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A WIDE CLASS OF EXAMPLES OF PRETORSION THEORIES AND

RELATED REMARKS

ZURAB JANELIDZE

Abstract. In this paper we construct a wide class of examples of pretorsion theories in the sense
of A. Facchini, C. Finocchiaro, and M. Gran. Given a category C with a terminal object 1 and a
category D with an initial object 0, we show that (C× 0,1×D) is a pretorsion theory in C×D if
and only if each morphism 0 → C in C is a monomorphism, and each morphism D → 1 in D is an
epimorphism. Here 0 denotes the set of initial objects in D and 1 denotes the set of terminal objects
in C. We then remark that the result generalised to products of arbitrary pretorsion theories.

1. Introduction

In a category C, a pretorsion theory in the sense of [3] is a pair (T ,F) of full replete subcategories
of C, such that for the ideal of morphisms that factor through objects in the intersection Z = T ∩F ,
the following conditions hold:

(T1) Every morphism from an object in T to an object in F is a null morphism, i.e., factors
through an object in Z.

(T2) Every object C of C is part of a short-exact sequence, i.e., a sequence T → C → F of
morphisms such that T → C is a kernel of C → F and conversely, C → F is a cokernel of
T → C.

Here kernels and cokernels are relative to the ideal N of morphisms that factor through an object
in Z. These are by now well-established notions (see [3] and the references there), so we do not
recall them here.

The notion of a pretorsion theory is a vast generalisation of the classical notion of torsion theory
in an abelian category introduced in [2]. There are various intermediate generalisations in the
literature — see [3, 6] and the references there. In [3], it is shown that the notion of a pretorsion
theory is highly versatile in the sense that, on one hand, many properties can be deduced from the
simple definition, and on the other hand, there seems to be a big variety of examples.

In this paper we describe a wide class of examples of pretorsion theories which strongly makes
use of the full generality of the notion of a pretorsion theory defined in [3]. The nature of these
examples is then clarified using products of pretorsion theories. We conclude with a couple of
remarks motivating the study of the category of pretorsion theories (with varying underlying
category).

2. The special case

In the notation used in the Abstract, let us explore what it takes for (C × 0, 1 × D) to be a
pretorsion theory in the sense of [3]. Note that:

• C× 0 and 1× D are each closed under isomorphisms in C× D.
• The intersection Z = (C×0)∩ (1×D) = 1×0 consists of all (T, I), where T is a terminal
object in C and I is an initial object in D.

• Therefore, a morphism (A, I) → (T,B) with (A, I) ∈ C× 0 and (T,B) ∈ 1 × D is always
null (i.e., it factorizes through an object in Z, namely, through (T, I)).
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2 ZURAB JANELIDZE

So, for (C × 0, 1 × D) to be a pretorsion theory, it is necessary and sufficient that every object
(C,D) is part of a short exact sequence:

(1) (X, I)
(m1,m2)// (C,D)

(e1,e2) // (T, Y )

where I ∈ 0 and T ∈ 1. We note that (1) is a short exact sequence if and only if the following
conditions hold:

(E1) (m1, m2) is a monomorphism.
(E2) (e1, e2) is an epimorphism.
(E3) The composite (e1, e2) ◦ (m1, m2) is null; indeed it is, as it factors through (I, T ) ∈ Z.
(E4) Whenever a composite (e1, e2) ◦ (u1, u2) is null, we have (u1, u2) = (m1, m2) ◦ (u′

1, u
′

2) for
some u′

1, u
′

2.
(E5) Whenever a composite (v1, v2) ◦ (m1, m2) is null, we have (v1, v2) = (v′1, v

′

2) ◦ (e1, e2) for
some v′1, v

′

2.

We prove the following:

Lemma 2.1. The diagram (1) in C × D, where I ∈ 0 and T ∈ 1, is a short exact sequence if
and only if m1 is an isomorphism, m2 is a monomorphism, e1 is an epimorphism and e2 is an
isomorphism.

Proof. First, we make some general observations:

(G) (f1, f2) is a monomorphism/epimorphism if and only if so are each fi.

Now, suppose (1) is a short exact sequence. (G) together with (E1-2) leave us to show that m1 is
a split epimorphism and symmetrically, e2 is a split monomorphism. Thanks to commutativity of
the right-hand side square below and (E4), we get a commutative triangle on the left:

(X, I)
(m1,m2)// (C,D)

(e1,e2) // (T, Y )

(C, I)

(u′

1
,1I)

dd❍
❍

❍

❍

❍

❍

❍

❍

❍

❍

❍

(1C ,m2)

OO

(e1,1I )
// (T, I)

(1T ,e2m2)

OO

Then m1u
′

1 = 1C , proving that m1 is a split epimorphism. That e2 is a split monomorphism can
be proved similarly (with a dual-symmetric argument).

For the converse, suppose all the assumptions stated for mi, ei in the lemma hold. It is not
difficult to see that since m1 and e2 are isomorphisms, without loss of generality we can assume
that they are actually identity morphisms. So the sequence (1) becomes the top line of the following
diagram:

(C, I)
(1C ,m2) // (C,D)

(e1,1D)
// (T,D)

(U1, U2)

(u1,u2)

OO

(e1u1,d)
//

(u1,d)

dd■
■

■

■

■

■

(T, I)

(1T ,m2)

OO

(E1-2) hold by (G) and we already know (E3) holds. To prove (E4), suppose (e1, 1D) ◦ (u1, u2)
factors through an object in Z. Without loss of generality, we can assume that this object is
(T, I). This gives the rest of the above diagram of solid arrows. Now, (u1, u2) indeed factors
through (1C , m2) as required in (E3): look at the dashed arrow in the diagram above. The proof
of (E5) is similar. �

We are ready to prove the result announced in the abstract:
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Theorem 2.2. (C × 0, 1 × D) is a pretorsion theory if and only if every morphism C → 1 in C

is an epimorphism and every morphism 0 → D in D is a monomorphism.

Proof. Suppose (C × 0, 1 × D) is a pretorsion theory. Then any object (C,D) is part of a short
exact sequence, which by Lemma 2.1 can be written out as

(C, 0)
(1C ,m2)// (C,D)

(e1,1D)
// (1, D)

where m2 : C → D is a monomorphism and e1 : C → 1 is an epimorphism. To prove the converse,
we can apply Lemma 2.1 again and use the above sequence for each (C,D). Thanks to the
discussion at the start of the section, this would conclude the proof. �

So in such pretorsion theory, the “torsion part” of an object (C,D) is given by (C, 0), whereas
the “torsion-free part” is given by (1, D).

Remark 2.3. The property that every morphism going out from an initial object 0 is a monomor-
phism, under the presence of a terminal object 1, is equivalent to the property that the unique
morphism 0 → 1 is a monomorphism. This is a useful generalisation of pointedness in categorical
algebra, first emphasized in [1] (see also [4]).

Example 2.4. Let C = Setop and D = Set. We can think of objects (X, Y ) in Setop × Set

as sets having two types of elements: positive elements (elements of Y ) and negative elements
(elements of X). To emphasize this intuition, we can write Y − X for (X, Y ). Theorem 2.2 is
applicable here, since ∅ → S is an injective function, for any set S. The torsion objects in the
corresponding pretorsion theory are negative sets, i.e., sets having only negative elements, while
torsion-free objects are positive sets, i.e., sets having only positive elements. The short exact
sequence that every object Y −X fits into identified the “subset” ∅ −X of Y −X consisting of
negative elements, and the subset Y −∅ of X − Y consisting of positive elements:

∅−X // Y −X // Y −∅

3. Thin pretorsion theories

As shown in [3], the torsion and the torsion-free part of an object are, in general, unique (up
to canonical isomorphisms). In our case, the reverse is also two: two objects having isomorphic
torsion and torsion-free pair of objects will necessarily be isomorphic. Indeed, a much stronger
property holds.

Definition 3.1. Call a pretorsion theory (T ,F) in a category C a thin pretorsion theory, when
the functor C → T × F which assigns to each object X the pair (t(X), f(X)) of its torsion and
torsion-free part1, is an equivalence of categories.

That our pretorsion theories are thin is obvious after observing that the functor C → T × F
from the definition above is the equivalence

T × F : C× D → (C× 0)× (1× D),

where T and F are equivalences given by T (C) = (C, 0) and F (D) = (1, D).

1See [?] for the constructions of the functors f and t.



4 ZURAB JANELIDZE

4. The general case

Our construction of a pretorsion theory can be generalised significantly, as witnessed by the
following results.

Lemma 4.1. For any category C having a terminal object, the pair (C, 1) where 1 is the class of
terminal objects in C, is a pretorsion theory if and only if every morphism to the terminal object
is an epimorphism. Such torsion theories are thin.

Proof. This lemma has a simple direct proof. However, we can also derive it from Theorem 2.2.
Consider the trivial category 0 = {∗} and apply Theorem 2.2 to C and D = 0. Then we obtain
that every morphism to the terminal object in C is an epimorphism if and only if (C×{∗}, 1×{∗})
is a pretorsion theory in C×{∗}. The statement of the lemma then follows thanks to the canonical
isomorphism C ≈ C× {∗}. �

Dually and symmetrically, we have:

Lemma 4.2. For any category D having an initial object, the pair (0,D), where 0 is the class of
initial objects in D, is a pretorsion theory if and only if every morphism from the initial object is
a monomorphism. Such torsion theories are thin.

Theorem 2.2 is then a consequence of the two lemmas above and the following result, the proof
of which we omit since it is a simple routine, especially after seing the proof of Theorem 2.2.

Theorem 4.3. Consider a non-empty family C = (Ci)i∈I of non-empty categories and a family
(Ti,Fi)i∈I of pairs of categories. The pair

(ΠT ,ΠF) =

(

∏

i∈I

Ti,
∏

i∈I

Fi

)

is a pretorsion theory in ΠC =
∏

i∈I Ci if and only if each (Ti,Fi) is a pretorsion theory in Ci.
Moreover, each of these pretorsion theories is thin if and only if the former one is.

Proof. Firstly, we remark that when either of the two conditions hold, each Ti,Fi are non-empty.
So without loss of generality we may assume that these categories are non-empty from the onset.
Under this assumption, each Ti,Fi are full replete subcategories of Ci if and only if ΠT ,ΠF are
full replete subcategories of ΠC.

We have:
ΠT ∩ ΠT = Πi∈I(Ti ∩ Fi).

This implies that a morphism is null in ΠC if and only if it is null in each Ci. So null-morphisms
in ΠC are component-wise. This clearly guarantees that (T1) holds for (ΠT ,ΠF) if and only
if it holds for each (Ti,Fi). To guarantee the same for (T2) it suffices to show that short exact
sequences in ΠC are also component-wise (an analogue, and in fact a generalisation of Lemma 2.1).
It is easy to see that if each

Ti

mi // Ci

ei // Fi

is a short exact sequence, then so is

(Ti)i∈I
(mi)i∈I// (Ci)i∈I

(ei)i∈I // (Fi)i∈I .

Conversely, suppose the above is a short exact sequence. To show that the previous sequence is
also short exact for some i ∈ I, consider a morphism ui : Ui → C such that eiui is null. Define
Uj = Tj when j 6= i and uj = mj when j 6= i. Then the composite (ei)i∈I(ui)i∈I is null. This
results in a factorisation of (ui)i∈I through (mi)i∈I , and hence a factorisation of ui through mi.
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By the fact that being a monomorphism is a component-wise property and duality, we obtain the
desired: that the sequence at i shown above is short exact.

Next, we prove that thinness is preserved and reflected under products. It is easy to see that the
functor K : ΠC → ΠT × ΠF that assigns to each objects its torsion and torsion-free part can be
built component-wise using similar functors at each Ki. In fact, we have a commutative diagram

ΠC
K //

Πi∈I(Ki) &&▼▼
▼

▼

▼

▼

▼

▼

▼

▼

▼

ΠT ×ΠF

L

��
Πi∈I(Ti × Fi)

where L is an isomorphism. SoK will be an equivalence if and only if each Ki is an equivalence. �

Between Theorem 2.2 and the theorem above, there is also the following interesting intermediate
result.

Theorem 4.4. For a category C, its full replete subcategory 1, and a category D with a full replete
subcategory 0, the pair (C × 0, 1 × D) is a pretorsion theory in C × D if and only if 1 is an
epireflective subcategory of C and 0 is a monocoreflective subcategory of D. Such torsion theories
are thin.

This theorem is a consequence of the previous one and the following lemma along with its
symmetric dual, which generalize the two lemmas given above.

Lemma 4.5. For any category C, a pair (C, 1) is a pretorsion theory in C if and only if 1 is a
full replete epireflective subcategory of C. Every such torion theory is thin.

Example 4.6. Consider the category SetRel of sets and relations between sets as morphisms. Then
(SetRel,SetRel) is a pretorsion theory (it can be obtained by Lemma 4.5). Apply Theorem 4.3 to get
a pretorsion theory which is the product of this pretorsion theory with the one from Example 2.4.
Objects of the resulting category can be thought of as sets having three types of elements: negative,
positive (as in Example 2.4), and neutral (those contributed by SetRel). Torsion part of an object
can be obtained by discarding the positive elements, while torsion-free part by discarding the
negative elements.

5. Concluding remarks

The product construction exhibited in Theorem 4.3 can easily be realised as a product in a
suitable category of pretorsion theories. Define a morphism of pretorsion theories (C, T ,F) →
(C′, T ′,F ′) to be a functor M : C → C′ that preserves torsion and torsion-free objects, as well those
short exact sequences where the left object is torsion and the right object is torsion-free. We leave
exploration of this category, as well the relation to its subcategory of thin pretorsion theories for
future work. We only make two remarks here that should be useful for such exploration:

• It seems that the category of pretorsion theories (or more widely, of multi-pointed torsion
theories), itself has a useful pretorsion theory, where the torsion pretorsion theories are of
the form (C, C,F), i.e., precisely those captured by Lemma 4.5, while torsion-free pretorsion
theories are their symmetric duals, i.e., of the form (C, T , C).

• One must perhaps consider a wider category of multi-pointed torsion theories, defined in a
similar way as pretorsion theories, but using instead a quadruple (C, T ,F ,N ) where N is
any ideal and is used in the place of the ideal of morphisms factoring through objects in
T ∩ F .
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The term “multi-pointed” comes from [5], where it is used to refer to a category equipped with
an ideal of morphisms. Coincidentally, it is used in [6] as well, where a notion of torsion theory
suggested above is introduced, however, with a few restrictions:

(T0) N is a required to be a “closed ideal”, which means that a morphism belongs to N if and
only if it factors through an object whose identity morphism belongs to N .

(T3) Every identity morphism is required to have a kernel and a cokernel.

It is then shown in [6] (see Corollary 2.3 there) that the objects whose identity is a null morphism
are precisely those that are both torsion and torsion-free. So pretorsion theories in the sense of
[3] can be seen as torsion theories in multi-pointed categories in the sense of [6] where (T3) is
dropped. We suggest to drop (T0) as well.

The examples presented in this paper take advantage of dropping (T3). For instance, neither
Example 2.4 nor Example 4.6 satisfy (T3) for the simple reason that in the category of sets, non-
empty sets do not admit a morphism to the empty set (see also Remark 7.3 in [3]). The property
(T3) behaves with products similarly to the other properties, so if a pretorsion theory does not
satisfy (T3) neither will its product with another pretorsion theory (irrespective of whether the
latter has the property (T3) or not).
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