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SKETCHES AND CLASSIFYING LOGOI

IVAN DI LIBERTI AND GABRIELE LOBBIA

Abstract. Inspired by the theory of classifying topoi for geometric theories,
we define rounded sketches and logoi and provide the notion of classifying logos
for a rounded sketch. Rounded sketches can be used to axiomatise all the
known fragments of infinitary first order logic in L∞,∞, in a spectrum ranging
from weaker than finitary algebraic to stronger than λ-geometric for λ a regular
cardinal. We show that every rounded sketch has an associated classifying
logos, having similar properties to the classifying topos of a geometric theory.
This amounts to a Diaconescu-type result for rounded sketches and (Morita
small) logoi, which generalises the one for classifying topoi.
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Introduction

Motivation. In one sentence, the aim of this paper is to generalise the notion
of classifying topos existing for geometric logic to infinitary logic by introducing
the notions of rounded sketch and logos. More precisely, we want to replicate the
pattern that sites are presentations of geometric theories and that the classifying
topos gives a syntax independent avatar of the theory. In a similar way our notion of
rounded sketch gives the presentation of any infinitary theory (including geometric
ones) and the classifying logos its syntax independent presentation. These ideas
are summarised in the table below and explained further throughout the paper, for
instance in Section 1.

Logic Fragment Presentation Morita Classifying Object

Geometric Site Topos

Infinitary Rounded Sketch Logos

The idea of using sketches to analyse infinitary logics is as old as the notion
of sketch [Wel94, MP89, AR94], and the literature on the topic is extremely vast.
The upshot of this approach (and more specifically of [Joh02a, D2] or [AR94, 2.F
and 5]) is that the objects in the 2-category of sketches, Skt can be understood
as theories in infinitary logics, where limit and colimit specifications are used to
endow models with prescribed structures. The aim of this paper is to lay the
foundations for applying 2-dimensional techniques in the study of sketches having
in mind applications in infinitary logics1.

Of course, to some extent, this general programme was already developed in (and
by) topos theory under the restriction that the fragment of infinitary logic to study
was geometric logic. Let us list some prominent examples of this scientific flow, in
order to frame precisely the kind of results we would like to be able to simulate and
study in a more general environment.

• In [Pit83a, Pit83b], pullback-stability of open surjections is used to derive
the classical statement of Craig interpolation theorem.

• In [MV00, Zaw95] and many other papers following this research agenda,
descent and lax descent are used to derive completeness theorems for first-
order logic, and results that revolve around such property.

• In [Bar74], the construction of the Barr’s cover was used to prove that if
a statement in geometric logic is deducible from a geometric theory using
classical logic and the axiom of choice, then it is also deducible from it in
constructive mathematics.

In all these contexts, and most evidently in the case of [Pit83a], many techni-
cal bits of these theorems are not performed at the level of sites (presentation of
theories), and must be carried out on their classifying topos in order to be mean-
ingfully stated, or technically accounted. This is mostly due to the obstacles that
Morita theory poses to the categorical logician. The classifying topos of a theory
offers a syntactically unbiased representation of the theory that contains its logical
information without committing to any symbolic representation of it. This is the
reason why this paper will focus on providing an appropriate notion of classifying
logos for a sketch.

In [AJ21], Anel and Joyal crystallise the theory of classifying topoi for geometric
logic in a choice of name: they call Logoi the 2-category of topoi, lex cocontinuous
functors and natural transformations. If there is a philosophical point to this paper,

1This may sound similar, but is only mildly related to the work in [Mak97a, Mak97b, Mak97c],
which is much more in the spirit of [DLO22] and [CDL21].
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besides its technical content, it is that this specific choice has a reasonable historical
bias to it, and a notion of logos – whatever that is – should exist also for theories that
are not geometric in nature. One of the motivations to pursue this approach was
found already in topos theory. In fact, in his work [Esp20], Espíndola has shown
that there is the need for a general theory of λ-topoi, which remains somewhat
geometric in taste and yet handles completeness-like results in λ-ary geometric
logic. Our notion of logos achieves three results in this sense:

• it offers a framework to study λ-topoi for every λ;
• it offers a framework in which topoi and infinitary topoi coexist, so that

they can interact together2;

Topoiop Topoi
op
ℵ1

... Topoi
op
λ ...

Logoi

• it is even more general than this specific theory, offering an environment
that can encompass even non geometric-like fragments of infinitary logic.

The main result of this paper will be a Diaconescu-type theorem for (rounded)
sketches and logoi, offering the most classical starting point for the theory of clas-
sifying logoi. That means, for any rounded sketch S, we can construct a universal
logos Cl[S] associated with it, so that Cl[S] classifies the models of S in any logos T,

rSkt(S,T) ≃ LogM(Cl[S],T).

In more categorical terms, we can rephrase it as follows.

Theorem (Diaconescu for Logoi, Theorem 6.1.2). The 2-category LogM of Morita

small logoi is (bi)reflective in the 2-category rSktM, of Morita small rounded sketches.

rSktM LogM

U

Cl[−]

⊤

Of course, this is far from being our only result, and we shall break down the
content of the paper and our contribution in the next subsection.

Our contribution and structure of the paper. The paper starts with Section 1
which introduces the general theory of sketches, fixing the notation and recalling
some examples and results of interest.

Then, in Sections 2 and 3, we contribute to the general theory of sketches, es-
pecially the 2-dimensional part. In particular we construct the maximal/minimal
sketch structure making some collection of functors sketch morphisms (Proposi-
tion 2.1.2) and use it to get some interesting results such as:

• Theorems 2.2.1 and 2.2.3, where we describe explicitly pseudo-co/limits in
the 2-categories skt/Skt;

• Theorem 3.0.3 which proves that Benson’s tensor product (see [Ben97]) of
sketches is closed.

The final three sections (4, 5 and 6) contain our main results, which are the
Diaconescu-type theorems: 4.3.5 (for left sketches) and 6.1.2 (for rounded sketches
and logoi).

2Despite being very important, we shall not comment at the moment on the non-commutativity
of the diagram above. The reader will soon get a sense of its importance in Example 1.1.8, where
a very similar situation arises, and later we shall discuss in detail the relevance of this diagram in
the last section of the paper.
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In particular, in Section 4 we introduce the notion of left sketch (Definition 4.0.1)
and construct a left sketch classifier for any (Morita small) sketch (see Construc-
tion 4.2.1 for small sketches and Remark 4.3.2 for Morita small ones). Using left
sketches as example, we also underline how useful a more parametric approach to
Morita theory can be (see Section 4.1).

Then, in Section 5 we define rounded sketches (Definition 5.0.1), proving some
useful results about them. We draw a close connection between the theory of
rounded sketches and that of lex colimits [GL12] by Garner and Lack. We discuss
this connection mostly in Proposition 5.1.6.

We end with Section 6 defining our notion of logos (Definition 6.0.1), proving
the main result Theorem 6.1.2 and showing how this result can recover known ones
in the literature (for topoi and Φ-exact categories, see Remark 6.1.3).

1. Notions of Sketch

The aim of this section is to set the scene for the sections to come, clarifying
the notions of sketch we will deal with and their associated 2-categories. Some of
the content of this section can be found in the literature, but some notation needs
to be set in order to properly handle size and coherence issues. We also take the
opportunity to tailor the presentation towards our interests, putting into context
the examples that will justify the notion of (classifying) logos later in the paper.

The literature on the general topic of sketches is extremely vast and not easy
to organise coherently and compactly. In this paper, we must make some design
choices concerning the definition of sketch. Mostly, we will follow [AR94, 2.F], and
we shall briefly comment on the other approaches when needed. We recommend the
reader to check out [MP89] for a more graph-oriented approach to sketches. Finally,
we refer to [Wel94] for a(n almost) comprehensive list of references.

1.1. Small and large sketches.

Notation 1.1.1 (2-categories of categories: cat,Cat). Throughout the paper, cat
is the 2-category of small categories and functors between them and Cat is the
2-category of locally small categories.

Definition 1.1.2 (Notions of sketch).
(i) A sketch S = (S, LS,CS) is a triple where:

• S is a locally small category,
• LS is a class of (essentially small) diagrams di : Di → S in S, each of

them equipped with the choice of a cone πi : ∆(si) ⇒ di. (∆ is the
usual diagonal functor ∆: S → SDi).

• CS is a class of (essentially small) diagrams dk : Dk → S in S, each of
them equipped with the choice of a cocone jk : dk ⇒ ∆(sk).

(ii) A sketch is normal if the cones and the cocones are of co/limit form.
(iii) A sketch is limit if CS is empty, colimit if LS is empty.
(iv) A sketch is small if S is essentially small.
(v) We may informally say large sketch to stress on the fact that the sketch may

not be small. Similarly, following the french tradition, we may informally
say mixed sketch to stress on the fact that the sketch may not be limit nor
colimit.

(vi) For a property � that quantifies on both the classes of cones and cocones,
we may say right � or left � if only one of these requirements is verified.
Example: a sketch is left normal if all the specified cocones are of colimit
form. We may drop the decorations (LS,CS) when evident from the context.

Definition 1.1.3 (Morphism of Sketches). A morphism of sketches F : S → T is a
functor between underlying categories with the property that:
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• for every cone π in LS, the image Fπ is naturally isomorphic to a cone
in LT ;

• for every cocone j in CS, Fj is naturally isomorphic to a cocone in CT .

Remark 1.1.4 (On the strictness of the notion of morphism). Notice that this no-
tion of morphism of sketch is not the usual one (see for instance [Joh02a, D.2.1.1 (b)]).
The usual notion of morphism of sketch strictly preserves the (co)cones. Our choice
will be better justified by the examples following the next definition.

Definition 1.1.5 (2-category of Sketches). The 2-category of sketches Skt has
objects (possibly large but locally small) sketches, 1-cells morphisms of sketches
and 2-cells natural transformations between them. The 2-category skt is the full
sub 2-category of Skt containing small sketches,

skt →֒ Skt.

We denote with sktl/Sktl and sktc/Sktc the sub-2-categories of skt/Skt with objects
limit and colimit sketches, respectively.

Remark 1.1.6. Clearly, there are forgetful 2-functors Uc : Skt → Sktc and Ul : Skt →
Sktl with Uc(S, L,C) = (S, ∅,C) and Ul(S, L,C) = (S, L, ∅). Moreover, these sub-2-
categories are coreflective.

Sktc Skt Sktl

Ic
Il

UlUc

⊤ ⊤

It is also interesting to notice that a sketch structure on a category is literally
the data of a limit sketch and colimit sketch structure, providing the 2-pullback
below left. Hence, for given any two sketches S and T, a functor F : S → T is a
morphism of sketches if and only if it is 1-cell both in Sktc and Sktl, i.e. the square
below right is also a pullback.

Skt Sktc

Sktl Cat

y

Skt(S,T) Sktc(U
cS, U cT)

Sktl(U
lS, U lT) Cat(S,T)

y

Notation 1.1.7 (Decorating forgetful functors). As it just happened in the Remark
above, this paper will contain a number of forgetful functor between different 2-
categories of sketches. Some abuse of notation will be unavoidable. When it’s
possible we will stick to the following notation. For �skt and �skt 2-categories of
decorated sketches of some form, we shall call U�

�
a forgetful functor whose domain

is �skt and codomain is �skt,

U�

� : �skt → �skt.

1.1.1. Some examples: Doctrines, sites, topoi.

Example 1.1.8 (First order doctrines). The blueprint of functorial semantics à
la Lawvere is captured by the notion of sketch. Every fragment of first order
logic (cartesian, regular, full first order, geometric, coherent) is usually encoded
in the general framework of exactness properties or lex colimits, forming so called
2-categories of theories. All of these 2-categories admit a canonical 2-functor in
the 2-category of sketches, as we shall discuss below. A good reference for the
discussion below is [Joh02a, D2.1].

(a) Let prod be the 2-category of small categories with finite products, functors
preserving them and natural transformation. As discussed by many, these
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categories provide a syntax that can be used to present multisorted varieties
in the sense of universal algebra [ALR03]. We have a 2-functor,

i : prod → skt

equipping a category with finite products with the (normal limit) sketch
structure whose limit diagrams are the finite product cones. Of course
this embedding is locally fully faithful, as the notion of product preserving
functor coincides with that of morphism of sketches in this case.

(b) Let lex be the 2-category of small categories with finite limits, functors
preserving them and natural transformations. It was shown by Freyd [Fre02,
Fre72] that a category with finite limits can be thought as a place-holder for
an essentially algebraic theory, in a sense that was later clarified by many
(see [AR94, 3.D] or [DLLNS21]). Similarly to the previous case, we have a
locally fully faithful 2-functor

i : lex → skt.

(c) Let disj be the 2-category of lex-tensive categories [CLW93, Sec 4.4], coprod-
uct preserving lex functors, and natural transformation. It was shown by
Johnstone ([Joh06] and [Joh02a, Sections D1 and D2]) that these categories
offer an adequate functorial semantics to discuss disjunctive logic. Clearly,
we can equip every lextensive category with a mixed sketch structure, which
provides us with a locally fully faithful 2-functor

i : disj → skt.

(d) Let reg be the 2-category of regular categories, regular functors and natural
transformation. These categories are the syntactic categories of regular
theories, as discussed by Butz [BL98]. Recall that a regular functor can
be understood as a lex functor that preserve regular epimorphisms. Thus,
similarly to the previous example, we can equip a regular category with
a (normal mixed) sketch structure whose limit cones are finite limit cones
and colimit cones are the pushouts witnessing the property of being an
epimorphism. Without surprise, these are called regular sketches in the
literature. We obtain in this way a locally fully faithful 2-functor

i : reg → skt.

(e) Other 2-categories of first order theories like coh (the 2-category of coherent
categories) and more generally everything that falls in the general landscape
of lex colimits [GL12], admit a similar behavior and can be swallowed by
sketches.

disj

coh reg lex prod

skt

It is quite important to notice that the diagram above is not strictly com-
mutative, and indeed this is acknowledging the fact that the horizontal
2-functors are forgetful functors, which destroy some of the information
that instead the vertical ones retain.

(f) It goes without saying that the large correspondents of the above-mentioned
2-categories locally fully faithfully in Skt, to fix the notation, and clarify
the statement, we shall write one example: Lex → Skt.
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Notice that our choice of morphisms for skt is the only one making these inclu-
sions possible, otherwise we would need to choose a stricter notion of preservation
of limits in prod, lex, reg, coh, which would be un-natural.

Remark 1.1.9 (Sketches are presentations!). One might have noticed that in part
(b) of Example 1.1.8 we could have chosen a different sketch structure for a cat-
egory with finite limits. Indeed, given a category with finite limits C, one could
also consider the sketch structure with cone specified only the equalisers and finite
products, giving a sketch jC. This still produce a fully faithful 2-functor

j : lex → skt,

since finite limits are constructed by equilisers and finite products. It is interesting
to notice that the identity is a sketch morphism only in one direction, being jC → iC.
This fits well with the idea that sketches are presentations of theories and in this
case we have indeed two different presentations of the same theory.

Later, we will introduce another notion of equivalence for sketches (see Defini-
tion 1.2.3) which will describe exactly when two sketches represent the same theory.

Example 1.1.10 ((Lex) sites). Sites are used to present topoi, and they can encode
among other constructions the syntactic category of a geometric theory, offering a
perfect framework to discuss geometric logic. For the sake of simplicity, in this
paper a site (C, J) is by definition lex, meaning that C has finite limits. Following
[Joh02a, D.1.4(g)], we can turn a lex site into a mixed sketch, and a morphism
of sites is precisely a morphism between the associated sketches. This gives us a
locally fully faithful embedding,

sites → skt.

Our final example of interest regards the canonical sketch structure on a topos,
in order to discuss it, let us recall Diaconescu theorem below, which will be helpful
for the discussion.

Notation 1.1.11 (Morita small site). In the statement below, we say that a (pos-
sibly large) site is Morita small if it admits a small dense subsite (see [Joh02a, C2.2
page 548 and C2.2.1]).

Theorem 1.1.12 (Diaconescu). There exists a biadjunction Sh ⊣ J(−) between
the 2-category of topoi and the 2-category of Morita small sites.

MSite Topoiop

J(−)

Sh

⊤

Sh is taking sheaves over the site, while J(−) equips a topos with the so-called
canonical topology. Moreover, the counit ǫ : Sh(E, JE) → E of this adjunction is an
equivalence of categories.

We underline that Theorem 1.1.12 is often stated in the more down-to earth
(and a bit weaker) form that there exists an equivalence of categories as below.

Topoi(E, Sh(C, J) ) ≃ MSite( (C, J), (E, JE) )

Proof. (of Theorem 1.1.12) See [Joh02a, C2.3.9] for the biadjunction and [Joh02a,
C2.2.7] for the counit. �

Example 1.1.13 (Topoi). We can equip any topos E with a sketch structure by
defining C as all colimit cocones and L as all finite limit cones. Clearly, this gives
us the dashed 2-functor in the diagram below.
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MSite Topoiop

Skt

1.1.10

1.1.12

The only delicate point of this construction is of course its variance, as we have
to choose the inverse image part of a geometric morphism. It is easy to see that
this dashed 2-functor coincides with the composition of Example 1.1.10 and Theo-
rem 1.1.12, so that the diagram above commutes.

1.2. A first encounter with Morita theory. In the previous subsection we
have briefly discussed the relevance of Morita small sites (Notation 1.1.11) in the
statement of Diaconescu’s theorem. Indeed, a topos is not a small site, but its
information can be presented via a set of generators, which provides a number of
different dense subsites. In this brief subsection we introduce an appropriate notion
of Morita small sketch, which will adapt later in order to treat our generalization
of Diaconescu theorem in the last section.

Definition 1.2.1 (Test sketch). A test sketch M is a normal sketch whose under-
lying subcategory M is complete and cocomplete and whose classes L and C consist
of all small limit/colimit diagrams.

Remark 1.2.2. In the definition of test sketch we are acknowledging a general
tendency of the literature of studying only models of a sketch into complete and
cocomplete categories. Indeed, this is nothing but a sketch morphism S → M into
a test sketch. Often, authors restrict even to M = Set.

Definition 1.2.3 (Test Morita equivalence). A morphism of sketches F : S → T

is a test Morita equivalence if, for all test sketches M, the induced map between
hom-categories is an equivalence of categories,

− ◦ F = F ∗ : Skt(T,M) → Skt(S,M).

Definition 1.2.4 (Test Morita small sketch). A sketch T is test Morita small if
there exist a test Morita equivalence F : S → T whose domain is a small sketch.

At this stage we have introduced test Morita equivalences to prepare the ground
for a parametric version of this notion that will be used later in Section 4. In
particular, this paper will focus on the stronger notion of left Morita equivalence
(Definition 4.1.1). This said though, test Morita equivalences are a very natural
notion, especially from the perspective of the existing literature, and would frame
an interesting theory. For example, the cloud of results surrounding Gabriel-Ulmer
duality suggests the conjecture below.

Conjecture 1.2.5. A morphism of limit sketches F : S → T is a test Morita equiv-
alence if and only if it induces an equivalence between categories below, where Set

is the category of sets with the natural test structure,

F ∗ : Skt(T, Set) → Skt(S, Set).

Despite some attempts, we have not managed to provide a proof of the conjecture
above. The difficulty seems to lie in some delicate size issues. It seems plausible
that, by requiring test sketches to be LAFT categories in the sense of Brandenburg
[Bra21, Remark 3.9], these issues may be circumvented, and a proof of (a version
of) the conjecture above may be delivered. Yet, the technology needed to show this
result would have brought us too far from the general purpose of this paper.
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2. 2-dimensional aspects of sketches

In the following section, we will show some important 2-dimensional properties
of the 2-category of sketches skt/Skt, which will be useful in later sections.

2.1. A topological behavior. We start by studying certain topological properties
of the forgetful functors

Us : skt → cat and US : Skt → Cat,

in the sense of topological functors [Her74]. More precisely, we will focus on the
aspects of this theory regarding co/limits. In fact, given a topological functor
T : X → Y between categories, one can compute co/limits in X using co/limits in Y.
The prototypical example is the forgetful functor U : Top → Set. For instance, given
two topological spaces X,Y ∈ Top, to calculate the product in Top we consider the
product of UX × UY in Set and equipped it with the minimal topology making
the two projections continous. In this section we will prove two preliminary results,
Proposition 2.1.4 and 2.1.5, which will be useful in Section 2.2 to give formulas for
weigthed pseudo-co/limits of sketches.

Remark 2.1.1. The results in this sections suggest that the forgetful 2-functors
Us and US should be 2-topological, the appropriate 2-dimensional counterpart of
topological functors which is not yet present in the literature. Since our main
motivation (the formulas for weighted pseudo-co/limits) does not need it, we shall
not treat this notion here and leave it to more dedicated venues. A good starting
point would be to adapt the approach in [Gar14] using the theory of 2-fibrations
[Str74, Buc14].

Proposition 2.1.2 (Minimal and maximal sketch structures). Let {Si | i ∈ I} a
family of sketches and C a category.

(1) Given a family of functors F := {Fi : Si → C}, there exists a minimal sketch
structure C on C making each Fi sketch morphisms.
Moreover, with this sketch structure, given any sketch Y, a functor G : C →
Y is a sketch morphism if and only if each GFi : Si → Y is a sketch mor-
phism.

(2) Given a family of functors G := {Gi : C → Si}, there exists a maximal
sketch structure on C making each Gi sketch morphisms.
Moreover, with this sketch structure, given any sketch X, a functor F : X →
C is a sketch morphism if and only if each GiF : X → Si is a sketch mor-
phism.

Proof.
(1) We define LmF as the union of all cones Fiπ for any i ∈ I and π ∈ Li, and

similarly Cm
F the union of all cocones Fij for any i ∈ I and j ∈ Li. Clearly

Fi become maps of sketches and the classes LmF and Cm
F are the smallest

classes with this property.
Let us consider now a sketch Y and a functor G : C → Y such that, for any
i the functor GFi : Si → Y is a sketch morphism. This means that for any
δ ∈ Li/Ci, GFiδ is isomorphic to an element of LY/CY, which clearly implies
that G is a sketch morphism.

(2) We consider LMG as all cones π in C such that for any i ∈ I there exists a
cone π′ ∈ Li such that Giπ ∼= π′. Similarly CM

G consists of all cocones j in
C such that for all i ∈ I there exists a cocone j′ ∈ Li such that Gij ∼= j′.
Clearly this definition makes all Gi sketches morphisms and the classes LMG
and CM

G are the biggest classes with this property.
Let us consider now a sketch X and a functor F : X → C such that, for any
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i GiF : X → Si is a sketch morphism. Then, for any δ ∈ LX/CX and i ∈ I
there exists a δ′ ∈ Li/Ci such that GiFδ ∼= δ′, hence Fδ ∈ LMG /CM

G .
�

For sites, the situation with a single morphism was proven in [Joh02b, Lemma
C2.3.12 and C2.3.13]. Then, [Joh02b, Lemma C2.3.14] proves that this gives us a
formula to calculate weigthed limits/colimits in Sites from weigthed limits/colimits
in Cat.

Below we show how something very similar is possible also for sketches. More-
over, these technical propositions (2.1.5 and 2.1.4) will be helpful in the concrete
construction of pseudo-co/limits of sketches (see Theorems 2.2.1 and 2.2.3).

Notation 2.1.3 (Weighted pseudo-co/limits). Let W : I → cat be a weight and
D : I → skt a diagram of sketches. A W -weighted UsD-cone consists of a category
C ∈ cat together with a natural transformation

πC : W → cat(C, UsD−).

Let Di := UsD(i), then we denote with piw : C → Di the (i, w)-projections of the
cone, i.e. the image of w ∈ W (i) under the i-component of π.

W (i) cat(C,Di)
πi

w C
pi
w−−→ Di

Moreover, we define

L := {piw | i ∈ I, w ∈ W (i)}.

For any category X, we denote with

Φ: cat(X,C) → [I, cat](W, cat(X, UsD−) )

the functor sending F : S → C to the transformation W → cat(S, UsD−) with
i-component sending an object w ∈ W (i) to piw ◦ F : S → C → Di.

Similarly, for a W -weighted UsD-cocone with covertex C, we write qiw : Di → C

for the (i, w)-coprojections, we define

C := {qiw | i ∈ I, w ∈ W (i)},

and, for any category Y, we denote with Ψ the associated functor,

Ψ: cat(C,Y) → [I, cat](W, cat(UsD−,Y) ).

Proposition 2.1.4. Let W : I → cat be a weight, D : I → skt a diagram of sketches
and C ∈ cat a vertex of a W -weighted UsD-cone. For any S ∈ skt, the sketch
(C, LML ,CM

L ) makes the diagram below a pullback in cat. 3

(1)

skt(S,C) cat(S,C)

[I, cat](W, skt(S, D−) ) [I, cat](W, cat(S, UsD−) )

Us

U◦−

ΦΦs

3The functor Φs is well-defined because the sketch structure of C makes all of the weighted-
projections morphisms of sketches.
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Proof. Let us consider a category X together with two functors Q and P making
the diagram below commutative.

(2)

X

cat(S,C)

[I, cat](W, skt(S, D−) ) [I, cat](W, cat(S, UsD−) )

Q

Us◦−

Φ
P

The commutativity of this square exactly means that, for any x ∈ X the bottom
left diagram commutes and so for any i ∈ I and any w ∈ W (i) the bottom right
diagram commutes.

W

skt(S, D−) cat(S, UsD−)

Φ(Qx)
Px

Us

S C

Di

Us( (Px)i(w) )

Qx

pi
w

Now, we want to show that actually all of Qx : S → C are maps of sketches, i.e. for
any σ ∈ LS/CS there exists a τ ∈ LML /CM

L such that Qx(σ) ∼= τ . Actually, we can
even show that Qx(σ) itself is in LML /CM

L
4. In fact, for any i ∈ I and w ∈ W (i), since

(Px)i(w) ∈ skt(S,Di), then there exists a δ ∈ Li/Ci such that [(Px)i(w)](σ) ∼= δ.
Thus,

piw(Qx(σ) ) = [(Px)i(w)](σ) ∼= δ

and so Qx(σ) ∈ LML /CM
L by definition. This shows that Q factorise through skt(S,C)

as shown below (since transformations of sketches are the same as natural transfor-
mations).

X

skt(S,C) cat(S,C)

[I, cat](W, skt(S, D−) ) [I, cat](W, cat(S, UsD−) )

Q

Us◦−

Φ
P

∃!Q′

Us

Φs

One can check that ΦsQ
′ = P using the definitions and the commutativity of (2).

The uniqueness of Q′ follows from the fact that Us is an inclusion. �

We remind that in the following proposition we follow Notation 2.1.3.

Proposition 2.1.5. Let W : I → cat be a weight, D : I → skt a diagram of sketches
and C ∈ cat a vertex of a W -weighted UsD-cocone. For any S ∈ skt, the sketch
(C, LmC ,Cm

C ) makes the diagram below a pullback in cat. 5

(3)

skt(C, S) cat(C,S)

[I, cat](W, skt(D−, S) ) [I, cat](W, cat(UsD−,S) )

Us

Us◦−

ΨΨs

4This makes sense because we took the maximal sketch structures.
5The functor Ψs is well-defined because the sketch structure of C makes all of the weighted-

coprojections morphisms of sketches.
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Proof. Let us consider a category X together with functors Q and P as below,
making the outer diagram below commutative.

X

skt(C, S) cat(C,S)

[I, cat](W, skt(D−, S) ) [I, cat](W, cat(UsD−,S) )

Us

Us◦−

ΨΨs
P

Q

∃!Q′

Similarly to Proposition 2.1.4 it is enought to show that, for any x ∈ X, the functors
Qx : C → S are actually morphisms of sketches from C to S. Thus, let us consider
a σ ∈ LmC /Cm

C , i.e. by definition σ = qiw(τ) for some i ∈ I, w ∈ W (i) and τ ∈ Li/Ci
6.

Therefore,

Qx(σ) = (Qx)qiw(τ) = ΨQx(τ) = [Us(Px)i(w)](τ),

where the second equality holds by definition of Ψ and the third by commutative
of the outer diagram above. Since (Px)i(w) ∈ skt(Di, S), there exists a δ ∈ LS/CS

such that (Px)i(w)(τ) ∼= δ. Finally we can conclude Qx(σ) ∼= δ as required. �

Remark 2.1.6. It is worth underlining that, since there are no size issues, all of
these results hold also for Skt and Cat.

2.2. Weighted bi-co/limits of sketches. The literature contains already some
results regarding limits/colimits in skt. In [Lai75] it is shown that the 1-category
skts of sketches and strict morphisms (not up-to-iso) is locally finitely presentable,
hence has all (1-d) limits and colimits. Moreover, it is also already known that the
2-category skt has all weighted bilimits [MP89, Chapter 5.1, Proposition 5.1.4]. In
this section we show that skt/Skt have weighted pseudo-co/limits (hence also all
weighted bi-co/limits). We will also show that skt/Skt have flexible co/limits (see
Corollary 2.2.6).

Theorem 2.2.1 (Existence and construction of weighted pseudo-limits of sketches).

Let W : I → cat be a weight and D : I → skt a diagram. The W -weighted D-pseudo-
limit limp

WD in skt exists and, moreover, it is given by the sketch

limp
WD = (limp

WUsD, Lp,Cp)

where limp
WUsD is the W -weighted UsD-pseudo-limit in cat and (Lp,Cp) are the

maximal classes making all the projections of the pseudo-limit limp
WUsD morphisms

of sketches.

Proof. This follows immediately setting C := limp
WUsD in Proposition 2.1.4. In fact,

being a W -weighted UsD-pseudo-limit means exactly that the functor Φ in diagram
(1) is an isomorphisms. Thus, since isomorphisms are stable under pullback, also
Φs has to be an isomorphisms, which concludes that C is a W -weighted D-pseudo-
limit. �

Remark 2.2.2. Since a 2-category with all pseudo-limits also has all bi-limits (see
for instance [Lac10, Section 6.12]), Theorem 2.2.1 implies that skt has all weighted
bi-limits as well.

The following proposition gives a formula to calculate weighted colimits in skt

using weighted colimits in cat, which is the analogous to Theorem 2.2.1 for colimits.

6Where Di = (Di, Li,Ci).



SKETCHES AND CLASSIFYING LOGOI 13

Theorem 2.2.3 (Existence and construction of weighted pseudo-colimits of sketches).

Let W : I → cat be a weight and D : I → skt a diagram. The W -weighted D-
pseudo-colimit in skt is the sketch (colimp

WUsD, Lp,Cp) where colimp
WUsD is the

W -weighted UsD-pseudo-colimit in cat, (Lp,Cp) is the smallest sketch structure
making all the (weighted) inclusions maps of sketches.

Proof. The proof is analogous to the one of Theorem 2.2.1 using Proposition 2.1.5.
�

Corollary 2.2.4. The formulas in Theorems 2.2.1 and 2.2.3, applied to locally
small sketches, give the constructions of weighted pseudo-limits and colimits in the
2-category Skt as well.

Proof. It suffices to notice that Propositions 2.1.2, 2.1.4 and 2.1.5 do not require
the categories to be small. �

Remark 2.2.5 (Co/Limit Sketches are closed under bi-co/limits). It is clear from
the constructions given in Theorems 2.2.1 and 2.2.3, that if we start with co/cones
in limit sketches, the resulting pseudo-co/limit sketch is still a limit sketch. In
particular, this gives us the formula for such pseudo-co/limits in sktl/Sktl. Analo-
gously, the same formulas give also the weighted pseudo-co/limits in sktc/Sktc as
well.

In other words, the forgetful functors Ul and Uc creates weigthed pseudo-co/limits.

2.2.1. Flexible co/lmits. In this section we will use the results in Sections 2.1 and
2.2 to show that skt/Skt have all flexible co/limits.

Corollary 2.2.6. The 2-categories skt and Skt admit all flexible co/limits.

Proof. Thanks to [BKPS89, Proposition 4.8] to show the existence of flexible limits,
it suffices to show that we have (weighted) pseudo limits and splitting of idempo-
tent equivalences. If we show the dual hypothesis of [BKPS89, Proposition 4.8],
then we would get also the existence of flexible colimits. In particular, these would
be the existence of (weighted) pseudo colimits and the dual of splitting of idem-
potent equivalences. Luckily, the dual of the existence of splitting of idempotent
equivalences is still itself. Therefore, since we have the existence of both (weighted)
pseudo limits (see Theorem 2.2.1) and colimits (see Theorem 2.2.3), we only have
to show that idempotent equivalences in skt/Skt admit a splitting.

Let E : S → S be an idempotent equivalence in skt/Skt, i.e. a morphism of
sketches E such that EE = E and there exists an invertible 2-cell θ : E → 1S
such that θE = 1E = Eθ. Since cat/Cat has all strict limits, in particular we can
consider the splitting of E : S → S in cat/Cat below, i.e. two functors R : S → X

and I : X → S such that E = IR and RI = 1X.

S S

X

E

R I

Now we need to endow X with a sketch structure making both R and I sketch
morphisms. The required structure is the minimal sketch structure making R a
sketch morphism as defined in Proposition 2.1.2.

X := (X, LmR ,Cm
R )

By the second part of point (1) of Proposition 2.1.2, I : X → S is a sketch morphism
if and only if IR is such. But IR = E, thus I is also a sketch morphism and (X, R, I)
is a splitting of the idempotent equivalence E in skt/Skt. �
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2.2.2. The case of pseudo-powers. Let us give a concrete presentation of weighted
pseudo-limits in some special cases, this descriptions will come handy later in the
paper when we describe the sketch structure of exponential sketches. Let I be a
(small) category, and let S be a sketch. Then, recall that the theory developed in the
previous subsection tells us that SI is equipped with the maximal sketch structure
making all the projections, morphisms of sketches

SI → S.

2.3. Formal aspects of sketches.

2.3.1. Duality involution in the 2-category of sketches. Now, we introduce a duality
notion for sketches. This will be useful in Section 4.2, where we will use it to
describe the underlying category of the left sketch classifier (see Proposition 4.2.3).

Definition 2.3.1 (Opposite sketch). Given a sketch S, we define its opposite
sketches S◦ as follows. The underlying category of S◦ is simply Sop, and the sketch
structure inverts the cone specifications with the colimit ones.

Remark 2.3.2. It is easy to see that this construction provides a duality involution
on the 2-category of sketches in the sense of Shulman, see [Shu16],

(−)◦ : Sktco → Skt.

Remark 2.3.3. It follows directly from the definition that the duality involution
interacts with the forgetful functors towards limit and colimit sketches as displayed
in the equations below.

U l(S◦) = (U cS)◦ U c(S◦) = (U lS)◦

2.3.2. On the behavior of Kan extensions in Skt. The following result about Kan
extensions will be useful in Section 4, in particular in Proposition 4.0.6, where
we compare our notion of left sketch (see Definition 4.0.1) with a more classical
cocompleteness condition.

Proposition 2.3.4. Let F : C → S and G : C → S be morphisms of sketches. Then,
if the dashed Kan extension below right exists and is a morphism of sketches, then
it can be chosen as a Kan extension in Skt.

C S UC US

D UD

F

G

UF

UG
lanUGUF

Proof. This follows directly from the fact that the forgetful functor U : Skt → Cat

is locally fully faithful. �

2.3.3. An open question. In [DLO22] it is shown that every 2-category in Exam-
ple 1.1.8 is locally finitely bipresentable. It is an interesting question whether the 2-
category skt is locally finitely bipresentable, since this information would have some
quite important consequences on its behavior. There is some evidence ([Lai75]) that
this result could be true, indeed the 1-category of sketches is locally presentable.
Notice that Skt is not expected to be locally finitely bipresentable because of some
size issues.
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3. Tensor product and exponential sketches

In this section we recall the monoidal structure on the 2-category of sketches
studied by Benson [Ben97] and show that is actually closed. Early done by Lair
in [Lai75] on the (1-)category of sketches is nowadays hard to access, yet [Wel94]
reports he had proven the (1-)category to be monoidal closed. Our contribution is
also to reformulate some parts of this treatment using the topological approach of
Section 2.1. Some of these ideas were already present in Benson’s treatment7, but
not formalised.

Construction 3.0.1 (Exponential sketch). Let D = (D, LD,CD) be a small sketch
and T = (T, LT ,CT) be a sketch. We shall now construct the sketch TD as follows.
We consider the functor

j : Skt(D,T) →֒ TD,

where the codomain is just the pseudo-power sketch of T along the underlying
category of D as discussed in Section 2.2.2. Now we apply Proposition 2.1.2 to
equip Skt(D,T) with the maximal sketch structure making j a sketch morphism.

The idea is that the specifications in the exponential TD consists of family of
sketch morphisms Fi : D → T which point-wise form a cone specification in T, i.e.
for any d ∈ D, the Fi(d) form a cone in LT . For the cocone specification is completely
analogous. We underline that the sketch structure of the domain D comes into play
in the condition that the cone of morphism must be sketch morphisms and not just
functors.

Construction 3.0.2 (Tensor product of sketches). Let D and S be small sketches,
now we will recall the definition of D⊠ S [Ben97, Definition 2.12]. The underlying
category of D ⊠ S is the product D × S, which then we equip with the smallest
sketch structure which makes the canonical maps I morphisms of sketches.

I := ID ∪ IS with
ID := {id : S → D × S | d ∈ D} and IS := {is : D → D × S | s ∈ S}.

Hence, with the notation introduced in Proposition 2.1.2, we have

D⊠ S = (D × S, LmI ,Cm
I ).

Benson also provides some (commuting) conditions on the sketches D and S

[Ben97, Definition 2.10] in order to achieve a sort of closedness property (for some
categories with enough co/limits) [Ben97, Definition2.14 and Theorem 3.1]. In the
following Theorem, we show that the sketch structure defined in Construction 3.0.1
provides a refinement of this result, proving that Benson’s tensor product ⊠ is
closed.

Theorem 3.0.3. There is an isomorphism of categories as below,

Skt(D⊠ S,T) ∼= Skt(S,TD).

Proof. Using the canonical sketch morphism TD → TD, it is clear that we have an
inclusion Skt(S,TD) →֒ Skt(S,TD). Moreover, using the universal property of the
pseudo-power SD, the inclusion Skt(S,T) →֒ Cat(S,T) and the cartesian closedness
of Cat we obtain the following composite morphism.

Skt(S,TD) →֒ Skt(S,TD) ∼= Cat(D, Skt(S,T)) →֒ Cat(D,Cat(S,T)) ∼= Cat(D × S,T)

Clearly, by definition of ⊠, we also have Skt(D⊠ S,T) →֒ Cat(D × S,T). Hence,
we can prove that the wanted isomorphism holds by checking that the image of

7After [Ben97, Definition 2.12] it is mentioned that the structure of the tensor product is indeed
the coarsest making some maps sketch morphisms.
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these two inclusions are the same.

Skt(S,TD) Skt(D⊠ S,T)

Cat(D,Cat(S,T)) Cat(D × S,T)
∼=

I J

First, let us notice that a functor F : D → Cat(S,T) is in the image of I if and
only if: 8

(1) it factors through Skt(S,T), i.e. there exists F ′ : D → Skt(S,T) such that
UsF

′ ∼= F ;
(2) for any s ∈ S, post-composition of F with the evaluation functor evs : Cat(S,T) →

T is a sketch morphism evsF in Skt(D,T), which is the underlying category
of the sketch TD.

D Cat(S,T) T

Skt(S,T)

F evs

USF ′

On the other hand, a morphism G : D× S → T is a sketch morphism if and only
if, for any j ∈ I of Construction 3.0.2, Gj is such (since D ⊠ S has the minimal
sketch structure defined in Proposition 2.1.2). More precisely we need:

(i) for any d ∈ D, Gid = G(d,−) : S → T must be a sketch morphism;
(ii) for any s ∈ S, Gis = G(−, s) : D → T must be a sketch morphism.

In order to conclude, we notice that condition (1) corresponds to (i) and (2) to
(ii) under the isomorphism Cat(D,Cat(S,T)) ∼= Cat(D × S,T).

�

4. Left sketches

In this section, we introduce and study the notion of left sketch, which will play
a crucial role in our definition of logos. A motivating example for the definition of
left sketch is the very notion of topos. Throughout the section we will often prove
a general result in the context of left sketches and contextualize its meaning in the
special case of topoi.

Definition 4.0.1 (Left Sketch). A left sketch is a sketch S = (S, LS,CS) where:

(1) S is cocomplete;
(2) CS contains all the (essentally small) colimits diagrams.

We denote with Lskt/LSkt the subcategories of skt/Skt with objects left sketches.

Remark 4.0.2 (Caveat: Right sketches exist too!). It comes with no surprise that
one can give the definition of right sketch, and that every statement dualises very
easily. One neat way to organize the discussion is to say that a sketch is right if
its dual sketch is left. From this point on, we will not insist on the notion of right
sketches, as there are many more examples of left sketches in nature, and thus we
focus on those. Our treatment though is perfectly dualisable.

Example 4.0.3 (A pet example of left sketch). The inclusion of topoi into sketches
discussed in Example 1.1.13 factors through left sketches. For this section, and for
the rest of the paper, topoi will be our pet example of left sketch.

8Condition (1) says that F is in the image of the second inclusion of (3), while (2) requires it
to be in the image of the first one.
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Topoiop

Skt LSkt

Similarly to the case of topoi, frames admit also a canonical structure of left
sketch. Thus left sketches offer a framework in which both topoi and locales coexist,
without any need of the usual topos-completion of a locale in order to relate these
two notions.

Example 4.0.4 (λ-Topoi à la Espíndola as left sketches). The notion of λ-topos
(where λ is a regular cardinal) was introduced by Espíndola in [Esp20] to encompass
infinitary variations of geometric logic. Not much is known about the 2-category of
λ-topoi, mostly because a λ-topos is not simply a λ-lex localization of a presheaf
topos (see example 3.4 in [EK23]). The most updated account on the topic can be
found in the very recent [EK23].

For us Topoiλ will be the 2-category whose objects are λ-topoi in the sense
of [EK23, Definition 3.1], morphisms are geometric morphisms whose left adjoint
preserve λ-small limits and 2-cells are natural transformations between left adjoints.

Of course every λ-topos has a left sketch structure, similar to that of a topos,
where in the limit class we have all λ-small limit cones. Altogether, this information
provides us with the diagram below.

Topoiop Topoi
op
ℵ1

... Topoi
op
λ ...

LSkt

The horizontal 2-functors are simply acknowledging that when κ ≤ λ, a λ-topos
is a κ-topos. Notice though that these functors are not full on 1-cells. The vertical
arrows into LSkt instead are locally fully faithful.

The terminology left is inspired from [Isb60], where the author uses the adjective
left to refer to density and colimit-generation. Indeed, the definition of left sketch
consists of a cocompleteness condition, so it makes sense to wonder whether it can
be expressed through the existence of Kan extensions, or using the terminology
introduced in [DLLS22, Definition 1.2] whether left sketches can be described as
Kan injectives in Skt.

Definition 4.0.5 (jI : I → I!). Let I be any category, and consider the discrete
sketch structure I := (I, ∅, ∅). Consider also I! the category that freely adds a
terminal object to I and the obvious inclusion

jI : I → I!.

We equip I! with a sketch structure I!, whose limit part is empty and whose colimit
part contains the free cocone over jI. Of course jI =: jI : I → I! is a sketch map.

Proposition 4.0.6. A left sketch S = (S, LS,CS) is left Kan injective in Skt with
respect to all the maps jI as defined above, for any small category I. Moreover,

LSkt ⊆ LInj({jI | I small category}).

Proof. Let us consider a small categoy I and the diagram below, where we allow
the abuse of notation of using the same letter for the maps of sketches and their
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underlying functors.

I S I S

I! I!

D

jI jI
lanj

I
f

D

Since S is cocomplete (condition (1) of Definition 4.0.1) we know that lanjID exists
in Cat. Then, the requirement that lanjID is a morphism of sketches is just a
reformulation of the condition (2) of Definition 4.0.1. It follows from Section 2.3.2
that S is left Kan injective with respect to jI.

We need to prove that a morphism of left sketches F : S → T is a morphisms of
left Kan injectives. It is enough to notice that the Kan extensions lanjID calculate
colimits, hence preserving the Kan extensions along jI (i.e. being a morphism of left
Kan injectives) is the same as preserving colimits. On the other hand, a morphism
of left sketches must preserve colimits, hence it is a morphism of left Kan injectives.

Regarding 2-cells is enough to recall that Skt and Cat have the same 2-cells. �

Remark 4.0.7. It is natural to wonder whether the other inclusion is also true.
While we do not have a precise counterexample, by inspecting the proof of the
previous proposition, a positive answer does not seem very likely. Yet, a brighter
understanding of the situation would necessitate a broader development of the
theory of Kan extensions in the 2-category of Sketches.

4.1. A parametric take on Morita theory. In Section 1.2 we have introduced
the notion of test Morita equivalence of sketches. The general idea is that being
test Morita equivalent means that the two sketches have the same model among
test sketches. Now, of course, test sketches are a very interesting and somewhat
preferred notion of sketch, especially in the literature, but other classes of sketches
may be taken into consideration in place of test. For example, one possible inter-
pretation of the original definition of Morita equivalence of sites means precisely
that the two sites have the same model in every topos, so that topoi are taken as
a notion of test.

Definition 4.1.1 (A-Morita equivalence). Let A be a full subcategory of the cate-
gory of Skt. We say that a morphism of sketches F : S → T is a A-Morita equivalence
if, for every L in A, the induced map between hom-categories is an equivalence of
categories,

F ∗ : Skt(T,L) → Skt(S,L).

When A is LSkt, we may refer to this notion as left Morita equivalence, and of
course when A is the class of test sketches, this notion collapses to Definition 1.2.3
given in Section 1.2.

Remark 4.1.2. Because every test sketch is a left sketch, it follows on the spot
that a left Morita equivalence is a test Morita equivalence.

Notation 4.1.3 (Morita small = left Morita small). For the rest of the paper,

when we decorate a 2-category with the apex M (as in SktM, for example), or we
refer to Morita small sketches, we mean left Morita small. We shall discuss case by
case when our results generalize to the case of test Morita small sketches.

4.2. Left sketch classifiers. As we mentioned in the introduction and later re-
discussed in Theorem 1.1.12, the starting point of the theory of classifying topoi
is, with no doubt, the so-called Diaconescu theorem, that establishes an adjunction
between sites and topoi. This subsection is devoted to constructing a free left sketch
associated to a (Morita) small sketch. This will provide us with a proto-form of
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Diaconescu-type theorem (see Theorem 4.3.5), establishing that (Morita small) left
sketches are bi-reflective among (Morita small) sketches.

SktM LSktM

UL

ˆ(−)

⊤

Let us start from providing the construction of the left sketch classifier in the
special case of a small sketch, and later we will adjust the construction for the
Morita small-case.

Construction 4.2.1 (Left sketch classifier). For every small sketch S = (S, LS,CS)

we shall now construct a left sketch Ŝ together sketch morphism JS : S → Ŝ which
we will show that induces a Morita equivalence. To start, consider the Yoneda
embedding

よ: S → Psh(S).

Now, consider the class of colimit diagrams CS and let δ : d ⇒ ∆(s) be a cocone
in CS. By the universal property of the colimit in Psh(S), we can build a natural
transformation ρδ : colimよd ⇒よs. Call H the set of maps of the form ρδ for δ in
CS and define

Ŝ = H⊥.

This is a reflective subcategory of the presheaf category (by [AR94, 1.36]), and

thus it is both complete and cocomplete. Moreover, we get a functor JS : S → Ŝ as
shown in the diagram below by composing L ◦よ.

S Psh(S)

Ŝ

よ

IL
JS

⊣

We complete this construction equipping Ŝ with a (left) sketch structure.

• We define L
Ŝ

as the set of all JSσ for any σ ∈ LS. Using the notation of
Proposition 2.1.2, L

Ŝ
:= LmJS

.
• C

Ŝ
is defined as all the (essentially small) colimits diagrams.

Below we check that this definition makes J a map of sketches JS : S → Ŝ.

• For σ ∈ LS, then Jσ = Lよσ ∈ L
Ŝ
.

• For δ : d ⇒ ∆(s) in CS, we need to show that Jδ = Lよδ is a colimit
diagram. By definition, L sends ρδ : colimよδ →よs to an isomorphism
Lcolimよδ ∼= Lよs. Moreover, since L is a left adjoint colimLよδ ∼= Lcolimよδ.
Hence, Jδ = Lよδ is a colimit diagram.

We call Ŝ the left sketch classifier of S.

Example 4.2.2 (Left sketch classifiers vs classifying topoi). Let (C, J) be a site,
and consider their canonical sketch structure as discussed in Example 1.1.10. Then,
the discussion in [Joh02a, D2.1.4(h)] proves that Construction 4.2.1 produces the
topos of sheaves over (C, J).

site Topoi◦

skt LSkt

Sh

i

(−̂)
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This motivates our choice of name for the Construction 4.2.1. At this stage, we
haven’t discussed the functoriality of the left sketch classifier, and we shall postpone
such discussion to a later point in the section.

The following proposition is an analogue of [Joh02a, Example D2.1.4 (h)] in the
sketch-context, which recovers and generalises a classical behaviour of the topos of
sheaves over a site.

Proposition 4.2.3. Let S be a sketch. Then Ŝ coincides with Skt((U cS)◦, Set).

Proof. This result essentially follows from [AR94, 1.33(7) and (8)], but we shall
spell it out in detail for the sake of clarity. Let us start by recalling the sketch
structure of (U cS)◦. Note that (U cS) is the same of S, where we forgot the limit
structure. (U cS)◦ is the sketch structure on S◦ that uses as a cones precisely the
colimit cones of (U cS). So, a sketch morphism (U cS)◦ → Set is a presheaf over S

mapping the tip of the cocone into the limit of the diagram. Now, let’s go back to
Construction 4.2.1 and look at the orthogonality condition.

よd

colimよd P

よs

ρδ

id

Now, every representable appearing in the colimit comes equipped with a map
id as in the diagram above, and thus we can rewrite the orthogonality condition as
in the equation below,

limP (d)
Yoneda
∼= SetS

◦

(colimよd, P )
orth.
∼= SetC

◦

(よs, P )
Yoneda
∼= P (s).

This means precisely that a presheaf P is orthogonal ρδ if and only if it maps s into
the limit of the diagram specified by the cocone, which is the thesis.

�

Proposition 4.2.4 (Universal property of the left classifier). Let S be a small

sketch and JS : S → Ŝ the sketch morphism defined in Construction 4.2.1. Then,
JS is a left Morita equivalence, i.e for any left sketch M, JS induces induces an
equivalence

J∗

S : Skt(Ŝ,M) → Skt(S,M).

Proof. We start showing that J∗

S is essentially surjective. Let F : S → M be a
morphism of sketches, by the universal property of Psh(S), since M is cocomplete,

there is a unique (up-to-iso) cocontinous functor F̃ as below.

S Psh(S) Ŝ

M

よ

F̃

L

F̂F
∼=

Now, recall that following [Bor94, 5.4.10], Ŝ = H⊥ can be understood as a local-
isation Psh(S)[E−1

H
] where EH is a certain closure of H under colimits. Because

F̃ is cocontinuous, it follows that to check whether it extends to Psh(S)[E−1
H

], it

is enough to check whether F̃ sends all maps of H to isomorphisms, then by the
universal property of the localisation Psh(S)[E−1

H
] we would get a unique functor

F̂ making the triangle above right commutative. This is true exactly if, for any
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cocone δ ∈ CS, F̃よδ is a colimit diagram, which is true because F̃よδ ∼= Fδ and F
is a morphism of sketches. Of course it follows from the general theory of localiza-
tions, say [Bor94, 5.3.1] that F̂ ∼= F̃ ◦ I, with I being the inclusion presented in the
previous construction. We will conclude the proof that J∗

S is essentially surjective

showing that F̂ is a morphism of sketches.

• The cones in L
Ŝ

are all the JSσ for σ ∈ LS. Then F̂ JSσ ∼= Fσ which is a
limit diagram because F is a map of sketches. Alternatevely, it follows by
the second part of Proposition 2.1.2 since F̂ preserves cones in L

Ŝ
if and

only if F̂ J does.
• F̂ is a left adjoint. This follows from that fact that F̃ is such and using

[ADLL23, Lemma 2.7] with, following their notation, L as l, I as r and F̃
as l′.

Now let us show that J∗

S is fully faithful. Clearly the diagram below commutes.

Skt(Ŝ,M) Skt(Ŝ,M)

CoCont(Ŝ,M) CoCont(Psh(S),M) Cat(Ŝ,M)

f.f.f.f.

よ
∗L∗

J∗

S

Sinceよ∗ is an equivalence of categories, is enough to show that L∗ is fully faithful
to prove that J∗

S is such. We recall that L is the left adjoint of the fully faithful

functor I : Ŝ →֒ Psh(S). This imply directly that L∗ is fully faithful. Indeed, [Gra,
Proposition I,6.4] tells us that I∗ ⊣ L∗ with counit invertible (since its components
are the one of the counit of L ⊣ I) and so L∗ is fully faithful. �

Construction 4.2.5 (Functoriality of ˆ(−)). Let F : S → T be a morphism of small
sketches. In the diagram below, consider the adjunction F! ⊣ F ∗, where F ∗ is the
precomposition functor, induced via the usual Kan extension.

S T

Ŝ T̂

Psh(S) Psh(T)

よS

IS

LS

JS

F

よT

JT

LT

IT

F∗

F!

⊣

⊣

⊣

:=

:=

∼=

Also, consider the functor LTF!. If we show that LTF! inverts all the maps in
HS, then applying the universal property of the category of fractions (see the proof
of Proposition 4.2.4) we would get a left adjoint, as in the diagram below. This
follows from the fact that F! preserve colimits, the middle square in the diagram
above is (naturally) pseudo-commutative and LT inverts the maps in HT . Indeed,
for any δ ∈ LS we consider ρδ : colimよd ⇒よSs. Then, we apply F!(ρ) and get

F!colimよSd ∼= colimF!よcSd ∼= colimよTFd ⇒ F!よSs ∼=よTFs.
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We notice that, since F is a sketch morphism, the morphism above is in HT , hence
LT inverts it.

S T

Ŝ T̂

Psh(S) Psh(T)

よS

LS

JS

F

よS

JT

LT

F!

F̂!

∼=

:=:=

Now let us describe some structural properties of F̂!. Since F̂! is defined through
the universal property of the localisation Ŝ, then F̂!LS = LTF!. Moreover, since Ŝ

is reflective, LSIS ∼= 1, and so F̂!
∼= LTF!IS. It is easy to see that it is left adjoint to

its conjugate LSF
∗IT (similarly to Proposition 4.2.4 this is again true by [ADLL23,

Lemma 2.7]). Since it is a left adjoint, it is cocontinuous.

Because F̂! is cocontinuous, it preserves the left part of the sketch structure

between Ŝ and T̂, and it follows by Proposition 2.1.2 that it also preserves the limit
part (because F̂!JS ∼= JTF does).

Proposition 4.2.6. The assigment (̂−) is a pseudofunctor (̂−) : skt → LSktM.

Proof. The action of (̂−) on objects is defined in Construction 4.2.1, on morphisms
in Construction 4.2.5 and on 2-cells is the identity. The pseudofunctoriality follows
from pseudofunctoricality of Psh(−) = (−)! and the universal property of localisa-
tion. �

4.3. Diaconescu for left sketches.

Remark 4.3.1. Putting together Construction 4.2.1 and Construction 4.2.5, we
obtain a pseudofunctor (left adjoints are only identified up to isomorphisms), map-
ping a small sketch to its left classifier, and mapping a morphism of sketches to its
free extension.

(̂−) : skt → LSktM

Moreover, the content of Proposition 4.2.4 is hinting to the fact that, in the left hand

side of the diagram below, the (̂−)-construction should be a relative left-biadjoint
to j, the inclusions of Morita small left sketches into Morita-small sketches.

skt LSktM skt LSktM

SktM SktM

(−̂)

j
i

(−̂)

j

⊣

In the next remarks, we shall discuss how to handle size issues properly and
extend Construction 4.2.1 to any Morita small sketch. This will upgrade the relative
(bi)adjunction to a proper biadjunction as in the right-hand side of the diagram
above. We chose to present this corrections to the construction separately because
they would have made the general idea behind the construction less clear.

Remark 4.3.2 (Construction 4.2.1 for Morita-small sketches). Let S be a Morita-
small sketch and let us denote with D and j : D → S the small sketch and morphism
of sketches providing the Morita equivalence.

(よ) First, we replace the presheaf construction with the small presheaf construc-
tion P(S) (see [AR20] for a general theory of this category and [DLL23, 2.5
and 2.6] for its universal property).
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(Ŝ) We can still define the orthogonality class H⊥. To show that H⊥ is re-
flective, we cannot invoke [AR94, 1.36] on the spot, because H could be a
priori a proper class and P(S) is not locally presentable. Yet, call Hj ⊂ H

the subclass of those maps in H that come from a colimit diagram spec-
ified in D. Clearly Hj is small and if we show that H⊥

j = H⊥ we can

apply [Kel80, Theorem 10.2], so that H⊥ is indeed reflective. To see that
H⊥

j = H⊥, recall the proof of Proposition 4.2.3. P is H⊥ if and only if it
maps the colimits specified declared by H into limits. Because j is Morita
equivalence of sketches, it is enough to test this property by precomposing
with j, which is precisely what it means to check the orthogonality with

respect to H⊥

j . This allows us to construct Ŝ.

(M) Up to this point we can be sure we have constructed a (possibly) large left
classifier for every left Morita-small sketch.

(̂−) : SktM → LSkt

It remains to show that this construction lands in left Morita small sketches.
Of course, because S is not small, we can’t simply apply Proposition 4.2.4
to conclude that it is Morita small. In order to finish the proof, it is
enough to notice that the proof of Proposition 4.2.4 carries with very minor
adjustments using the recipe just described (using the universal property
of the small presheaf construction) and that Morita equivalences compose,

and so JSj : D → S → Ŝ is a Morita equivalence between Ŝ and a small
sketch D.

En passant, let us notice that using Proposition 4.3.6, it will follow that D̂ ≃ Ŝ.

Remark 4.3.3 (Construction 4.2.5 for Morita-small sketches). This is a straight-
forward adaptation/analysis of Construction 4.2.5, where we use the fact that the
small presheaf construction is the free completion under colimits.

Remark 4.3.4 (A sanity check: left sketches need no hat). A key result of topos
theory, which sits as a conceptual bit in the proof of Diaconescu Theorem (Theo-
rem 1.1.12), is that every topos can be understood as a canonical site for itself (see
[Joh02a, C2.2.7]),

Sh(E, JE) ∼= E.

As a sanity check for our wanna-be version of Diaconescu Theorem, one can see

that if we start with a left sketch S, then the left sketch classifier Ŝ is equivalent
to S itself. This is an immediate consequence of Proposition 4.2.4, since, when S is
left, J∗

S reduces to an equivalence

LSkt(Ŝ,M) → LSkt(S,M)

natural in M. Therefore, by Yoneda, J∗

S is an equivalence. A more direct proof of
this fact could follow these lines. Let us start by identifying S. First, observe that
the Yoneda embedding of S into its category of small presheaves has a left adjoint,

P(S) S.
よS

L

⊤

This is a rephrasing of the fact that S is cocomplete (see [GL12, Proposition 2.2]).
Similarly to the discussion in Proposition 4.2.3, it is easy to see that the orthogo-

nality condition in Construction 4.2.1, for the case of Ŝ is precisely that given by

the adjunction above, so that Ŝ is nothing but S.
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Theorem 4.3.5. (Diaconescu for left sketches) The 2-category of Morita small left
sketches is bireflective in the 2-category of Morita small sketches, and the reflector

is given by the (̂−) construction.

SktM LSktM

UL

ˆ(−)

⊤

Proof. Proposition 4.2.4 provides a equivalence, for any small sketch S and left
sketch M,

LSkt(Ŝ,M) = Skt(Ŝ,M) ≃ Skt(S, ULM).

Then, Remark 4.3.2 extends this to Morita small sketches, hence we get the equiv-
alence below for any Morita small sketch S and Morita small left sketch M.

LSktM(Ŝ,M) ≃ SktM(S, ULM)

We notice that, the direction LSktM(Ŝ,M) → SktM(S, ULM) is given by precom-
position with JS and so it is strictly natural. The other direction instead, is only
pseudonatural, as apparent from the construction given in Proposition 4.2.4 where
F̂ is define up to natural isomorphism.

For these reasons, we get a biadjunction (and neither 2-natural nor pseudo).
We underline that by Remark 4.3.4 the counit of the biadjunction is an equiva-

lence, since if we start with a left sketch M, then (̂−) ◦ UL(M) = M̂ ≃ M. �

A quite classical way to look at Diaconescu theorem is to say that the 2-category
of topoi is a localization of the 2-category of sites up to inverting Morita equivalences.
Despite having been folklore for a long time, this theorem was formalized only very
recently in [RG18]. In the proposition below we recover at least the essence of this
result.

Proposition 4.3.6. Let F : S → T be a sketch morphism, then F̂ is invertible if
and only if F is a left Morita equivalence.

Proof. In the diagram below, the vertical arrows are equivalences of functors by
Proposition 4.2.4. Thus, the top horizontal arrow is an equivalence if and only if

the bottom one is. The rest follows by Yoneda lemma, because both T̂ and Ŝ are
left sketches.

Skt(T,−) Skt(S,−)

LSkt(T̂,−) LSkt(Ŝ,−)

J∗

T
J∗

S

F∗

F̂∗

�

4.4. About the lemme de comparison . A very classical and celebrated result
in topos theory is the so-called lemme de comparison, which establishes that every
generating subcategory of a topos admits a site structure that turns the inclusion
into a dense subsite. See [Car19, Prop 5.5 and Thm 5.7] for a modern reference
on this theorem, and a quite substantial generalization of the original result due to
the french school. Some evidence that a form of the lemme de comparison could be
true in our context is given by the proposition below.

Proposition 4.4.1 (Evidence pro lemme de comparison). Let F : S → T is a left
Morita equivalence where T is a left sketch, then the underlying functor F is dense
(in Cat).
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Proof. Consider the (pseudo) commutative diagram below. The dashed functors

are equivalences of categories, JT by Remark 4.3.4 and F̂ by Proposition 4.3.6.
Thus, F is dense in Cat if and only if JS is.

S T

Ŝ T̂

JS JT

F

F̂

∼=

The latter is true by construction of JS, indeed, following the notation set in Con-
struction 4.2.1, we have the chain of isomorphisms below.

lanJS
JS = lanLよS

(LよS)

∼= lanL(lanよS
(LよS)) (lan is a ladj, ladjs compose)

∼= lanよS
(LよS) ◦ I (lanL(−) ∼= − ◦ I)

∼= LlanよS
(よS) ◦ I (ladjs preserve lans)

∼= L ◦ I (density of Yoneda)

∼= 1 (reflectivity)

We remark that lanL(−) ∼= − ◦ I because L is left adjoint, and thus lanL(1) ∼= I
and moreover such Kan extension is absolute. �

Unfortunately though, no version of the lemme de comparison seems to be true
at our level of generality, in at least two senses:

(1) The fact that any strong generator is automatically a dense subcategory is
a very special behavior of a topos (see [Str86]) and thus the only version of
the lemma that has a chance of being true would be that if F : S → T is a
dense functor, there exists a sketch structure on S that turns F into a left
Morita equivalence.

(2) Moreover, the canonical strategy to prove such result has a flaw, which we
shall discuss below for its relevance to the general theory.

In order to try and build a sketch structure on S, we start by embedding T in
the presheaf category over S. Because F is dense, the nerve-realization paradigm
establishes T as a reflective subcategory of Psh(T), in particular, this establishes T

as an orthogonality class in Psh(S).

S T

Psh(S)

よ

N(f)

lanよF

F

⊣

We shall call H the class of maps inverted by lanよF , so that we have T ≃ H⊥. At
this point, one would like to say that it is enough to invert maps whose codomain
is a representable, so that they look as follow,

P →よs,

and such family of maps gives us a family of cocones on S, which would be the
colimit part of our sketch structure. Such argument can be carried when T is a topos
because H will be closed under pullback, and using the density of representables,
and the fact that a presheaf category is extensive one can actually prove that H is
generated by maps of the form P →よc. Yet, in the general case, there is no reason
for this to be true, and the canonical proof strategy breaks.
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4.5. Keep it small: left normalization. This subsection is a small detour on the
general theme of left sketches. Recall from the definition of left sketch that a left
sketch is, trivially, left normal (see Definition 1.1.2). This gives us the horizontal
forgetful functor in the diagram below.

LSktM lnSkt
M

SktM

UL
ln

UlnUL

(̂−) (̃−)

⊣

⊣

In this section we will see that a small variant of (̂−) provides the construction
of the free left normal sketch. This is particularly useful because it respects sizes of
sketches, in the sense that when S is small its left normalization will still be small.

Construction 4.5.1 (Left normalisation). From Ŝ we construct the left normal-

isation S̃ of S using the es-ff (essentially surjective on objects and fully faithful)
weak 2-dimensional factorisation system on Cat.

S Ŝ

S̃

JS

PS RS

∼=

Hence, S̃ is small. We define S̃ as the category S̃ equipped with the minimal sketch
structure making PS a morphism of sketches, using Proposition 2.1.2.

We underline that in Construction 4.5.1 above one could have chosen the bo-ff
factorisation system (which is a strict 2-dimensional system) and still recover some
results similar to the ones in this section. We chose the weak version, because the

construction (̂−) is only pseudofunctorial, hence in order to get a (bi)adjunction in
Theorem 4.5.4 we need the weak one.

Remark 4.5.2 (Left normalization and subcanonical topologies). The left normal-

ization S̃ of a sketch S is designed to mimik and generalize a standard construction
in topos theory. Let (C, J) be a site, and recall that a topology is called subcanon-
ical, when the sheafification functor is fully faithful, i.e. when representables are
automatically sheaves. It is well known that for (C, J) a site, one can always find a

Morita equivalent site (C, J) → (C̃, J̃) whose topology J̃ is subcanonical. The stan-
dard way to do so is indeed to consider the (es-ff) factorization of the sheafification

functor, and then equip C̃ in the diagram below with the correct topology.

C Sh(C, J)

C̃

J

P R

As we have seen in Example 4.2.2, for (C, J) a site (identified with its associated
sketch from example 1.1.10) the construction of the classifying left sketch coincides
with the construction of Sh(C, J) and thus, indeed, the left normalization of (C, J)
is the same of its correction into a subcanonical site.

Remark 4.5.3 (Left normal sketches need no tilde). Similarly to Remark 4.3.4, we
can check that when we start with a left normal sketch S, then its left normalisation
S̃ is equivalent to itself. The key point is to notice that when S is left normal, then
JS is fully faithful. In order to show this, we go back to the orthogonality condition
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in Construction 4.2.1 as we did in Proposition 4.2.3. This time, because S is left
normal, we know that the codomain of any ρδ

9 is itself of the formよ(colimd) and
what we want to show is that a representable is always orthogonal to such map.
Indeed, when this is true, then Lよ(x) ∼=よ(x) and thus JS will be fully faithful.

colim(よd) よ(x)

よ(colimd)

ρδ

The fact that a representable is orthogonal to such map follows directly from the
discussion in Proposition 4.2.3. Indeed, a presheaf is orthogonal to such map if
and only if it maps the tip to the limit of the diagram, and this is true because
representables are continuous (and – again – S is left normal). Therefore, Lよ= JS
coincides with the Yoneda embedding restricted to its image. We can then conclude
that JS is fully faithful since bothよ and L restricted to representable are as well.
Now, by definition P is essentially surjective on objects, and since RP = JS which
is fully faithful, it is also fully faithful. Hence, if S is left normal, then P is an
equivalence.

Theorem 4.5.4. Construction 4.5.1 gives a biadjoint as below.

skt lnskt

˜(−)

⊤

Proof. Given S ∈ skt and T ∈ lnskt, we want to show that precomposing with
PS : S → S̃ induces a natural equivalence as below.

− ◦ PS : lnskt(S̃,T) ≃ skt(S, U lnT)

Since T is left normal, PT : T → T̃ is an equivalence, hence it suffices to show that
there is a natural equivalence as below.

lnskt(S̃, T̃) ≃ skt(S, U lnT)

For any morphism of sketches F : S → U lnT, the (pseudo)functoriality of the es-ff

weak factorization system provides us with the essentially unique functor F̃ .

S T

S̃ T̃

Ŝ T̂

F

PS

F̃

PT

RS

JS

RT

JT

F̂

∼=

∼=

Moreover, F̃ is a morphism of sketches, since F̃PS
∼= PTF is such (by definition

of the sketch structure on S̃ and Proposition 2.1.2). On the other hand, given any

G : S̃ → T̃, we can recover F : S → T precomposing with PS and postcomposing
with a inverse of PT. On 2-cells it follows because the es-ff is a weak 2-categorical
factorization.

As argued at the end of Theorem 4.3.5, if we have two directions which are
strictly natural, we get a pseudo adjunction, if they are instead only pseudonatural
we get a biadjunction. On the domain, once chosen a weak inverse P−1

T
of PT ,

9We recall that, given any δ : d ⇒ ∆(s) ∈ CS, we define ρδ : colimよd ⇒よs as the universal
map given by the colimit.
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we have that the equivalence is given by P−1
T

◦ − ◦ PS, hence stricly natural. On
the other hand, also in this case we have that the equivalence on the codomain
is only pseudonatural (since it is given by the property of the weak 2-dimensional
factorisation system), hence we get a biadjunction.

�

Corollary 4.5.5. The sketch morphisms P and R defined in Construction 4.5.1
are left Morita equivalences.

Proof. Since any left L is in particular left normal, it follows that P is a left Morita
equivalence. Because both JS and P are both left Morita equivalences and JS = RP ,
it follows that R must be a left equivalence as well. �

4.6. Morita small left sketches. Many properties of the 2-categories of Morita-
small left sketches have already implicitly emerged in the previous subsection. In
this subsection we shall state them.

Proposition 4.6.1. The underlying category of a Morita small left sketch is locally
presentable.

Proof. Let S be a Morita-small sketch and let us denote with D and j : D → S the
small sketch and morphism of sketches providing the Morita equivalence. As we
noted in Remark 4.3.2, it follows from Proposition 4.3.6 that Ŝ coincides with D̂.
Now, by Construction 4.2.1 this is a small orthogonality class in a locally presentable
category, and thus is it locally presentable by [AR94, 1.40]. �

Remark 4.6.2. More can be said: because λ-presentable objects are closed under
λ-small colimits, if λ is a cardinal that bounds the cardinality of the objects in every
diagram in the cocones in S, then T will be locally λ-presentable. Similar results
are discussed in [DLRG20, Section 5] for the case of topoi and sites of definition.

Corollary 4.6.3. There is an obvious forgetful functor LSktM → Pres, the 2-
category of locally presentable categories, cocontinuous functors and natural trans-
formations.

5. Rounded sketches

In this section we introduce the notion of (left) rounded sketch. In terms of
intuition, (left) rounded sketchs are a sketch-version of the notion of site from topos
theory and are designed to encode Giraud-like axioms in the left sketch classifier.
From a more technical point of view, what we do is – in a sense – to import the
technology of lex colimits to the theory of sketches.

Definition 5.0.1 ((Left) rounded sketch). Let S = (S, L,C) be a sketch. We say

that S is left rounded when, in the construction of Ŝ, the reflection L transforms L

into limit diagrams, i.e. JS sends cones in L to limit diagrams.

S Ŝ

Psh(S)

JS

よ
L

Remark 5.0.2. (Right rounded sketches exist too!) As in Remark 4.0.2, for an
appropriate variant of Section 4.2, it would be possible to define right rounded
sketches. Since we have no interesting examples of these objects, and because the
theory would be entirely dual to that of left rounded sketches, we choose to stick to
the theory of left rounded sketches and make no further mention of right rounded
sketches.
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We shall now proceed to better understand this notion via a number of examples
and contextualization with similar ideas in the literature. Before doing that though,
we start with two propositions that will hopefully demystify the technical nature
of the definition. The reader that may prefer to see an example first can jump to
Example 5.1.1.

Proposition 5.0.3. A sketch S is rounded if and only if its left classifier Ŝ is
normal.

Proof. Since any left sketch is in particular left normal, it suffices to show that a
sketch is rounded if and only if its left classifier is right normal. We recall that the

limit part of Ŝ is defined as

L
Ŝ
:= {JSπ | π ∈ LS}.

Ŝ is right normal if all the specified cones are of limit form. Therefore, Ŝ is right
normal if and only JS sends cones in LS to limit diagrams, which is exactly the
definition of rounded sketch. �

Proposition 5.0.4. If S is a rounded sketch, then its left normalization S̃ is normal.
Moreover, if RS creates limits, the converse is true.

Proof. We recall that given a sketch S, its left normalisation S̃ is defined through
the es-ff factorisation of JS ∼= RSPS : S → Ŝ (see Construction 4.5.1). In particular,

the sketch structure on S̃ is the minimal structure making the essentially surjective
on objects functor P : S → S̃ a sketch morphism. Moreover, since S̃ is left normal, it
suffices to show that any diagram π ∈ L

S̃
is a limit diagram (i.e. S̃ is right normal).

Using the characterisation of rounded sketches in Proposition 5.0.3 and the fact
that R is a sketch morphism, we conclude that RSπ is a limit diagram. Therefore,
since R is fully faithful and so it reflects limits, π itself must be a limit diagram.

Moreover, let us consider the situation when RS creates limits and S̃ is left
normal. We want to show that JS : S → Ŝ sends any cone in LS to a limit cone in
Ŝc (i.e. S is left rounded). We recall that JS ∼= RSPS, so any π ∈ LS is sent by JS
to RSPSπ. Now, since PS is a sketch morphism and S̃ is left normal by hypothesis,
then PSπ must be a limit. Therefore, since RS creates limits, RSPSπ ∼= JSπ is a
limit as well as required. �

Remark 5.0.5. In all the examples that we are familiar with, R does indeed create
limits. In the next subsection (Example 5.1.1) we will display such examples.

Proposition 5.0.6. If S is a rounded sketch, then its left classifier Ŝ is rounded.

Proof. Let us start by identifying what being rounded means for Ŝ. Recall, as in

Remark 4.3.4, that the Yoneda embedding of Ŝ into its category of small presheaves
has a left adjoint,

P(Ŝ) Ŝ.

よS

L

⊤

This is a rephrasing of the fact that Ŝ is cocomplete (see [GL12, Proposition 2.2]).
It is easy to see that the orthogonality condition in Construction 4.2.1, for the case

of Ŝ is precisely that given by the adjunction above, so that
ˆ̂
S is nothing but Ŝ.

Thus – because in this case J
Ŝ

is naturally isomorphic to the identity of Ŝ – to be

rounded, coincides with the requirement Ŝ is (right) normal, which follows on the
spot from Proposition 5.0.3. �
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Remark 5.0.7 (Compatibility à la Lack-Tendas). By inspecting the definition of
left roundedness one can see a similarity with that of compatibility by Lack and
Tendas [LT24, Definition 3.5]. It is indeed true that left roundedness encodes the
statement that limit cones in L are compatible with colimits cocones in C, in the
language of sketches. The precise sense in which this statement is true is formalized
by the theory of lex colimits (which is generalised by the notion of compatibility),
that we shall discuss in the next subsection.

5.1. Lex colimits are left rounded. This subsection is devoted to the most
common example of left roundedness, which is given by the general phenomenology
of lex colimits. In particular we study a very specific kind of sketch, these will be
categories S with finite limits and some specified family of cocones. Thus, the kind
of sketch structure we are confronted with is of the form S = (S, L,C), where L

contains precisely all finite limit diagrams.
The general aim of the subsection is to show that the theory developed by Garner

and Lack in [GL12] embeds in that of rounded sketches. Before doing so, we start
with a simpler example that requires less technology and whose behavior contains
the blueprint of the main proposition of the subsection (Proposition 5.1.6).

Example 5.1.1 (Lex sites are rounded sketches). Recall that a lex site (C, J) is the
data of a lex category C, equipped with a Grothendieck pretopology J . Following
[Joh02a, D2.1.4(g)], we can transform every lex site into a lex sketch, so that this
construction produces a 2-functor, sitelex → sktlex. Now, recall the discussion in
Example 4.2.2, where we observed that Construction 4.2.1 is nothing but computing
the topos of sheaves over (C, J). This means, in particular, that in the diagram
below,

S Psh(S)

Ŝ

よ

IL
JS

⊣
:=

the reflector L is left exact, because it coincides with the sheafification functor,
which is a rephrasing of the fact that the sketch associated to (C, J) is rounded.
The diagram below witnesses the fact that the inclusion of lex sites actually lands
in rounded (lex) sketches.

rsktlex

sitelex sktlex
i

Corollary 5.1.2. Also the 2-functor Topoi◦ → Skt lands in rounded sketches.

Proof. This is a corollary of the previous example, when we consider a topos as a
canonical site for itself equipped with the canonical topology.

MSitelex

Topoi◦ Sktlex

iJcan

�

Example 5.1.3 (λ-Topoi à la Espíndola as left rounded sketches). Similarly to
Corollary 5.1.2 and Example 4.0.4, the 2-functor Topoi

op

λ → Skt lands in rounded
sketches. The proof of this fact technically does not appear in the literature, so we
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shall say something about it. Similarly to the standard case, a λ-topos is a λ-site
for itself, this follows from the usual proof ([Joh02a, C2.3.9] and [Joh02a, C2.2.7])
the only λ-aspect of it is whether the canonical topology is a λ-topology. That is
precisely the definition of a λ-topos. Then, the fact that the sheafification functor
is λ-lex (which ensures that the sketch associated to a λ-topos is rounded) follows
[EK23, Prop 3.6].

We are now ready to discuss the theory of lex colimits. In the construction below
we shall recall what is needed to deliver our result, but we assume some familiarity
with the content of [GL12].

Construction 5.1.4 (From exact categories to lex sketches). Let Φ be a class
of lex-weights, i.e. a collection of functors φ : Dop → Cat, with each D small and
finitely complete. We will denote with Φ-ex the category of Φ-exact categories (see
[GL12, Section 3]). Similarly to Example 1.1.8 we can construct a 2-functor as
below.

IΦ : Φ-ex → sktlex

Precisely, given a Φ-exact category C we can send this to the sketch IΦC defined:

• as underlying category we take C itself;
• we define the limit part LIΦC as all (essentially small) limit diagrams;
• as colimit part CIΦC we take all the colimit diagrams specified by Φ, i.e. we

define CIΦC as follows

CIΦC := {El(ϕ) → D
D
−→ C | with D lex andϕ ∈ Φ}.

We recall that a morphism F : C → D in Φ-ex (see [GL12, Page 12]) is a functor
which preserves finite limits and the colimits specified by Φ. This is the same as
saying that the functor F is a sketch morphism from IΦC to IΦD.

Remark 5.1.5. We underline that, even if there is a forgetful functor Φ-ex → lex,
the 2-functor IΦ defined in Construction 5.1.4 does not factor through the functor
lex → skt defined in Example 1.1.8. The situation is – by no coincidence – identical
to that displayed in point (e) of Example 1.1.8.

Φ-ex lex

skt

IΦ

Proposition 5.1.6. The 2-functor IΦ : Φ-ex → skt defined in Construction 5.1.4
factors through the 2-category rSkt of rounded sketches.

Proof. Let us recall that in [GL12, Section 7, Page 31] they define, for any class of
lex-weights Φ and any small lex-category C, PΦC as the full subcategory of Psh(C)
spanned by functors F : C

◦ → Set sending any Φ∗-lex-colimit in C to a limit in Set.
Therefore, using the characterisation of the underlying category of the left sketch
classifier given in Proposition 4.2.3, it follows that if we start with a small Φ-exact

category C, then the underlying category of ÎΦC is exactly PΦC. Then, [GL12,

Proposition 7.3] says that L : Psh(C) → ÎΦC = PΦC preserves finite limits. Since

the Yoneda embedding preserves limits, the functor JIΦC = Lよ: C → ÎΦC = PΦ

preserves finite limits. We conclude that IΦC is rounded, since cones in LIΦC are
precisely finite limit diagrams, which are sent to limit diagrams by L.

�

It is interesting to notice that [GL12, Corollary 7.4] corresponds in our setting to
the fact that JIΦC is a sketch morphism. We will show more connections between
our theory and the one of lex-colimits in the last section.
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Remark 5.1.7 (First order doctrines are rounded sketches). Finally, recall from
[GL12, Sec. 5] that all the Example 1.1.8 are indeed 2-categories of Φ-exact cate-
gories, and their associated sketch structure clearly coincides with that described
in Construction 5.1.4, thus we obtain that all the 2-functors presented in Exam-
ple 1.1.8 land in rounded sketches.

coh reg lex prod

rsktlex

6. Logoi

The word logos has an eventful history in category theory. Let us start by framing
the evolution of the use of such word. As a general statement, each fragment of
first order logic has a name: equational, regular, disjunctive, coherent, geometric,
etc. Among category theorists these are called doctrines (of first order logic).

The first use of the word logos was suggested by Freyd and Scedrov in [FS90].
Nowadays we would call Heyting category what they call logos and the fragment of
logic they capture is intuitionistic first order logic. This choice did not have much
success in the literature, and nowadays the name Heyting category seems more
appropriate as it does not put intuitionistic first order logic in such a central (and
hard to justify) role.

It was later suggested by Joyal, and strongly popularized by his collaboration
with Anel [AJ21], that a logos should be an object in the opposite 2-category of
topoi. This point of view emphasise on the logico-geometric duality of topos theory,
and chooses some evocative name to refer to geometric logic.

Our feeling is that as much as the word topos was chosen to refer to a quite
general notion of place, the word logos should be used to refer to a quite broad
notion of theory, which is not restricted to any fragment of first order logic. In this
sense, both Anel-Joyal’s choice (which stresses on the relevance of geometric logic)
and Freyd-Scedrov’s choice seem not general enough.

For example, λ-topoi in the sense of Espíndola [Esp19, EK23] offer classifying
objects for λ-geometric logic, and we would like to have a theory where they can be
considered logoi too. And even more, we would want a framework that a priori can
encompass any variation of infinitary first order logic that comes to mind, beyond
those of geometric taste. Of course the theory of left sketches offers the perfect
environment where all λ-topoi interact at the same time (Example 4.0.4).

Topoiop Topoi
op
ℵ1

... Topoi
op
λ ...

LSkt

Yet, we also need to account for the Giraud-like axioms that these left sketches
have to verify, and this will be taken into account via the technology developed
in the previous section. So, for us, a logos is the generic semantics of some first
order theory sitting in some fragment of first order logic, in a spectrum that spans
from (finitary) equational to λ-geometric logic (in the sense of Espíndola), without
making any commitment on the specific fragment (as long as first order). The main
result of the section is Theorem 6.1.2, which provides a Diaconescu-type theorem
for (left) rounded sketches and logoi that fully generalises Diaconescu theorem for
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topoi, and any possible geralization of it for λ-topoi (which for the moment is not
in the literature).

Definition 6.0.1 (Logos). A logos S is a left rounded left sketch.

We define the 2-categories log, LogM and Log as the full sub-2-categories of skt,
SktM and Skt with objects small, Morita small and locally small logoi.

In most of the relevant examples of this paper, a logos will be Morita small.
Nonetheless, this assumption is often not needed to show the most relevant proper-
ties of logoi.

This section is, almost by definition, pretty much about the intersection of the
previous two sections. From a technical point of view, there is not much that
remains to be proven, the main aim of the section is to state the version of Dia-
conescu theorem for logoi and rounded sketches (Theorem 6.1.2) and make some
final considerations on the notion of logos.

Corollary 6.0.2. Logoi are normal sketches.

Proof. Because they are left rounded we know that their left classifier is normal
(Proposition 5.0.3). Because they are left, they coincide with their left classifier
(Remark 4.5.3), hence they are normal. �

Remark 6.0.3 (A simpler definition of logos?). It follows from the corollary above
and the definition of logos, that a left Morita small logos is the same as a couple
(L, L) where L is a locally presentable category and L is a class of diagrams that
are compatible (in the sense of Remark 5.0.7 and Definition 5.0.1) with all colimits.
A morphism of logoi then is nothing but a cocontinuous functor (or a left adjoint –
by the adjoint functor theorem –) preserving the specified collection of limits.

Example 6.0.4 (Topoi à la Anel-Joyal and λ-Topoi à la Espìndola). Of course the
2-category of logoi à la Anel-Joyal (which is just the opposite of the 2-category of
Topoi) embeds fully faithfully into Logoi. This follows directly from Example 4.0.3
and Corollary 5.1.2. Similarly to the case of topoi, λ-topoi are logoi by Exam-
ple 4.0.4 and Example 5.1.3. This observation finally gives us the diagram that
appeared in the introduction of the paper. More is true, all the resulting logoi are
left Morita small, almost by definition of topos.

Topoiop Topoi
op
ℵ1

... Topoi
op
λ ...

LogM

6.1. Classifying logoi. Finally we can present our notion of classifying logos for
a rounded sketch. Most of the work was done in the previous sections, and thus
this subsection will be dedicated to mostly state the desired results and round off
the work.

Notation 6.1.1 (Logoi of fake sheaves over a rounded sketch). Let S be a left

rounded small sketch. We may call its left classifier Ŝ the category of fake sheaves
over S, or – more conceptually – the classifying logos of S. The reason for this
choice of name is essentially explained by our pet example of sites and topoi.

Theorem 6.1.2 (Diaconescu for Logoi). LogM is (bi)reflective in rSktM.

rSktM LogM

U

Cl[−]

⊤
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Proof. The idea of this theorem is to restrict the (bi)adjunction of Theorem 4.3.5 to

rounded sketches. First of all, let us define the pseudofunctor Cl[−] : rSktM → LogM.
The only thing that we have to notice is that the left classifier of a rounded sketch
is a logos since it is left by construction and it is rounded by Proposition 5.0.6.
Hence, since the inclusions rSktM →֒ SktM and LogM →֒ LSktM are fully faithful,
ˆ(−) restricts to Cl[−] := ˆ(−) : rSktM → LogM.

SktM LSktM

rSktM LogM
Cl[−]

ˆ(−)

UL

U

⊤

?

Finally, it is enough to notice that the vertical inclusions are fully faithful, and

therefore the (bi)adjunction above ˆ(−) ⊣ UL (from Theorem 4.3.5) restricts to one
below Cl[−] ⊣ J . We show it explicitly through the chain of equivalences below,

with S ∈ rSktM and T ∈ LogM.

rSkt(S, JT) ∼= SktM(S, ULT) ≃ LSktM(Ŝ,T) ∼= LogM(Cl[S],T) 10

�

Remark 6.1.3 (One Diaconescu to rule them all). Let us conclude the paper with
some remarks on the Diaconescu’s theorem above. Of course, our result recovers the
original Diaconescu Theorem, but also encodes [GL12, Theorem 7.5], as summarised
in the diagram below. Notice that every Φ-exact category admits a site structure
making the diagram (not considering the dashed arrows) below commutative.

Φ-ex MSite rSktM

∞-ExM Topoiop LogM

PΦ
Sh

Cl[−]
J

JU ⊣ ⊣ ⊣

Let us clarify that the leftmost part of the diagram above is imprecise and not
present in the literature. Indeed [GL12, Theorem 7.5] only provides a relative
adjunction (due to size issues), so that there is no functor U : ∞-Ex → Φ-ex going
from bottom to top. By adapting the results in [GL12] to Morita small exact
categories, one would obtain such a functor and the discussion would carry.

6.2. Anatomy of a
✘
✘
✘topos logos. As we mentioned in the previous sections, the

theory of logoi was designed to offer a more general framework than that of topoi,
one that could provide a treatment of more expressive logics. As a side product
of this effort, we get a better understanding of what properties of a topos allow
for some very important constructions. We shall end the paper with this brief
subsection, highlighting three situations in which the 2-category of topoi behaves
significantly better than the 2-category of (Morita small) logoi.

10With abuse of notation we will write ULT for the forgetful 2-functor LogM → SktM, which
can be obtained by J followed by the inclusion rSktM →֒ SktM or by postcomposing the inclusion
LogM →֒ LSktM with UL.
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Remark 6.2.1 (Modular logoi). Recall that by Remark 6.0.3 a logos L can be
understood as the specification of a cocomplete category, and a family L of limits
that are exact. Let Φ be a collection of diagrams. Define

LogΦ →֒ Log

as the full sub 2-category of those logoi that contain Φ-limits as part of the exact
family L. For instance, the the 2-category of topoi is contained in LogΦ for Φ the
family of finite limits. The bigger Φ is, the more properties LogΦ has. In the next
subsections we will consider when Φ consists of reflexive equalisers, pullbacks and
finite product, taking inspiration from the case of topoi, where of course these limits
are included in the class Φ.

6.2.1. Reflexive equalisers: the (localization, conservative) factorization system. The
2-category of topoi has a well-known factorization system given by geometric surjec-
tions and geometric embeddings [Joh02a, A4.2]. Its dual, in the opposite 2-category
is given by (localization, conservative). Let us briefly recall how (and why) it works.
Consider a cocontinuous lex functor f∗ : E → F between topoi. Then, one can fac-
torize it as follows.

E F

Coalg(f∗f∗)

f∗

U∗

fQ∗

f

It is well known that Coalg(f∗f∗) is a Grothendieck topos, and it is clear that
the forgetful functor U∗

f is cocontinuous, lex and conservative. The functor Q∗

f is
induced by the universal property of the category of coalgebras, and is a localiza-
tion, in the sense that its right adjoint is fully faithful. This factorization is then
essentially unique because every conservative cocontinuous lex functor is comonadic.
This fact follows directly for the fact that it is lex, and thus the condition in Beck
(co)monadicity theorem is trivially verified. Now, the two notions of morphism that
participate to this factorization are perfectly available in the 2-category of logoi.

Definition 6.2.2 (Conservative morphisms and localizations). Let F : L → T be
a morphism of Morita small logoi.

• F is a conservative morphism of logoi if its underlying functor is conserva-
tive and faithful.

• F is a localization if its right adjoint11 is fully faithful.

The same construction, i.e. using Coalg, will lead to a factorization of a mor-
phism of logoi into a localization followed by a conservative functor. Yet, in full
generality, because morphisms of logoi are not required to preserve reflexive equal-
izers, this factorization will not be essentially unique and thus this orthogonal
factorization system will not be available in the 2-category of logoi, unless some
restriction on the notion of morphism is made.

Using the notation in Remark 6.2.1, we expect this factorisation system to be
available in LogΦ with Φ the reflexive equalisers.

6.2.2. Pullbacks: back to the lemme de comparison. Let S → T be a dense functor
into a logos. In Section 4.4, we have discussed that (in full generality) there is no
way to equip S with a sketch structure so that T is the logos of fake sheaves over
that structure. This is because in general, the functor lanよF , constructed in the
discussion at the end of Section 4.4, may not preserve pullbacks. Thus there is no

11We recall that a morphism between Morita small logoi is automatically a left adjoint, see
Remark 6.0.3.
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way to transform the orthogonality class into a sketch structure. Of course, when
T is a topos and F is flat, the Kan extension in question will preserve pullbacks,
and thus one obtains a satisfying version of the lemme de comparison.

Using the notation in Remark 6.2.1, we expect a version of the lemme de com-
parison to be available in LogΦ with Φ the pullbacks.

6.2.3. Finite products: what is an open morphism of logoi? In the introduction we
have mentioned that one of the motivations for this paper is to generalize the work
of [Pit83b, Pit83a] to other fragments of logic. In order to do so though, we will still
need some notion of open morphism of logoi. For the case of topoi, we know that
a geometric morphism is open when its inverse image f∗ preserves exponentials.

Unfortunately, because in a logos L the reflector P(L) → L̂ may not preserve finite
products, there is no guarantee that L will be cartesian closed (see [Day72]). Thus
we do not have a natural way to generalise the notion of open geometric morphism
to the context of logoi, unless we restrict to those logoi such that the reflector
preserve finite products.

Using the notation in Remark 6.2.1, we expect a satisfying notion of open mor-
phism to be available in LogΦ with Φ the finite products.
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Appendix A. Names and Symbols

Symbol Meaning Reference

S a sketch Definition 1.1.2

S the underlying category of a sketch Definition 1.1.2

L,C a class of (co/)cones Definition 1.1.2

D : I → skt a diagram in skt Notation 2.1.3

SD exponential sketch Construction 3.0.1

S⊠D Benson’s tensor product Construction 3.0.2

(C, J) a site Example 1.1.10

Ŝ Left sketch classifier of S Construction 4.2.1

S̃ Left normalization of S Construction 4.5.1

U some forgetful functor

Symbol Meaning Reference

skt small sketches Definition 1.1.5

Skt large and locally small sketches12 Definition 1.1.5

sktl/sktc (respectively) limit and colimit sketches Definition 1.1.5

SktM Morita small sketches13 Definition 1.2.4

LSkt Left sketches Definition 4.0.1

lnskt Left normal sketches Definition 1.1.2

rskt rounded sketches Definition 5.0.1

lex small categories with finite limits Example 1.1.8(b)

sites small sites Example 1.1.10

siteslex small sites with underlying lex category14 Example 1.1.10
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12Upper cases are always used to jump from small to large and locally small
13The apex (−)M is always used to carve out Morita small objects.
14The apex (−)lex is always used to carve out lex objects.
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