulfilled if, for instance, C is a model category
and § = we is the class of its weak equivalences or if S is the class of
morphisms made invertible by some functor H : ¢ — D. Then we can
easily prove {see [Roig3]}.

Proposition 1.4. If m and n are minimal objects and s : m — n 18
a quism, then s is an isomorphism.

Definition 1.5. Let C be a category with an initial object e. An
object = of C is acyclic if it is quasi-isomorphic to e.

Corollary. An object x of C is minimal and acyclic if and only if it
is initial.

Proof: An initial object e is always minimal and, since 1, is in § by
1.3(i), it is also acyclic. On the other hand if z is minimal and acyclic
there is a morphism in § = — e which is, by 1.4, an isomorphism. m

The following is a useful criterium for minimality.

Proposition 1.6. If C admits a class of objects M such that:

(a) every object has a model in M, and
{(b) every morphism of S between objects of M 1is an isomorphism,

then

(1) the objects of M are minimal, and
(2) every minimal object of C is isomorphic to an object of M.

Proof: Sce [Roig3]. B

Definition 1.7. If C has a class of objects M that fulfiles conditions
(a} and (b) of Proposition 1.6, we will say that C has enough minimals.

We will denote by HoC the homotopy category; i.e., the category ob-
tained from C by adjoining the inverses of the morphisms in § (sce [Qui}).
It is also called the localized category, Cg ([G-Z]), or the derived category,
in the case where C is the category of complexes of an abelian category
([Hart]}. If two objects of C are isomorphic in HoC they are said “to
have the same homotopy type”. For the moment we will assume also

Hypothesis 1.8. 5 admits a calculus of right fractions.

This is the case when D is a model category with only fibrant objects,
C = «P being the category obtained identifying homotopic maps of
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D and § C morC being the image of the weak equivalences of T by
the projection functor D — 7D, We will develop our results under
hypothesis 1.8 and then restate them “up to homotopy” for & model
category. Finally, in our particular examples, all objects will be fibrant.

When 5 admits a calculus of right fractions, the morphisms of HoC
from a to b can be represented by sequences or morphisms of C as

{1} q e — b

and the isomorphisms are exactly those sequences where both morphisms
of (1) are in S. Then, with this hypothesis, two minimal objects of C
which are isomorphic in HoC are necessarily isomorphic in C: If in {1}
a and b are minimal, we have a section of ¢ «— - which is in § by (i)
and (ii} of 1.3. Hence, its composition with - — b is also in §. Thus we
have a guism between minimal objects whick, by 1.4, is an isomorphism.
Therefore, homotopy types become isomorphism classes when we use
minimal objects. We are going to state this fact as an equivalence of
categories. To begin with, we have a lifting property.

Proposition 1.9. Letp:a S be S and f:m — b a morphism with
m minimal. Then there exists a unique f: m — a such that pf = f.

Proof: Because of the properties of the calculus of fractions, for every

diagram in C,
a

o]~
1 —f)

there exists morphisms p' : £ — m and f' : & — a such that pf' = fp'.
Then, as m is minimal, p’ has a section s : m — z. Take f = f's and so
pf =pf's=fp's=f.

Secondly, let g : m — a be another morphism such that pg = f. Then
ef = pg. But p € §, and so, by the calculus of fractions, there exists
r:z — m € S such that fr = gr and because m is minimal, this

morphism has a section s :m — 2,75 =1,,. Sog=grs = frs=f. &

Corollary. Twe minimal models of an object a are isomorphic by a
unique isomorphism of C/a.

The next proposition will allow us to define the “minimal model func-
tor”, when we have enough minimals.
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Proposition 1.10. Let f:a — b be a morphism of C and p, : m, —
a and pp : mp — b two minimal models. Then there exists a unigue
morphism my : Mg — My, that renders commutative the diagram

(2) Wl fl

Proof: Applying the calculus of fractions two times, we have a com-
mutative diagram

Y T iy
A f
SLE
s
e a b
Pa f

So, by the minimality of m,, we have s : mq — y such that pf/s = 1, .
We let my = f'p),s and have pymy = pof'p), s = fpr0,8 = fpanys = fpa.

Let ¢ : m, — my be another morphism that makes commutative
diagram (2): pp = fpa = psrmy. Then, because g € S, by the calculus
of fractions, there exists » : z — m, € & such that ¢r = myT and,
because m, is minimal, we have a section s : m, — z of r. 50, ¢ =
prs=mygrs =my. @l

Remark 1.11. my is not necessarily the minimal model of f in the
sense of definition 1.2. For instance, unless ¢ is a minimal object, my
needs not to be an object of e\C.

We have not assumed yet the existence of a minimal model for every
object. Let us suppose now that C has enough minimals: for every
e € objC, we choose a minimal model which will be denoted by p, :
M(a) — a. Let us also note by Cy, (or Cpmin when we will talk about
bifibred categories} the full subcategory of minimal objects. Then we
have

Corollary. The choice of a minimal model defines ¢ functor
M:C—Cnh,
by M(a) = mq and M(f) =my; and @ morphism of functors

g M— 1.
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by po : M, — 0.

Proof: Although there are different choices for M(a) and AM({f), the
unicity of Propositions 1.9 and 1.10 makes the correspondence functo-
rial. W

From what we have seen, it is clear that the functor M carries mor-
phisms of S into isomorphisms of Cp,. In fact, if in (2) f € 8, then
Fpa : Mg — b is a minimal model of b. Hence, there exists an isomor-
phism of /b, ¢ : m, — my, which, because of the uniqueness is equal to
my. Therefore, M factorizes in a unique fashion through the localization
functor v : € — 5. That is to say, we have the commutative diagram of

functors
M

C — Cm
vy
Cs

We will note alsc by M this factorization and call it the minimal model
functor.

Theorem 1.12. The functor M : C5 — C,, is an equivalence of cot-
egories.

Proof: Let ¢« Gy — Cg be the composition of the inclusion &, — €
and the localization € — Cg. We will show that ¢ is an cquivalence,
quasi-inverse of M, by defining isomorphisms 5+ e — M and ¢ :
¢M — 1¢,. Let m be minimal. Then, by corollary of Proposition 1.9,
there exists an isomorphism %, : m — Me(m}. On the other hand,
define g, : ¢M{a) — & as the isomorphism in Cg induced by the choice
in C of the minimal model of a, M{a) — a. 1t is easy to check that these
definitions are natural in m and a, respectively. B

Remark 1.13. We can easily dualize the previous results taking into
account that Hypolhesis 1.3 are sclf-duals and replacing the existence of
calculus of right fractions by that of left fractions.

As we have sald, the existence of a calculus of right fractions is fullfiled
if we are working in a model category. So, from now on, we will assume,
instead of Hypothesis 1.3 and 1.8,

Hypothesis 1.14. C is a model category, § = we is the class of its
weak eguivalences and all the objects of C are fibrant.

Let us recall that, as a consequence, we have properties (i} and (ii)
of Hypothesis 1.3 and a calculus of fractions in #C. To begin with the
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translation of previous results in this setting, we have a relative version
of 1.9.

Proposition 1.15. Lef

be a commutative diagram of C in which a is a minimal object and i
is a minimal morphism. Then, if p is a weak equivalence, there exisis
8:b— z, unique up to homolopies, such that p8 ~ 8 and fi ~ a.

Proof: Let us factorize p in a cofibration j : # — 2z and a fibration
¢ .z — g, both trivial ones. Take the pull-back of 3 and g:

Trivial fibrations are stable under pull-backs, so ¢’ is 2 trivial fibration,
which we can consider a trivial fibration of a\C from the morphism in-
duced by ja and i,y : @ — ¢, to 7. But ¢ is a minimal morphism, so
there exists s : b — ¢ such that ¢'s = 1, and 51 = +. On the other hand,
7 is a trivial cofibratrion: so it has a homotopic inverse r ; z — . Then,
B =r0'sis the lifting we are looking for: Bi = r@'si = rf'y = rige ~ &
and p8 = qjrB's ~ gB's = f¢'s = B.
The uniqueness up to homotopy of 8 is also an easy verification. B

Corollary 1. Let p:a — b € we and fim — b be a morphism
with m o minimal object. Then there exists f : m — a, unique up to
homotopies, such that pf ~ f.

Proof: Take a = e in the previous proposition. H

Corollary 2. Two minimal models of a € C are isomorphic. The
isomorphism is unigue up to homotopies of C/a.

The rest of the results admit analogous modifications.



292 A. Roic

Proposition 1.18. Let f: o — b be a morphism of C and p, - ™My — @
and py 1 mp — & two minimal models. Then there exists a morphism
My : Mg — My, unique up to homotopies, that renders commutative up
to homotopy the diagram

Pa
M, —

o]

me Po
Let us assume that C has enough minimals. Given a € objC, let us
choose a minimal model: p, : M{a) — a. Since previous results are
stated “up to homotopy”, the correspondence a — M{a) is not neces-
sarily functorial and the weak equivalences p, do not necessarely define
a morphism of functors M — 1lg. Nevertheless, we have a well-defined
functor and a morphism of functors if we take as target the category
#Cm, which has as objects the minimal ones of C and as morphisms the

homotopy classes of morphisms of C.

Corollary. The choice of o minimal model defines o functor
M:C— wC,,
by M{a) = m, and M(f) = my, and a morphism of functors
pr M — 1,

by pa My — 0.

We also have a unique factorization of M through the localization
functor and Theorem 1.12 now reads:

Theorem 1.17. The functor M : Hol — #C,, is an equivalence of
categories.

Remarks 1.18. (1) All the above facts are independent of the classes
of fibrations and cofibrations we choose. So, for a given class of weak
equivalences, all the possible model structures share one class of cofibrant
objects in common, if they exist: the minimal ones.

(2) The last theorem could also be deduced from the fact that minimal
morphisms are necessarily cofibrations {in a closed model category, at
least) and then applying [Qui, Theorem 1°, Section 1, chapter I], taking
into account that we do not need oll the cofibrant objects, but only one
representative for each homotopy type (for instance, a minimal one).

(3) In order to dualize previous results, we need only to substitute
cofibration for fibration and vice-versa.
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2. Minimal resolutions of complexes

Let B be a unitary commutative ring. A R-dg module is a graded
module M with a differential of degree +1; i.e., a cochain complex. Let us
take as S the class of quasi-isomorphisms; that is to say, the morphisms
which induce an isomorphism in cohomology. Before we restrict ourselves
to local rings, let us examine some examples produced by our definition,

Proposition 2.1. Let M be a R-dg module with zero differentiol.
Then M is minimal if and only if M is a projective module for each 1.

Proof: Let M be a cochain complex, with a projective module in each
degree, zero differential and X = M a quism. Then, for every i, we can
choose a section of Z'X — H*X = M*. These give us a morphism of
R-dg modules M — X which is a section of the guism above.

Reciprocaly, assume that M is minimal and let f : X — M® be an
epimorphism of R-modules. Consider the morphism of R-dg modules

0

M2 0 Al gerp &9 x Mt
[ o o |7 [
Mi—'z O Mi—l 0 M: 0 Mz‘+1

{where the horizontal arrows are the differentials and j : ker f — X
is the inclusion). Obviously, it is a quism and, since M is minimal, it
has a section. In particular, f has a section and so M* is a projective
H-module. &

Corollary. Let M be a R-module, considered as a homogeneous dg
module with zero differential. Then M is minimal if and only if it is
projective.

Proposition 2.2. Let M be a R-dg module such that H*M is a pro-
jective R-module for each i. Then HM is a minimal model of M.

Proof: Let Z°M — H'M be the natural projection and s* : H*M —
Z*M a section. Then s = (s*') : HM — M is a quism of R-dg modules
and so HM is a model for M. Becausc of Proposition 2.1 it is a minimal
model. W

Corollary 1. If R has zero global dimension, then:

(1} Every R-dg module has a mintmal model.
(2) M is minimal if and only +f M has zero differential.
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Coroliary 2. If H'M is projective for each i, then
TOI‘R(M;N) = HM [y HN

This is the case, for instance, if R is a semi-simple ring (e.g., a ficld
or a group algebra k[G], where G is a finite abelian group and the char-
acteristic of k does not divide the order of G). Apart from this, min-
irnal projective resolutions of modules arc known to exist when R is a
noetherian local ring ([(Eil], [Tate]). We are going to show that these
resolutions are minimal objects of an appropiate category of dg modules.
To do this we will generalize the construction of minimal resolutions in
order to obtaln modcls of graded modules with differential. So, let R be
a noetherian local ring, rn its maximal ideal and k = R/m its residue
field.

Definition 2.8. We will say that M is a ENT-minimeal complez if

(1) M*is a free R-module for every 7, and
(2) dM C mM.

For instance, if we have
s M M S MY — X —0

with X a K-module and M a ENT-minimal complex acyclic except in
dimension zero which is H°M = X, then M is a minimal resolution of
the R-module X in the sense of [Eil] and [Tate]. This kind of prejective
resclutions have the property that A @5 k has zero differential. Hence
Torgy(k, k) = M /mM*.

The following theorems show, in particular, that in the category
Mdg;, (R), of R-dg modules bounded above and finitely generated in
each degree, the ENT-minimal complexes are the minimal objects in the
sense of our Definition 1.1.

Theorem 2.4. Let f | L — M be o guism between ENT-wminimal
complexes bounded above and finitely generated in each degree. Then f
i5 an isomorphism.

Theorem 2.5. Each R-dg module with bounded above and finite fype
cohomology has ¢ ENT-minimal model bounded above and finitely gen-
erated in ench degree.

Corollary 1. ENT-minimal complexes are the minimal objects of
Mdg;, ().

Proof: This follows from the previous theorems and Proposition 1.6. 1
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Corollary 2. The inclusion Mdg; (R).m — Mdgj (R) induces an
eguivalence of categories

TMdg, (R)m = HoMdg (R)

Proof: This follows from the previous corollary and Theorem 1.17. B

Remark 2.6, The hypothesis of bounded cohomology is not enough
for Theorem 2.4, as may be seen in the next example.

Example 2.7. Consider the unbounded complex of Z/(4)-modules
L Z/(d) s Z/(4) 2 Z/(8) — .

It is ENT-minimal and acyclic {so it has bounded cohomology), but it is
not isomorphic to the null complex {cf. Corollary to 1.4}.

Proof of Theorem 2.4: The proof is not the same as that of the com-
parison theorem for minimal resolutions because our complexes are not
acyclic (see [Mat]).

We may assume that L' = M*® = 0 for every i > 0. By hypothesis, in
the diagram

LY —— L%/B°L ——— L%/mI®

lf" lf° lF

MY — 5 MY/BONM MO/ AfO

the middie column is an isomorphismn of R-modules and, as a conse-
quence, the right one f° = fO@p k = fO®p k, is an isomorphism of
finite dimensional k-vectorial spaces. L° and M? are free and finitely
generated, so f¥ is defined by a square matrix 7 with det T ¢ m. Hence
£ is an isomorphism.

For f* with i < 0, showing that

g2 i gt )
L — [l 2t L,

b s

dt'—? dz—l A
ATt g

L Mt

is a quism and applying the argument employed for 7 = §, enables us to
conclude that f* is an isomorphism of R-modnles. Let us assume that:
(a)H_l f1+1 : LH-I — M’”l, and

(b)ier sz'+1 . Li+l/Bi+lL —_ Mi+l/Bz'+1M
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are isomorphisms of R-modules. In degrees j < i, H7 f is an isomorphism
by hypothesis. In degree #, we have the exact scquences

0 —— H'L —— LYBL —— LYZ'L —— ¢

el

0 — HIM —— M/BM —— M/ZIM —— 0

The first column i$ an isomorphism of R-modules by hypothesis. The
third one is nothing but f**! : B*¥1L — B*t13f. Hence, we only need
to check that ffg,l,rw is and isomorphism. And this follows from the
disgram

0 Bi+1L L‘é+1 Li+l/Bi+1L » O

N

0 Bitlpr v AL .\ M%'+1/B"+1M 0

in which rows are exact and the second and the third columns are iso-
morphisms by hypothesis. M

Proof of the Theorem 2.5; Let X be a R-dg module with bounded
above and finite type cohomology. We may assume, for instance, H*X =
0 for all ¢ > 0. Then the subcomplex 7¢1 X — X

Xt Hi<0
(re 1 XY =< 29X ifi=0
0 if ¢ >0

is quasi-isomorphic toe X and bounded above itself. Hence, we may
assume that X*® = 0 for all £ > 0. We will make use of the following
lemma in cur construction of the ENT-minimal model of X {see [Mat]}:

Lemma. Let X be a finitely generated R-module, L & free R-module
over g minimal base of X and £ : L — X the canonical morphism. Then
kere Cml.

Let M? be a free R-module over a minimal base of H®X and e : M® —
H®X the canonical morphism. We define M(0) to be the R-dg module

. MO ifi=0
M) =

0 otherwise
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Then, the morphism of complexes s(0) : M(0) — X,

— 0 — ) —— MO

l ! I

S xr T, x , xo

where s0 : M® — Z%X is a lifting of ¢, verifies:

{a)o M(0) is ENT-minimal and finitcly generated in each degree,

{b)o st is an isomorphism for every ¢ > 0 and an epimorphism for

=10, and

{¢)o kers? € mMY, because of the lemma.

Assume we have constructed a R-dg module M{p+1) = {M*}, M =0
for + < p+1 and a morphism of R-dg modules s(p+ 1} : M{p+ 1) —
X, sfp+1)={s'},ss=0fori<p+1,

p+l
.—— 0 + 0 , MpHt T, ez

| | [ =

r—1 4 p+1
¢ xp . oxe+t T w2

. — X1

in such a way that

(a)p+1 M{p+1) is ENT-minimal and finitely generated in each degree,
(b)p+1 8% is an isomorphism for every ¢ > p+ 1 and an epimorphism for

i=p+1, and
(C)pe1 ker 2T C marpHl,
Then, take

(1) L} a free R-module over a minimal base of ker s and ¢, :
LY — ker s%*! the canonical morphism. Since MP+! and HPH1X
are finitely generated, and R is noetherian, L is also finitely
generated,

(2) df the composition L7 25 ker sP¥! < HPHIAL < MPHL

(3) 7 : LY — X? a lifting of sP1d7 : L — im dP,

(4) LY a free R-module over & minimal base of coker(s?), and ¢; :
LY — coker(s]), the canonical morphism, and

{5) sh: LY — ZPX a lifting of £3 : L5 — coker(s}),.

Given (1)-(5), we define the R-dg module M(p) as

A ifi>p+1
M{p)'=¢ MP=LY@® L} ifi=p

0 otherwise
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and the morphisim of complexes s{p}: M(p) — X, as

dP=(dP 0) e
0 0 — 1P =Y e
1 e e
-2 -1 +1
xp-2 _F77 sy ET 0 yp & yp 4

Now, it is straighforward to verify (a),, {b}, and {c},. Finally, we take
M =1limM(p). m
—
?

3. Minimal objects in bifibred categories

A bifibred categery is a family of categories parametrized by ancther
category, together with a pair of functors (direct and reciprocal images)
between the categories of the family, for each morphism of the category
of “parametres”. To fix our ideas, we may think of the category of
modules over any ring. Objects of this category are couples (R, M)
where R is a ring and M a H-module. Morphisms are also couples
{(f,9) (B, M) — (5, N), where f : R — S is 2 morphism of rings
and v : M — f*N is a morphism of R-modules. We have an evident
projection functor (R, M) — R, whose “fibre” over R is the category of
R-modules: Mod(R). Finally, for every morphism of rings f: R — 5
we have the well-known functors restriction and extension of scalars

f* : Mod(S) — Mod{R) and fv : Mod(R)} — Mod(S5}
More generally (see [SGA1)),

Definition 3.1. A hifibred category is a functor
P:4A—¢E

together with the following structure:

(1) For every = € obj& we call the fibre-category over x the category
Axr whose objects are those & € obj.A such that Pa = » and
whose morphisms are those ¢ € mor.A such that Py = 1,.

(2} Forevery f:z — y € mor€ and every b € 4, we have a cartesian
morphism

B ia— b

which is a f-morphisms, i.e., P(b/} = f, determined by the follow-
ing universal property: for every f-morphism w: a’ — b € mor 4, -
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there exists a unique morphism of A., ¢ : @’ — @, such that
b/ = w. Dually, for every f:z — y € mor& and every a € A,
we have a cocartesian morphism

af:a—b

which is a f-morphism, such that for every f-morphism #:a —
b’ € mor A, there exists a unique morphism of Ay, b - Y,
such that gay = 0.

{3} In the first case, a is called the reciprocal image of b by f and
denoted by f*b. In the second case, b is called the direct image
of ¢ by f and dencted by f.a. Both f*b and f,a are unique
up to canonical isomorphisms and the definitions are functorial:
if b — b € mor.A, its reciprocal image f*¢ is the unique
morphism of A, that renders commutative the diagram of A,

ft b-’ b’r b.’

7] o]
oy

Analogously, we can define the direct image of a morphism ¢ :
a' — a € mor A;. These functors

freA — A and for A — Ay

are subjected to verify the following conditions: for every pair of

morphisms x 4, y % 2 of £, there are canonical isomorphisms of
functors f*g* = (¢f)* and g, fu = (g/)..

Remark 3.2. As an immediate consequence of the definition of carte-
sian morphism, every morphism w : ¢ — & of A may be factorized in a
maorphism of the fibre over Pa and a cartesian morphism. We will call
it the source faciorization and dencte it by

J T S
T Jw

@

where f = Pw. Obviously, there is a dual factorization (the target fac-
torization) which we will not use in this paper (see [Roigl]).
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Example 3.3. Let R be a unitary commutative ring, Adge(R) the
category of R-dge algebras and Adge(R)? the category of morphisms of
R-dgc algebras. The objects of this category are morphisms o : A — B
of R-dgc algebras and the morphisms commutative squares

{1) Ta Tﬁ
A1 ¢

of Adge(R). We take as P the domain functor Adgc(R)? — Adge(R)
which sends o to A. Then the fiber categories are the categories of A-
dec algebras: Adge{Ad) = A\Adge{R). For each morphism of R-dgc
algebras f : A — C we have a reciprocal image functor and a direct
image functor

[ Adge{C} — Adge{A4) and  f.: Adge(A) — Adgc(C)

defined by f*(3)=8fand fula)=_®1: C > C®a B.
The cartesian morphism 3/ and the cocartesian morphism oy are the
commutative squares

D—.Dp B -2 . CosB
Tﬁf=f'(ﬁ) Tﬁ and Ta I_®1=I-(Q)
4L 1, ¢

[Roigl] shows how to endow A with a model structure from given
structures on £ and A,. Nevertheless, in order to talk of minimal objects
in A we only need a class of distinguished morphisms, which we define as
follows: suppose we are given classes Sg € mor€ and S, C mor A, for
every = € obj€ in such a way that they are compatible with reciprocal
images; i.e., for every f : 2 — y € mor &, one has f*(S,) C S;. Then,
put

S={p:ra—becmorh|Pc <€ S¢ and ¢©7 € Spa}

For instance, a cartesian morphism belongs to S if and only if its pro-
jection is in Sg, and & fibre-morphism ¢ € mor 4; belongs to S if and
only if it is In S;. It is clear that this choice of § agrees with that of
weak equivalences made in [Roigl, Theorem 5.1], considering Sg and Sy
the weak equivalences of the model categories £ and A, respectively. In
particular, if for the category Adgc(R)? we take Spgge(m) and S4 the
classes of quism of Adgc(R} and Adgc(A), respectively, the morphism
(1) is in S if and only if f and g are quism.
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Theorem 3.4. Let m € obj A, Then, m is & minimal object of A if
and only if m € obj Ap,, and Pm € £ are minimal cbjects.

Proof: Let us assume that m is a minimal object of A. Let us show
that it isso in Apy,. et d:a > m € Spy,. Then o € S and, as m is
minimal in A, there exists ¢’ : mm — a € mor A such that oo’ = 1,,,. The
only thing we have to prove is that ¢’ € mor.Ap,, and this follows by
evaluating P on both sides of the last equality, which gives us P’ = 1p,,.

Let us see that Pm € objf is also a minimal object. Let 5 : z —
Pm € 5¢. Consider the cartesian morphism m® : s*m — m. It belongs
to S because P{m®) = s. Then, since m is minimal in A, there exists
p:m — s"m such that m®p = 1,,,. Hence s{Pp) = 1pn.

Conversely, let m be a minimal object of Ap.,, Pm a minimal object
of £ and ¢ : @ — m a morphism of §. Then s = Po: Pa — Pm € 5¢
and, as Prn is minimal, there exists ¢ | Prn — Pa such that st = 1pg,.
Let us consider the source factorization of & : ¢ = m®s?. Then ¢ € Sp,
and so t*(m?) : t*a — £*s*m = m is in Spn. Because of the minimality
of m in Apm, this morphism has a section ¢ : m — t*eaand el :m — a
is a section of . B

Corollary 1. If for all x € obj &, A; and £ have enough minimals,
then A has enough minimals.

Proof: Let us build a minimal model for a € obj.A: take a minimal
model of Pa, which exists by hypothesis: ¢ : m' — Pa. Take a minimal
model of s*a in An- : p:m > s*a. Then @°p : m — a s & minimal
model for ¢ in A. B

Corollary 2. Let A be endowed with a model cateqory structure such
as in [Roigl, Theorem 5.1]. Assume also that, for every x € obj &, A;
and £ have enough minimals. Then the inclusion A, — A induces an
equivalence of categories

ﬂAmin = HOA

The foliowing result could also be proved for any suitable category of
morphisms directly from the definitions:

Corollary 3. A merphism of R-dgc algebras f : A — B is a minimal
object of Adge{R)? if end only if A is & minimal R-dge algebra ond f
is & minimal morphism.

Adgc{R)? has enough minimals, for instance, if we take R a zero
global dimension ring and restrict ourselves to non-negative homologi-
cally connected R-dgc algebras (see [Hal, Chapter 9]}. A minimal model
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for f : A — B in the category of morphisms is constructed as in Corol-
lary 1: we take 2 minimal model for A m Adge(R), p: M4 — A4, and
a minimal model for fp : M4 — B in Adge({M,); that is to say, a
commutative triangle of Adgc(R),

where o is a guism of R-dgc algebras. In [Hal|, My — Mj, is called a
A-minimal A-extension.

Dualizing the previous results to right minimal objects and right mod-
els, we see that in the category A°Set of simplicial sets, taking 5 to be
the morphisms which induces iscmorphisms in all the homotopy groups,
minimal Kan complezes are the minimal objects in terms of (the dual
of) our Definition 1.1. This follows from (the dual of) our Proposition
1.6 and [May, 9.5 and $.7]. The same proposition and [May, 10.6, 10.7
and 10.13], taking into account that we do not nced the deformation
retracts to be strong, show that the minimal Kon fibrations with base B
are the minimal objects of A°Set/B. These results and the dual of our
Theorem 3.2, give us

Corgllary 4. Minimal fibre spaces constitute the minimal objects of
(A°Set)?.

Here, (A°Set)? is the category of morphisms of simplicial sets, bifibred
with the codomain functor and minimal fibre space means a minimal Kan
fibration p: £ — B with B a minimal Kan complex. This last corollary
could also be deduced from the dual of 1.6 and [May, 10.11 and 10.18].
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