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COVERAGES AND GROTHENDIECK TOPOSES

EMILIO MINICHIELLO*

AssTrRACT. These notes detail the basics of the theory of Grothendieck toposes from the viewpoint
of coverages. Typically one defines a site as a (small) category equipped with a Grothendieck
topology. However, it is often desirable to generate a Grothendieck topology from a smaller struc-
ture, such as a Grothendieck pretopology, but these require some pullbacks to exist in your un-
derlying category. There is an even more light-weight structure one can generate a Grothendieck
topology from called a coverage. Coverages don’t require any limits or colimits to exist in the
underlying category.

We prove in detail several results about coverages, such as closing coverages under refinement
and composition, to be what we call a saturated coverage, which doesn’t change its category of
sheaves. We show that Grothendieck topologies are in bijection with saturated coverages. We
give an explicit description of the saturated coverage and the Grothendieck topology generated
from a coverage.

We furthermore give a readable account of some of the most important parts of Grothendieck
topos theory, with an emphasis placed on coverages. These include constructing sheafification
using the plus construction and also in “one go,” the equivalence between left exact localizations
of presheaf toposes and saturated coverages, morphisms of sites using the fully general notion of
covering flatness, points of a Grothendieck topos and Giraud’s theorem. We show that Giraud’s
theorem is equivalent to Rezk’s notion of weak descent. Also included is a section devoted to
many examples of sites and Grothendieck toposes appearing in the literature, and appendices
covering set theory and category theory background, localization and locally presentable cate-
gories.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The theory of sheaves has become a widely-used and powerful tool in modern mathematics.
Sheaves were first developed by Jean Leray in a prison camp during World War II, see the
wonderful article [Mil00] for more history of the origins of sheaf theory. Their original area
of application was algebraic topology, but before long the influence of sheaf theory spread to
other areas, especially algebraic geometry. Grothendieck took the theory of sheaves to new
heights, inventing the concept of what is now known as a Grothendieck topology. This notion
was then central to the definition of étale cohomology in algebraic geometry, which was itself
key to proving the Weil conjectures.

Today, sheaf theory has expanded horizontally, in the sense that it is being applied to ever
more areas of mathematics and science [Ros22; KPR20; HG20; Curl4], and vertically, in the
sense of new developments in the theory of sheaves of spaces, i.e. higher topos theory [Lur09].

There are already the wonderful books [Joh02; MM12; Goll4] amongst many others re-
sources for the subject of topos theory. So I must justify why I wrote these notes. As a PhD
student, I studied diffeological spaces, which are a certain generalization of smooth manifolds.
It turns out that the category of diffeological spaces is equivalent to the category of concrete
sheaves on the site of open subsets of cartesian spaces (see Example 8.50).

I wanted to study these diffeological spaces using the modern machinery of higher topos
theory as in [Sch13]. However, there was a certain technical difficulty that presented itself.
There are many different sites that one can use that give equivalent categories of diffeological
spaces (see Example 8.50), but only one site (Example 8.29) had a particular property' that was
necessary for the homotopical theory of higher sheaves.

Most of the time in differential geometry, one studies a Grothendieck pretopology (Defini-
tion 8.11), from which it is easy to generate the resulting Grothendieck topology. But the site I
mentioned above, that I needed for homotopical reasons, was not a Grothendieck pretopology.
Instead it was merely a coverage. This made me realize that I really needed to better under-
stand the theory of coverages. However, nearly all of the theory of coverages I could find in the
literature was covered in three references [Joh02; Shul2; Low16].

In order to help myself understand this theory enough to write my PhD thesis, (which I was
able to achieve, it consisted of the two papers [Min24a; Min24b]) I decided to write these notes.
It helped me immensely, and I hope it can help you as well. My justification for writing these
notes consists of three points:

(1) most of the references on topos theory are very long, and as a graduate student I found
it quite difficult to navigate these massive texts to find the most important points. These
notes are meant to be short, and to be readable by motivated graduate students. Hence
I have included as many proofs as I could without extending the text massively, and
included as many details in the proofs as I could within reason.

(2) most of the references on topos theory focus extensively on Grothendieck topologies.
This is reasonable, as any coverage can be completed to a unique Grothendieck topol-
ogy. However, in the context of differential geometry, I really needed to be able to
manipulate the covering families directly. Doing this with Grothendieck topologies
can be a bit cumbersome. I felt that a detailed discussion with careful proofs of closing
coverages under desirable properties was missing from the literature.

(3) many of the most impressive applications of topos theory are to logic and algebraic
geometry. I felt it was time to make a text that avoided these well-known examples
and focus more on lesser-known areas of application, such as in differential geometry.
I included an extensive section of examples (Section 8) that I hope will be useful and
interesting.

!Briefly, many more simplicial presheaves tend to be co-stacks on (Cart, jgo0d) than on (Man, jemp), see [FSS11,
Remark 3.2.2], and also the former site has projective cofibrant Cech nerves for its covering families. This is a
very important technical convenience for working with the projective model structure on simplicial presheaves.
Furthermore the remarkable results [SS22, Lemma 3.3.29, Proposition 3.3.30], [Pav22, Proposition 4.13] hold for
the former site.
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For these notes I decided to focus particularly on material and subjects that I had the hardest
time pinning down. You will also see this reflected in the appendix material, which consists of
three subjects that I found vitally important but also somewhat more difficult to get a handle
on. My hope is that these notes will serve as a useful base of material for a young researcher
or graduate student to refer back to, and pave the way for learning about homotopical sheaf
theory.

Now let us briefly detail the different sections of these notes. In Section 2 we introduce
the main objects of study: coverages, presheaves and sheaves. In Section 4 we study how to
close arbitrary coverages under two closure operations: refinement closure and composition
closure. We prove that closing a coverage under these operations does not change its sheaves.
In Section 6 we discuss saturated coverages, which are precisely those coverages that are both
refinement closed and composition closed. We show that saturated coverages are in bijection
with Grothendieck topologies. In Section 7 we prove the Little Giraud Theorem (Theorem
7.18), that left exact localizations of presheaf toposes are equivalent to Grothendieck toposes.
We also give a detailed construction of sheafification using the plus construction applied twice,
and then also explain another construction which “sheafifies in one go.” In Section 8 we pro-
vide a long list of examples of sites, Grothendieck toposes and categories of concrete sheaves
that show up in the literature. We also discuss several ways to deal with the underlying site be-
ing a large category. In Section 9, we discuss morphisms between sites, using the most general
possible notion of covering flatness and prove the Comparison Lemma (Theorem 9.52). In Sec-
tion 10 we apply the theory of morphisms of sites to discuss points of sites and corresponding
points of Grothendieck toposes. In Section 11 we prove Giraud’s Theorem (Theorem 11.42),
which characterizes the conditions under which a category is a Grothendieck topos, and we
show that this is equivalent to the notion of weak descent. We give a little taste of how this
generalizes to the case of co-toposes. Finally we include three appendices: Appendix A covers
some background on set theory, category theory and presheaf toposes, Appendix B covers the
theory of localizations of categories, and Appendix C covers the theory of locally presentable
categories.

1.1. What’s been left out. The following topics have been left out of these notes.

(1) There is little to no mention of algebraic geometry in these notes. The reasoning for
this is due to my own ignorance on the subject, and because the wonderful resource the
Stacks Project [Jon25] already exists. We highly recommend the reader go there to learn
more.

(2) We do not cover Cech cohomology or sheaf cohomology of sites, you can find that in
[Jon25, Tag 01FQ)].

(3) We do not cover categorical logic or the use of Lawvere-Tierney topologies in these
notes. Both of these are important parts of topos theory, and are covered very well in
the following references [MM12; Gol14; Joh02; Lur18b; AB09].

1.2. What the reader should know. While we collect some helpful prerequisite information
in the appendices, in order to keep these notes to a reasonable size, we had to omit certain
topics from the appendices and make them assumed knowledge of the reader. Here we list
those topics and references for them.

Basic category theory: (co)limits, adjunctions, natural transformations, etc. [Riel7],
Coend Calculus [Lor21],

Tensoring and Powering [Riel4, Section 3.7],

the pasting lemma for pullbacks and pushouts [Baul2],

Cartesian Closure and Local Cartesian Closure [Hua22].

1.3. Conventions and Notation.

e We use a bold font C to denote named categories like Set. We use the font C for un-
named categories.

e We take as our set-theoretic foundation a pair U € V of Grothendieck universes, see
Section A.1. We call sets that are elements of U small and elements of V large.


https://stacks.math.columbia.edu/tag/01FQ
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e All categories C are understood to be locally small (have small hom-sets) and all sets
are understood to be small sets.

e We assume the law of excluded middle and the axiom of choice hold.

e The reader should be warned that we will not always cite the first reference where a
result or definition was given. Rather we will sometimes refer to what we consider to
be a readable reference which may then itself give the correct attribution of a result or
definition.

Acknowledgements. I want to thank my advisor Mahmoud Zeinalian, for introducing me to
the wonderful world of sheaves. I also want to thank Matt Cushman, Cheyne Glass and Dmitri
Pavlov for many helpful discussions about sheaves.

I also wish to acknowledge that these notes build heavily on the work of Peter Johnstone
[Joh02], Zhen Lin Low [Low16] and Michael Shulman [Shu12]. Without these three references,
these notes could not exist.

2. SITES AND SHEAVES

In this section, we introduce the main objects of study of these notes, sites and sheaves.

2.1. Coverages. The theory of sites is usually presented using Grothendieck topologies or pre-
topologies [MM12]. These are particular kinds of collections of covering morphisms. Here we
follow [Joh02] in using coverages. Coverages are more general collections of covering mor-
phisms than Grothendieck (pre)topologies. Their definition is simpler, and apply to more ex-
amples, but proving theorems using them is typically more difficult.

Definition 2.1. Let C be a category, and U € C. A family of morphisms (or family for short)
over U is a set of morphisms r = {r; : U; — U}, in C with codomain U. A refinement of a
family of morphisms t = {t; : V; — U}j¢; over U consists of a family of morphisms r = {r; : U; —
Ulier, a function a : I — J, which we call the index map of the refinement, and for each i € I
a map f; : U; — Vq(;), which we call the ith component of f, making the following diagram
commute:

U — 5 v

N A

If r is a refinement of ¢, with maps f; : U; — V;), then we write f : r — t. Let Fam(U) denote
the category whose objects are families over U and whose morphisms are refinements. We say
that r refines t, and write r < t if there exists a refinement f : r — ¢.

Notation 2.2. Given any object U € C, there always exist several families over U. Let @; denote
the empty family over U, and let y;; denote the maximal family over U, which consists of all
those morphisms with codomain U. If f : V — U is a morphism, then let (f) denote the
corresponding singleton family (f) ={f : V — U}.

Definition 2.3. If g: V — Uismapin Cand t = {t;: V; - V};; is a family on V, then let

£j g
g&(t)={V; > V> Uljg

denote the pushforward of t by g. This makes Fam into a (strict) functor Fam, : ¢ — Cat by
setting Fam,(g¢) = g. and that sends a refinement f : t — s to the refinement g.(f) : g.(t) — g.(s)
whose components agree with f. We can also pullback families in the following way. Given g
as above and r = {r; : U; — U} a family over U, let

={f:W->V|gfer}

This similarly makes Fam into a (strict) functor Fam™: C°P — Cat by setting Fam™(g) = g".
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Remark 2.4. In what follows we will often drop the indexing set from a family r = {r; : U; —
Ulier, referencing it by r or {r; : U; — U} when we wish to make the morphism names and
domains known.

Definition 2.5. A collection of families j on a small category C consists of a set j(U) for each
U e C, whose elements r € j(U) are families of morphisms over U. We write r € j to mean that
there exists some U € C such that r € j(U).

Definition 2.6. We say that a collection of families j on a small category C is a coverage if

e forevery U € C, (1y) € j(U), and?
e forevery U e C, re j(U)and map g: V — U in C, there exists a family ¢ € j(V) such
that g.(t) <r.
If j is a coverage on C, then we call families r € j(U) covering families over U. If a map
r; : U; = U belongs to a covering family r € j(U), then we say that 7; is a covering map. If C is
a small category, and j is a coverage on C, then we call the pair (C,j) a site. We also think of
j(U) as a poset, where r < r’ in j(U) if both r and r’ are covering families over U and there is a
refinement f :r — 1.

Remark 2.7. Unravelling Definition 2.6 means that for every U e C,re j(U),and g: V — U,
there exists a t € j(V) such that for every t; : V; — V in t there existsamap r; : U; - U in r and
amap s;: V; — U; in C making the following diagram commute:

v, — U

] I

VT>U

Example 2.8. Let je,; denote the collection of families on FinSet® where r = {r; : S; — Slies
belongs to jepi(S) if and only if r is jointly epimorphic, i.e. that } ;o7 : ) ifSi — S is an
epimorphism. Given amap g: T — S of sets, pulling back each r; gives a function

8 (Si) — S

g*m)l ’ irz-

and ) ;.; £"(r;) is an epimorphism. Indeed, if t € T, then there exists an i € I and an s; € S; such
that r;(s;) = g(t). Then }_;c; §*(ri)(£,s;) = t. Thus jep; forms a coverage on FinSet.

Example 2.9. Let X be a topological space and let O(X) denote the poset of open subsets of X,
where namely U < V if and only if U and V are open subsets of X and U C V. Let jx denote
the collection of families on ©O(X) such that jx(U) is the set of all open covers of an open
subset U, namely {U; C U} € jx(U) if |J; U; = U. This collection of families is a coverage.
Indeed, suppose that {U; C U} is an open cover of U and V < U is an open subset of U. Then
{(V.NU; € V}is an open cover of V, and VN U; < U; for every i € I. We call jx the open cover
coverage of X, and call (O(X), jx) the site associated with X.

Example 2.10. Now suppose that X is a topological space with topology 7, and let B be a basis
for 7 in the classical sense, namely B C 7 is a subcollection of open sets such that the elements of
B cover X and for every open set U and elements x € U, there exists a basis element B, € B such
that x € B, and B, C U. Let us show that B defines a coverage jg on O(X). If U € O(X), then
let j5(U) denote those open covers of U consisting only of elements in B (and also containing

’There are some versions of the definition of coverage in the literature that do not require this axiom, such as
[Joh02, Definition A.2.1.9], and there are some that do, such as [Low16, Definition A.2.8]. We include it for several
technical reasons that will become more apparent as we go along.

3here we let FinSet denote a small skeleton of the category of finite sets. Explicitly, let FinSet denote the category
whose objects are the sets [n] ={1,..., n} with [0] = @ and whose morphisms are functions.



6 COVERAGES AND GROTHENDIECK TOPOSES

the identity family (1y)). So if V C U is an open subset, and {B; C U} € jg(U), then every point
y € V belongs to some B;. So for every y € V there exists a basis element B, € B such that y € B,
and B, C VNB,. Then {B}},cy forms an open cover of V. Thus jg is a coverage on O(X). In fact,
if we let O(X, B) denote the full subcategory of O(X) only consisting of basis elements, then jp
also defines a coverage on this category by the same argument.

Example 2.11. Given a small category C, there are several canonical coverages one can con-
sider, recall Notation 2.2:
(1) let jyjy denote the trivial coverage, where for every U € C, j,iv(U) ={(1y)},
(2) let jiso denote the isomorphism coverage, where for every U € C, jiso(U) consists of
those singleton families (f) over U where f is an isomorphism,
(3) let jmax denote the maximal coverage, where for every U € C, jm.x(U) ={(1y), vy}

Example 2.12. Suppose that (C,j) is a site with U € C. Let C,;; denote the slice category, and
1y : C;y — C denote the projection functor. Let j,; denote the collection of families on C,;
where if g: V — U is a morphism in C, then {f; : r; = g} € j,y(g) if and only if {r,y(f;)} € j(V).
It is easy to see that j,;; forms a coverage on C,;. We call (C,y, j/iy) the slice site at U.

Example 2.13. Given a site (C,j) and a subcategory @ < C, we say that a coverage j' on D is
induced if every covering family r” in j’ is of the form r’ = r " Mor (D). If j’ is induced then we
write j" = j|4, and call it the induced coverage.

2.2. (Pre)Sheaves.

Definition 2.14. A presheaf on a category C is a functor X : C°P — Set. An element x € X(U)
for an object U € C is called a section over U. If f : U — Visamap in C, and x € X(V), then we
sometimes denote X(f)(x) by x|y. Given a family r = {r; : U; — U};¢; over U, an intersection
square on r is a commutative diagram of the form

u
Ui]' —]) U]

' L b

UIT>U

where r;,7; € r and u;, uj, and U;; are arbitrary. An X-matching family over r is a collection of
sections {x; € X(U;)};es such that given any intersection square (1), X(u;)(x;) = X(u;)(x;) for all
i,j € I. If the presheaf is clear from context we may say that {x;} is a matching family for r.

If X is a presheaf on C, and r is a family of morphisms on U, then let Match(r, X) denote the
set of X-matching families over r. Given a X-matching family {x;} over r, an amalgamation for
{x;} is a section x € X(U) such that X(r;)(x) = x; for all 1.

If U € C, then let y(U) denote the presheaf on C where for V e C, y(U)(V) =C(V, U), and if
f:V — V’is amorphism in C, then p(U)(f): y(U)(V’) = »(U)(V) is the precomposition map.
We call y(U) a representable presheaf, and more specifically the representable on U.

Lemma 2.15. Given a presheaf X on a category C, suppose that r = {r; : U; > U}y and t = {t; :
Vj — Uljes are families over U and f : r — t is a refinement, with index map a : I — J. If {xj}
is an X-matching family over ¢, then {X(f;)(xq(i))}ier is an X-matching family over r.

Proof. Suppose we have morphisms u; : U;; — U; and u; : U;; — U; such that rju; = rju;. Then
we have a commuting diagram:

U; Uuj
Ui « Uij —— Uj
AN yd
NN
N

and therefore
X(ui) X (fi)(xa(i)) = X(fiui)(xag) = X(fiuj)(xXa(j)) = X(u)X(fj)(xXa(j)
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since {x;} is a matching family for ¢. Thus {X(f;)(x4(;))} is @ matching family for r. ]

Remark 2.16. If f : r — t is a refinement of families of morphisms and {x;} is a matching family
for a presheaf X over ¢, let f*{x;} denote the corresponding matching family {X(f;)(x4(;))}. Given
U € C and a presheaf X on C, thlS makes Match(—, X) into a functor Match(—, X) : Fam(U)Op —
Set by setting Match(f)({x;}) = f*{x;}. We call f*{x;} the pullback matching family of {x;} by
f.

Example 2.17. Let us consider the example of the site (O(IR'), jrt) of the real line. The family
Uy = {(n,n+2) CR'Y},cz forms an open cover of R'. The family U, = {(m, m+3) C R'},,cz forms
another open cover of R!, and there is a refinement f : U; — U, with index map a : N — IN
given by the identity map. If X = y(RR) is the representable presheaf on IR, and {x,,} is an X-
matching family of continuous functions x,, : (m,n + 3) — R for U,, then we get the pullback

matching family f*{x,,} = {X(f,)( Xa(n }HGZ {xn|(n,n+2)}n€Z on Uj.

Definition 2.18. Given a presheaf X on a category C and a family of morphisms r on an object
U in C, there is a canonical map

(2) res, x : X(U) — Match(r, X)

which is defined for an element x € X(U) to be the matching family res, x(x) = {X(r;)(x)} of X
over r. We say that X is separated on r if res, x is injective. We say that X is a sheaf on r if
res, x is bijective.

Given a collection of families j on C, we say that X is (separated) a j-sheaf on an object U € C
if X is (separated) a sheaf on r for every r € j(U).

Given a site (C,j), we call X a j-sheaf if it is a j-sheaf on every object U of C. Let Sh(C,j)
denote the full subcategory of Pre(C) whose objects are j-sheaves.

Definition 2.19. We say that a category @ is a Grothendieck topos or just topos for short, if
there exists a site (C,j) and an equivalence @ ~ Sh(C, j).

Lemma 2.20. Given a category C, a presheaf X on C, a refinement f : r — t of families over an
object U € C, and an X- matchlng family {x;} over ¢, if x is an amalgamation for {x;}, then x is
an amalgamation for f*{x

Proof. Since f :r —> tisa reﬁnement, X(r;)(x) ai) fi)(x) = X(f;)X ta i) But {xj} is an
X-matching family over ¢, so X(ty(;))(x) = Xqa(i) for all i. Thus X(ri)(x ﬁ xa , SO x is an
amalgamation for f*{x;}. O

Lemma 2.21. Given a category C and a presheaf X on C, then X is a sheaf on the empty family
@ over an object U € C if and only if X(U) =

Proof. Given a family r of morphisms over an object U € C, X is a sheaf on r if X(U) —
Match(r, X) is an isomorphism. When r = @, there exists only a single matching family, namely
the empty one. O

Definition 2.22. We say that an object U in a site (C,j) is singular if the empty family of
morphisms @ is a j-covering family on U. We say that a site (C, j) is nonsingular if it has no
singular objects, and singular otherwise.

Example 2.23. Given a topological space X, the site (O(X), jx) from Example 2.9 is singular,
because the initial object @ in ©O(X) has exactly two covering families, the set {1, : @ — @} and
the empty family @. Thus in order for a presheaf A on X to be a sheaf, A(@) =

Lemma 2.24. Given an object U in a category C and a nonempty family of morphisms r over
U consisting of isomorphisms, every presheaf X on C is a sheaf on r.

Proof. Let r = {r; : U; — Ul};c; be a family of isomorphisms over U, X a presheaf on C and
suppose that {x;} is an X-matching family over r. We want to show that {x;} has a unique
amalgamation.
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First we note that X(ri’l)(xi) = X(rj’l)(xj) for all i,j € I, because {x;} is an X-matching family
over r and the following commutative diagram is an intersection square

7!

U —— Uj

d

UiT)U

Letting x = X(ri_l)(xi), we see that x is an amalgamation of {x;}.

Now suppose that y € X(U) is also an amalgamation of {x;}. Then X(r;)(y) = x; for all i € I,
SO X(ri_l)X(ri)(y) = X(rl-_l)(xi) = x. Therefore y = x. Thus x is a unique amalgamation, and so X
is a sheaf on . O

Example 2.25. If C is a category, then we can consider the empty, identity and isomorphism
coverages of Example 2.11 on C. Lemma 2.24 proves that every presheaf on (C, jis,) and (C, jiq)
is a sheaf. It is similarly easy to see that every presheaf on (C, jy.x) is a sheaf. Therefore we
have

(3) Pre(C) = Sh(C, jiso) = Sh(C, jig) = Sh(C, jmax)-

Notation 2.26. Since every category of presheaves Pre(C) is in particular a category of sheaves
Sh(C, jiq), every presheaf category is a Grothendieck topos. We will refer to these kinds of
toposes as presheaf toposes, and if (C, j) is a site, then we will sometimes call Sh(C, j) its sheaf
topos.

Lemma 2.27. Suppose that j is a coverage on a category C such that pullbacks along covering
maps exist. If r = {r; : U; — U} is a covering family of U, then a collection {s; € X(U;)} of
sections of a presheaf X on C is a matching family for r if and only if for every pullback square
of the form

U xy Uj — U
T
U —— U
it follows that X(7t;)(s;) = X(7;)(s;).

Proof. (=) This is clear.
(<) Suppose we have maps g: V — U; and h: V — Uj, then we have the following commu-
tative diagram:

U; — U
where k is the unique map to the pullback. The following holds:
X(g)(si) = X(mik)(s;) = X (k)X (m;)(s;) = X (k) X(7t;)(s}) = X(7jk)(s;) = X (h)(s;).
O

Example 2.28. If X is a topological space, then O(X) has pullbacks where if U; CU and U; CU
are morphisms, then their pullback is given by their intersection U; N U;. Hence by Lemma
2.27, to check that a family of sections is a matching family on ©O(X) it is enough to check that
they match on double intersections.

It is useful to compare different coverages on the same underlying category.
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Definition 2.29. Given a small category C and coverages j,j’ on C, we write

e jCj’,if for every U € C it follows that j(U) C j'(U),
e j <j’, if for every r’ € j’ there exists a r € j and a refinement r <1/,

We say that ;" contains j if j C j’, and that j refines j’ if j < j’. We say two coverages j,j’ on the
same underlying small category C are equivalent if j <j"and j’ <.

Lemma 2.30. Given coverages j,j’ on a small category C,

(1) if j <j/, then Sh(C, j) C Sh(C, ).
(2) if j Cj, then Sh(C, ") C Sh(C, ),

Proof. (1) follows from Lemma 4.17, and (2) follows because if j C j’, then j’ < j by just taking
the identity refinement for every covering family. O

Example 2.31. Suppose that (X, 7) is a topological space with topology 7 and B is a basis for 7.
We can consider the two coverages jx (Example 2.9) and jg (Example 2.10) on O(X). Clearly
j € jx, and thus Sh(O(X), jx) € Sh(O(X), j3). Now let us show that jg < jx. Suppose that U
is an open subset of X and U = {U; C U} is an open cover. Then every point x € U belongs to
some Uj;, and therefore there exists a basis element B, € B such that x € B, and B, C U;. Thus
B = {B,}ycy forms an open cover of U and B < U. Thus jx and jg are equivalent, and hence
Sh(O(X),jx) = Sh(O(X), ja).

3. SIEVES

Definition 3.1. Given a category C with U € C, a sieve R over U is a family of morphisms
over U that is closed under precomposition, namely if r; : U; — U € R, then for any morphism
g:V — U;, the composite r;g: V — U is also in R. Let Sieve(U) denote the full subcategory of
Fam(U) on the sieves over U. Note that if R and T are sieves, then R< T if and only if RC T.
Let sieve(U) denote the poset truncation of Sieve(U).

Lemma 3.2. Given a category C with U € C, there is an isomorphism of posets
(4) sieve(U) = Sub(y(U)),
where Sub(y(U)) denotes the poset of subobjects R < y(U) in Pre(C).

Proof. If R — y(U) is a subobject, then consider ¢(R) = Jyce R(V). We want to show that this is
a sieve on U, namely that it is closed under precomposition. So suppose that f : V.— U € R(V)
and g: W — V is a map in C. Since R is a subfunctor, that means that the following diagram
commutes:

R(V) —8 4 R(w)

l [

c(V,U) T) c(W,U)

Thus ¢(R) is a closed under precomposition. Furthermore if R <= T < y(U), then ¢(R) C ¢(T).
So ¢ defines a map ¢ : Sub(y(U)) — sieve(U) of posets.

Conversely, if R = {f : V — U} is a sieve on U, then let {)(R) be the presheaf defined by
setting (R)(V) to be the set of maps in R with domain V. It is easy to check that this is a
subfunctor ¢(R) < y(U) and that if R C T where T is a sieve, then ¢(R) — ¢(T) < y(U).

It is not hard to show that these constructions are inverse to each other, and thus define an
isomorphism of posets. O

Notation 3.3. Thanks to the above result, when we refer to a sieve, we leave ambiguous whether
we are thinking of it as a family of morphisms closed under precomposition or as a subfunctor.
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Definition 3.4. Given a category C, with U € C, and a family of morphisms r = {r; : U; — U}
over U, let 7 denote the set of morphisms f : V — U such that f factors through some r; € r:

\% f > U
Ui

We say that R is the sieve generated by r if R =7, and that r is a generating family for R. It is
easy to see that R is then the smallest sieve such that r C R.

Lemma 3.5. Given two families of morphisms r,7” on an object U in a small category C, then
r<r’ifand only if 7 C 7.

Proof. Let r ={r; : U; — Ul}jcy and ' = {r]f : U].’ — Uljej. (=) If r <1/, then for every i € I, there
is a commutative diagram

U ————— U/
N
U

for some j € J. Hence r C7'. But this implies that 7 C 7.
(<) Suppose that 7 C r’. Then r C r/, which is basically the definition of r < r’. O

Proposition 3.6 ([nLa24b, Lemma 3.5]). Given a category C with X € C and a sieve R over
X, where r = {r; : U; — X} is a generating family for R, let U = ) ;.;v(U;). Then there is an
isomorphism of presheaves:

(5) choeq(U xyx) U =3 U)

where the right hand side denotes the coequalizer of the two projection maps from the pullback
U xyx)U.
y(X)

Proof. Given V € C, let C := coeq(U Xyx) U =3 U) (V). Then we have
C= coeq(Pre(G)(y(V), U xyx) U) = Pre(C)(y(V), U))
= Coeq(Pre(@)(y(V)y U) Xpre(c)(y(v),p(x)) Pre(C)(»(V), U) = Pre(C)(y(V), U))
= coeq (Pre(C)(y(V), U) (v x) Pre(C)(y(V), U) 3 Pre(C)(p(V), U))

= coeq [ZG(V; Ui) ZG(V' Uj)
i i

=coeq| ) C(V,Uj)xevx) C(V, U= ) C(V,Uj)
i,j i

Xe(v,X)

= Zew, U;)

’

where the third isomorphism holds by the Yoneda lemma and that fact that colimits are com-
puted objectwise, and the last isomorphism holds because coproducts commute with fiber
products in Set (because Set is locally Cartesian closed).

Explicitly, C is the set of morphisms V — U; for some i € I, modulo the following equiva-
lence relation: for morphisms f : V. — U;, f': V — Uj, then f ~ f’ if the following diagram
commutes:
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Define the map ¢ : C — R(V) as follows: given f : V — U;, post-compose with r; : U; — X.
This is clearly well defined and injective by definition. If f’ € R(V), then f’ can be written as
a composite f’ = r;f” where f” : V — U; is some morphism in C. Thus ¢(f”) = f/, so ¢ is
surjective, and therefore a bijection. Naturality is easy to show. O

Remark 3.7. Since any sieve is a generating family for itself, this means that we can always
write any sieve R < y(U) as

(6) R=coeq| Y p(Whxyup(V)3 ) p(V)|.
gW—-U,f:V—-UeR fer

Another convenient characterization of a sieve as a colimit is given by the following result.

Lemma 3.8. Given a small category C and a sieve R < y(U) we have

R=coeq| ) (W) )  p(V)

g f f
W—V—UeR V—UeR

where the left hand sum is indexed by all pairs of maps (g, f) such that fg € R, and the two
maps are given by projection (g, f) +— g and composition (g, f) — fg.

Proof. This follows from the coYoneda Lemma A.75, and the conventional way of writing any
colimit as a coequalizer of coproducts. O

Lemma 3.9 ([Joh02, C2.1 Lemma 2.1.3]). Given a category C, a presheaf X on C is a sheaf on a
family of morphisms r = {U; — U} if and only if it is a sheaf on the sieve R =7 it generates.

Proof. (=) First we note that there is a refinement i : r — 7 = R given componentwise by
the identity map. Now if {xf}rcr is a matching family for R, then we can restrict this fam-
ily {xf}l, = i*{xs} to a matching family on r by Lemma 2.15. Since X is a sheaf on r, there is an
amalgamation x € X(U). We want to show that this is an amalgamation for {x}. Note that since
x is an amalgamation for {x}|,, we know that X(r;)(x) = x,,, so the above is equivalent to asking
that X(s¢)(x;,) = x; whenever f factors as r;s; for some s¢ : V — U;. Consider the commutative
diagram:

since both f and r; belong to R and {x} is a matching family for R, this implies that X(1y)(xf) =
xf = X(sf)(x;,), which proves that x is an amalgamation for {xs}.

(&) Suppose X is a sheaf on R, and {x;} is a matching family for r. By definition every
morphism in R factors through some r; € r. Using the axiom of choice, we can construct a
refinement 7t : R — r, where we choose 7t(r;) = r; for all r; € r. Then 1t*{x;} is a matching family
for R such that i*7c*{x;} = {x;}. Since X is a sheaf on R, {ys} amalgamates uniquely to some y on
X(U). Thus p is also an amalgamation of {x;}. Let us show that y is a unique amalgamation of
{x;}. If z were another amalgamation of {x;}, then X(r;)(z) = x;, so for every morphism f € R,
which can be written as a composite f = r;sy, then

X(risp)(z) = X(s7)X(ri)(2) = X(s7)(xi) = yy-

Thus z is also an amalgamation of {y}, so y = z. Thus X is a sheaf on . O
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Lemma 3.10. Given a morphism g: V — U, recall the definition of pullback of families by g
(Definition 2.3). If R is a sieve over U, then as a presheaf g*(R) is a pullback

§'(R) —— R

y(V) ——= »(U)
Similarly if S is a sieve over V, then as a presheaf g.(S) is the image (Definition A.41) of the
composite map

8

S—=y(V)—>yU).
Lemma 3.11. Let C be a category and g: V — U be a morphism. Then we have an adjunction
(7) Q. :sieve(V) 2 sieve(U) : g™
where g, is the pushforward map on families (Definition 2.3).

Lemma 3.12. Let C be a category and R < y(U) a sieve. A map g: V — U in C belongs to R if
and only if g*(R) = y(V).

Proof. (=) If Ris asieveon U, then g"(R)={f: W — V : gf € R}. But Ris a sieve and g € R, so
every map f : W — V has this property, since R is closed under precomposition. (<) Suppose
that g"(R) =y(V). Then g.(1y) € R, thus g € R. ]

Definition 3.13. We say that a coverage j is sifted if every r € j(U) is a sieve®. We call covering
families of sifted coverages covering sieves.

Remark 3.14. We will see later that being sifted is a very useful property for a coverage to
have when one wishes to prove certain theorems. One immediate convenience is the following
result.

Lemma 3.15. Let R be a sieve on an object U in a category C and X a presheaf on C. A collection
{sf € X(V)}fer of sections for every f : V — U in R is a matching family if and only if

X(g)(sf) =sfg
for every morphism g: W — V in C.

Proof. (=) Suppose {s¢} is a matching family, then consider the commutative diagram:

W=—W
v
V——U

this implies that X(g)(sf) = syg-
(<) Suppose we have a commutative diagram:

Ay

L
V——U

where f, f” € R. Then X(g)(sf) = s = sy = X(h)(s), thus {s¢} is a matching family. |
Lemma 3.16. Given a category C, a presheaf X on C, and a sieve R <= y(U) there is a canonical
map
Pre(C)(R, X) — Match(R, X)
and furthermore this map is a bijection.
4Strictly speaking, there do not exist any sifted coverages, because Definition 2.6 requires that (1) be a covering

family. As soon as a sieve R contains the identity map, then R = y(U). Thus for j to be a sifted coverage, we instead
require that y(U) be a covering sieve for every object U.
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Proof. The canonical map Pre(C)(R, X) — Match(R, X) can be described as follows. Given a map
of presheaves h: R — X and a morphism f : V — U in R we obtain a commutative diagram

rRU) 2 rv)

b | i

X(U) 55 X(V)

and f € R(V) so we obtain an element hy (f) € X(V). We claim that the set of sections {hy (f)}secr
is a matching family of X over R. By Lemma 3.15, it is enough to show that if g: W — V is an
arbitrary morphism in C, then X(g)(hy(f)) = X(hy(gf)). However this follows by naturality of
h.

Now to see that the map Pre(C)(R, X) — Match(R, X) is a bijection, note that any matching
family {s¢} for X over R gives rise to a map of presheaves h: R — X defined componentwise by
hy(f) = s¢. Being a matching family guarantees that this is a natural transformation. It is easy
to see this defines an inverse to the canonical map and thus establishes the bijection. O

Corollary 3.17. Given a presheaf X on a category C, and a sieve R over an object U € C, X is a
sheaf on R if and only if the canonical map

(8) X(U) =Pre(C)(y(U),X) — Pre(C)(R, X)
induced by precomposing with the inclusion R <= y(U) is a bijection.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 3.15. O

From the above results, we obtain a convenient description of the sheaf condition for sieves.
If X is a presheaf and R a sieve on U, then an X-matching family on R is a map m: R — X, and
an amalgamation for m is a map x : y(U) — X making the following diagram commute

R—= X

P

7
7 x
7

y(U)
So X is a sheaf on R if such amalgamations always exist and are unique.

Remark 3.18. The following description of the sheaf condition is what is typically written in
textbooks, which only consider the sifted case. We see it as a special case of our formalism here.

Corollary 3.19. Given a small category C and R < y(U) a sieve on C generated by a family
of morphisms r = {r; : U; — U}, then a presheaf X is a sheaf on R if and only if the following
diagram is an equalizer:

x(U) - | |xwy= | XU xxw) X(U)).
i€l i,jel
Proof. This follows from combining Corollary 3.17 and Proposition 3.6. O
Another convenient form for sheaves on sieves is given by the following result.

Lemma 3.20. Given a small category C and a sieve R < p(U), a presheaf X is a sheaf on R if
and only if
X(U)= lim X(V).
VL)UGR

Proof. By Corollary 3.17, X is a sheaf on R if and only if
X(U) - Pre(C)(R, X)
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is a bijection. By the coYoneda Lemma A.75, we have

Pre(C)(R, X) = Pre(C) (yc(c‘)/l)iir}{y(U),X)

~ lim Pre(C V), X
Jim Pre(©)(y(v), X)
= lim X(V).
f:V—>UeR
O

Definition 3.21. If j is a coverage, then let j denote the collection of families where R € j(U) if
R =7 for some r € j(U). We call j the sifted closure of j.

Lemma 3.22. Given a coverage j on a category C, then j is a sifted coverage of C.

Proof. Clearly j is sifted. We wish to show it is a coverage. Suppose we have a covering family
Rej(U),and a map g: V — U. We wish to show that there is a covering family R’ € j(V) such
that for every map k € R’, gk factors through some [ € R. Since R =7, we know that since j
is a coverage, there exists some covering family t € j(V) with the corresponding property. Let
R’ =t. Then for every k € R, there exists a k; such that k = t;k;, and a map s; making the
following diagram commute:

144
by
o Vi —> U
bl
V.U
but then gk factors through some r;, so gk € R. Thus g,(R’) C R, and j is a coverage. O

Corollary 3.23. A presheaf X on a category C is a sheaf for a coverage j if and only if it is a
sheaf for j. In other words, Sh(C, j) = Sh(C, j).

Proof. This follows from Lemma 3.9. O

4. CovERAGE CLOSURES

In this section, we detail two closure operations corresponding to different properties that
are desirable for a coverage to have.

4.1. Composition Closure. In this section we describe composition closure. The usual refer-
ence for this material would probably be [Joh02, Section C.2], but we note that the statement
of [Joh02, Lemma C.2.1.7] as written is incorrect, see Zhen Lin Low’s MathOverflow answer
[Lowa]. The proof of Lemma 4.7 is inspired by the proof given in the MathOverflow answer
above.

Definition 4.1. If (C,j) is a site, then we say that j is composition closed if the following
condition holds: if r = {r; : U; —» U} € j(U), and for each i thereis a t' = {t]’- 1 Vij = Uit € j(Uy),
then (rot) == J;(r;).(t)) € j(U).

Remark 4.2. It will be very useful in what follows to visualize covering families and their

composites as infinitely wide, but finitely high trees. For example a covering family r = {r; :
U; = U} over U can be viewed as an infinitely wide tree of height 1:
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Now suppose that t' = {t]l : Vji — Uj} is a covering family on U;. Then since (1U],) is a covering
family for every U, if (C, j) is composition closed, the composite family

(n»(t")u[ U (rj>*<1u.>]:<n>*<t">u<r\r,~>
je(\i)

is a covering family over U, and can be visualized as follows:
famil U, and b lized as foll

\/
\/

We can thus compose covering families in an operadic fashion. We will formalize this intuition
now.

Definition 4.3 ([Low16, Appendix A.2]). Let C be a category with U € C. A path on U is a
(possibly empty) finite ordered tuple (f,,..., fi) of morphisms such that dom(f;) = cod(f;,) for
0<i<mand cod(f;)= U, and we say that m is the length of the path. Given a path (f,,..., f1),
we call (f,,..., fi) a prefix if n < m. The leaf node of a path (f,,,..., f) is the domain of f,,.

Given a set T of paths on U, we say that a path (f,,..., fi) € T is maximal if for every path
(80, g1) € Twithm <nand (f,,..., f1) = (Lm---,81), then m =n. A tree T on U is a small set
of paths on U satisfying the following conditions:

( ) The empty path is an element of T,
) lf fm+1lfmi fl)eTthen (fm""’fl)ET!
(3) every path is a prefix of a maximal path,
(4) there exists a finite maximal path length®, which we call the height of the tree T.

Given a tree T on an object U, let T° denote the family of morphisms

T° ={U,, & Uy — - —Up I1—> U:(fi,..., fm) is a maximal path of T},
we call this the composite of the tree T. If T contains only the empty branch, then let T° = {1}.
We say a subset T’ C T is a sub-tree if it is also a tree on U. Given a tree T and n > 0, let T,
denote the sub-tree of T of paths of length less than or equal to n.

Definition 4.4 ([Low16, Appendix A.2]). Let (C,j) be a site, with U € C. We say that a tree T
on U is a j-tree if:
(1) The set of morphisms f : V — U such that (f) € T, is either empty or a covering family
in j(U), and
(2) forevery path f =(f,,,..., fi) € T, the set of morphisms g: V — U, such that (g, f,,,..., f1) €
T, is either empty or a covering family of U, = dom(f,,).

Remark 4.5. A j-tree can be more easily described as the result of an iterative procedure as
follows. Start with a covering family r on U. Then suppose that for some subset of domains U;
of the covering maps there are covering families . Attach those families, extending the tree.
Now keep doing this at every stage, attaching new covering famliies and extending the tree,
but eventually stop at some finite stage n. This gives a j-tree, and conversely every j-tree can
be obtained in this way. This immediately gives the following result, which is the key feature
of j-trees.

Lemma 4.6. If T is a j-tree and {U,};c; is its set of leaf nodes, and for every i € I, T; is a j-tree
on U;, then the composite tree is a j-tree.

5We have added this condition from Low’s original definition to ease our induction proofs.
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Lemma 4.7. Let (C,j) be a site and X a j-sheaf. If X is a sheaf on a family of morphisms
r ={r; : Uy > Ulj¢s, and for every i € I, there is a covering family t' = {t]l : V]? — Uijljej,, then X
is a sheafon (rot) = Ui(rl-)*(ti), where (r;),(t') is the pushforward family from Definition 2.3.

Proof. Let {x;: € X(Vji)}iel,je],- be a matching family of X over (r o t). We wish to show that there
is a unique amalgamation. ' '

Now for each i € I, consider the set {x; € X(le)}je],-- This is a matching family for X over t'.
Since X is a sheaf and t' is a covering family, there exists a unique amalgamation x; € X(U;)
such that X(t]’.)(xi) = x;.. We wish to prove that {x; € X(Uj;)};¢; is @a matching family for r. Doing
this will take some work. So suppose that we have a commutative diagram of the form

B—" U,

gl lri'

UiT)U

we wish to show that X(g)(x;) = X(h)(x;). Now since t' is a covering family, and g : B — U; is
an arbitrary map, there exists a covering family s = {s; : Wy — B}cg over B and a refinement
f: g.(s) — t', with index map a : K — J;. Similarly since t'is a covering family, there exists a
covering family s” = {s;, : W/, — B}y.cx’ over B and a refinement f: h,(s’) — t'', with index map
B : K’ — J;». Thus for every k € K and k’ € K’, we obtain the following commutative diagram

fk,l )

) 1

Wi = Vi
lsé’ ltﬁ(k/)

!

Wi = > B > Uy

fkl/ g l”,"

i \ . \

Vaw > Ui —— U

Now since s’ is a covering family of W/, and s, : Wy — B is an arbitrary map, there exists
a covering family g = {g, : Q¢ — Wi}eer, and a refinement o : (by).(q) — s’, with index map
y: L — K’. Thus for every ¢, we obtain the following commutative diagram

: Fre y
Oo¢ N ’ 7([)\ 1
Qe > Wi — Vo
q‘i ls,ﬂﬂ l b0
h

Wk = > B > Ui’
fkl/ g l/r,"

i \ . \

Vaw — Ui —— U

Now notice that X(fkqg)(x;(k)) = X(fy’(g)ag)(x;w)), because {x;} is a matching family for (r o t).
Now ‘ 3

X(fjj(g)aé)(x;,(g)) = X(t;gy(g)f;(g)gé)(xi’) = X(hsgqe)(xi),
and similarly

X(feqe)(xq (k) = X(ta (k) fige)(xi) = X (gskqe)(x;).

Thus for every ¢ we have
(9) X(gskqe)(xi) = X(hspqe)(x;)-
Let z = X(gsk)(x;) and 2z’ = X(hs)(x;). Then consider the sets {X(q¢)(z)}ser and {X(q¢)(2")}eer -
These are both matching families for X over g, which is a covering family. Since X is a sheaf, z
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is a unique amalgamation of {X(q¢)(z)} and z’ is a unique amalgamation of {X(g/)(z’)}. But by
(9), z is also an amalgamation for {X(q,)(z’)}. Thus z = z’. Therefore

(10) X(sk)X(8)(xi) = X(sp) X (h)(x;0).

Now let us repeat this trick. Namely let y = X(g)(x;) and " = X(h)(x;/), and consider the sets
{X(sk)(v)} and {X(sg)(v’)}. These are a matching family for X over s. Since X is a sheaf, p is a
unique amalgamation of {X(sx)(y)} and y’ is a unique amalgamation of {X(sx)(y’)}. But by (10),
v is also an amalgamation for {X(sx)(v’)}. Thus vy = X(g)(x;) = X(h)(x;) = v’, as we wished to
show. Thus {x;} is a matching family for r.

Now since X is a sheaf on r, there exists a unique amalgamation x € X(U) such that X(r;)(x) =
x; for all i € I. This is clearly an amalgamation for {x;} as X(t;ri)(x) = X(t]Z.)(x ) = xZ for every
i€l,je];. Thus X is a sheaf on (r o t). O

Lemma 4.8. Suppose that (C,j) is a site, U € C, and X is a j-sheaf. If T is a j-tree, then X is a
sheaf on T°.

Proof. We will prove this by induction on the height of T. For the base case, if the height of T
is 0, then by Lemma 2.24, X is a sheaf on T° = (1y;). For the inductive step, suppose that X is a
sheaf on the composite of every j-tree of height 1, and suppose that T is a j-tree of height n+1.
Let us show that X is a sheaf on T°. By assumption X is a sheaf on TZ,. But by Lemma 4.7,
this implies that X is a sheaf on T°, as T can be constructed from T, by adding on covering
families to its leaf nodes. U

Definition 4.9. Given a site (C, j), we say that it is j-tree closed if for every object U and every
j-tree T on U, its composite T° is a covering family on U.

Lemma 4.10 ([Low16, Lemma A.2.10]). Let (C,j) be a site. Then j is a composition closed
coverage if and only if it is j-tree closed.

Proof. (<) If j is closed under] trees, then clearly it is comp051t10n closed. (=) Conversely, we
can build any height n j-tree by taking n-many composites. Thus j is closed under j-trees. [

Definition 4.11. Given a site (C,j), let comp(j) denote the collection of families on C where
comp(j)(U) consists of those families of morphisms of the form T° for some j-tree T on U.

Lemma 4.12. Given asite (C, j), aj tree T on an object U € C and a morphism f : V. — U, there
exists a j-tree S on V such that f,(S°) < T°.

Proof. Let us prove this by induction on the height of T. When the height of T is 1, then T° is
a covering family, and then the result holds by the fact that j is a coverage.

Now suppose that the hypothesis holds for every height n j-tree on U, and let T be a height
n+1 j-tree on U. Then T, is a height n j-tree on U, and so by the hypothesis there exists a
j-tree S on V such that £,(S) < T2,.

So for each s, : V, — V in S°, there exists a map s, : V, — Uj; such that the following diagram
commutes

Vi — U

5| I

VT>U

where r; € T2,,. Now if r; € T°, then we are done. If not, then there must be a path (f,,..., f;) that
is maximal in T, but is not maximal in T such that f,0---o f; = r;. Since it is not maximal, that
means there is a covering family ¢; = {t,i( : U]i — Uj;} such that each (ti,fn,...,fl) is a maximal
path in T. Since j is a coverage, there exists a covering family g, = {g; : V;/ — V;} such that
(si).(qa) < t;. By composing the j-tree S with the covering family g, for each sj € S°, we obtain
anew j-tree Q such that £,(Q°) < T°. O
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Lemma 4.13. If (C, j) is a site, then comp(j) is a coverage on C, and it is the smallest composition
closed coverage on C containing j, in the sense that j C comp(j) (Definition 2.29) and if ;" is a
composition closed coverage such that j C j’, then comp(j) C j'.

Proof. Let us show that comp(j) is a coverage. Suppose that r € comp(j)(U) and f : V — U
is a morphism. Since r is a covering family, there exists a j-tree T such that T° = r. Now by
Lemma 4.12, there exists a j-tree S on V such that £,(S°) < T°. Thus comp(j) is a coverage,
and by Lemma 4.6, it is composition closed. The fact that it is the smallest composition closed
coverage containing j is not hard to prove using Lemma 4.10. ]

Lemma 4.14. Given a site (C,j) and an object U € C, if T and S are j-trees on U, then there
exists a j-tree R such that R° < T° and R° < S°.

Proof. Suppose that we fixamap s;: V; > U in §°, then by Lemma 4.12, there is a j-tree Q' on
V; such that (s;),((Q")°) < T°. Thus we can compose to obtain a new j-tree R = U;(s; o Q') on U.
By its construction we have R° < T°. But we also have R° < §°, by taking any map r € R° and
factoring it as r = s;q', with s; € S° and ¢’ € (Q")°. Thus R is a j-tree that refines both T and
S. O

Proposition 4.15. Given assite (C, j), a presheaf X on C is a j-sheaf if and only if it is a comp(j)-
sheaf. In other words
Sh(C,j) = Sh(C, comp(j)).

Proof. This follows from Lemma 4.7. O

4.2. Refinement Closure. In this section we describe the second closure condition on cover-
ages, refinement closure.

Definition 4.16. Given a site (C, j) we say that the coverage j is refinement closed if for every
U € C, j(U) satisfies the following condition: if r € j(U) and f : r — t is a refinement, then

tej(u).

Lemma 4.17 ([Joh02, Lemma 2.1.6]). Suppose j is a coverage on a category C. If X is a sheaf
on C, r € j(U) is a covering family, t = {t; : V; — U} is a family of morphisms and f : r > tisa
refinement, then X is a sheaf on ¢.

Proof. Suppose that X is a sheaf, and r = {r; : U; — U} is a covering family. Suppose that
f :r —tis arefinement, so that there exists a function a : I — ] such that for every i, there is a
map f; : U; = Vi) such that r; = t,;) fi.

Let {a;} be a matching family for t, and let {b;} = f*{a;} be the pullback matching family on
r. Since X is a sheaf, and r is a covering family, there exists a unique amalgamation b € X(U)
such that X(r;)(b) = b;.

Now since r is a covering fam11y, for every t; : V; — U, there exists a covering family pl =

{pk W — Vjlkex and maps Iy : W — U, for some i making the following diagram commute:

. l ﬁ
w] —— U; > Vi)

T

Vi —— U U
]

Now we wish to show that b is an amalgamation for {a;}, so that X(t;)(b) = a; for every j. We

will do this by exploiting the fact that p/ is a covering family.
First note that since {4;} is a matching family, we have

X(pp)(a;) = X(fil)aa(i
This implies that

X(Pi)(ﬂj) = X(I)X(fi)(aa(i)) = X(e)(b;) = X (L) X (r:)(b) = X(Pi)X(fj)(b)-
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But it is clear that {X(p;;)(aj)}keK is an X-matching family on p/ by functoriality. Since X is a

sheaf, and p/ is a covering family, there exists a unique amalgamation on V. But both a; and
X(t;)(b) are such amalgamations. Thus X(¢;)(b) = a;. Thus b is an amalgamation for {a;}. O

Definition 4.18. Let ref(j) denote the collection of families where ref(j)(U) consists of those
families t over U such that there exists a covering family r € j(U) and a refinement f : r — t.

Lemma 4.19. If (C, ) is a site, then ref(j) is a coverage on C, and it is the smallest refinement
closed coverage on C containing j.

Proof. Let us show that ref(j) is a coverage. Suppose that f : W — V is a morphism in C and
t ={t; : V; > V}is a covering family of ref(j)(V). Then there exists a refinement g:r — ¢
where r = {r; : U; —> U} € j(V). Thus there exists a family s = {s; : W; —» W} € j(W) that factors
through some r; : U; — U. Therefore it factors through f4; : V,(;) — V where a is determined
by the refinement g. Since s € j(W), and j C ref(j), we have s € ref(j)(W). Thus ref(j) is a
coverage. Now if j" is a refinement closed coverage such that j C j’, then for every r € j and
every refinement r < t, it follows that t € j’. Thus ref(j) C j’. O

Proposition 4.20. If (C,j) is a site, then a presheaf X on C is a j-sheaf if and only if it is a
ref(j)-sheaf. In other words

Sh(C,j) = Sh(C, ref(j)).
Proof. This follows from Lemma 4.17. O

Now in the case that j is a sifted coverage, we notice that there exists a refinement R < T of
sieves if and only if R C T. This observation and Lemma 4.17 proves the following result.

Corollary 4.21. If j is a sifted coverage on C, X is a sheaf on C, R € j(U) is a covering sieve, and
T is a sieve on U, then X isasheafon Tif RC T.

Lemma 4.22. If j is a composition closed coverage on a category C, then so is ref(j).

Proof. Suppose that r = {r; : U; — Ul;¢s is a ref(j)-covering family on U, so that there exists a
j-covering family r” and a refinement r’ < r. Furthermore suppose that for every i, there is a
ref(j)-covering family t' = {tJZ. : V]? — U;} on Uj;. Then there exists a j-covering family (¢')" and a
refinement (t’)' < t. We wish to show that (r o t) is a ref(j) covering family. For each i € I, we
have the following commutative diagram

Wi — (V) — V]

) (), iti
S;{\‘ j M ]

U, —— U

!
U

where s = {s;;, : Wy — U/} is a j-covering family on U], which exists since there is a map

U/, — U, (¢')! is a covering family and j is a coverage. We can thus take the composite (' o's),
since j is composition closed, and obtain a j-covering family on U that refines (rot). Thus (rot)

is a ref(j) covering family, and thus ref(j) is composition closed. O

5. LocaL EPIMORPHISMS

Definition 5.1. Given a site (C,j), a morphism f : X — Y of presheaves over C is a j-local
epimorphism, if for every section s: y(U) — Y there exists a j-tree T on U such that for every
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r; : U; — U in T°, there exists a section s; : (U;) — X making the following diagram commute

v(U) — X

AR

y(U) —— Y
In other words, s,(T°) < f.

Lemma 5.2. If (C,j) is a composition closed coverage, then a map f : X — Y of presheaves is a
j-local epimorphism if and only if for every section s: y(U) — Y there exists a covering family
r ={r; : U; — U} and local sections s; : y(U;) — X making the following diagram commute for
every i

ie. s, (r)<f.

Remark 5.3. Note that any epimorphism of presheaves is a local epimorphism. Let us call a
morphism f : X — Y that satisfies the condition of Lemma 5.2 a strong j-local epimorphism.
Clearly strong j-local epimorphisms are j-local epimorphisms, but the converse is not true, see
Remark 7.39.

Lemma 5.4. Given a site (C,j), if f : X - Y and g : Y — Z are j-local epimorphisms of
presheaves on C, then ¢f : X — Z is a j-local epimorphism.

Proof. Given a section s: y(U) — Z, since g is a j-local epimorphism, there exists a j-tree T on
U, such that every t; € T° factors through g, providing the following commutative diagram

X

I

yUj) ==Y

1) lg

yWU) —— Z

But then s; provides a section of Y, and since f is a j-local epimorphism, there exists a j-tree
T; on U; that factors through f. By Lemma 4.6, the composition of T and T; for every i is itself
a j-tree, and thus gf is a j-local epimorphism. O

Lemma5.5. Let f : X — Y and g: Y — Z be maps of presheaves. If gf is a j-local epimorphism,
then so is g.

Proof. Given a section s: y(U) — Z, we can find a j-tree T on U such that 5,(T°) < gf. But this
means that s,(T°) < g, so g is a j-local epimorphism. O

Lemma 5.6. Given a site (C,j) amap f : X — Y of presheaves on C is a j-local epimorphism
if and only if for every section s : y(U) — Y, the pullback s*(f) : p(U) xy X — y(U) is a j-local
epimorphism.

Proof. (=) Suppose that f is a j-local epimorphism, s : y(U) — Y is a section and t : (V) —
y(U) is a section. Then there exists a j-tree T on V such that (st).(T°) < f. But this implies that
t(T°) <s*(f).

(<) Given a section s : p(U) — Y, if the pullback s*(f) is a j-local epimorphism, then taking
lywy : 9(U) — y(U), there exists a j-tree T on U such that T° < s*(f), which is equivalent to
s.(T°) < f. Thus f is a j-local epimorphism. O
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Lemma 5.7. Given a site (C,j), amap f : X — Y is a j-local epimorphism if and only if for
every map g : Z — Y the pullback ¢g*(f): Z xy X — Z is a j-local epimorphism.

Proof. (=) By Lemma 5.6 the map g*(f) is a j-local epimorphism if and only if s*(g*(f)) is a j-
local epimorphism for every section s : y(U) — Z. But in the following commutative diagram,
the outer rectangle is a pullback

YU)xy X — Zxy X — X

and gs : y(U) — Y is a section. Thus again by Lemma 5.6, this implies that f is a j-local
epimorphism. (<) Taking g = 1y shows that f is a j-local epimorphism. 0

Notation 5.8. Given a map f : X — Y in a category C with pullbacks, let Af: X — X xy X
denote the slice diagonal map, which is the unique map obtained by the universal property of
pullbacks

Note that this map is a monomorphism.

Lemma 5.9. Amap f : X — Y in a category C with pullbacks is a monomorphism if and only
if the slice diagonal A¢ : X — X xy X is an isomorphism.

Proof. First let us show that f is a monomorphism if and only if every map h: Z — X xy X
factors through the slice diagonal map As. Suppose that f is a mono. Let hy = mohand hy = 1 h.
Then we have fhy = fh;, and since f is a mono, this implies that hy = h;. Now & factors through
Af because Arhg = A¢pigh = h. Conversely, if every map to X xy X factors through Ay, then any
pair of maps hy,hy : Z — X such that fhy = fh; determines a map h: Z — X xy X that factors
through Ay which implies that hy = hy, so f is a mono.

Now let us show that every map h: Z — X xy X factors through the diagonal Ay if and only
if Ay is an isomorphism. Suppose every map to X xy X factors through A;. Then C(Z,Ay) :
C(Z,X) — C(Z,X xy X) is injective because Ay is a mono, and it is surjective by assumption.
Thus by the Yoneda Lemma Ay is an isomorphism. Conversely, if A is an isomorphism, then
obviously every map to X xy X factors through A by its inverse. O

Definition 5.10. Given a site (C,j), we say a map f : X — Y of presheaves on C is a j-local
monomorphism if the slice diagonal map A¢: X — X xy X is a j-local epimorphism. We say
that f is a j-local isomorphism if it is both a j-local monomorphism and a j-local epimorphism.

Remark 5.11. Similarly to Remark 5.3 all isomorphisms and monomorphisms of presheaves
are local isomorphisms and local monomorphisms, respectively.

Lemma 5.12. Given asite (C,j),amap f : X — Y of presheaves on C is a j-local monomorphism
if and only if for every pair of sections s,s" : y(U) — X such that f(s) = f(s’), there exists
a j-tree T on U such that for every r; : U; — U in T°, the restrictions of s,s” are equal, i.e.
X(ri)(s) = X(ri)(s")-

Lemma 5.13. Given a site (C,j),if f : X —» Y and g: Y — Z are maps of presheaves that are
additionally j-local monomorphisms, then gf is a j-local monomorphism.
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Proof. Suppose that s,s" : y(U) — X are sections such that gf(s) = gf(s’). Then since g is a j-
local monomorphism and f(s), f(s") : y(U) — Y are sections such that g(f(s)) = g(f(s’)), there
exists a j-tree T on U such that for every r; : U; — U in T°, X(r;)(f(s)) = X(r;)(f(s”)). Thus
f(X(ri)(s)) = f(X(r;)(s”)). Since f is a j-local monomorphism, this implies that there exists a
j-tree T such that for every t;: : V]-i - U;, X(t]l:)X(rl-)(s) = X(t;)X(ri)(s’). Composing T with all of
the T', we obtain a j-tree T’ such that for every r; t]l: e(T")°, X(r; t]l:)(s) = X(r; t;:)(s’). Thus gf is a
j-local monomorphism. O

Corollary 5.14. Given a site (C, j), the class of j-local isomorphisms is closed under composi-
tion.

Lemma 5.15 ([KS05, Lemma 16.2.4]). Given a site (C,j) and maps f : X - Y, g: Y — Z of
presheaves on C:

(1) if f is a j-local monomorphism, then for every morphism h : W — Y, the pullback
h*(f): W xy X —» W is a j-local monomorphism,

(2) if f is a j-local isomorphism, then for every morphism h: W — Y, the pullback h*(f):
W xy X — W is a j-local isomorphism,

(3) if gf is a j-local epimorphism, and g is a j-local monomorphism, then f is a j-local
epimorphism,

(4) if gf is a j-local monomorphism, and f is a j-local epimorphism, then g is a j-local
monomorphism,

(5) if gf is a j-local monomorphism, then f is a j-local monomorphism,

(6) if f: X — Y and g:Y — Z are maps of presheaves on C, then if any two morphisms in
{f,g gf} are j-local isomorphisms, then all of them are j-local isomorphisms.

Proof. (1) We have the following pasting diagram of pullback squares

W xy X s X

g |

WXY(XXYX)%'(WXYX)Xw(WXYX) —_— XXYX f

W > Y

=

and since the upper left map is Ay.(y), and Ay is a j-local epi by assumption, this implies Ay
is a j-local epi by Lemma 5.7. Thus h*(f) is a j-local monomorphism.

(2) This follows from (1) and Lemma 5.7.

(3) We have the following pasting diagram of pullback squares

x —L 5y

a| ” A\
XxZYT>Y><ZY7>Y

Lol ks

X > Y > Z

Now (k is a j-local epi since gf is, and similarly q is a j-local epi since A, is. Thus f is a j-local
epi.
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(4) We have the following pasting diagram of pullback squares

Xx; X —L5 Yx, X — X

k’l J k\L J lf
Xx; Y —43 Yx, ¥ — 3 Y
|
X Y —— Z

and ¢,0’,k, k" are all j-local epimorphisms since f is. Thus q = €k’ = €’k is a j-local epi. Note
that the following square commutes

A
X —Ls Xx, X

fl lq

Y — 5 Yxy Y
Ag

But g and A, are j-local epimorphisms, therefore by Lemma 5.5, this implies that A, is a
q sf J P P y P g
j-local epi, so g is a j-local mono.

(5) Note that the following commutative square is a pullback

X:X

.l
Afl iAgf

Xxy X — Xx, X

where k is the canonical map induced by the universal property of the pullback. Thus Af is a
j-local epi since Ay is.

(6) By Corollary 5.14, if f and g are j-local isos, then so is gf.

Now suppose that gf and g are j-local isos. Then by (3), f is a j-local epi, and by (4), f is a
j-local mono and therefore a j-local iso.

Finally suppose that gf and f are j-local isos. By Lemma 5.5, this implies that g is a j-local
epi, and by (5), this implies that g is a j-local mono. O

6. SATURATED AND GROTHENDIECK COVERAGES

6.1. Saturated Coverages. In Section 4, we considered refinement and composition closed
coverages and their corresponding closure operations. In this section we will consider cov-
erages closed under both conditions and compare such coverages with Grothendieck cover-
ages/topologies.

Definition 6.1 ([Low16, Definition A.2.8(d)]). We say that a coverage j on a category C is satu-
rated if it is refinement and composition closed.

Remark 6.2. Our saturated coverages are precisely Shulman’s weakly x-ary topologies for x
the cardinality of the Grothendieck universe U (see Definition A.15), though we require the
underlying categories to be small, see [Shul2, Definition 3.1].

Example 6.3. For any topological space X, the open cover coverage jx on O(X) is saturated.
This is because if U = {U; C U} is an open cover of an open subset U C X, and ¢ = {Vji C U;}is
an open cover of U;, then (U \ {U;}) UV is an open cover of U, so jx is composition closed. Now
if U and ¥ are collections of open subsets of U C X such that ¥ is an open cover and there is
a refinement U <V, then U must be an open cover of U as well. Thus jx is refinement closed,
and therefore it is saturated.

Example 6.4. The jointly epimorphic coverage (FinSet, j.p;) from Example 2.8 is saturated.
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Definition 6.5 ([Low16, Definition A.2.15(d)]). Let (C,j) be a site. Say that a family of mor-
phisms r = {r; : U; —» U} on U is j-saturating if the map

(11) r—y(U)

given by the inclusion of the sieve generated by r to the maximal sieve on U is a j-local epi-
morphism (Definition 5.1).

Lemma 6.6. Let (C,j) be a site. A family of morphisms r = {r; : U; — U} is saturating if and
only if for any map g: V — U, there exists a j-tree T on V and a refinement g,(T°) <r.

Proof. Follows immediately from the definitions. O

Lemma 6.7. Let (C,j) be a site. A family of morphisms r = {r; : U; — U} is saturating if and
only if there exists a j-tree T on U and a refinement T° <r.

Proof. (=) Suppose that r is saturating. Then if we let g = 1y, then Lemma 6.6 implies that
there exists a j-tree T on U and a refinement f : T° — r.

(<) Suppose that r is refined by a j-tree T, and suppose that g: V — U is a morphism in C,
then by Lemma 4.12, there exists a j-tree S on V and a refinement g.(5°) < T°, which implies
that g.(S°) < r. Thus by Lemma 6.6, r is saturating. 0

Corollary 6.8. If (C, ) is composition closed, then a family of morphisms t on U is saturating
if and only if there exists a covering family r on U and a refinement r < t.

Definition 6.9. Given a site (C, j), let sat(j) denote the collection of families on C where sat(j)(U)
is the set of saturating families of morphisms on U. We call this the saturation closure of j.

Lemma 6.10. Given a site (C, j) the saturation closure sat(j) is precisely the refinement closure
of the composition closure of j:
sat(j) = ref(comp(j)).

Proof. This follows from Lemma 6.7. g

Proposition 6.11 ([Low16, Proposition A.2.15]). Given a site (C,j), the collection of families
sat(j) is the smallest saturated coverage on C containing j.

Proof. By Lemma 6.10, sat(j) is clearly refinement closed, and by Lemma 4.22, sat(j) is also
composition closed. Thus sat(j) is saturated. If j’ is a saturated coverage containing j, then by
Lemma 4.13, comp(j) € j’. But by Lemma 4.19, it follows that sat(j) C j'. O

Corollary 6.12. A coverage j on a category C is saturated if and only if sat(j) = j. Thusif jisa
saturated coverage, then a family r on U is covering if and only if it is saturating.

Proposition 6.13. Given a site (C, ), a presheaf X is a j-sheaf if and only if it is a sat(j)-sheaf.
In other words
Sh(C,j) = Sh(C, sat(j)).

Proof. This follows from Proposition 4.15, Proposition 4.20 and Lemma 6.10. O

Lemma 6.14. Let j be a coverage on C. Then a morphism f : X — Y of presheaves on C is a
j-local epimorphism (mono/iso) if and only if it is a sat(j)-local epimorphism (mono/iso).

Proof. (=) Suppose that f : X — Y is a j-local epimorphism. Then for every s: y(U) — Y, there
exists a j-tree T on U such that s,(T°) < f. But then T° is a covering family in sat(j). Thus by
Lemma 5.2, f is a sat(j)-local epimorphism.

(=) If f: X — Y is a sat(j)-local epimorphism, then for every s: y(U) — Y, there exists a
covering family r € sat(j)(U) such that s,(r) < {f}. But by Lemma 6.7, r is a sat(j)-covering
family if and only if it is j-saturating. This implies that there exists a j-tree T on U such that
T° <r. Thus s,(T°) <{f}, so f is a j-local epimorphism. O

Lemma 6.15. Let (C,j) be a site. If r is a family on U, then r is saturating if and only if
7 is saturating. Furthermore every j-covering family is saturating. Therefore j C sat(j) and
j C sat(j).
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Proof. (=) This follows just from the definition of coverage (Definition 2.6) and j-local epimor-
phism (Definition 5.1).

(<) If 7 is saturating, then since 7 = 7, this implies that 7 < y(U) is a j-local epimorphism,
and thus r is saturating. Now if r € j is a covering family, then it is saturating by taking r to
refine itself by the identiy in Lemma 6.7. O

Corollary 6.16. If j is a saturated coverage, then j C j.

Lemma 6.17. If j is a saturated coverage on a category C, U € C, and 7,7’ € j(U), then there
exists a covering family r” € j(U) and refinements r” < r and r” < r’. In other words, j(U) is a
finitely cofiltered (Definition C.8) poset.

Proof. Since covering families are j-trees, by Corollary 4.14, there exists a j-tree R on U and
refinements R° < r and R° < r’. But j is saturated, so by Lemma 4.10, r”” = R° is a covering
family that refines both r and r’. 0

Lemma 6.18. Given a family of morphisms r = {r; : U; — U}, in a site (C, j), the corresponding
map ) ;7i: ) ;i ¥(U;) = v(U) is a j-local epimorphism if and only if the corresponding family
ris j-saturating.

Proof. By Proposition 3.6 we have the following commutative diagram

Y, v(Ui) %y (Uj) L Liy(Ui) —7
o
y(U)
where 7 is a coequalizer, and hence an epimorphism. Thus if r is saturating, then 7 <— y(U)
is a j-local epi, which by Lemma 5.4 implies that } ;r; is a j-local epi. Conversely, if ) ;r; is a
j-local epi, then by Lemma 5.5, 7 <= y(U) is a j-local epi, and thus r is saturating. O
Definition 6.19. Let | be a sifted coverage on a category C. We say that ] is a sifted-saturated
coverage if it is composition closed and it satisfies the following weaker version of refinement

closure which we call sifted refinement closure: If R is a covering sieve on U, and T is a sieve
on U such that RC T, then T is a covering sieve on U.

Lemma 6.20. Let (C,j) be a site. If j is a saturated coverage, then j is a sifted-saturated cover-
age.

Proof. Suppose that R € j(U) is a covering sieve, T is a sieve on U and R C T. By definition
of f(U), there exists a covering family r = {r; : U; — U} € j(U) such that R = 7. Thus there
exists a refinement r < R. Since j is refinement closed, this implies that R € j(U), and therefore
T € j(U). Since T = T, this implies that T € j(U). Thus j is refinement closed. Now suppose
that for every f : V — U € R, there exists a j-covering sieve Ty € J(V) with j-covering family

tf = {t}r : Vi > V} such that Ty = t/. We want to show that (RoT)=User f(Ty) is a j-covering

sieve on U. Now it is easy to see that R = U;(r;).(»(U;)) and Ty = Uj(t{)*(y(Vj)). Since j is
saturated, and (1yy) € j(W) for every W € C, then by Lemma 6.15, this implies that y(W) € j(W).
Thus (RoT) = (r oy, ot oy;), where we are letting v, and y, denote the collection of maximal
sieves p(W) for every W in the domains of r and ¢ respectively. But j is composition closed so
(roy,otoy;) =(RoT)is acovering sieve. Thus j is sifted-saturated. O
6.2. Grothendieck Coverages. We will now consider the more traditional notion of a Grothendieck
coverage. The work of the previous section will be used to show how a coverage generates a

Grothendieck coverage, and this is useful in applications. However the main usage of Grothendieck
coverages is in proving theorems about Grothendieck toposes.

Definition 6.21. A Grothendieck coverage® on an (essentially small) category C is a sifted
collection of families J on C such that

%More commonly known as a Grothendieck topology
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(G1) y(U) € J(U) for every U € C,
(G2) for any sieve R € J(U) and any morphism g: V — U, g"(R) € J(V), and
(G3) if ReJ(U), R’ is a sieve on U, and g*(R") € J(V) for every g € R(V), then R" € J(U).

We refer to a category C equipped with a Grothendieck coverage a Grothendieck site. Note
that (G1) and (G2) imply that a Grothendieck coverage is a sifted coverage.

Lemma 6.22 ([Jar15, Lemma 3.12]). Let (C,]) be a Grothendieck site. Then the following hold:

(1) if R, R’ are sieves on U, R C R’ and R is a covering sieve, then R’ is a covering sieve,
(2) if R, R’ are covering sieves, then RN R’ is a covering sieve.

Proof. (1)Let g: V — U € R, then by Lemma 3.12, we know that g*'R = g*'R’ = y(V), which is a

covering sieve of V by (G1). Since this is true for all g € R, then R’ is a covering sieve by (G3).
(2) Let g € R, then g"(RNR’') = g'RN 'R’ =y(V)Ng'R" = ¢g'R’ by Lemma 3.12. By (G2),

g'R’ € J(V), thus by (G3), RN R’ is a covering sieve. O

Lemma 6.23. Given a small category C and a set {J;};c; of Grothendieck coverages on C, let
J = (;erJi denote the sifted collection of families where R € J(U) if and only if R € J;(U) for all
i € I. Then ] is a Grothendieck coverage.

Proof. Since y(U) € J;(U) for all i € I, | satisfies (G1). If R € J(U), then R € J;(U) for all i, and
since each J; is a Grothendieck coverage ¢*(R) € J;(V) for every map g: V — U, so g*(R) € J(V),
so ] satisfies (G2). Similar reasoning shows that ] satisfies (G3). ]

Remark 6.24. Thanks to Lemma 6.23, we can generate a Grothendieck coverage given any
collection of families. Indeed, suppose that C is a small category and j is a collection of families
on C. Then let Gro(j) denote the intersection of all the Grothendieck coverages ] such that j CJ.

Lemma 6.25 ([Jar15, Lemma 3.12.3]). If (C,]) is a Grothendieck site, and R € J(U) is a covering
sieve, such that for every f : V. — U with f € R, there is a covering sieve Ty € J(V). Then
(RoT)=Ufer fu(Ty) is a covering sieve. In other words, ] is composition closed.

Proof. First consider f*(RoT) = Uger f*8:(Ty). Now if g = f, then Ty C f*£.(Ty) Thus Ty C
f*(RoT), and since Ty is a covering sieve, by Lemma 6.22, f*(Ro T) is a covering sieve. Since
f*(RoT)is a covering sieve for every f € R, by (G3), therefore (Ro T) is a covering sieve. O

Remark 6.26. Note that while Grothendieck coverages are composition closed, they are not
refinement closed. Indeed, Grothendieck coverages must be sifted, but if R is a covering sieve
of a Grothendieck coverage | over U, then there exists a refinement R < (1), but (1) is not a
sieve, so it cannot belong to J(U). However, they are sifted refinement closed, which is easy to
see. This means that Grothendieck coverages and saturated coverages are two different kinds
of mathematical objects, but we will show they are equivalent in a certain sense.

Proposition 6.27. Given a category C, the Grothendieck coverages on C are precisely the sifted-
saturated coverages on C.

Proof. Suppose that | is a Grothendieck coverage, then by Lemma 6.22 and Lemma 6.25, |
is a sifted-saturated coverage. Conversely suppose that J is a sifted-saturated coverage. We
wish to show that J is a Grothendieck coverage. Suppose that Re€ J(U)and g: V — U isa
morphism. Since ] is a coverage, there exists a covering sieve T € J(V) such that g.(T) C R. But
by Lemma 3.11, this is equivalent to T C g"(R). Since ] is sifted-refinement closed, this implies
that g*(R) € J(V). Now let us show (G3). Suppose that R € J(U), R’ € y(U) and for every g € R,
¢*(R’) € J(V). Then (Ro R*(R’)) = Uger 2.8"(R’) is a covering sieve since ] is composition closed,
and for every g € R, it follows that g,g*(R’) C R/, thus (RoR*(R’)) C R’. But ] is sifted-refinement
closed, so R" € J(V). O

Lemma 6.28. Suppose that (C,]) is a Grothendieck site. Then a sieve R on an object U is a
covering sieve for | if and only if the inclusion R <= y(U) is a J-local isomorphism if and only
if it is a J-local epimorphism.
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Proof. (=) Suppose that R is a J-covering sieve on U. Let us show that R < y(U) is a J-local
epimorphism. If x : (V) — y(U) is a section, then since R € J(U) is a covering family and |
is a coverage, then there exists a covering family S € J(V) such that for every s; : V; - V in
S, it factors through some map in R. Thus R < yp(U) is a J-local epimorphism. Since it is a
monomorphism, this implies that it is also a J-local isomorphism.

(<) Suppose that R < y(U) is a J-local epimorphism. Then it is a J-local isomorphism. We
want to show that R is a J-covering sieve on U. Given any map f : V — U, since R = y(U) is a
J-local epimorphism, there is a J-covering sieve Sy on V such that Sy C f*(R). Thus f*(R) is a
J-covering sieve for every f in the maximal sieve y(U). Thus by (G3), R € J(U). O

Recall that if f : X — Y is a map of presheaves, then f factors through its image presheaf
m(f) (Definition A.77).

Lemma 6.29. Given a Grothendieck site (C,]), a map f : X — p(U) of presheaves is a J-local
epimorphism if and only if im(f) < y(U) is a J-covering sieve.

Proof. (=) Suppose that f : X — y(U) is a J-local epimorphism, and we factor it as

e i
X — im(f) = p(U).
Then by Lemma 5.5, iy is a J-local epimorphism. Thus by Lemma 6.28, im(f) is a J-covering
sieve.
(<) Conversely if im(f) <> y(U) is a J-covering sieve, then by Lemma 6.28, if is a J-local
epimorphism, and ey is an epimorphism, hence a J-local epimorphism, and thus by Lemma
5.4, f is a J-local epimorphism. O

Lemma 6.30. Given a Grothendieck site (C,]), a map f : X — Y of presheaves is a J-local
epimorphism if and only if for every section s : y(U) — Y, the pullback s*(f) : y(U)xy X — p(U)
is a J-local epimorphism.

Proof. This is a special case of Lemma 5.6. O

6.3. Comparison of Saturated and Grothendieck Coverages. In this section we compare sat-
urated coverages and Grothendieck coverages, showing that for any category C, there is an
isomorphism between the corresponding posets of saturated and Grothendieck coverages. This
leads to Corollary 6.38 showing that to every coverage j there exists a unique smallest Grothendieck
coverage containing j and with the same sheaves as ;.

Lemma 6.31. Let j be a saturated coverage on a category C. Then j is a Grothendieck coverage.
Proof. This follows from Lemma 6.20. 0

Definition 6.32. Suppose that ] is a sifted coverage on C, let J° denote the collection of families
on C where a family r on U belongs to J°(U) if 7 € J(U). We call this the interior coverage of J.

Lemma 6.33. If ] is a Grothendieck coverage on a category C, then J° is a saturated coverage.

Proof. Suppose that r € J°(U) and r < t. Then 7 € J(U) and 7 C t. Thus t € J(U), so t € J°(U).
Thus J° is refinement closed. Now given a J°-covering family r = {r; : U; — U};¢; on U and for

each i a J°-covering family ' on Uj, then we want to show that (rot) € J(U). Now note that
{t'}ier is an I-indexed family of J°-covering families. Let I denote the indexing set for 7. We

wish to extend {t'} to a new set {S/} of J°-covering sieves indexed by j € I. Fori eI CT let
S' =ti. Now if g €7, then g factors as g = g for some morphism g; and some covering map ry.
Then set S/ = g]( k). This is a covering sieve since ] is a Grothendieck coverage. Thus (7o) is a
covering sieve on U and furthermore (0 S) C (ro t) Thus by Lemma 6.22, (r ot) is a covering

sieve. Thus J° is a saturated coverage. O

Definition 6.34. Given a category C, let SatCvg(C) denote the (large) poset of saturated cov-
erages equipped with the C relation. Similarly let GroCvg(C) denote the (large) poset of
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Grothendieck coverages. The constructions m and (—)° defined above can easily be seen to
define maps of posets.

Proposition 6.35. The maps of (large) posets

(12) SatCvg + GroCvg

form an isomorphism of posets.

Proof. Let us show that J° = J and (j)° = j. Clearly j C (j)°, so let us prove the converse. If
r€(j)°, then 7 € j, so by Collorary 6.16, 7 € j. But j is saturated, so by Lemma 6.15, this implies
that r € j. Now for | a Grothendieck coverage, it is clear that Jo CJ,solet us prove the converse.
Suppose that R € ] and r is a family such that 7 =R. Thenr € J°,so7=R¢€ Jo.ThusJCJe. O

Definition 6.36. Given a coverage j on a category C, let

Gro(j) := sat(j).
We call this the Grothendieck closure of j.
Lemma 6.37. Given a coverage j on a category C, we have
(13) Gro(j) = Gro(j).
Furthermore, Gro(j) is the smallest Grothendieck coverage containing j.

Proof. By Lemma 6.15, we have that } C sat(j), and therefore sat(}) C sat(j). Thus Gro(]) =

sat(}) C sat(j) = Gro(j). Conversely, it is easy to see that j C (sat( )) = sat(j 7), since if r € j, then
Te ] and therefore r € sat(]). Thus sat(j) C sat(]) and thus Gro( /) C Gro(j 7).

Now suppose that | is a Grothendieck coverage such that j C J. hen jC(j)°CJ°, but J°is
saturated by Lemma 6.33, so sat(j) € J°. Thus Gro(j) S /. O

Corollary 6.38. Given a coverage j on a category C, there exists a Grothendieck coverage Gro(j)
containing j and such that Sh(C, j) = Sh(C, Gro(j)).

Lemma 6.39. Given a site (C,j) amap f : X — Y of presheaves on C is a j-local epimorphism
(mono/iso) if and only if it is a Gro(j)-local epimorphism (mono/iso).

Proof. By Lemma 6.14, we can assume that j is a saturated coverage. Thus it is sufficient to
show that f is a j-local epimorphism (mono/iso) if and only if it is a j-local epimorphism
(mono/iso).

=) If f is a j-local epimorphism, then by Corollary 6.16, j C j, so f is a j-local epimorphism.
This similarly implies that if f is a j-local monomorphism or isomorphism, then it is a j-local
monomorphism or isomorphism.

(<) Since every j-covering family is contained within a j-covering family, if f lifts against
all the j-covering families, then it lifts against all the j-covering families. Thus f is a j-local
epimorphism (mono/iso). O

Lemma 6.40. Let j be a saturated coverage on a small category C, let U € C and let r,1" € j(U).
If we consider j(U) as a preorder, ordered by refinement, then the meet of r and r’ exists and is
given by

rar =TNT.

In particular, this implies that sat(j)(U) is a finitely cofiltered category (Definition C.8).
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Proof. First we note that 7 N7’ is j-saturating because the following diagram

7e——7

7l \[

— y(U)

is a pullback, and both 7 < y(U) and 7’ <> y(U) are j-local epimorphisms since r,7" € j(U) and
thus are j-saturating by Corollary 6.12. Hence 7N7" <> 7’ is a j-local epimorphism, and thus
the composite 7TN7 <> y(U) is a j-local epimorphism by Lemma 7.3.

Now FN7 =7N¥ C7. Thus by Lemma 3.5 we have 7N7 < r, and similarly for ’. Now if
t<randt<r,thentC7N7 =7N7. Thus again by Lemma 3.5, we have t <7 N 7. O

Remark 6.41. Given a saturated coverage j, for every U € C, j(U) is a preorder under refine-
ment, and we can consider j(U) as a poset under inclusion. If we let j(U). denote the quotient
of j(U)by r ~r"if r <r’and r’ < r, then we get an isomorphism of posets

where 1 is just inclusion. Basically this is just the fact that r <7 and 7 <r.

The following result is very important for Section 7. It says in the language of Appendix B,
that j-sheaves are W-local, where W is the class of j-local isomorphisms.

Proposition 6.42. Let (C,]) be a Grothendieck coverage, Z a J-sheaf, and let f : X — Y be
a J-local isomorphism. If g : X — Z is a map of presheaves, then there exists a unique map
h:Y — Z such that hf = g.

Proof. Suppose that s: y(U) — Y is a section. Then since ] is composition closed, there exists
a J-covering sieve R < p(U) such that for every r; : U; — U in R there is a map s; : y(U;) —» X
making the following diagram commute

p(U) —— X -2 7

L)

y(U) —— Y

Now let us show that {g(s;) € Z(U;)} is a Z-matching family. First note that if we have a com-
mutative diagram

ij
Uz']' —_— U]'

W |

U; T) U
then we obtain sections X (7;)(s;), X(7;)(s;) € X(Uj;) such that
J(X(mi)(si)) = Y (r0;)(f (i) = Y (7)Y (ri)(s) = Y (7)Y (rj)(s) = Y (72;)(f (57)) = f(X(75})(s))-

Now since f is a local monomorphism, there exists a J-covering sieve T%/ on Uijj such that if #; :
Vic = Uy € T¥, then X(6)X (7:)(s1) = X (1) X (7;)(57). Thus {g(X (1) X (7:)(51)) = 8(X ()X (7)) (5, )}
is a Z-matching family on T%/. But both g(X(1t;)(s;)) = Z(;)(g(s;)) and g(X(m;)(s)) = Z(mt;)(g(s5))
are amalgamations on Z(Uj;;). But Z is a J-sheaf, and hence has unique amalgamations, so
Z(m;)(g(s;)) = Z(mtj)(g(sj)). Thus {g(s;)} is a Z-matching family for R, so there exists a unique
amalgamation h(s) € Z(U) such that Z(r;)(h(s)) = g(s;). Let h: Y(U) — Z(U) be defined object-
wise by s h(s).
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Now let us show that the above construction didn’t depend on the choice of covering fam-
ilies. Suppose that there is another covering sieve R" = {r], : Uy — U} on U with corre-
sponding sections s}, € X(U;). Then as above, we obtain two Z-matching families {g(s;)};e; and
{g(s})}i7er on R and R’ respectively. Now since ] is Grothendieck coverage, by Lemma 6.22, the
sieve RN R’ is a J-covering sieve.

Thus we have two Z-matching families {g(s¢)}¢cinr, {g(5;)}eernr on RN R’. Furthermore
f(s¢) = Y(rg)(s) = f(s;) for every rp € RNR’. Thus since f is a local mono, there exists a J-
covering sieve T¢ on U, such that for every t,f : ng — Uy € TY, we have X(tf)(Sg) = X(tf)(sé).
Thus Z(t)(g(s¢)) = Z(t{)(g(s,)). Therefore {Z(t)(g(s;)) = Z(t{)(g(s;))}k is a Z-matching family
for T¢, with amalgamations g(s;) and g(sy). Since Z is a J-sheaf, amalgamations on T! are
unique, so this implies that g(s;) = g(s,) for every e INI".

Now if h(s) is an amalgamation for {g(s;)};c; and h’(s) is an amalgamation for {g(s’,)};¢s’, then
both h(s) and h’(s) are amalgamations for {g(s;) = g(s;)}¢einr’- But Z is a J-sheaf, and therefore
amalgamations for R N R’ are unique, therefore h(s) = h’(s). Thus the assignment s > h(s)
doesn’t depend on the chosen covering families.

Let us show that the assignment hy; : Y(U) — Z(U) extends to a natural transformation h :
Y > Z.Ifa:V — U is amorphism in C, then since ] is a coverage, there exists a covering sieve
T ={tj: V; > V}jq anindex map a : ] — I and maps ¢{; : V; — U,(j). Taking {Z({;)(g(sa(j)))} =
{8(sa(j¢j)}, we get a Z-matching family on T, and hence get the unique amalgamation h(sa).
But Z(t;)Z(a)(h(s)) = Z(at})(h(s)) = Z(€;)Z(ra(j))(h(s)) = Z(£})g(sa(j))- Thus Z(a)(h(s)) is also an
amalgamation, and hence h(Y (a)(s)) = h(sa) = Z(a)(h(s)).

Now let us show that hf = g. If s € Y(U) is a section such that s = f(x) for some x € X(U), then
{X(a)(x)}sey, is an X-matching family for the maximal covering sieve yy = {a: V — U}, such
that f(X(a)(x)) = Y(a)(f(x)) = Y(a)(s). Thus {g(X(a)(x)) = Z(a)(g(x))} is a Z-matching family for
Yy, with unique amalgamation g(x) and thus h(s) = h(f(x)) = g(x).

Uniqueness of h follows from uniqueness of amalgamations. O

Corollary 6.43. The hypothesis of Proposition 6.42 holds for an arbitrary site (C, j), not just
Grothendieck sites.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 6.39. O

7. SHEAFIFICATION AND LEx LOCALIZATIONS

In this section, we use the theory of localizations as in Appendix B to study Grothendieck
toposes. The main goal for this section is Theorem 7.18, also called the “Little Giraud Theo-
rem”, which characterizes Grothendieck toposes by lex localizations of presheaf topoi. This is
well-trodden ground, see [Joh02, Corollary 2.1.11]. However, we diverge from the usual way of
proving this using Lawvere-Tierney topologies and instead use systems of local epimorphisms
and isomorphisms.

7.1. Systems of Local Epimorphisms.

Definition 7.1 ([KS05, Section 16.1]). Given a presheaf topos Pre(C) a system of local epimor-
phisms consists of a class E = {f : X — Y} of morphisms of presheaves such that:
(1) if f: X > Y isanepi, then f €E,
(2)iff:X—>YisinEandg:Y — Zisin E, then gf € E,
(3) if gf as above is in E, then g € E,
(4) an arbitrary morphism f : X — Y is in E if and only if for every section s : y(U) — Y the
pullback s*(f) : (U) xy X — X isin E.
If E is a system of local epimorphisms on Pre(C) and f € E we call f an E-local epimorphism or
E-local epi for short. We will use the statements f € E and f is an E-local epi interchangeably.

Lemma 7.2. The axiom (4) of Definition 7.1 is equivalent to the following (4’): amap f : X —» Y
of presheaves is an E-local epi if and only if for every arbitrary map g: Z — Y, the pullback
map ¢*(f): Z xy X — Z is an E-local epi.
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Proof. (4 = 4)1If f : X — Y is an E-local epi, then for every section s : y(U) — Y, the pullback
morphism s*(f) is an E-local epi. Now conversely suppose that every s*(f) is in E. We want to
show that f isin E. Let g: Z — Y be a map of presheaves, and suppose that s: y(U) - Z is a
section. Consider the following diagram of pullback squares

YU)Xz (ZxyX) — Zxy X — X

since both squares are pullbacks, the outer square is a pullback. Thus by assumption s*(g*(f))
is an E-local epi. But since s was arbitrary, this proves that ¢g*(f) is in E. But since g was
arbitrary, this proves that f is in E. (4 = 4’) If f is in E, then by a similar argument as above,
for every map g: Z — Y, ¢g*(f) is in E. Conversely if every ¢g*(f) is in E, then taking g to be the
identity shows that f isin E. O

Lemma 7.3. Given a coverage j on C, the class of j-local epimorphims forms a system of local
epimorphisms.

Proof. (1) is clear, (2) follows from Lemma 5.4, and (3) follows from Lemma 5.5. Now sup-
pose that f : X — Y is a map of presheaves and for all sections s : y(U) — Y the pullback
s*(f): y(U) xy X = y(U) is a j-local epimorphism. We want to show that f is a j-local epimor-
phism. So suppose that s: y(U) — Y is a section. Then s*(f) is a j-local epimorphism, so if we
consider the identity map 1,(y) : (U) — p(U), then there exists a j-tree T on U such T° < s*(f),
which implies that 5,(T°) < f. Since this holds for any section s, this shows that f is a j-local
epimorphism. Thus (4).(<) holds.

Conversely, suppose that f is a local epi. We want to show that for every s : y(U) — Y, the
map s*(f) is a local epi. Suppose that s": (V) — p(U) is a section, then since f is a local epi,
there exists a j-tree T on V and a refinement g : (ss’),(T°) — f as in the following commutative
diagram

(14) t’l ls*(f) lf

By the universal property of the pullback, there is a unique dotted map as above making the
diagram commute, and therefore defining a refinement (s’).(T°) < s*(f) as we wanted to show,
thus proving (4).(=). O

Definition 7.4. Given a system E of local epimorphisms on Pre(C), let j(E) denote the collec-
tion of families on C where for every U € C, a family r € j(E)(U) if and only if 7 — y(U) is an
E-local epimorphism.

Lemma 7.5. Given a system E of local epimorphims on Pre(C), the collection j(E) of families
on C is a saturated coverage.

Proof. Let us show j(E) is a coverage. Suppose that r € j(E)(U) for some Ue C,and g: V - U
is a morphism in C. Then g*(7) € j(E)(V), since E is a system of local epimorphisms. But
g*(r) =g*(r), so g*(r) € j(E)(V) and g.g"(r) C r. Thus j(E) is a coverage.

Clearly j(E) contains all identity families, so let us show that j(E) is refinement closed. Sup-
pose that r € j(E)(U), so that 7 < y(U) is an E-local epimorphism, and there exists a refinement
r < t. We want to show that t <> y(U) is an E-local epi. Now 7 C £, so we have the following
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commmutative diagram

/\

T e—— y(U

and thus t <> y(U) is an E-local epi by Definition 7.1.(3).

Now let us show that j(E) is composition closed. Let r = {r; : U; — U};¢; € j(E)(U) and for
each i € I, suppose that t' € j(E)(U;). We want to show that (r o t) = J;(r;).(t)) € j(E)(U). First
let us prove that r: } ; y(U;) = y(U) is an E-local epimorphism. By Proposition 3.6 we have the
following commutative diagram

LijyUi)xyuyy(Uj) 3§ Yiy(Uj) ———

where 7 is a coequalizer, and hence an epimorphism. Thus by Defintion 7.1.(1), 7 is an E-local
epi, and 7 < y(U) is an E-local epi by assumption. Thus by Definition 7.1.(2), r is an E-local
epi. Now note that the following commutative diagram is a pullback

e U7

/ [

y(U;) — Liv(U))

Thusif s: (V) — ) ; »(U;) is a section, then by the Yoneda lemma, s factors through some y(U;)
and taking the pullback we obtain the following pair of pullback diagrams

Ty > Uit
[ [
y(U

i) — Liy(U;)

s(#)

(V) ——

and since t < y(U;) is an E-local epi by assumption, s*(F) < y(V) is an E-local epi. But the
outer rectangle is also a pullback, and since s was arbitrary, this implies that Uig .U
is an E-local epi.

Now (rot) = Ui(rz-)*(ﬁ) is precisely the image of the map Uig — Y v(U;) = y(U), so we
have the following commutative diagram

Uith —— Y;9(U))

| |

(rot) —— y(U)

But then the composite map Uiﬁ — y(U) is an E-local epi, and thus by (3), (rot) <= y(U) is an
E-local epi. Thus j(E) is composition closed, and therefore saturated. O

Proposition 7.6. Given an (essentially small) category C, there is a bijection
{saturated coverages on C} = {systems of local epis on Pre(C)}.
Proof. In Lemma 7.3, we gave a map

@ : {coverages on C} — {systems of local epis on Pre(C)},
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where ¢(j) is the system of local epimorphisms given by the class of j-local epimorphisms.
Conversely, in Lemma 7.5, we gave a map

Y : {systems of local epis on Pre(C)} — {saturated coverages on C},

where i(E) is the coverage j(E). It is easy to see that if j is a coverage, then 1 ¢(j) is precisely
sat(j). We claim that if E is a system of local epimorphisms, then ¢¢(E) = E. So suppose that
f : X = Y belongs to @i(E). Thus f is a j(E)-local epimorphism. Since j(E) is saturated, by
Lemma 5.2, this implies that for every section s : y(U) — Y there exists a j(E)-covering family
r on U such that s,(r) < f, and furthermore s,(7) < f. Now r being a j(E)-covering family
means that 7 < y(U) belongs to E. Now s,(7) < f implies that 7 < s*(f). But this means that
7 — y(U) factors through s*(f), and hence by Definition 7.1.(3), s*(f) € E. Since this is true
for every section s, this implies that f € E. Conversely if f : X — Y is in E, then we want to
show that for every s: y(U) — Y, there exists a j(E)-covering family r such that s.(f) < f. But
for every such s : y(U) — Y, we know that s*(f) belongs to E. Taking the image of s*(f) we
obtain a monomorphism im(s*(f)) < y(U), and by Definition 7.1.(3), this belongs to E. Thus
r = Uyeeim(s*(f))(V) is a j(E)-covering family. If r; : y(U;) — y(U) belongs to im(s*(f))(U;),
then by definition it factors through s*(f), and therefore s.(r;) < f. Therefore s.(r) < f, so f is
a j(E)-local epimorphism. Thus @i(E) = E. Therefore if we restrict ¢ to saturated coverages,
then we obtain a bijection. O

7.2. Systems of Local Isomorphisms.

Definition 7.7. Let W be a class of morphisms in a category C. We say that W satisfies the
2-of-3 property if given any pair of composeable morphisms f : X — Y and g: Y — Z if any
two of the morphisms in the set {f, g, gf} belongs to W, then all three of them belong to W.

Definition 7.8. Let Pre(C) be a presheaf topos, and let W be a class of morphisms of presheaves.
We say that W is a system of local isomorphisms if

(1) every isomorphism belongs to W,
(2) W satisfies the 2-of-3 property,
(3) amap f : X — Y belongs to W if and only if for every section s : y(U) — Y, the pullback
morphism s*(f) : p(U) xy X —» y(U) is in W.
If W is a system of local isomorphisms, f : X — Y is in W we say that f € W or f is a W-local
isomorphism or f is a W-local iso, interchangeably.

Lemma 7.9. The axiom (3) of Definition 7.8 is equivalent to the following (3’):amap f : X —» Y
of presheaves is in W if and only if for every arbitrary map g : Z — Y, the pullback map
F(f):Zxy X —>Zisin W.

Proof. (3’ =3)If f : X — Y isin W, then for every section s : y(U) — Y, the pullback morphism
s*(f) is in W. Now conversely suppose that every s*(f) is in W. We want to show that f is in
W. Let g: Z — Y be a map of presheaves, and suppose that s : y(U) — Z is a section. Consider
the following diagram of pullback squares

YU)xz(ZxyX) — Zxy X — X

s*(g*(f))l - g*(f)i ’ lf

since both squares are pullbacks, the outer square is a pullback. Thus by assumption s*(g*(f))
is in W. But since s was arbitrary, this proves that g*(f) is in W. But since g was arbitrary, this
proves that f is in W. (3 = 3’) If f is in W, then by a similar argument as above, for every
map g:Z — Y, g°(f) is in W. Conversely if every g*(f) is in W, then taking g to be the identity
shows that f is in W. O

Definition 7.10. Suppose that W is a system of local isomorphisms. We say that amap f : X —
Y is a W-local epimorphism if its image im(f) < Y is a W-local isomorphism. We say that f
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is a W-local mono if Af: X — X xy X is a W-local epi. Note that a sieve R <> y(U) is a W-local
isomorphism if and only if it is a W-local epimorphism.

Lemma 7.11. Suppose that W is a system of local isomorphisms on a presheaf topos Pre(C),
R — y(U)is a W-local iso, and S < y(U) is a sieve, then
(I) if RC S, then S < y(U) is a W-local iso, and
(IT) if for every f : V — U in R, the map f*(S) < (V) is a W-local iso, then S — yp(U) is a
W-local iso.

Proof. (I) Suppose that R — y(U) is a W-local isomorphism, S < y(U) is a sieve, and R C S.
This implies that RN S = R, and therefore using Lemma A.38, the following commutative
diagram is a pullback square

R = R
[
§ —— (V)

Thus by Definition 7.8.(3’), R < S is a W-local isomorphism, and by Definition 7.8.(2), this
implies S < y(U) is a W-local isomorphism.

(IT) Suppose that R e J(W)(U), S < y(U), and for every f : V — U in R, the pullback f*(S) —
y(V) is a W-local iso, then we want to show that S < yp(U) is a W-local iso. Suppose that
f*(S) = y(V)is a W-local iso for every f : V — U in R. Then for every g: y(V) — R, we have a
commutative diagram

g(S) — RNS —— 'S

Y(V) —5— R —— y(U)
where the right hand square is a pullback and the outer rectangle is a pullback. Thus the
left hand square is a pullback. By assumption g*(S) < y(V) is a W-local isomorphism, and
since g : y(V) — R was arbitrary, this implies that RN'S <= R is a W-local isomorphism. Thus
RNS < y(U)is a W-local isomorphism, which implies that S < y(U) is a W-local isomorphism
by (I). O

Remark 7.12. Lemma 6.22 implies that if W is a system of local isomorphisms, then the col-
lection of sieve inclusions {R < y(U)} that are W-local isomorphisms forms a Grothendieck
coverage.

Lemma 7.13 ([KSO05, Exercise 16.5]). If W is a system of local isomorphisms and E is the class
of W-local epis, then E is a system of local epimorphisms.

Proof. Suppose that f : X — Y is an epimorphism. Then im(f) < Y is an isomorphism and
therefore a W-local isomorphism.

Suppose that f : X — Y and g : X — Y are morphisms such that gf is a W-local epimor-
phism. We want to show that g is a W-local epi. First note that the following diagram is a
pullback

im(gf) im(gf)

{ [

im(g) —— Z

where i is the obvious inclusion map. Now let us show that i is a W-local isomorphism. Sup-
pose that s : y(U) — im(g) is a section. Then we obtain the following pair of pullback diagrams

Y(U) Xim(g) im(gf) — im(gf) im(gf)

|
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so the outer rectangle is a pullback. Since im(gf) < Z is a local isomorphism by assumption,
this implies that k is a local isomorphism. Since s was arbitrary, this implies that g, is a W-local
isomorphism. Thus by the 2-of-3 property of W-local isomorphisms, im(g) < Z is a W-local
isomorphism, and therefore g is a W-local epi.

Now let f : X — Y be a W-local epimorphism and s : y(U) — Y. Then since images of
presheaf maps are stable under pullback we have the following pair of pullback diagrams

Y U)xy X — X
L
im(s*(f)) —— im(f)
| [
yWU) —— Y

Thus im(s*(f)) < y(U) is a W-local isomorphism, so s*(f) is a W-local epimorphism.

Conversely suppose that for every s: y(U) — Y, the pullback map s*(f) is a W-local epimor-
phism. We want to show that f is a W-local epimorphism. But if we pull back f by s, then
the image of s*(f) is a W-local isomorphism by assumption. Thus im(f) < y(U) is a W-local
isomorphism. Therefore f is a W-local epimorphism.

Then taking g to be the identity shows that f is a W-local epi. Conversely if f is a W-
local epi, we want to show every pullback map is. This follows from the fact that Pre(C) has
pullback stable image factorizations (Lemma A.79). Namely taking the pullback of im(f) — Y
along any map g: Z — Y gives im(g*(f)) < Z, which is a W-local isomorphism, since W-local
isomorphisms are stable under pullback, thus g*(f) is a W-local epi.

If f:X—>Yand g:Y — Z are W-local epis, then we want to show that gf is a W-local
epi’. Let us first suppose that g is of the form g: Y — y(U). Suppose that s: p(V) — im(g) is a
section, then s factors through g, giving a map 5: (V) — Y such that gs= s. Now taking the
pullback s*(f), we have the commutative diagram

y(V) XyX e X

y(V) —— im(g) — p(U

Now s*(f) is a W-local epimorphism because f is. Thus im(s*(f)) < y(V) is a W-local isomor-
phism. Butim(s*(f)) C s*(im(gf)). Indeed, if h: W — V is in the image of 5*(f), then there exists
an x € X(W) such that s(h) = f(x). But then s(h) = gs(h) = gf(x). Thus by Lemma 7.11.(I), this
implies that s*(im(gf)) < y(V) is a W-local isomorphism. Since this is true for every s € im(g),
by Lemma 7.11.(II), this implies that im(gf) < y(U) is a W-local isomorphism.

Now suppose that f : X — Y and g: Y — Z are arbitrary W-local epimorphisms. Then for
any section s : y(U) — Z, we have the following pair of pullback diagrams

p(U)xz X —> X
L
p(U)xz Y —> Y
[

yU) —— Z

"This part of the proof is due to [Dou].
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and thus as proven above, since W-local epimorphisms are stable under pullback, this implies
that the two left vertical maps are W-local epimorphisms. By the argument of the preced-
ing section, this implies their composite is a W-local epimorphism. Since s : y(U) — Z was
an arbitrary section, and the outer rectangle is a pullback, this implies that gf is a W-local
epimorphism. O
Lemma 7.14. Given a system E of local epimorphisms, let W denote the class of E-local iso-
morphisms. Then W is a system of local isomorphisms.

Proof. (1) This clearly holds because if f : X — Y is an isomorphism, then it is an E-local
isomorphism.

(2) Since E is the class of j-local epimorphisms for some saturated coverage j, this follows
from Lemma 5.15.(6).

(3’)(=) holds by Lemma 5.15.(2) and (3’)(«<) is obvious. O

Proposition 7.15. Given a small category C, there is a bijection
{systems of local epimorphisms on Pre(C)} = {systems of local isomorphisms on Pre(C)}.
Proof. By Lemma 7.14, we have a function (between large sets)
o : {systems of local epis on Pre(C)} — {systems of local isos on Pre(C)}

where if E is a system of local epis, then o(E) is the class of E-local isomorphisms. Namely o (E)
is the class of morphisms that are both E-local epis and E-local monos. Conversely, by Lemma
7.13, we have a function

T : {systems of local isos on Pre(C)} — {systems of local epis on Pre(C)},

where if W is a system of local isos, then (W) is the class of W-local epis. Namely (W) is the
class of morphisms f : X — Y such that im(f) < Y is a W-local iso. Let us show that these
functions are inverse to each other.

First let us show that if W is a system of local isos, and we define E = 7(W) to be the class of
W-local epis, then if f : X — Y isin W, then f is in E. First note that the following is a pullback

X - X
Lol
im(f) — Y

so that if s: p(U) — im(f) is a section, then taking the pullback, we obtain pasting diagram of
pullbacks

P U)xy X — X X
(Ll
Y(U) —— im(f) —— Y

but the outer rectangle is a pullback, so k is in W. Since this is true for arbitrary s : y(U) —

im(f), this implies that X - im(f) is in W. Thus by 2-of-3, im(f) < y(U) is in W. Therefore
f €E.

Now we want to show that if W is a system of local isos, E = t(W) is the class of W-local epis,

and we let W’ = o(E) be the class of E-local isos, then we want to show that W = ot(W) = W"’.

First let us show that W C W’. We know that if f € W, then f € E. Thus we need only to
show that A; € E. We have the following commutative diagram
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since f is a W-local iso, then so are py, and p;. But then by 2-of-3, since 1y is also a W-local
iso, this implies that A; is a W-local iso. Therefore by the above argument since W C E, this
implies that Ay € E. Therefore W C W'.

Conversely let us show that W C W. If f : X — Y in W', then it is a W-local epi and a
W-local mono. Thus im(f) < Y is in W. Now note that the following diagram is a pullback

Xxy X —2 3 X
Pol ’ i
X — im(f)
Now note that Ag : X — X xy X is a monomorphism, which implies that it is its own image,
and since Ay is a W-local epi, this implies that Af € W. Now since poAs = 1x, by 2-of-3, this

implies that py (and p;) are in W. Now if s : y(U) — im(f) was an arbitrary section, then it
factors through X, and taking the pullback we obtain a pasting diagram of pullbacks

Y(U) Xim(p) X — X xy X —2 X

e

y(U) S > X » im(f)

thus k is in W. But since this was true for arbitrary s : y(U) — im(f), this implies that X —»
im(f) is in W. Since im(f) <> Y is also in W since f is a W-local epi, this implies that f € W.
Thus W’ C W. Therefore we have shown that W = ot(W) = W".

Now suppose that E is a system of local epis, let W = ¢(E) and E’ = 7(W). We want to show
that E = to(E) = E’. Let us show that E C E’. Morphisms in E’ are precisely the maps f : X - Y
such that im(f) < Y belong to W, i.e. are in E and are E-local monos. Thus if f : X — Y isin
E, sois im(f) < Y. Thus we need only show it is an E-local mono. But it is a monomorphism,
thus an E-local mono. Therefore f € E’.

Conversely let us show that E’ C E. If im(f) <> Y belongs to W, then it belongs to E, but
so does X — im(f), since it is an epi, therefore f € E. Thus E’ = 0t(E) = E. Thus ¢ and 1 are
inverses to each other and define a bijection. O

Thus we have obtained the following bijections
P
(15) {system of local isos} é {system of local epis} & {saturated coverages}
o ¢

The compositions are simple to interpret as well. If j is a saturated coverage, then o¢(j) is
the class of j-local isomorphisms. If W is a system of local isomorphisms, then ¢7(W) is the
coverage where r € (t(W))(U) if and only if 7 < p(U) is in W.

7.3. Lex Reflective Localizations of Presheaf Topoi. In this section we introduce left exact
(lex) reflective localizations of presheaf topoi. These will turn out to correspond precisely to
Grothendieck topoi. The theory of localization is a vital tool with which to study Grothendieck
topoi. We collect the basics of this theory in Appendix B, and encourage the reader to head
there first before returning to this section.

Definition 7.16. Let Pre(C) be a presheaf topos. A lex localization of Pre(C) consists of a
reflective subcategory (Definition B.13)

L
%
& i Pre(C)

such that the reflector L preserves finite limits. We call € a lex reflective subcategory of Pre(C).

Lemma 7.17. Let & — Pre(C) be a lex reflective subcategory with reflector L and let W =
L7!(iso). Then W is a system of local isomorphisms.
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Proof. Clearly (1) and (2) of Definition 7.8 hold. Let us prove (3’). Suppose that f : X < Y is in
W. We want to show that g*(f)is in W for every g: Z — Y. Since L is lex, L(g"(f)) = L(g)*(L(f)).
Since isomorphisms are stable under pullback, this implies that L(g)*(L(f)) is an isomorphism,
so ¢*(f) is in W. Conversely suppose that g*(f) is in W for every g: Z — Y. Then taking g to
be the identity shows that f isin W. O

Thus by (15), to every lex reflective subcategory & < Pre(C) with reflector L, we can associate
the saturated coverage j(L) := {t(L7!(is0)). Call this the coverage induced by L.

Theorem 7.18 (The Little Giraud Theorem®). Given a lex reflective subcategory & < Pre(C),
with reflector L, there is an equivalence of categories

(16) &~ Sh(C, (L))

Proof. By Proposition B.15, we know that & is equivalent to the full subcategory of L™!(iso)-
local presheaves. Let W = L™!(is0), and suppose that X is a W-local presheaf. Then if r € j(L)(U)
is a covering family, then 7 < y(U) is in W. Thus the function

Pre(C)(y(U), X) — Pre(C)(7, X)

is a bijection. But this implies that X is sheaf on j(L), equivalently a sheaf on j(L).

Now suppose that Z is a j(L)-sheaf. Then by Proposition 6.42 and Corollary 6.43, Z is local
with respect to the j(L)-local isomorphisms. But the class of j(L)-local isomorphisms is pre-
cisely the class W. Thus Z is W-local. Therefore the full subcategory of W-local presheaves is

precisely the full subcategory of j(L)-sheaves. O
To summarize, we have obtained the following commutative diagram
(17)
P o

L SN . — 9% .
{saturated coverages on C} {systems of local epis on Pre(C)} {systems of local isos on Pre(C)}

(—)ﬁ l@ v ' Tw

{Grothendieck coverages on C} ---------—-—-——————-—— oo > {lex reflective subcategories of Pre(C)}

where W is the map that takes a lex reflective subcategory & < Pre(C) with reflector L and
gives the class W = L™!(iso). We wish to fill in this diagram with the dashed arrow. This will
be the content of the next section.

7.4. Sheafification. Given a site (C,j) and U € C, let sat(j)(U) denote the category whose ob-
jects are j-saturating families and whose morphisms are refinements.

Definition 7.19. Given a site (C, ) and a presheaf X on C, let us define a new presheaf X* on
C objectwise as follows. If U € C, then let
(18) X" (U)= colim Match(r, X),

resat(j)(U)°P
This construction defines a functor (-)* : Pre(C) — Pre(C), which we call the plus construc-
tion.

The colimit in (18) is over a filtered category by Lemma 6.40, but it can often be more con-
venient to work with a filtered poset, i.e. a directed set. Let Gro(j)(U) denote the poset of
j-covering families ordered by the subset relation. There is a map

colim Pre(C)(R,X)— colim Match(r, X)
ReGro(j)(U)oP resat(j)(U)°p
which considers an equivalence class of a matching family m : R — X as an equivalence class
of matching families by refinement. This map is well-defined, since two matching families
m:R — X and n: T — X are identified in the left-hand set (by Lemma C.13) if there exists a
covering sieve S € RN T such that m|g~7 = n|gn7, and this implies that there is a common re-
finement, so ¢([m]) = ¢([n]). Now it is surjective, as a X-matching family {x;} on a j-saturating

GATYS got this name from [Joh02, Corollary C.2.1.11]. For the actual Giraud Theorem, see Section 11.
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family r can be extended (non-uniquely) to a matching family x : 7 — X by choosing for each

f €7 afactorization
V——— U
U

and setting xy = X(s)(x;). Then we have a refinement 7 < r given by the factorizations given
above which pulls {x;} back to x and hence identifies them in the quotient. It is also injective.
For assume that we have matching families m: R - X and n: S — X, and a common refinement
f:t—>Rand g:t— S such that f*(m) = ¢g*(n). Then t C Rand f C S, so m and n are identified
in the domain. Thus we proven the following result.

Corollary 7.20. Given a site (C,j) and a presheaf X, then for every U € C, we have

X*(U)= colim Pre(C)(R,X).
ReGro(j)(U)op

Remark 7.21. We also note that the above result holds just as well if we took the colimit over
just j-trees rather than j-saturating families.

We can thus describe X*(U) explicitly as follows. It is the set of all X-matching families
over some R, where R is a covering sieve on U, modulo the following equivalence relation: we

identify two matching families R 2 X & R if there exists a covering sieve R” € RN R’ such
that the following diagram commutes:

R——X
[
RII c ) RI
We denote the image of a matching family m : R — X in X*(U) by [m].
If f: V — U is a morphism in C, then X*(f) : X*(U) —» X*(V) is defined by
X (R X)=[f"R—R=X].

To fully define (—)* as a functor we must also define how it acts on presheaf maps g: X — Y.
This is simply defined in components as g*([R SN X])=[R xS Y].

Remark 7.22. We will use the form of the plus construction given in Corollary 7.20 for the rest
of this section, as it will significantly reduce the complications of the proofs. In fact, we will

assume we are working over a Grothendieck site (C,]) for the rest of this section, in which case
we have

X*(U) = colim Pre(C)(R, X).
(U) Rcec])(br;gp re(C)(R, X)

Lemma 7.23. Suppose that X is a presheaf, and suppose that we have two X-matching families
m:R— X and n: R’ — X on sieves that fit into the following commutative diagram:

RRre—3 R
X

in which case we call n a sub-matching family of m. If a section x : y(U) — X is an amalgama-
tion for m, then it is also an amalgamation for n.
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Proof. If x is an amalgamation for m, then the following diagram commutes

R « 5> R

N

y(U)

n m
|
X

thus x is an amalgamation for n. O

Definition 7.24. Given a Grothendieck site (C,]), define the natural transformation 77 : 1pee(c) =
(-)* componentwise as follows. If x : y(U) — X is a section, then set 17x(x) = [y(U) = X]. Call
the unit map of the plus construction.

Lemma 7.25. If X is a sheaf on a Grothendieck site (C,]), then 57y : X — X™ is an isomorphism.

Proof. Let us construct an inverse to 1 in components. If U € C, then we want to define 7} :
X*(U) - X(U). If [R SN X] e X*(U), then since X is a sheaf, there is a unique amalgamation
y(U) % X of m, so define 11{]1 ([R — X]) = x to be that unique amalgamation. Let us show this is

well defined. Suppose that [R SN X]=[R’ N X1, so that we have a commutative diagram:

RII (H R/

Ll

R — X

then since X is a sheaf, m and n amalgamate to a unique x and y respectively. By Lemma 7.23,
this implies that x and p are also amalgamations for R”. But R” is a covering sieve and X is a

sheaf, so x = y. Thus 775 is well defined and it is easy to see that it defines an inverse map to
1. t

Lemma 7.26. Given a Grothendieck site (C,]), and a map f : X — Y of presheaves on C, if Y is

a sheaf, then f factors uniquely:
X Xy x+
X iﬂ!f
Y

Proof. Since Y is a sheaf, the map 77y in the naturality square

1x X+

4l

Yy —— Yt
My

is an isomorphism by Lemma 7.25. So let us define f= 17;,1]”. Now let us show that f is
unique. Suppose that f: X* — Y is a map of presheaves such that fnx = f. Then given a map

g: U — Vin C, we have the following commutative diagram

X (U) 5 X (V)

w) iz
Y(U) = Y(V)
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So if [R 2> X] € X*(U) for some covering sieve R € J(U), and g: V — U is any morphism, then
(¥(2)o fo) (IR X1) = (Fr o X*(9)) (IR X1) = 1g"R > R X]).
Now if g € R, then by Lemma 3.12, g'R = y(V). Thus for g € R,
(i@ o fu) (IR X1)=Fy lp(v) & R x]).

Thus the composite y(V) 5 RS Xis precisely the element m, € X(V) of the matching family
m:R—X.
Therefore we have

fv(Imgl) = funx(mg) = f(my).
Now let E]([R SN X]) =y, so that Y(g)(y) = f(my). In other words, we have shown that y is
an amalgamation for the Y-matching family {f (m,)}. But
FollR % X = g f5 (1R X)) = g (R x L v))
Thus f; ([R N X]) is the unique amalgamation of the Y-matching family {f (m,)}. But as shown
above, y is such an amalgamation. Thus },‘Z]([R SN X)) = fu([R SN X]). O

Proposition 7.27. Given a presheaf X on a Grothendieck site (C,]), the presheaf X is separated
(Definition 2.18).
Proof. We wish to show that for every R € J(U) the restriction map

resg x+: X (U) - Pre(C)(R, X™)
is injective. The map resg x+ takes an element [R SN X] to the collection of matching families
{{g"(R) - R SN X1}ger, where g : V — U is a morphism in R and [¢g"(R) — R SN X] e X*(V).

So suppose that m,n € X*(U) such that resg x+(m) = resg x+(n). This means that for every
g:V > UinR, there is a covering sieve S, <> y(V) such that the following diagram commutes

!
w

g'(R) » R —=

n
Sq © > &(R)

But then S = UgeRg*(Sg) is a covering sieve over U by Lemma 6.25, and m|s = n|s. Thus
[R5 X]=[RS X]. 0

Theorem 7.28. Given a Grothendieck site (C,]), if X is a J-separated presheaf on C, then X* is
a J-sheaf.

Proof. We wish to show that given a matching family R Z, X*, there exists a unique amalga-
mation y(U) 5 X+ By Proposition 7.27, we need only to show that it exists, since X* being
separated guarantees the amalgamation is unique.
m
So given m: R — X*, for each g: V — U € R, we have an element [R, SN X] e X*(V), where
Rg € J(V). Now consider R= UgeR g.(Rg). We wish to construct a natural transformation RS X
that will serve as the amalgamation x = [R % X]of {[mg] € X*(V)}g.vuer-
We will construct this natural transformation in terms of its components and thus will have
to show it is well defined and natural. If h: W — U € R, then h = gt for some g € R and some

t: W — V €R,. Define oy : R(W) — X(W) by aw(h) = my(t).
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Let us show that this is well defined. Suppose that h =gt = ¢’t'forg: V > Uand g’ : V' > U
inR,and t: Wy > V eRg, t': Wy — V' € Ryr. We want to show that mg(t) = mg (). Since {[m,]}
is an X*-matching family, we have

X (t t)[m g]—[mgt] [m g’t’]:X+(t,)[mg’]-

So there exists a covering sieve S C t*R, N (#')"(Ry) such that mgls = mgs, or equivalently for
everys€ S,
X(s)(myg(t)) = X(s)(mg/(')).

But {X(s)(mg(t)) = X(s)(mg (t'))}ses is an X-matching family over S. But S is a covering sieve, X
is separated and both m,(t) and mg (') are amalgamations. Thus m,(t) = mg (t’), which implies
that oy is well-defined.

We must now show that the o}y assemble into a natural transformation, namely we wish to
show that if k : W' — W is an arbitrary morphism in C, then the following diagram commutes

RW) -5 X(W)

ﬁ(k)l lxm

R(W’) —— X(W’)

So suppose that h € R(W). Then X(k)o (h) = X(k)(mg(t)) for some g € R and some t € Ro(W),
and waﬁ(k)(h) = oy (hk) = mg(tk). But we know that mg(tk) = mg(Re(k)(f)) = X (k)(m,(t)) since
mg : Ry — X is a natural transformation. Thus o : R — X is a well defined natural transforma-
tion.

All that is left to show is that [ﬁg X]is an amalgamation of m. In other words we need to
show that X*(g)[0] = [g'R > RS X] = [Ry —5 X].

Now R, C 'R = g*Uper Ry, since Ry C g'¢.Ry, and if t € Ry, then gt € Rand o(gt) = Mg(t).
Thus the following diagram commutes

g'R

><<T>W

—
Rg
which is what we wanted to show. Thus [¢] is an amalgamatlon of {[m,]}. O
Corollary 7.29. Given a Grothendieck site (C,]) and a presheaf X, the presheaf (X*)* is a J-
sheaf.

Definition 7.30. Given a Grothendieck site (C,]), let a : Pre(C) — Sh(C, ) denote the composite
functor a = ((—)*)*. We call this the sheafification functor.
Proposition 7.31. Given a Grothendieck site (C,]), the functor a : Pre(C) — Sh(C,])

(1) preserves finite limits,
(2) is left adjoint to the inclusion i : Sh(C) < Pre(C), and
(3) if X is a sheaf, then the unit 1y : X — aiX of the adjunction a -1, is an isomorphism.

Proof. (1) First note that for every U € C, the poset J(U) is cofiltered. This follows from Lemma
6.22. Therefore if X : K — Pre(C) is a finite diagram of presheaves, then

lim X (k))*(U) = colim Pre(C)(R,lim X(k)) = colim lim Pre(C)(R, X(k)),
(kleI? (k)" (U) Rceg(br)rgp re(C)( lim (k)) Rceg(brgpklgg re(C)(R, X(k))

and since filtered colimits commute with finite limits in Set (Proposition C.15), we have

lim limPre(C)(R, X(k)) = 1i lim Pre(C)(R, X (k)) = (lim X* (k))(U).
otim, lim re(C)(R, X(k)) lim colim, re(C)(R, X(k)) (kler? (k)(U)

(2) Let X be a presheaf, and consider the composition:

x4 Mx+

X=X Xt =aX
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Now if we have a map X — iY, where Y is a sheaf, then two applications of Lemma 7.26 gives
a unique map aX — Y. It is easy to check this defines an adjunction 4 4 i and the composite
map #x+ o 1] is the unit of the adjunction.

(3) follows from Lemma 7.25. O

Remark 7.32. Given a site (C, ) and a presheaf X, then aX = (X*)* is a j-sheaf, because aX is
a Gro(j)-sheaf, and by Corollary 6.38, a is a functor a : Pre(C) — Sh(C, j) and has all the same
properties as in Proposition 7.31.

Corollary 7.33. Given a site (C,j), the full subcategory Sh(C,j) < Pre(C) is a lex reflective
subcategory of Pre(C).

Proposition 7.34. Given a site (C, j), the class of morphisms W = a~!(iso) that are inverted by
sheafification is precisely the class L of j-local isomorphisms.

Proof. By Proposition 6.42, sheaves are all L-local. Clearly if a presheaf X is L-local, then it is
a sheaf, since all inclusions 7 < y(U), where r is a j-covering family are j-local isomorphisms,
by Lemma 6.15. So sheaves are precisely the L-local objects. But by Lemma B.11 and Corollary
7.33, they are also precisely the W-local objects. But again by Lemma B.11, W is precisely the
class of W-local equivalences. But this is precisely the class of L-local equivalences, since a
presheaf is W-local if and only if it is L-local if and only if it is a sheaf. Hence W = L. O

Now we can fill in the final piece of the commutative diagram (17). Note that we don’t need
to include the bijection between saturated coverages and Grothendieck coverages, as sheafifi-
cation is defined for any general site.

o
{systems of local epis on Pre(C)} {systems of local isos on Pre(C)}

g A | T

{saturated coverages on C} {lex reflective subcategories of Pre(C)}

El_l

where W~! is the map ayr and a~! is the map TW. It is easy to see that each morphism above
is a bijection with inverse given parallel to it, and furthermore the entire diagram commutes.
The function W o a is precisely the map that sends a saturated coverage j to its class of j-local
isomorphisms.

Corollary 7.35. Given a site (C, j), the category of sheaves Sh(C, j) has all small limits and col-
imits. Limits are computed pointwise, and agree with those in Pre(C). Colimits are computed
by taking the colimit in Pre(C) and then sheafifying the result.

Proof. This follows from Proposition B.17. O

Corollary 7.36. Saturated and Grothendieck coverages are rigid in the sense that if j and j’
are coverages on a small category C such that Sh(C,j) ~ Sh(C,j’), then sat(j) = sat(j’) and
Gro(j) = Gro(j’).

Corollary 7.37. A map f : X — Y of presheaves is a j-local iso/epi/mono-morphism if and
only if af is an iso/epi/mono-morphism of sheaves.

Proof. The map f is a j-local isomorphism if and only if af is an isomorphism by Proposition
7.34. 1f f : X — Y is a j-local epimorphism, then im(f) < Y is a j-local isomorphism. Now a
preserves colimits and finite limits by Proposition 7.31 and since the image of f coincides with
the regular coimage by Lemma A.78, im(af) = a(im(f)). Thus im(af) < aY is an isomorphism,
and hence an epimorphism. Furthermore a preserves epimorphisms, so aX — im(af) is an
epimorphism in Sh(C, j). Therefore af is an epimorphism.

Conversely, if af : aX — aY is an epimorphism in Sh(C,j), then im(af) < aY is an iso-
morphism, so im(f) < Y is a j-local isomorphism, and therefore f is a j-local epimorphism.
Similarly, af is a monomorphism if and only if it is a j-local monomorphism. O
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Corollary 7.38. Let X and Y be sheaves on a site (C,j). Then a map f : X — Y is a j-local
monomorphism if and only if it is a monomorphism of sheaves if and only if it a monomor-
phism of presheaves.

Proof. This follows from Corollary 7.37, Proposition B.17 and the fact that monomorphisms
can be characterized by pullback diagrams. O

Remark 7.39. Here we will consider an extended example to show that we cannot replace j-
local epimorphisms in Corollary 7.37 with strong j-local epimorphisms (Remark 5.3). We will
show that there exists a j-local epimorphism f : X — Y that is not a strong j-local epimorphism
and such that af : aX — aY, where a here is the sheafification functor of Definition 7.30, is an
epimorphism of sheaves.

Consider the category C, given as follows

w1y v sy
equipped with the collection of families j, defined by
U ={uph  jV)={lyvq,  jW)={lw).

It is easy to see that this collection of families is a coverage. It is refinement closed, but not
composition closed. Consider the presheaves X and Y on C defined by

X(U) ={a}, X(V) ={b}, X(W) ={c}, X(p)(a) =b, X(q)(b) =¢,

Y(U)={a,a’}, Y(V)={B,B"}, Y(W)={y), Y(p)(a) =B, Y(p)a') = B, Y(q)(B) = Y(q)(B') = -
Now let f : X — Y be the morphism of presheaves defined by

fula)=«a, fv(b) =B, fw(c)=7.

Now this map is not a strong j-local epimorphism. For instance, consider the section a’ :
y(U) — Y. There are two covering families on U, the identity and p. There is no section
s:y(U) — X such that fys = a’, so f does not lift against the identity. Similarly, consider the
covering family p. The composite map

’

p(V) 5 9(U) S Y
is the section " : (V) — Y. There is no section s : (V) — X such that fys = p’. However, note
that f does lift against q using the identity covering family on W.
Now for every section s: y(U) — Y, f lifts against the j-tree T,, given by Ty, = {pq}. In other
words, for s = @, a’, the following diagram commutes

y(W) —— X

1

(V) f

7|

yU) —— Y

because spq =y = fyy(c). Thus f is a j-local epimorphism.
Now let us consider f*: X" — Y*. Clearly X is a sheaf, so X™ = X by 7.25. Now Y is not a
sheaf, because the map

Y(V)— colim Match(r,Y)
resat(j)(V)°p

is not a bijection. Indeed, there are only two j-saturating families on V, given by the identity
and g, and there is a unique refinement ¢ — 1y, making g terminal in sat(j)(V)°P. Thus

colim Match(r,Y) = Match(q,Y) = Y(W).
resat(j)(V)°p
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The map Y(V) — Y(W) is thus Y(gq), which is not a bijection. Now let us compute Y*. The
category of j-saturating families on U looks like

14 P 1y

p

U > U > U
1y 1y

so Ty, is a terminal object in sat(j)(U)°P. Hence

| colim  Match(r, ¥) = Match(T5,, ¥) = (3, yw) € Y(V)xY (W) Y (@)(3v) = ywe) = ((B.). ()

So we have

YHU)={B ) (B 7))L YI(V) ={p), YEW) ={y}, Y (p)(B.y) =Y (p)(By)=p, Y (@) y)=7.

This is still not a sheaf. Doing the plus construction again, and using similar arguments to the
above, we find

aY(U)=aY(V)=aY(W) = {y), aY(p) =a¥(q) = 1.

Now both X and Y are terminal sheaves on (C, ), and the map af : aX = X — aY is an isomor-
phism, and therefore an epimorphism of sheaves.

7.5. Variant of the Plus Construction. In this short section, we describe a different, but equiv-
alent version of the plus construction. This variant is useful in the context of higher category
theory and appears for example in [Lurl8c] and [nLa21]. Since this section is not terribly cen-
tral to our tale, we’ll be a little bit more terse in our descriptions than usual.

Given a Grothendieck site (C,]), let Covy : C°P — Poset denote the pseudofunctor that sends
an object U to J(U), thought of as a poset, and sends a morphism f : U — V to the functor
f*:J(V) = J(U) of posets defined by (R — y(V)) — (f*R < y(U)). Taking the Grothendieck
construction of this pseudofunctor provides us with a category J(C) = JCOV], whose objects are
pairs (U € C,R € J(U)) and morphisms (U,R) — (V,S) are maps f : U — V such that R C f*S.
This has a canonical functor r : J(C) — C defined by (U,R) — U. This functor r has a right
adjoint s : C — J(C), defined by U + (U, y(U)).

The functors r and s induce functors on the presheaf categories by Lemma A.69, and since
adjoints are unique up to isomorphism, we end up with the following quadruple adjunction:

r,
(20) Pre(©) a7 Pre(J(C)

e
I,
Using the limit definition of right Kan extension, we see that if X € Pre(C), then
(TL.X)(U, R) = lim [((U, R) | s°P) — cop X, Set].
Lemma 7.40. If X is a presheaf, then
(I X)(U,R) = V1_i>r[§1€RX(V) = Pre(C)(R, X)

Proof. Let us examine the comma category ((U,R) | s°P). This has objects ((U,R), V, f), where
V € C and f is a map in J(C)°P from (U, R) to s°P(V), which is equivalently a map (V,ypV) —
(U,R). Such a map is equivalent to a map f : V — U such that y(V) < f*R, which is only
possible if f € R. Some diagram chasing then proves the lemma. O
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Similarly the formula for left Kan extension gives that if G € Pre(J(C)), then
(X,G)(U) = colim | (r°P | U) — J(C)°P G, ot

Lemma 7.41. If G is a presheaf on J(C), then

Y,G)(U) = colim G(U,R
(2,G)(U) otm, (U,R)
Proof. First note that (r°P | U) = (U | r)°P. Consider the functor X : J(U) — (U | r) that takes
an inclusion R < R’ to:
U

T’(U,R) T) T(U,R)
We want to show that this functor is initial (Definition C.10), thus proving the lemma. So we
need to show that if d € (U | r), then we want to show that (X | d) is connected. An object in
(X | d) is a triangle:

U

T’(U,R) T) T’(V,S)
So if we have two objects, we want to show they are connected by a zig-zag of morphisms. The
following commutative diagram proves this:

r(U,R)

because if R < d*S and R’ < d*S, then RN R’ — 4*S. O
Thus if U € C, we have

(21) XT(U) = (X,I,X)(U) = colim Pre(C)(R, X).
ReJ(U)op

7.6. Sheafification in one go. While we can obtain a variety of useful properties of the sheafi-
fication functor a : Pre(C) — Sh(C, j) by its description as the plus construction applied twice
a = (—)*", it is very difficult to work with in practice. In this section, we describe a more useful
description of the sheafification of a presheaf. We follow the wonderful blog post [Kim20], and
also mention the similar descriptions given in [Car19, Page 34] and [Yuh07].
Definition 7.42. Let (C,j) be a site and X a presheaf on C. We say that two sections s,t € X(U)
are locally equal if there exists a j-covering family r = {r; : U; — U};; such that X(r;)(s) =
X(r;)(t)foralliel.

Given a family of morphisms r = {r; : U; — U};c; we say that a collection of sections {x; €
X(Uj)}ies is X-locally matching if for every intersection square

U

Jo ]

Ui —— U
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the sections X(u;)(x;) and X(u;)(x;) are locally equal.

Lemma 7.43. Suppose that {x;} is an X-locally matching family on t = {t; : V; — Ul};¢;, and
there is a refinement f : r — t where r = {r; : U; — U};¢; and with index map a : I — J. Then
it ={X(fi)(xa(i))}ier 1s locally matching on 7.

Proof. This follows from the same argument as in Lemma 2.15. O

Thus we obtain a presheaf LocMatch(—, X) : Fam(U)°P — Set.

Definition 7.44. Given a site (C, j), a presheaf X and U € C, let Xt denote the presheaf defined
objectwise by

(22) XY U)= colim LocMatch(r, X).
resat(j)(U)°P

The action of X™ on morphisms is described as follows. Suppose that f : U — V is a morphism,
t ={tj: V; > V}isa j-saturating family and {x;} is an X-locally matching family on t, then since
sat(j) is a coverage, there exists a j-saturating family r = {U; — U} and maps s; : U; — V, ;) such
that the following diagram commutes

Si

— Va(i)

S

ta(i)

—)f \%

: i

So define X+(f)[{xj}] = [{X(si)(x4(i))}]. We will show in Lemma 7.49 that this is well-defined.

Definition 7.45. Given two families of morphisms r = {r; : U; = U}y and t = {t; : V; — U}
with families of local sections {x; € X(U;)}icr and {y; € X(V;)};¢;, we say that {x;} and {y;} are
X-locally equivalent if for each commutative square of the form

for every i and j, the sections X(u;)(x;) and X(v;)(y;) are locally equal. We write {x;} ~x {y;} to
denote that they are locally equivalent.

Remark 7.46. We note that a family {x; € X(Uj;)} of local sections is X-locally equivalent to itself
{x;} =x {x;} if and only if {x;} is X-locally matching. Thus we see that on X-locally matching
families, ~x is an equivalence relation.

Lemma 7.47. Given a site (C, j), families of morphisms r = {r; : U; — Ulicy, t = {t; : V; > Uljej,
and an X-locally matching family {x; € X(V;)};c; on t, suppose that f : r — t is a refinement.
Then f*{x;} =x {x;}.

Proof. Suppose we have a commutative diagram of the form

|

=
~

T



48 COVERAGES AND GROTHENDIECK TOPOSES

Then since f is a refinement with index map a : I — J, we can extend this to the commutative
diagram

~

Ce—— ==

VN
a(i)
/ tk

Since {x;} is X- locally matchlng, thlS implies that X( a(i))(Xa(i)) and X(v;)(x;) are locally equal.
But X(vg(i))(xa(i)) = X(fi)(xq(i))- Hence f*{x {X(f)( a(i)hier and {xj}jej are X-locally
equivalent. 0

tj

Lemma 7.48. Given asite (C, j), a presheaf X, two X-locally matching families {x;} and {y;} are
identified in X*(U) if and only if they are X-locally equivalent.

Proof. Suppose that r = {r; : U; — Ulicr and t = {t; : V; — U} are j-saturating families on U
and {x;}, {y;} are X-locally matching families on r and ¢ respectively.
(=) Suppose that x = [{x;}] and y = [{y;}] are identified as elements of

XY (U)= colim LocMatch(s, X).
sesat(j)(U)ep

Since sat(j)(U) is finitely cofiltered by Lemma 6.40, then by Lemma C.13, this means that
there exists a j-saturating family s on U with refinements f : s — r and g : s — t, such that
fH{xi} = g"y;j} But {x;} =x f*{xi} = ¢"{y;} =x {y;} by Lemma 7.47, hence {x;} and {y;} are locally
equivalent.

(<) Suppose that {x;} and {y;} are X-locally equivalent matching families. Then again, since
sat(j)(U) is cofiltered, there exists a common refinement f : s — rand g: s — t, where s = {s; :
Wy — Ulkek- But then for every k € K we have the commutative diagram

But then r, = {rgx) : Uax) = Ulkex and tg = {tgk) : V) = Ulkek are j-saturating since they
are both refined by s. Thus there exists a j-covering family h* = {hk Ak — Wilgerr such that

fkhlg NTagk) = (gkhg)( p(k))- Now there are obvious refinements r, — r and t3 — t given by
identity maps. The composite family hos on U is j-saturating, refines both r, and fg, hence
refining both r and t, and when {x;} and {y;} are pulled back along the refinements are equal.
Hence they are identified in XT(U). O

Lemma 7.49. The action of Xt on morphisms as described after Definition 7.44 is well-defined.

Proof. Suppose that f : U — V is a morphism, ¢ = {t; : V; > V}is a j-saturating family and {x;}
is an X-locally matching family on t, then since sat(j) is a coverage, there exists a j-saturating
family r = {r; : U; — U} and maps a; : U; — V,;) such that t,;a; = fr;. Suppose we chose
a different j-saturating family s = {s;; : U; — U} with maps b/ : Ui — V(7). Then for every
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intersection square for s and r we get a larger intersection square for ¢

Uiir
N
U; 5 > U < 7 U;
oS L

Vlg(lf) t/g(i’)> V < ta(i) Va(l)

Since {x;} is X-locally matching, this implies that {X(a;)(xa(;)} and {X(b;)(xp(i))} are locally
equivalent. Hence by Lemma 7.48, they are identified in XT(U) and thus its action on mor-
phisms is well-defined. Choosing different representatives for [{x;}] is proved similarly. g

Proposition 7.50. Given a site (C,j) and a presheaf X on C, the presheaf X' is a j-sheaf.

Proof. Given U € C, let r = {r; : U; — U} be a j-covering family on U and let {x; € X(U;)} be a
X*-matching family on r. We want to show that there is a unique amalgamation. Each x; is an
equivalence class {x}} of an X-locally matching family on a j-saturating family r' = {r : U} —
Ui}seni, which are all X-locally equivalent when pulled back along intersection squares. Now
by composing all of the j-saturating families we obtain a j-saturating family {U! — U} and it
is not hard to see that U;{x!} is now an X-locally matching family, and furthermore [U;{x1}] is
an amalgamation for the x;.

Now suppose that x and y are amalgamations for {x;}. So there are j-saturating families ¢ =
{¢p: C, > Uland d ={d, : D, — U} and X-locally matching families {x,}, {y,} that amalgamate
the {x}. So we have a commutative diagram

Ul —— U; < Ul

Lk

p q
Cp s> U < Dq

Such that when {x,} and {y,} are pulled back, they are locally equivalent to x;. Hence they are
locally equivalent to each other, so x and v are identified in X*(U). g

For any presheaf X, there is a map
n:X— xt
that sends a section x € X(U) to the equivalence class of the X-locally matching family {x} on
the j-saturating family {1, : U — U}.
Lemma 7.51. Given a site (C, ) if X is a j-sheaf then the map # is an isomorphism.

Proof. Since X is a j-sheaf, if two sections x and y are X-locally equal, then they are equal. Thus
a family of sections is X-locally matching if and only if they are X-matching. In other words, X
is precisely X* when X is a sheaf, and hence by Lemma 7.25, the map # is an isomorphism. [

Lemma 7.52. Given a site (C,j), any map f : X — Y of presheaves where Y is a sheaf factors
uniquely through a map f: X" — Y.

Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma 7.26, the map f sends an equivalence class of an X-locally
matching family to the unique amalgamation of its image under f in Y. O

Since X1 is a sheaf, this implies that (-)' is left adjoint to the inclusion i : Sh(C, j) < Pre(C).
Since adjoints are unique up to isomorphism, Proposition 7.31 implies the following result.

Corollary 7.53. Given a site (C,j) and a presheaf X, there is an isomorphism
X" =aX,

where a denotes sheafification by two applications of the plus construction (Definition 7.30).
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8. ExAMPLES OF SITES

In this section, we finally introduce a wide variety of examples of sites from across the liter-
ature. Doing this requires delving into some set-theoretic difficulties, as we do in Section 8.4.
First, we discuss some particular properties of sites that are often satisfied by examples in the
literature, such as being (sub)canonical or pullback-stable.

8.1. More Kinds of Coverages.

8.1.1. (Sub)canonical coverages.

Definition 8.1. We say that a site (C, j) is subcanonical if for every U € C, the representable
presheaf y(U) is a j-sheaf.

Example 8.2. The sites of Example 2.11, the site (O(X), jx) of a topological space X from Ex-
ample 2.9, the basis coverage from Example 2.10, and the site (FinSet, j.,;) from Example 2.8
are all subcanonical.

Definition 8.3. We say that a coverage j on a small category C is canonical if Gro(j) is the
largest subcanonical Grothendieck coverage on C. Hence there is a unique canonical Grothendieck
coverage on any small category.

Definition 8.4. Given a small category C, we say that a sieve R <= y(U) is a colimit sieve if
{f : V > Ulser forms a colimit cocone’. We say that R is a universal colimit sieve if it is a
colimit sieve and furthermore for every morphism f : V — U, the sieve f*(R) is a colimit sieve.

Given a small category C, let ],,,; denote the sifted collection of families given by the univer-
sal colimit sieves.

Lemma 8.5. Given a small category C a sieve R <= p(U) is a colimit sieve if and only if every
representable y(V) is a sheaf on R.

Proof. By Lemma 3.20, a representable y(V) is a sheaf on R if and only if

y(V)(U)Ef:v&iir%JeRy(V)(W).

But this means that

G(U,V)ElimG(W,V)EG( colim W,V).
feR f:W—UEeR

Since this is true for every V € C, by the Yoneda lemma this implies that U = ; %)li{]n X W. In
: —Ue

other words, R is a colimit sieve. O

Hence if (C,]) is a subcanonical Grothendieck coverage, then every J-covering sieve R is a
colimit sieve. The following result gives a nice characterization of the canonical Grothendieck
coverage. It is surprisingly nontrivial to prove.

Proposition 8.6 ([Les19, Theorem 3.1.1 and Theorem 3.2.1]). Given a small category C, the
collection of families J,,; is a Grothendieck coverage, and it is the canonical Grothendieck
coverage.

Proposition 8.7 ([Les19, Theorem 3.2.4]). Let C be a cocomplete category with all pullbacks,
and furthermore suppose that its coproducts are stable under pullback and disjoint!’. Let
Juniepi denote the collection of families where {r; : U; — U} € jyniepi(U) if and only if } ;7; :
Y ;U; — U is a universal effective epimorphism!!. Then Juniepi 18 @ Grothendieck pretopology,
and it is canonical.

9speciﬁcally it is a colimit over the diagram 7c: (R | U) — C, where (R | U) is the full subcategory of C/y on the
morphisms in R, and 7 is defined by ne(f : V - U)=V.
105ee Section 11 for the definition of disjoint coproducts.

11 e it is an effective epimorphism that is stable under pullbacks
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8.1.2. Stability.
Definition 8.8. Given a small category C, we say that a coverage j on C is pullback-stable if for
any j-covering family r = {r; : U; — U};¢; and for any morphism g : V — U in C, the pullback
Vxy U —— U;
g*(n)l ’ irf
V—"F—U
exists in C, and the family {g*(7;) : V xy U; = V};¢s is a j-covering family of V.

One advantage of working with pullback-stable coverages is Lemma 2.27. There are other
technical conveniences as well.

Definition 8.9 ([Rob12, Definition 3.3]). Let (C,j) be a pullback-stable site. We say that a
covering family r = {r; : U; — U}, is effective, if r is a colimit cocone of the diagram consisting
of all spans U; < U; xy U; — Uj. Note that if r is a singleton, then r is effective if and only if it
is a regular epimorphism.

Lemma 8.10. If (C,j) is a pullback-stable site, then it is subcanonical (Definition 8.1) if and
only if all of its covering families are effective.

Proof. (=) Suppose that (C,j) is pullback-stable and subcanonical. Then for every U € C, the
representable presheaf y(U) is a j-sheaf. Thus by Corollary 3.19, if r = {r; : U; — U} is a j-
covering family and V € C, then

C(U, V)= y(V)(U) = eq l_[ 3l_ly )(U; %y U))

>eq ]_[G U;,V) 3HGUXU V)

I_IUit]_IUiXUU]- ,
7 oy

But since V was arbitrary, by the Yoneda lemma, we have that U = coeq(]_[ Ui &L, Uixy U; )

Thus r is effective. (<) If all of the covering families are effective, then the reverse of the above
argument shows that C is subcanonical. O

=C [coeq

One of the most common kinds of coverages that appear in the literature are Grothendieck
pretopologies. These are especially common in differential and algebraic geometry.

Definition 8.11. Given a small category C, we say that a coverage j is a Grothendieck pre-
topology if {f : V — U} € j(U) for every isomorphism f, j is composition closed, and j is
pullback-stable.

A majority of the sites we will see in the next section are pullback-stable, but there are several
important exceptions.

8.1.3. Dense and atomic coverages.

Definition 8.12. Given a small category C, let Jyeonse denote the sifted collection of families
where a sieve R < p(U) belongs to Jgense if and only if for every map f : V — U there exists a
map g: W — V such that fg € R. In other words, R € Jgense(U) if and only if f*(R) is nonempty
for every morphism f. It is easy to see that Jgense is @ Grothendieck coverage, which we call
the dense Grothendieck coverage on C. We say a coverage j is dense if Gro(j) is the dense
Grothendieck coverage.

An important application of the dense Grothendieck coverage is the following result.
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Proposition 8.13 ((MM12, Corollary VI.1.5]). Given a small category C, the category of sheaves
on the dense Grothendieck site (C, Jgense) is equivalent to the sheaves on Pre(C) with respect to
the double negation Lawvere-Tierney topology!'?j__..

Definition 8.14 ([Car12, Page 3]). Given a small category C, let J,; denote the smallest Grothendieck
coverage on C such that every nonempty sieve is J,;-covering. We call this the atomic Grothendieck
coverage. We say a coverage j is atomic if Gro(j) = J.

Remark 8.15. We note that since Grothendieck coverages are closed under (small) intersections
by Lemma 6.23, we know that ], exists by taking the intersection of the set of Grothendieck
coverages that have nonempty covering sieves.

For any small category it is clear that Jgense € Joi- We will now characterize when they are
equal.

Definition 8.16. We say that a small category C satisfies the (right) Ore condition if for ev-
ery cospan of morphisms A — B « C there exists a span A « D — B such that the square
commutes

D-—=C
.

\I,

A—>B

Given a small category C let Jo, denote the sifted collection families where R € Jo,(U) is
covering if and only if R is nonempty.

Remark 8.17. Clearly any category with pullbacks satisfies the Ore condition.

Lemma 8.18. If C is a small category that satisfies the Ore condition, then ], is a Grothendieck
coverage. Furthermore it is the atomic Grothendieck coverage and the dense Grothendieck
coverage.

Proof. Clearly Jor. satisfies (G1). Now suppose that R < p(U) is nonempty and f : V — U isa
morphism. Since R is nonempty, there exists a map g: V' — U in R. Hence we have a cospan

w Ko v
|

h! lg
V——U

Since C satisfies the Ore condition, there exists a map h: W — V such that fh € R. Hence
h e f*(R). Thus Jo,e satisfies (G2).

Now suppose that R < p(U) is nonempty, R" — y(U) is a sieve and for every morphism
f:V — U the sieve f*(R’) is nonempty. Then choosing f = 1, we see that R” is nonempty and
hence Jor.-covering. Thus Jo, satisfies (G3) and is therefore a Grothendieck coverage.

It is clear that Jo.e = J4t, and it is also clear that Jore = Jdense- O

Corollary 8.19. If C is a small category and Jgense = Jat On C, then C satisfies the Ore condition.

When C satisfies the Ore condition, we will refer to Jore = Jat = Jdense as the atomic Grothendieck
coverage. We say that a site (C, j) is Ore-atomic if C satisfies the Ore condition and j is atomic.
Checking the sheaf condition is a little bit easier on Ore-atomic sites.

Lemma 8.20 ((MM12, Lemma III.4.2]). Let (C,j) be an Ore-atomic site. Then a presheaf X on
C is a j-sheaf if and only if for every morphism f : V. — U, every section x € X(V), and every
fork!'3

8
w :h; v_su
such that X(g)(x) = X(h)(x), there exists a unique y € X(U) such that x = X(f)(v).

12\e do not cover Lavwere-Tierney topologies in these notes, see [MM12, Section V.1] for more.
e fg=fh.
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8.2. Examples. Originally the domain of algebraic topology, sheaf theory has now extended
itself across mathematics. We recommend the book [Ros22] for more on how sheaf theory is
extending outwards. Here we try and give a wide array of examples of sites and their proper-
ties.

Example 8.21. Given a topological space X, recall the open cover coverage (O(X),jx) from
Example 2.9. As we saw in Example 6.3, this is a saturated site. Furthermore it is pullback-
stable.

Example 8.22. Recall the jointly epimorphic coverage (FinSet, jep,;) from Example 2.8. From
Example 6.4, we know that this coverage is saturated. It is easy to check that it is also pullback-
stable, and hence also a Grothendieck pretopology. By Proposition 8.7, it is also canonical.

Let us also consider the singleton coverage jsepiM where a covering family consists of a single
surjective function r = {f : S — S}. If {r; : §; —> S} is a jepi-covering family of a set S, then it
can be refined by the map 7w : ) ; S; — S. Hence jsepi < jepi and clearly jep; < jsepi- Thus the two
coverages are equivalent.

Note that every jpi-sheaf X is completely determined by its value on a singleton X(x) = A.
This is because every set has a finest covering family given by the inclusion of all of its elements
{x : % <> S)ics, and all of its intersections are empty. So X(S) = X(¥ ,c5*) = [Toeg X(#) = S4.
From this it is not hard to prove that Sh(FinSet, je,;) = Set.

If (C,j) is asite and U € C, then j(U) always has a terminal object given by the family (1y).
However, it is far more rare for j(U) to have an initial object. The next example demonstrates
when each j(U) has an initial object. Having such an initial object (which we might also just
call think of as the “most refined cover of U”), can be very useful, especially when considering
sheafification, see Section 7.4.

Example 8.23. We say that a topology 7 on a set X is Alexandrov if arbitrary intersections
of open sets are open. We say a topological space equipped with an Alexandrov topology
is an Alexandrov space. Given a preorder (P,<), we can equip P with a canonical topology
Talex Whose open sets are the up-sets of P, i.e. those subsets U C P such that if x € U and
x <y, then y € U. This makes (P, Talex) into an Alexandrov space. In fact, every Alexandrov
space can be constructed in this way, see [Asn18]. This means that in particular for every
x € P, the set (T x) ={y € P : x <y} is open. That means that there is a “most refined cover”
min(P) = {(T x) C P},ep of P. In other words, given any object U € O(P), jp(U) has an initial
object given by min(U) = {(T x) C U},cy-

Example 8.24. Let P be a preorder equipped with the Alexandrov topology (Example 8.23),
and consider its corresponding site (O(P),jp). Let us define a functor ¢ : Sh(O(P),jp) —
Fun(P, Set) by setting ¢(X)(x) = X((T x)). This makes sense because if x <y, then (T ) C (T x).
It turns out ([Curl4, Theorem 4.2.10]) that this functor ¢ is an equivalence, with quasi-inverse
Y : Fun(P,Set) — Sh(O(P), jp) given by
P(F)(U) = lim F(x).
xeU
This can be equivalently described as follows, if F : P — Set is a functor, then ¢(F) is the right
Kan extension of F along the functor T: P — O(P)°P given by x — (T x). In other words, for
preorders P we have
Fun(P, Set) = Sh(O(P), jp).

This observation is the starting point for the theory of cellular sheaves, see [Curl4] for a de-
tailed introduction to this subject.

Example 8.25. A graph!'® G consists of a finite set V(G) and a set E(G) of subsets of V(G) of

cardinality 2. A morphism of graphs f : G — H is a function V(f): V(G) — V(H) such that
14sepi stands for singleton epi.

150ften, these are called simple graphs.
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if {x,v} € E(G), then {f(x), f(v)} € E(H). Let Gr denote the small category'® of graphs. Let
us define a collection of families jg, on Gr as follows. If G is a graph, then we say that a
tamily {r; : G; — G};¢ is covering if each r; is a monomorphism (it is injective on vertices), and
furthermore U;¢7;(G;) = G. It is not hard to see that this coverage is saturated and pullback-
stable. This site has been shown to be useful in algorithmics, see [Alt+23]. We note that for
each graph G, jg,(G) has an initial object given by the cover consisting of all the vertices and
edges of G. Hence a jg,-sheaf is completely determined by its values on a vertex K! and an
edge K217

Example 8.26. Let Man denote the small category'® whose objects are finite dimensional smooth
manifolds and whose morphisms are smooth functions. Define a collection of families j,pen 0N
Man as follows: For M € Man, let jopen(M) denote the collection of open covers of M. In other
words a family {r; : U; > M} is a jopen-covering family if and only if U; is an open subset of M,
r; is the inclusion map, and U; U; = M. Then jgpen is a coverage. Indeed if {U; C M} is an open
cover and f : N — M is a smooth map, then f~!(U;) is a smooth open submanifold of N (in
fact it is a pullback of f and the inclusion, even though not all pullbacks exist in Man) for each
i,and {f~1(U;) C N} is an open cover of N. It is easy to see that (Man, Jopen) is @ Grothendieck
pretopology. However it is not refinement closed.

We can similarly define another coverage je,,;, on Man as follows. Say a family {r; : U; —» M}
of morphisms is a jemp,-covering family if and only if each r; : U; — M is an open embedding'?,
and U; r;(U;) = M. It is easy to see that jemp < jopen @0d jopen < jemb- Hence they define the same
sheaves.

Example 8.27. Now consider the following full subcategories
Cart — Open - Man,

where Cart is the full subcategory of Man whose objects are cartesian spaces, i.e. manifolds
diffeomorphic to R" for some n > 0, and Open is the full subcategory whose objects are dif-
feomorphic to open subsets of a cartesian space. We obtain induced coverages (Example 2.13)
jemblOpenljopen|Open-

Notice however that if we restrict jemp, jopen to Cart, then covers must consist of cartesian
spaces. However if {U; C U} is a cartesian open cover and f : V — U is a smooth map, there
is no reason that {f~1(U;) € V} will be a cartesian open cover. However as we will see in
Example 8.29, every open cover can be refined by a cartesian open cover, and thus we obtain
induced coverages jemp|carts fopenlcart ©n Cart. However, because f ~1(U;) does not necessarily
exist in Cart, the sites (Cart, jemp|cart) and (Cart, jopen|cart) are not Grothendieck pretopologies.
Each site (C,j) with C € {Cart,Open,Man} and j € {jemp, jopen} is composition closed, but not
necessarily refinement closed, simply because arbitrary smooth maps refined by injective maps
are not necessarily injective.

Example 8.28. Let jg,;, denote the collection of families on Man where for M € Man, a family
{f : N = M} € jsup(M) consists of a single surjective submersion®’. We note that Jsub 1S not
equivalent to jopen. Indeed, consider the constant presheaf Z on Man that assigns to every
manifold the set of integers and the to every morphism the identity map. We note that the
empty family @ is a cover of each empty manifold @,°! in Jopen, but it is not a cover in jgup. By
Lemma 2.21, Z is not a sheaf on (Man, jopen), but it is not hard to check that it is a sheaf on

1611 other words, let Gr denote a small skeleton of the category of graphs.

17gn is the complete graph on n vertices, i.e. V(K")={1,...,n} and every pair of distinct vertices is connected
by an edge.

185ce Example A.27

19This means that it is an immersion, and the underlying map of topological spaces is a homeomorphism onto
its image.

20This is a smooth map of manifolds that is surjective, and whose map on every tangent space is surjective.

21There is one empty manifold of every dimension, with empty atlas.
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(Man, jg;,). We learned of this counterexample from [Wal24, Warning 5.1.4]>2. We also note
that pullbacks of surjective submersions along arbitrary maps exist in Man, and it is thus not
hard to show that (Man, j,};,) is a Grothendieck pretopology.

Example 8.29. Given a finite dimensional smooth manifold M, we say that an open cover
U = {U; C M}j¢s is good if every nonempty finite intersection U; N...U; of the open subsets
is diffeomorphic to some R". Let jgo0q denote the collection of families on Man given by the
good open covers. Let us show that the good covers form a coverage. If {U; C M} is a good
cover and ¢ : N — M a smooth map, then {g7!(U;) C N} is an open cover, but not necessarily
good. By [Bot82, Corollary 5.2], this open cover can be refined by a good open cover {W; C N}
so that for every Wy in the good open cover, there exists a U; such that W € g~1(U;), and thus
the following diagram commutes:

g1
W, — ¢ I(U) = U

[ [

N r > M

Thus jgooq is @ coverage on Man. We can similarly define such induced coverages on Cart and
Open. We note that none of these coverages are composition closed. This was proven by David
Roberts in [Rob24].

By taking g to be the identity in the diagram above, we see that jsooq < ]Open on each category
C € {Cart,Open,Man}, and clearly jopen < jgood- Hence the three coverages jeood, jembs Jopen ar€
all equivalent on each category C € {Cart, Open, Man}.

Example 8.30 ([MM12, Section II1.9]). Let G be a topological group. A (right) G-action on a
set S consists of a discrete group action such that the map p: S x G — S is continuous when
S is given the discrete topology. Let Subg denote the category whose objects are G-sets of the
form G/U, where U is an open subgroup of G. In other words, the objects are right cosets of
the form Ug, and morphisms are G-equivariant maps f : G/U — G/V. The existence of such a
map turns out to be equivalent to the existence of an element h € G such that U C hVh~!. So we
can identify Subgs with the category of open subgroups U C G and morphisms h: U — V are
elements h € G such that U C hVh™!, and composition is given by multiplication. Since open
subgroups are closed under intersection, it is not hard to check that Subg satisfies the Ore
condition (Definition 8.16), and hence we can consider the atomic Grothendieck coverage J,;
on Subg. By [MM12, Theorem II1.9.1], the category Sh(Subg, J,;) of sheaves on the atomic site
of Subg is equivalent to the category all G-sets. Hence the category of G-sets is a Grothendieck
topos.

Example 8.31. We present a collection of families jp,, on the category Cart that we call the
Pavlov collection. It was introduced by Dmitri Pavlov in [Pav22, Theorem 4.11, Remark 4.12]
with the motivation of finding simpler conditions to check when a simplicial presheaf on Cart
is an co-stack. The only non-identity family in jp,,(IR") is the family of subset inclusions

{(4i,4i +3) x RV CR", (4i +2,4i + 5) x R" ! CR"};c.

Pavlov proves that this collection generates (in the sense of Remark 6.24 the same Grothendieck
topology as (Cart, jopen ). While this collection might seem odd, its characterization leads to the
remarkable result [Pav22, Proposition 4.13].

Example 8.32. Let CMan denote the category of finite dimensional complex manifolds and
holomorphic maps. This is an essentially small category, using a similar argument®® as in

22We should also mention that this paper of Waldorf’s is an excellent complement to these notes, but that it uses
a different notion of equivalence of coverages, and even a different notion of sheaves! However, with these different
notions, Waldorf proves that jsup, and jopen are equivalent.

23Now one just needs to bound the size of all
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Example A.28. Let jopen be the collection of families given by open covers. It is easy to see that
Jopen 18 @ coverage, and in fact a Grothendieck pretopology.

There is a similar chain of full subcategory inclusions as in 8.27. First we need some defini-
tions. We say that a complex manifold M is a Stein manifold if there exists an injective, proper,
holomorphic, immersion f : M — C" for some n > 0. Equivalently, M is Stein if and only if it
is biholomorphically equivalent to a closed complex submanifold of C". There are many other
equivalent ways to define Stein manifolds, see [Forl1l, Chapter 2]. A key property of Stein
manifolds is that they have trivial Dolbeault cohomology [Forl1, Theorem 2.4.6]. In complex
geometry, Stein manifolds are analogous to Cartesian spaces (Example 8.27).

A polydisk is a complex manifold of the form

Dkl..,k = {(le"'fzn) eC": |Zi| < kl}

n

with each k; > 0. Polydisks are Stein manifolds.
There are full subcategory inclusions

CDisk < Stein < CMan,

where Stein is the full subcategory of CMan on the Stein manifolds, and CDisk is the full
subcategory on the polydisks.

If f: M — N is a map of complex manifolds and U < N is an open subset that is a Stein
manifold, then by [Lar03, Lemma 4.1], f~1(U) is a Stein open subset of M?*. Hence restricting
Jopen to Stein, we obtain an induced coverage jopen|stein-

Now suppose that f : U — V is a map of polydisks of complex dimension n and m respec-
tively and ¥ = {V; C V} is a cover by polydisks. The preimages U; = f~!(V;), which assemble
into an open cover U = {U; € U} will not necessarily be polydisks, but they will be Stein by
[Lar03, Lemma 4.1]. Furthermore each U; will be an open subset of C". Hence by [Forll,
Section 2.2, Theorem 2.1.3], since U; is Stein and an open subset of C", it is a domain of holo-
morphy ([Forl1, Page 45]), hence it is a domain in C". Thus by the proof of [FS77, Lemma II.1],
there exists a refinement U’ < U where U’ is an open cover by polydisks. Hence we obtain an
induced coverage jopenlcpisk- Clearly all three of these sites are composition closed, but not
refinement closed.

Example 8.33. Several coverages were introduced in [BW13] to study Manifold calculus, which
involves Taylor series-like approximations of co-stacks. The set up is a bit different than in
Example 8.27. Given a fixed d > 0, let Man? denote the category of d-dimensional smooth
manifolds and open embeddings. Given a fixed k > 1, let j(’)‘pen denote the collection of families
on Man“ where for M € Man?, a family r on M belongs to j*(M) if it is an open cover U = (U; C
M} such that for every collection of ¢ < k distinct points py,...,p, in M, there exists a U; such
that py,...,pe € U;. We call this a k-cover of M. Note that jépen = Jopen» and jopen C jopen fOr
m < n. The coverage j(I,‘pen is called the kth Weiss coverage. For each k > 1, these coverages are
composition closed. Indeed, suppose that M is a d-manifold, and suppose that U = {U; C M};¢;
is a k-cover of M and for each Uj there is a k-cover V! = (V! C U;}. If py,..., p; are a collection
of distinct points with £ < k, then there exists some U; such that py,...,p; € U;. But since V' is
a k-cover, this means that there exists a V/ such that py,..., p; € V.. Hence the composite cover
is also a k-cover. From here it is easy to check that j(’)‘pen is a Grothendieck pretopology on Man
for every k > 1.

There is an analogous coverage j;‘oo 4 Which is not composition closed, defined in [BW13,

Definition 2.9]. There is also a coverage j;l‘, defined in [BW13, Definition 2.5] given by k-
coverings of the form {M \ A; < M};co.. x, where A,..., Ay C M are disjoint, closed subsets of
M. It is shown in [BW13, Remark 2.13, Section 5, 7] that while jé‘ood and j,'z< are not equivalent

to j(])‘pen, they do have the same oo-stacks, and are therefore in a sense co-equivalent.

24This lemma also proves that finite intersections of Stein open subsets is Stein, hence making this coverage
analogous to jgo0d from Example 8.29
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Example 8.34. Given a meet-semilattice P, let j,.. denote the collection of families where a
family r = {U; < Ulier € jpos(U) if and only if for every U’ < U, U’ there exists a subset S C P
such that for every V € S, V < U’ and there is some i € [ such that V < U;.

Let us show that this collection of families is a coverage. Suppose that {U; < U} is a covering
family and U’ < U. Then there exists a S C P such that forall V€S, V < U’ and V < U; for
some i. Therefore we need only show that S € j,,(U’). So suppose that U” < U’. Then the
family {U” AV C U”}y¢g satisfies the desired property. Thus jyeet is a coverage, which we call
the meet coverage.

If P is a frame?>, then the collection of families jg, on P where r = {U; < U}jcs € jam(U) if
and only if U is a join of r, is a coverage. Indeed, if U’ < U, then U’ is a join of {U' A U; < U’}
since /U ' AU; =U AV U; =U"AU = U’. We call this the frame coverage.

Example 8.35. We say that a category C is (infinitary) lextensive if it has finite limits and Van
Kampen (small) finite coproducts (Definition 11.22). Let jj., denote the collection of families of
the form r = {r; : U; < Ul};¢1, where I is a (small) finite set, and such that the r; define a cocone,
i.e. each r; is the inclusion into a coproduct U = ) ; U;. Since coproducts are Van Kampen, this
implies that the families in jj., are stable under pullback, and hence defines a coverage, called
the lextensive coverage.

Example 8.36 ([Rob12, Definition A.4]). Let C be a lextensive category. We say that a Grothendieck
pretopology j on C is superextensive if jj., C j. We note that the (large) site (Top, jerp,) from
Example 8.57 is superextensive. Given a superextensive site (C, j), let }_ j denote the collection

of singleton families on C of the form {) ;.;ri: ) ;c; U; = U} where {r; : U; = Ulic; € j(U). In
[Rob12, Proposition A.8] it is proved that this is a singleton pretopology on C and is subcanon-
ical if and only if j is.

Example 8.37. We say that a category C is regular if
(1) itis finitely complete,
(2) it has all kernel pairs (Definition A.59), and
(3) regular epimorphisms (Definition A.58) are stable under pullbacks.

For a small, regular category C, let ji.g denote the collection of families consisting of regular
epimorphisms r = {f : U — V}. Since these are stable under pullback, they form a coverage.
We call this the regular coverage on C. Since all epimorphisms are regular on FinSet (Lemma
A.64), (FinSet, ji.;) = (FinSet, jep;)-

Note that a wide class of categories is regular. These include algebraic categories (like Grp,
Ring, etc.), abelian categories and quasitoposes?®.

The regular coverage on a regular category is a Grothendieck pretopology, as regular epi-

morphisms are closed under composition in regular categories.

Example 8.38. A coherent category C is a regular category (Example 8.37) in which the sub-
object poset Sub(U) for all U € C has finite joins (which in this case are called unions), and
for which the pullback functor Sub(f) : Sub(V) — Sub(U) for f : U — V preserves finite joins.
We say that C is a geometric category if Sub(U) has all small joins and the pullback functors
preserve small joins. Every quasitopos and topos is a coherent category.

Given a coherent category C define the (potentially large) collection of families j .}, so that a
family is j.op-covering if it is of the form r = {r; : U; — U};¢; where I is finite and | J; im(r;) = U.
In regular categories, images are pullback-stable, and in coherent categories unions of images
are pullback-stable, hence j oy, is a pullback-stable coverage. It is not hard to see that it is also
composition-closed and is furthermore a Grothendieck pretopology. We call this the coherent
coverage, and if the families are allowed to be small, then we call it the geometric coverage.

Johnstone shows in [Joh02, Example C.2.1.12.(d)] that the coherent and geometric coverages
are subcanonical.

23 e. has small joins, finite meets and small joins distribute over finite meets.
26Though of course with the usual caveat that these sites are usually essentially large, see Section 8.4.
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Example 8.39. Let us briefly recall the idea of a first-order theory T. First, a language X
consist of sets of sorts, function symbols and relation symbols. For example, the language for
the theory of groups consists of a single sort G, two function symbols given by multiplication
m:(G,G) — G and inversion i : G — G, and no relation symbols.

Given a language, one can then define the set of terms one can build. An example of a term
for the language of groups is x,y : G|m(x,m(y,i(x))) : G. The lefthand symbols form the context
of the term, they are the variables being used. Formulas are then built from relation symbols
in Y1 and terms. For example, let X1 be the language of posets. This has one sort P, no
function symbols, and one relation symbol <. Then an example of a formula for this language
isx,p:Pl(x<y)= (Vz.(z<x) = (z<Y)).

By restricting the usage of certain first-order logical symbols like A,V,=,—,3,V, we obtain
particular types of theories (such as cartesian, regular, coherent, geometric, etc.), see [Joh02,
Section D1.1] for a list of different kinds of theories.

A sequent @ I 1 consists of a pair of formulas in the same context. This represents that ¢
“implies” . A theory T then consists of a language X1 and a set St of sequents of formulas
over the language. Using first-order logic, we obtain deduction rules that say when one sequent
implies another, see [Joh02, Section D1.3].

From a theory T, one can construct a category Syn(T), called the syntactic category of T.
Its objects are certain equivalence classes of formulas, and morphisms are certain kinds of
formulas which act intuitively as functions between the “sets” defined by the formulas. Based
on the type of theory T, the syntactic category Syn(T) will have the corresponding kind of
structure (cartesian, regular, coherent, geometric), see [Joh02, Lemma D1.4.10]. Each such
structure has its own corresponding canonical site structure (cartesian categories are equipped
with a trivial coverage) such as in Examples 8.37 and 8.38, which are called the syntactic sites.
The category of sheaves on a syntactic site Sh(Syn(T), j) is called the classifying topos for the
theory T. Geometric morphisms Sh(Syn(T), j) — & of toposes are equivalently models of T in
&, see [MM12, Section VIII] for more on classifying toposes.

Example 8.40. We mention that the above idea of a syntactic site extends naturally to type
theories, and to syntactic categories of type theories. Sheaves on such syntactic categories
have been used to solve important problems in computer science, such as in [Alt+01], where
a normalization result is proved for a typed lambda calculus with coproducts. The study of
sheaves for computer science in this way is sometimes referred to as sheaf semantics.

Example 8.41 ((MM12, Exercise I11.9.13]). Let FinSet,, denote the small category of finite sets
and monomorphisms. Then the category FinSet,, satisfies the Ore condition (Definition 8.16),
since FinSet,, has pushouts. Let (FinSet,, ,],) denote the atomic site (Definition 8.14), then
Sh(FinSet?np,]at) is known as the Shanuel topos. Its objects are called nominal sets, which give
a formal framework for bound variables and alpha equivalence in programming languages, see
[Pit13] for more.

Example 8.42. Let  denote the full subcategory of Top on the topological spaces *, the terminal
object, and IN,, the one-point compactification of the discrete natural numbers (equivalently
it is homeomorphic to the {1,1/2,1/3,...,1/n,...,0} C R with the subspace topology). Consider
the canonical site (t,].,), see Definition 8.3. Sheaves on this site (7, J.,,) form what is called
the topological topos, introduced by Johnstone in [Joh79]. The motivation for this topos, simi-
larly to the other convenient categories mentioned in Example 8.57, is to provide a convenient
category in which to do topology. The category Sh(t,].,,) contains all sequential topological
spaces®’ as a reflective subcategory. For more about the topological topos, we recommend the
series of blog posts [Gro24].

Example 8.43. A bornology on a set X is a cover of X that is closed under subsets and finite
unions. A set with a bornology is called a bornological space, and the elements of its bornology

27A topological space X is sequential if for every topological space Y amap f : X — Y is continuous if and only
if it is sequentially continuous, i.e. if x,, — x then f(x;) — f(x).
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are called bounded subsets. Their invention is attributed to Mackey [Mac42], and their history
is reviewed in the french paper [Hog70]. Bornological spaces are a convenient framework for
functional analysis, where all kinds of subtle problems arise from considering linear opera-
tors between locally convex topological vector spaces, with an emphasis on bounded subsets
being more central to the theory than open subsets. Lawvere first described the bornological
topos during unpublished talks he gave at Bogotd in 1983. Let Cnt denote the small cate-
gory of countable sets and functions. This category is lextensive, and the category of sheaves
Sh(Cnt, jie,) with the lextensive coverage (Example 8.35) is the bornological topos. There is
a full subcategory of bornological spaces given as a reflective subcategory of the bornological
topos [EL02].

Example 8.44. The recursive topos, or the topos of recursive sets, was defined by Mulry in
[Mul82] with the goal of doing recursion theory in a cartesian closed category. Let R denote the
monoid of all total recursive functions f : IN — IN. Viewing this as a one-object category, equip
it with the coherent coverage (Example 8.38) (R, j.on). This turns out to be a canonical coverage
as well. Sheaves on this site Sh(R, j..},) form the recursive topos.

8.3. Concrete Sheaves. Now let us consider several important examples in the literature that
are not quite sheaf toposes. Instead they are quasitoposes of concrete sheaves.

Definition 8.45. A site (C,j) is concrete if

(1) it has a terminal object *,
(2) the functor C(*,—): C — Set is faithful, and
(3) for every j-covering family r = {r; : U; — U}, the function

) _Clori): ) CloUi) = C(sU)

i
is surjective.

A sheaf X on a concrete site (C, j) is said to be concrete if the canonical function
X(U) — Set(C(+ U), X(*))
obtained by applying C(*,—) = Pre(C)(y(*),—) to the map y(U) — X is injective.

Definition 8.46. A Grothendieck quasitopos & is a category equivalent to one of the form
Sep(Sh(C,j), k). Namely it is a category equivalent to the category of j-sheaves on a site (C, j)
which are also k-separated (Definition 2.18) with respect to another coverage k on C such that
Gro(j) € Gro(k).

Remark 8.47. Grothendieck quasitoposes, introduced in [BP91], are very nice categories, close
to being Grothendieck toposes in their properties. For example, Grothendieck quasitoposes
are (small) complete, cocomplete, locally cartesian closed and locally presentable (Definiiton
C.31). In fact, if a Grothendieck quasitopos & is balanced?® then it is a Grothendieck topos. We
recommend the following references [BH11; Wyl91; GL12] for more on Grothendieck quasito-
poses.

Lemma 8.48. Given a concrete site (C,j), let k denote the collection of families of the form
{x:# —> Ulyecr,u)- A sheaf X on (C, ) is then a concrete sheaf if and only if it is separated with
respect to k.

Proof. Let us note that Gro(j) € Gro(k) by Definition 8.45.(3). Then being k-separated is pre-
cisely what it means for a sheaf to be concrete. O

Corollary 8.49. Given a concrete site (C,j), the full subcategory ConSh(C,j) — Sh(C,j) of
concrete sheave is a Grothendieck quasitopos.

28 category is balanced if every morphism f : U — V which is a monomorphism and an epimorphism is an
isomorphism.
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Example 8.50. Diffeological spaces were introduced by Souriau in [Sou80], and developed by
his student Iglesias-Zemmour, leading to the textbook [Igl13]. The motivation here is to have
a convenient category for doing differential geometry. It is arguably one of the most successful
such frameworks (with competition from synthetic differential geometry, Example 8.60), being
easy to work with and understand, but also powerful enough to extend classical constructions
from differential geometry. Originally the definition was given as a set with a collection of
plots satisfing three simple conditions. Baez and Hoffnung proved in [BH11] that the category
of diffeological spaces is equivalent to a category of concrete sheaves. More precisely, consider
the site (Open, jopen) from Example 8.26. Then [BH11, Proposition 24] shows that the category
of diffeological spaces is equivalent to the category of concrete sheaves on (Open, jopen). They
prove a similar statement for so-called Chen spaces [Che77]. The author’s PhD thesis consists
of two papers [Min24a; Min24b] which study the cohomology of diffeological spaces from an
oo-stack perspective, which benefits from the sheaf-theoretic approach to differential geometry.

Example 8.51. A simplicial complex K consists of a set V(K) along with a set S(K) of nonempty
finite subsets 0 of V(K) whose elements are called simplices, containing all of the singletons,
and such that if 0 € S(K) and t C 0, then 7 € S(K). A map f : K — L of simplicial com-
plexes is a function V(f) : V(K) — V(L) such that if 0 € S(K), then f(0) € S(L). Let Cpx
denote the category of simplicial complexes. Now consider the small category FinSet., of
nonempty finite sets and functions. The collection of families ji,. given by singleton families
{S < S’} of subset inclusions is pullback-stable and hence defines a coverage. It is not hard
to check that (FinSet., jinc) is a concrete site. By [BH11, Proposition 27], there is an equiva-
lence of categories Cpx ~ ConSh(FinSet.4, ji,.). Hence the category of simplicial complexes is
a Grothendieck quasitopos.

Example 8.52. Recall from Example 8.42 the site (7, J..,). This site is concrete, and the concrete
sheaves on this site are precisely the subsequential spaces, see [Har80, Chapter IV].

Example 8.53. Quasi-topological spaces were introduced by Spanier in [Spa63] as a convenient
category of topological spaces. Let CH denote the full subcategory of Top on the compact
Hausdorff spaces. This category is very well-behaved, being a pretopos [MR20]. In particular
it is a coherent category. Consider the large site (CH, j.,) with the coherent coverage (Example
8.38). We note that while Sh(CH, j.},) has large hom-sets, as we will discuss later in this section,
the full subcategory ConSh(CH, j o) has small hom-sets, which is easy to see by the definition
of concrete sheaves, and this category is equivalent to the category of quasi-topological spaces.
We also recommend the paper [Dub06] for more on this example.

Example 8.54. Let Borel denote the small category of standard Borel spaces and measurable
functions between them, see [Heu+17, Section II.A]. We say that a family {b; : B; — B} in this
category is a covering family if and only if it is a countable coproduct. This gives a pullback-
stable collection of families, and hence it is a coverage. It is an instance of an infinitary lex-
tensive coverage (Example 8.35). The concrete sheaves on the site (Borel, jjo4) are called Quasi-
Borel spaces, and are a convenient category to work in for higher-order probability theory, see
[Heu+17].

8.4. Large Sites.

8.4.1. Examples of Large Sites. The astute reader may have noticed that we did not include any
examples involving the category Top of topological spaces. The reason for this is simple, Top is
not an essentially small category. Therefore according to Definition 2.6, it cannot be a site. This
is a very restrictive and unfortunate state of affairs, and in this section we will discuss some
ways of working around the smallness condition. We recommend the reader look at Section
A.1 before reading this section.

First, let us consider what can go wrong by augmenting Definition 2.6 to allow for collections
of families to consist of large sets of morphisms. Let us say a category C is essentially large if
it is large and not essentially small.
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Definition 8.55. A large collection of families j on a large category C consists of a large
set j(U) whose elements are large sets of morphisms r = {r; : U; — U};¢;. The definitions of
coverage, refinement closure, composition closure, sifted closure, Grothendieck pretopology,
Grothendieck coverage, matching family, amalgmation and sheaf are defined in the same way
using large collections of families. We call (C, ) a large site if j is a large coverage and C is
essentially large.

There is no real “problem” with Definition 8.55, in the sense that we can define everything
as we have before. It makes perfect sense to talk about a single sheaf on a large site. However
the category Sh(C, j) of sheaves on a large site is less well-behaved than on small sites. Before
discussing these disadvantages, let us see some examples of large sites.

Example 8.56. The category Set of small sets is an essentially large category. Let je,; denote
the large collection of families where for a set S, j(S) denotes the large set of (small) families
r = {r; : S; = S}ies that are jointly epimorphic, i.e. } ;;;S; — S is surjective. This defines a
saturated, pullback-stable coverage on Set.

Example 8.57. Let Top denote the category of topological spaces. Since every set can be con-
sidered as a discrete topological space, Top is essentially large. Similarly to Example 8.26, we
can define the coverages (Top, jopen) Of open covers and (Top, jemp) of Open covers given by
topological embeddings. Both of these are Grothendieck pretopologies.

We note that the category Top is not cartesian closed. There are other “convenient” categories
of topological spaces that are more often considered in algebraic topology, which are cartesian
closed. These include the category kTop of k-spaces, the category CGWH of compactly gener-
ated weak Hausdorff spaces®, and the category ATop of A-generated topological spaces. See
[Rez17] and [nLa25a]. The open cover coverage restricts to all of these full subcategories of
Top.

Example 8.58. Let G be a group, and let GSet denote the category of G-sets, i.e. those sets S
equipped with a left action p: Gx S — S, and where a morphism f : S — S’ is an equivariant
function f(p(g,s)) = p’(g, f(s)). We note that GSet is equivalent to the category Set®, where
we think of G as a category with one object. Let jgep; denote the collection of families on
GSet where a family r = {r; : S; — S} is jg epi-covering if they are jointly epimorphic, i.e. if the
underlying function ) ;r; : } ;S; — S is surjective. In other words, if we let 7 : GSet — Set
denote the functor that forgets the G-action, then r € jg ¢pi(S) if and only if 7t(r) € jep;i(7(S)).
This is a canonical coverage, and it turns out that Sh(GSet, jg ¢pi) is equivalent to GSet. We will
see this as a consequence of Example 8.61. In fact, the same constructions work if G is just a
monoid. For an in-depth study of toposes of monoid actions see [Rog+21].

Example 8.59. The notion of condensed sets has recently become a powerful tool in algebraic
geometry [FS24; Man22]. The basic idea here is another instance of “convenience.” Here the
idea is that the category of topological abelian groups is not an abelian category. Scholze and
Clausin develop a category of condensed sets, which form a kind of convenient category of
topological spaces, and abelian group objects in this category do form an abelian category,
see the lecture notes [Sch19]. It is interesting to note that setting up this category comes
with set-theoretic difficulties, for exactly the reasons we will discuss later in this section. Let
Pro(FinSet) denote the category of pro-objects in the category of finite sets. This is the full
subcategory of (SetfinSet)oP on those functors P : FinSet — Set that are cofiltered limits of rep-
resentables. Via Stone duality, see [Joh82], this category is equivalent to the full subcategory St
of Top on the Stone spaces, those topological spaces that are compact, Hausdorff and totally
disconnected®’.

Now the category St of Stone spaces is essentially large. So, to avoid the set-theoretic issues
that we will discuss later in this section, Scholze [Sch19, Remark 1.3] fixes an uncountable

29Interestingly, the canonical Grothendieck coverages on CGWH and Top differ, see [Les19, Example 5.2.7].
30p nonempty topological space is totally disconnected if its only connected components are singletons.
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strong limit cardinal®! «, and lets St,. denote the full subcategory of Stone spaces whose un-
derlying sets have cardinality less than x. Thus St, is a small category, and by [Lur18a, Propo-
sition 17], it is a coherent category (Definition 8.38). Equipping it with coherent coverage j.on,
we obtain the site (St,,J.on). The category C, = Sh(St,, j.on) is the category of k-condensed
sets. For every pair « < k" of uncountable strong limit cardinals there is a fully faithful func-
tor C, — C, . The category of condensed sets is then defined to be the colimit C = colim,. C,
over the large poset of uncountable strong limit cardinals. This category is not a Grothendieck
topos.

Independently, Barwick and Haine in [BH19] defined the closely related notion of pyknotic
set. They deal with set-theoretic difficulties by the method of Section 8.4.4, i.e. they fix (at
least) three Grothendieck universes u € U € V, and call the sets in u “tiny,” and the sets in U
small. They define St,, to be the category of Stone spaces whose underlying sets are tiny, see
[BH19, Section 2.2]. This is a small category, and it is coherent. The category of sheaves P =
Sh(St,,, jcon) is called the category of pyknotic sets. The differences between C and P might at
first seem artificial, but they do have real consequences for their resulting theory. For example
the set {0, 1} with the indiscrete topology is pyknotic but not condensed [BH19, Section 0.3].

Example 8.60. In synthetic differential geometry, the goal is to craft a framework in which
to do differential geometry such that infinitesimals exist. This simplifies and clarifies many
computations. For instance, it makes the tangent bundle of a manifold an exponential object.
There are many different toposes that one can “do” synthetic differential geometry in. These are
called “well-adapted models” of synthetic differential geometry. The book [MR13] by Moerdijk
and Reyes is the standard reference for these well-adapted models. Other useful references are
[Koc06; Lav13].

Recall the category Cart from Example 8.27. This category has finite products, and thus can
be considered as an algebraic theory. An algebra for this theory, i.e. a finite product-preserving
functor A : Cart — Set is called a C*-ring. Note that if M is a finite-dimensional smooth
manifold, then C*(M,R), the set of smooth functions to the real numbers is a C*-ring by
R" — C*®(M,R)". In fact, this produces a fully faithful functor Man < C*Ring°P, [MR13,
Theorem 2.8].

Every C* ring is a commutative R-algebra, by just considering the usual multiplication map
R xR — R in Cart. Hence we can define ideals of C*-rings as ideals of their underlying R-
algebra. There is then a canonical way of making quotients of C*-rings C by ideals I into
C®-rings C/I, see [Joy13].

A Weil algebra W is a finite dimensional (as an IR-vector space) commutative IR-algebra with
maximal ideal I such that W/I = R and I" = 0 for some n > 1. There is a unique way of
making a Weil algebra into a C*-ring that respects the underlying IR-algebra structure, see the
references at [Joy13, Example 2.12]. These Weil algebras are the objects that act as infinitesimal
neighborhoods. Examples include C*®(IR)/(x?) which by Hadamard’s Lemma [MR13, Lemma
2.4.1] is isomorphic to the ring of dual numbers R[¢]/(&?).

Let ThCart (infinitesimally thickened cartesian spaces) denote the full subcategory of C*Ring®?
on objects of the form C*(R")®,, W, where ®,, denotes the coproduct in C*Ring and W.

is a Weil algebra. We give this small category the coverage jc,, whose covers are of the
7i®c Ly

form {C®(U;) ® o W —— C®(U) ® W}ic; where r = {r; : U; — U} is a covering family
in (Cart, jopen), see Example 8.27. Sheaves on this site Sh(ThCart, jc,p) is called the Cahiers
topos. It was originally defined by Dubuc in [Dub79].

Now consider the category CmRingOG};m which is the opposite of the full subcategory of
germ-determined finitely presented C*-rings. These are C*-rings of the form C*(M)/I where
M is a finite dimensional smooth manifold and I is a germ-determined ideal, which means that
for every f € C®(M) if the germ of f at a point x in the zero locus®? of I is equal to a germ of
some g €I at x, then f € I. This small category has a coverage given by covering families of

31These are precisely the same as strongly inaccessible cardinals (Definition A.14) without the requirement that
k be regular.
32the set of all points x € M such that if g € I, then g(x) = 0.
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the form {A; — B} where the corresponding maps B — A; in C*Ring,,, are localizations at
some b € B, in the C®-ring sense. See [MR13, Appendix 2] for more details and also for a large
amount of other sites and toposes that give models for synthetic differential geometry.

Example 8.61. Given a small site (C,j) we can consider the category Sh(C, j) of j-sheaves on
C. This is a large category, but it is also locally presentable (see Section C), hence there exists a
small dense subcategory @ < Sh(C, j). Then equipping @ with the canonical topology, [Joh02]
proves that Sh(C, j) ~ Sh(D, Jcan) =~ Sh(Sh(C, j), Jcan)-

If (C,j) is a large site, then the sheafification functor a : Pre(C) — Sh(C, j), which is discussed
in Section 7.4, may not exist. Indeed, if X is a presheaf on C, then the diagram whose colimit
is being taken over in Definition 7.19 may be large. Hence the colimit may not actually exist
in Pre(C). When C is small, Pre(C) is a large category, and it has all small limits and colimits.
But if C is an essentially large category, then by Lemma A.30, Pre(C) is large, but that does
not mean that it has all large colimits. In fact, by the same argument as in Freyd’s Theorem,
Proposition A.33, if it had all large colimits, it would necessarily be a preorder. For an example
of a presheaf on a large site whose sheafification does not exist see [Wat75].

Another problem is with the categorical structure of Pre(C). If C is an essentially large
category, then Pre(C) may not be cartesian closed. Indeed, each hom-set of Pre(C) is essentially
large, by Lemma A.30.(4). Hence the usual internal hom in Pre(C) as given in Lemma A.76 does
not define a presheaf. This also implies that (pre)sheaf categories on large sites may not have
subobject classifiers.

Let us now consider some workarounds to this.

8.4.2. WISC. When (C,j) is a large site, it is sometimes still possible to guarantee that sheafi-
fication will exist.

Definition 8.62 ([Rob12, Definition 3.19]). We say that a large site (C, j) satisfies WISC (weakly
initial set of covers), if for every U € C, there exists a small subset j'(U) C j(U) such that for
every covering family r € j(U) there exists a t € j'(U) and a refinement t — r.

Lemma 8.63. If (C,j) is a large site that satisfies WISC, then sheafification exists.

Proof. Given U € C, let Gro(j’)(U) denote the subposet of Gro(j)(U) on those sieves that are
generated by covering families in j/(U). So while each R € Gro(j’)(U) might be a large set,
Gro(j’)(U) itself is small. We have an obvious inclusion functor i : Gro(j’)(U) — Gro(j)(U) and
we wish to show that this functor is initial (Definition C.10). So we want to show that for every
R € Gro(j)(U) the category (i | R) is nonempty and connected. But since R € Gro(j)(U), there
exists a r € j(U) such that R = 7. Hence there exists a t € j’(U) and a refinement t — r,so t CR.
Thus (i | R) is nonemepty, and it is connected simply because intersections of covering sieves
are covering sieves by Lemma 6.22. Now the result follows from Corollary 7.20, as now X*(U)
is isomorphic to a colimit of a small diagram, which therefore exists. O

Lemma 8.64. The large site (Set, jop;) of Example 8.56 satisfies WISC.

Proof. For every set S, there is an initial covering family, given by inclusions of singletons
{x:%— S}ies. O

The next result is due to Shulman as referenced in [Rob12, Example 3.21].
Lemma 8.65. The large sites (Top, jopen), (TOP, jemp) of Example 8.57 satisfy WISC.

Proof. We note that for every topological space X, jopen(X) is actually a small set, since a cover-
ing family has to be equal to the collection of inclusions {U C X};<; of an open cover U. There
are only a sets worth of open covers on X. Now let us show that (Top, jemp,) satisfies WISC. Sup-
pose that r € jomp(X) is a large covering family. For each x € X, we can choose (using the axiom
of choice) an open subset U, containing x such that U, is the image of amap r;: U; — X in r.
Then r, = {Uy C X}yex 18 @ jopen-covering family of X, and also a jep,-covering family. Since r; is
a homeomorphism onto its image, the ri_1 defines a refinement r, — 7. Thus jopen(X) € jemb(X)
is a small subset that refines every covering family. O
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Remark 8.66. We note that there are nontrivial large sites that do not satisfy WISC, see [Rob12,
Proposition 3.23].

8.4.3. Small presheaves. Another alternative that is considered at times is to consider a full
subcategory of all presheaves on a large category C.

Definition 8.67. Given a large category C, a presheaf X on C is small if there exists a small
diagram d : I — C and an isomorphism

X = colim;¢;y(d(1)).
Let P(C) denote the full subcategory of small presheaves.

Clearly if C is small, then every presheaf is small, by the coYoneda Lemma A.75.

There are some nice categorical advantages to considering P(C). For instance, the Yoneda
embedding factors through P(C) since we are assuming that C is locally small. The large cat-
egory P(C) is locally small, in contrast to Pre(C) as maps between small presheaves are deter-
mined by a small set of maps in C. It is also the case that P(C) has all small colimits and is the
free small cocompletion of C.

A major disadvantage to P(C) is that it might not have limits. Indeed, let X be an essentially
large set, thought of as a discrete category. Then there is an isomorphism P(X) = Set,x, given
on a small presheaf F by the map ) ,.x F(x) — X. But Set,x does not have a terminal object,
since every object in Set is a small set. We learned of this example from [Tril5].

However, we do know precisely when P(C) has all small limits.

Proposition 8.68 ([DL07]). The category P(C) has all small limits if and only if for every small
diagram d : I — C and every cone o over d there exists a small set K of cones over 4 and a map
o — « for k¥ € K. This implies that if C has all small limits then so does P(C).

8.4.4. Very Small Grothendieck Universe. This last method is quite simple: rather than using
two nested Grothendieck universes U € V for our foundations (see Section A.1.2), we allow for
another nested Grothendieck universe u € U € V. We still call those sets in U small, and now
refer to those in u1 as very small.

Now this forces the category Set, of u-small sets to be U-small. From here, one can then
construct whatever essentially large category (as long as its objects are built from sets) one
wishes to consider using very small sets. For example, we can consider the category Top,, of
topological spaces whose underlying sets are u-small, which is a small category. This method
is used by Jardine in [Jar07, Page 2] and by Barwick and Haine in [BH19], see Example 8.59. We
of course do not need the full power of a very small Grothendieck universe here, but merely a
consistent cardinality bound on the underlying sets being used to construct the objects in the
site.

The disadvantage here is that now one must always keep track of which universe one is
working with when going between the now small site and other categories. Also now the
site whose objects are constructed from very small sets can no longer have all small limits or
colimits unless it is a preorder by Freyd’s Theorem A.33.

9. MoRrpPHISMS OF SITES

The notion of a morphism between sites is not as straightforward as one might wish. We
need to put conditions on a functor F : (C,j) — (D, ]’) between sites, such that we obtain a
geometric morphism (Definition 9.1) between toposes A : Sh(XD, j’) — Sh(C, j). However, geo-
metric morphisms require a finite limit preserving condition, which makes the conditions we
are looking for on F more technical. This is mainly due to sites not necessarily having all limits
or colimits. This technical condition on F is called “flatness”, and we will introduce this notion
in stages.

First, let us illustrate the main ideas of morphisms of sites using sites of topological spaces.
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9.1. The case of topological spaces. If T is a topological space, recall (Example 2.9) its corre-
sponding site (O(T), jr). If f : T — T’ is a map of topological spaces, then we obtain a functor
f1:O(T) - O(T) by U - f~1(U). Thus we get a functor A1 : Pre(O(T)) — Pre(O(T’)) by
precomposition. For this brief section, let us denote this functor by f.. So for a presheaf X on
O(T) and U an open subset of T/, we have f£,(X)(U) = X(f~1(U)).

If X is a sheaf on O(T) (we'll just say X is a sheaf on T), then f,(X) is a sheaf on T’. Indeed,
if U is an open subset of T’, and U = {U; C U}, is an open cover of U, then

fx)W) = eq|[ [AOW) =] [AxNWUNU)

iel i,jel

is an isomorphism, because f~!(U) is an open cover of f~!(U), and X is a sheaf on T.

Thus if we restrict f, to Sh(O(T), j7), which we’ll denote by Sh(T), then we obtain a functor
f. : Sh(T) — Sh(T’). This functor has a left adjoint f*: Sh(T’) — Sh(T), which is most easily
described using the equivalence between sheaves on T and local homeomorphisms (also called
étale spaces) over T, [MM12, Section I1.9]. However f* is isomorphic to the composite functor

. 2 _
Sh(T’) <> Pre(T’) ——> Pre(T) > Sh(T),

where the right hand functor denotes sheafification (Definition 7.30). It turns out that every
continuous map f : X — Y induces a functor £¢-1 that preserves finite limits. Thus f* is a left
adjoint functor that preserves finite limits.

Abstracting this common scenario leads us to the following notion, which for our purposes
can be considered the default notion of a morphism between toposes.

Definition 9.1. Given Grothendieck toposes & and #, a geometric morphism f, : § —» F is an
adjunction

ffrFeEf,
such that the left adjoint f* preserves finite limits.

Remark 9.2. Notice that the direction of the geometric morphism matches the direction of the
right adjoint. The fact that f* preserves finite limits is vitally important. One might think of
this as requiring that f* be compatible with the internal logical structure of the toposes, see
Remark A.40.

9.2. Flatness.

9.2.1. Set-valued Flatness.

Definition 9.3. Let C be a small category, and suppose we have a functor A : C — Set. We can
take the left Kan extension of A with respect to the Yoneda embedding;:

GL)Set

oA

Pre(C)
and let A" := Lan,A. We call A" the Yoneda extension of the presheaf A.

The idea of the Yoneda extension of A is quite straightforward. By the coYoneda Lemma
A.75, a presheaf X is isomorphic to the colimit

X = colim y(U).
y(U)HXy( )

So we simply extend A in the “obvious” way:

A*(X) = colim A(U).
y(U)—X
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Using coends we can write

UeC

UeC
A*(X) = (Lan A)(X)’:VJ- Pre(G)(y(U),X)xA(U)zj X(U)x A(U).

y

The righthand coend is often denoted X ®: A and called the functor tensor product. We will
also adopt this notation for the Yoneda extension of A in what follows. Note that this coend
can equivalently be written as the coequalizer

(23) X ®c A = coeq Z X(V)xA(U) =3 ZX(U)XA(U)
f UeC
U—>Vv
which is isomorphic to the set
(X®cA)={(x,a) e X(U)xA(U)|U e C}/ ~
where ~ denotes the smallest equivalence relation such that if f : U — V, x” € X(V), then
(X(f)(x"),a) ~ (x",A(f)(a)). We denote the equivalence class of the pair (x,a) in X®c A by (x®a).

Definition 9.4. We say that a functor A : C — Set is a Set-flat functor if the Yoneda extension
of A
A" : Pre(C) — Set

preserves finite limits.

Remark 9.5. The terminology comes from homological algebra, where an R-module M is said
to be flat if (—) ®g M 1is left exact, i.e. preserves finite limits. We refer to functors A : C — Set
as in Definition 9.4 as Set-flat functors because we will soon introduce various other notions
of flat functors whose codomain may not be Set and even if it is, these other notions might not
agree with Set-flatness.

Lemma 9.6 ([Bor94, Proposition 3.8.1]). Let y : C — Pre(C) denote the usual Yoneda embed-
ding and y : C°P — Set® the covariant Yoneda embedding y°°(c) = C(c,-). Then if X : C°P —
Set is a presheaf, and A : C — Set a copresheaf, then there is a natural isomorphism of sets

(LanyA)(X) = (Lanye X)(A).

or equivalently
X®c A=ARcomp X.

Let us record the following result, which is a covariant version of the coYoneda Lemma A.75.
Lemma 9.7 ([Riel7, Corollary 6.3.9]). Given a functor A : C — Set, then for U € C,
y(U)®c A= A(U).
Furthermore the isomorphisms are natural in U.
The following result is the key to understanding flatness.

Proposition 9.8 ((MM12, Theorem VII.6.3]). Given a category C, a functor A : C — Set is Set-
flat if and only if its category of elements [ A is finitely cofiltered, i.e. if its opposite category is
a finitely filtered category (Definition C.8).

Proof. (<) Note that if X € Pre(C), then by Lemma 9.6 we can also write A*(X) as the colimit:
A'(X) = (Lan,A)(X)
= (Lany« X)(A)

(24) = colim((yco L A) — C°P X Set)
=~ colim (fAOp LN C°P i) Set)

where fAOP = (IA)OP is the opposite of the category of elements of A.
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By Proposition C.15, if JA"P is a finitely filtered category then for every finite diagram X :
I — Pre(C) the IAOP—Colimit and I-limit of the following functor

opxX
fA"p [ ZA%72, 0op Pre(C) - Set.

commute, equivalently, A* preserves finite limits.

(=) Suppose that A preserves finite limits. We will prove that IAOP is finitely filtered using
Lemma C.9. If we let 1 denote the terminal object in Pre(C), then 1 ®c A is a terminal object in
Set. This means that IAOP is nonempty, satisfying Lemma C.9.(1)

Now suppose that (U, x) and (V,y) are objects in IAOP. We want to show that there exists
W e C, ze A(W) and morphisms f : W — U and g: W — V in C such that A(f)(z) = x and
A(g)(z) = y. Since (—) ®c A preserves finite limits, the map

(B(U) x (V) @ A — AU) < A(V)
which sends an element (f € y(U)(W),g € »(V)(W))® (a € A(W)) to (A(f)(a),A(g)(a)) is an
isomorphism. Thus IAOP satisfies Lemma C.9.(2).

Now suppose we are given morphisms f,g: (V,y) — (U,x) in IA. We want to show that

there exists a map h: (W, z) — (V,y) such that fh = gh. Consider the equalizer

f
P=y(V)=y(U)

in Pre(C). Thus for every object W € C, P(W) is the set of maps h: W — V such that fh = gh.
Since A" preserves finite limits, we obtain an equalizer

k A(f)
PecA—A(V) 3 A(U)
A(g)
in Set, and where k(p ® a) = A(p)(a). Thus if y € A(V) such that A(f)(y) = A(g)(y), then there
must exist a (W,z) € JA and a a € A(W) such that k(z®a) = y. Thus fAOP satisfies Lemma

C.9.(3). Thus JAOP is a finitely filtered category. O

Corollary 9.9. A functor A : C — Set is flat if and only if it can be written as a filtered limit of
corepresentables.

Proof. By Lemma 9.7 and Lemma 9.6, we have

UeCop
A= A®por ycogJ- A(U)xy®(U) = colim y°(U)= lim y®(U),
(x,U)e[ A (x,U)e[ AP

Hence the result follows from Proposition 9.8. O

Remark 9.10. The general idea of “flatness” that we will pursue throughout this section is that
a functor f : C — @ is “flat” if it “would preserve all finite limits if they existed”. This is not
completely true for all notions of flatness we will introduce, but it is a good intuition to keep
in mind.

Corollary 9.11. Let C be a finitely complete category, then a functor A : C — Set is Set-flat if
and only if A preserves finite limits.

Proof. (=) By Lemma 9.7, A is isomorphic to A* o y. The Yoneda embedding y preserves limits
and A* preserves finite limits, therefore A preserves finite limits.

(&) If A preserves finite limits, we wish to show that IA is cofiltered, which by Proposition
9.8 is equivalent to A being Set-flat. Now JA is nonempty, because A preserves the terminal
object A(*) = *. It can be easily checked that the other two conditions for being cofiltered are
equivalent to A preserving products and equalizers respectively. O

Corollary 9.12. Let C be a small category. If A: C — Set is Set-flat, then it preserves all finite
limits that exist in C.
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Proof. The Yoneda embedding vy : C — Pre(C) preserves all limits that exist in C, and A being
Set-flat implies that A* preserves all finite limits. Thus (A" oy): C — Set preserves all finite
limits that exist in C, and by Lemma 9.7 (A*oy) = A, thus A preserves all finite limits that exist
in C. g

Remark 9.13. If C is not finitely complete, then A : ¢ — Set preserving all finite limits that
exist in C does not imply that it is Set-flat. Here is a simple counterexample, consider the
category C with two objects 0 and 1 and no non-identity morphisms. Thus the only finite
limits that exist in C are the identity cones. Thus the functor F : C — Set that sends everything
to the terminal set * preserves all finite limits that exist in C, but IF = (C is not cofiltered.

9.2.2. Representable Flatness. Now we wish to generalize this notion of flat functor to the case
when the codomain is not Set.

Definition 9.14. We say a functor F : C — © between essentially small categories is repre-
sentably flat if for every V € @, the functor

D(V,F(-)): C — Set
is Set-flat.

Remark 9.15. Note that in the case © = Set, it is not the case that Set-flatness is equivalent to
representable flatness. See [Leill] for a counterexample.

Lemma 9.16. A functor F : C — D is representably flat if and only if the comma category
(V | F) is cofiltered for every V € D.

Proof. This follows from the fact that ICD(V,F (=)) = (V | F) and Proposition 9.8. O

Lemma 9.17. A functor F : C — D is representably flat if and only if the left Kan extension
Yr =Lango : Pre(C) — Pre(D) preserves finite limits.

Proof. (=) For every X € Pre(C) and V € ®, the left Kan extension is isomorphic to the colimit
(ZpX)(V) = (Lanpes X)(V) = colim((POp L) 5 eor X, Set) ~ colim((F Lvyr 5 eop X, Set).
Soif d : I — Pre(C) is a finite diagram, we can consider the functor

(FlV)PxI 4, oop Pre(C) = Set.

So by Lemma 9.16, if F is representably flat, then (F | V)°P is filtered, so by Proposition C.15,
Y preserves finite limits.

(<) We note that F is representably flat if and only if for every V € @, the functor D(V,F(-)):
C — Set is Set-flat, which is the case if and only if its Yoneda extension D(V,F(-))" : Pre(C) —
Set preserves finite limits. But D (V,F(—))" is the functor that sends a presheaf X to (X X)(V).
Indeed we have

UeC
@(V,H—))*(X):f X(U)xD(V,F(U))

UeC°p
> f DOP(FOP(U), V) x X(U)
= (ZpX)(V).

where the last isomorphism is from the proof of Lemma A.70.

So if D(V,F(-))" preserves finite limits for every V € @, then so does Yf, since limits in
presheaf toposes are computed objectwise. So if F is representably flat, then ¥y preserves
finite limits. O

Lemma 9.18. Let C and @ be categories such that C is finitely complete. Then a functor F :
C — D is representably flat if and only if it preserves finite limits.
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Proof. (=) If F is representably flat, then D (V, F(-)) is Set-flat, thus by Corollary 9.11, D(V, F(-))
preserves finite limits. Soif d : I — @ is a finite diagram, then

D(V,F(limd(i)) = limD(V,F(d(i))) = D(V,lim F(d;)).
i€l i€l i€l
Since this is true for all V € @, by the Yoneda lemma it implies that F(lim; d(i)) = lim; F(d(i)).
Thus F preserves finite limits.
(&) If F preserves finite limits, then so does D (V, F(-)) for every V € @, thus by Corollary
9.11, D(V,F(-)) is Set-flat for every V € @, and therefore F is representably flat. O

Corollary 9.19. If F : C — @ is representably flat, then it preserves all finite limits that exist in
C.

Proof. For every V € @, the functor D(V,F(-)) is Set-flat, so by Corollary 9.12, it preserves all
limits that exist in C. By the same argument in the proof of Lemma 9.18, this shows that F
preserves all finite limits that exist in C. O

Corollary 9.20. If C is finitely complete, then a functor A : C — Set is Set-flat if and only if it
is representably flat if and only it preserves finite limits.

9.2.3. Covering Flatness. We now introduce a more general notion of flatness called covering
flatness. This notion of flatness is specific to the case of functors between sites. It is more
general than representable flatness and Set-flatness. Our inspiration for this section is the blog
post [Shull].

Typically in the literature, morphisms of sites are defined to be those functors that are repre-
sentably flat and preserve covering families. We will instead use the notion of covering flatness
as then site dense functors (Definition 9.45) will be examples of morphisms of sites.

This extra generality comes at quite a high price of added complexity and technicality. The
reader should feel free to skip this section on first reading. However, less is written in the
literature about covering flatness, (but see [Shul2], [Car20] and [Kar04]) and so we include a
section about it here. First we begin with some motivating observations.

Lemma 9.21. Given a functor A : C — Set, the set lim A is in bijection with the set of sections
of the projection functor 7 : jA — A.

Proof. This can be seen by noting that lim A = Set(x,1im A) = Set®(A(x), A). Natural transforma-
tions A(x) — A are precisely the same thing as sections of 7r. In more detail, if 0 € lim A, and
{y :lim A — A(U) is the U-component of the limit cone, then ¢;;(0) € A(U),and U — (U, {y(0))
defines a section of 7t : fA — A. Conversely such a section defines a map A(x) — A, which is
equivalently an element of lim A. O

We now wish to characterize the cofilteredness of JA using observations about lim A by
appealing to Lemma 9.21. Given a functor A : C — Set and a diagram d : I — C, we obtain a
functor d, : fAd — IA defined objectwise as follows. If (i,a) € fAd, then let d,(i,a) = (d(i), a).
Furthermore the following diagram commutes

[ad -2 A

( 25 ) ﬁAd\L \LHA

IT>G

Given a functor A : C — Set and a finite diagram d : [ — C, suppose that A: A(U) > d is a
cone in C. Then A(A) : A(A(U)) — Ad is a cone in Set. Let £ : A(lim Ad) — Ad denote the limit
cone in Set. By the universal property of limits, there exists a unique map h, : A(U) — lim Ad
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such that the following diagram commutes

Al A(N)

A(U))
(26) m

A(lim Ad

> Ad
l
)

Proposition 9.22. A functor A : C — Set is Set-flat if and only if for every finite diagram
d:1— C, the set of maps H(A) ={h, : A(U) — lim Ad} is jointly epimorphic, i.e. the canonical
map
H: Z A(U) — lim Ad
AA(U)—d

is an epimorphism.

Proof. By Proposition 9.8, it is equivalent to prove that fA is cofiltered if and only if the above
hypothesis holds.

(=) An element o € lim Ad is equivalent to a section ¢ : I — IAd of 4y by Lemma 9.21.
Thus given o € lim Ad, from (25), we obtain a finite diagram d,o in fA. Since IA is cofiltered,
there exists a cone A : A((U,a)) — d,o in IA, with components A; : (U,a) — (d(i),a;). Projecting
this by 7t4 produces a cone A : A(U) — d, which in turn produces a cone A(A) : A(A(U)) — Ad in
Set. Thus there exists a unique h) : A(U) — lim Ad such that the following diagram commutes

AA(U)) A s Ad

(27) A /

A(lim Ad)

Thus if f : i — i"is a map in I, then we have the commutative diagram

and furthermore A(A;)(a) = a;. Thus a; = ¢;h)(a). But {;(0) = a; by Lemma 9.21. But h, is
unique, so h)(a) = 0. Thus we have defined a section of H, which implies that it is an epimor-
phism.

(<) Conversely suppose that d : I — jA is a finite diagram. We wish to show that it has
a cone in fA. The composite 1td is a finite diagram nd : I — C. Thus by the hypothesis, the
function ¥ ). () A(U) — lim Artd is a surjection.

Now there is a unique map ¢ : limA — limAnd by the universal property of limits, and
d: 1 — fA is equivalently an element of limA by Lemma 9.21. Thus x = ¢(d) defines an
element x € limArnd. Furthermore d defines for each i € I a pair d(i) = (U;,q;) with U; € C
and a; € A(U;) and if € : A(lim Antd) — Amd is the limit cone, then €;(x) = a; for all i € I. Since
EyaU)—»rdA(U) — lim Ard is surjective, there exists a cone A : A(U) — nd and an element
z € A(U) such that h,(z) = x. Now let us consider the element (z, U) in IA. Applying A to A
provides a cone A(A): A(U) — And, and furthermore A(A;)(z) = a;. Thus (z,U) is a cone over d,
SO fA is cofiltered. O

Let us consider a slightly different way to think about the previous result. For a finite di-
agram d : I — C consider the presheaf Cone(d) on C, that sends U € C to the set of cones
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A:A(U) — d. In other words
Cone(d)(U) = CH(A(U), d).
We note that
Cone(d) = limy(d(7)).

i€l

Given a small category C and a finite diagram d : I — C, consider the canonical map

a: ) p(U)—>limy(d(i),

iel
A:A(U)—d

which on each component A : A(U) — d is defined to be the section y(U) — lim;c;p(d(i)) =
Cone(d) to be precisely the cone A. This map is an epimorphism of presheaves, since if we have
a cone 0 : A(U) — d then we can lift it to the identity in y(U)(U) = C(U, U).

Now for any functor A : C — Set, we get the following commutative diagram

A*(ZA:A(UHM(U)) 1 > lim;e; A*((d(i)))

A*(q) /

A (lime p(d(i)))

Since A” is a left adjoint, A*(g) is an epimorphism. Thus H is an epimorphism if and only if K
is. That means that a functor A : C — Set is Set-flat if and only if the comparison map

K : A*(limp(d(i))) — lim A*(y(d(i))) = lim A(d (i)

iel iel iel
is an epimorphism.

Proposition 9.23. A functor F : C — D is representably flat if and only if for every finite
diagram d : I — C, the map

(28) Hp: ) y(F(U) = limy(F(d(i),
AA(U)—d

is an epimorphism of presheaves on D.

Proof. The functor F is representably flat if and only if D(V,F(-)): C — Set is Set-flat for every
V € @. By Proposition 9.22, this is equivalent to the function

(29) wy: Y D(V,E(U)) - mD(V,F(d(i))
LA(D)—d el

being surjective for every V € @. This is equivalent to H; being an epimorphism of presheaves.
O

There is a canonical map

(30) K*: Cone(d) — ApCone(Fd),

given by pushing forward a cone A : A(U) — d to a cone F(A) : A(F(U)) — Fd. By the adjunction
from Lemma A.69, we obtain a map

(31) K, : XrCone(d) — Cone(Fd)
of presheaves over @.

Lemma 9.24. The map H; of (28) is an epimorphism of presheaves if and only if K; is an
epimorphism of presheaves.
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Proof. First note that Cone(d) = lim;; y(d(i)) and Cone(Fd) = lim;c; y(Fd(i)). Now for every
V € D, by Lemma 9.6 we have that
(XpCone(d))(V) = Cone(d)®c D(V,F(-))
=D(V,F(-)) ®cor Cone(d)
D JF(—
> colim(J-Cone(d)OlD —C —M Set

=~ colim @D(V,F(U)).
AA(U)—d

Thus there is a map q : }_y.Au)—a ¥(F(U)) = EpCone(d) and it is objectwise an epimorphism
(the map g takes a pair (A: A(U) — d, f : V — F(U)) to its equivalence class in (XpCone(d))(V)),
and thus an epimorphism of presheaves. Furthermore the following diagram commutes

Hy

Laaw)—a Y(EWU)) > Cone(Fd)

Y. rCone(d)

So if K; is an epimorphism, then so is Hy, since epimorphisms compose. However if H; is an
epimorphism, then K; is as well. Thus K; is an epimorphism if and only if H; is. O

Now we have come to the definition of covering flatness, which will generalize the equivalent
definition of representable flatness coming from Proposition 9.23.

Definition 9.25. Let F : C — (D, j) be a functor to a site. We say that F is covering flat if for
every finite diagram d : I — C, the canonical map

(32) K, : XpCone(d) — Cone(Fd)
is a j-local epimorphism.

Remark 9.26. Note that K; is a j-local epi if and only if H; is a j-local epi by Lemma 5.4 and
Lemma 5.5.

Let us concretely spell out what H; being a j-local epimorphism means: For any cone o :
A(V) — Fd, there exists a j-tree T, with Ty = {r; : V; = V},¢;, such that for each i € I there is a
cone A; : A(U;) » d and a map f; : V; = F(U;) such that the following diagram commutes

(33) A(r,v)i im‘,‘

We can paraphrase this by saying that F is covering flat if for every finite diagram d : I — C,
every cone over Fd factors locally through the F-image of a cone over d.

We can also characterize covering flatness using a sort of “local version” of Lemma 9.16,
along with Lemma C.9.

Definition 9.27 ([Car20, Definition 3.2]). Let F: (C,j) — (D, ) be a functor between sites, with
V € D. We say that (V | F) is locally cofiltered if

(1) there exists a j’-tree T with T° = {r; : V; = V};; such that (V; | F) is nonempty for every
iel,

(2) for every pair of morphisms f : V — F(U) and g : V — F(U’), there exists a j’-tree
T with T°® = {r; : V; - V},¢, and for each i € I maps f; : U; » U, g; : U; —» U’ and
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h; : V; = F(U;) such that the following diagram commutes

r; 8i

g ‘ \;F(U’)
|

F(

U)

(3) for every pair of morphisms f,g: U — U’ in C and morphism h: V — F(U) in @ such
that F(f)h = F(g)h, there exists a j’-tree T with T° = {r; : V; = V},; such that for every
i € I there are morphisms k; : U; — U and h; : V; — F(U;) such that fk; = gk; and the
following diagram commutes

h;
Vi — F(U))

\Lr" \LF (ki),

v - FU)
We leave the next lemma to the reader. It is basically just a reworking of Lemma C.9.

Lemma 9.28. A functor F : (C,j) — (D, ) is covering flat if and only if for every V € @, the
category (V | F) is locally cofiltered.

Remark 9.29. Let us consider Definition 9.25 when (D, j) = (Set, jepi) is the category of sets
with the jointly epimorphic coverage (Example 2.8). So let A: C — (Set, jepi) be a covering flat
functor. This coverage is clearly composition closed, and therefore K; is a j-local epi if and
only if for every cone y(S) — Cone(Ad), there is a jointly epimorphic family r = {r; : §; — S}
over S forming a commutative diagram

Y(Si)) — Laaw)—a ¥(AU))

(34) l |

y(S) ——— Cone(Ad)

If we consider the jointly epimorphic family (1,), i.e. the identity function on the singleton
set, then A being covering-flat implies that we can lift every map y(x) — Cone(Ad) to a map
Y(*) = Laau)—a ¥(A(U)). In other words it means that

Set(x, A(U)) — Cone(Ad)(*)
AA(U)—d

is an epimorphism of sets. But this map is isomorphic to

A(U) — lim Ad.
AA(U)—d

So if A is covering flat, then it is Set-flat by Proposition 9.22. Conversely if A is Set-flat, then
using the axiom of choice, we can obtain a section to the map above. Thus for any map s :
S — limAd, we can lift it to amap s’ : S — } ;.A()-q A(U), which means that we can write
S =) ,Sa, where each S, is the preimage of s’ landing in the A component of } ).o)q A(U),
and therefore obtain a commutative diagram of the form (34).

When (D, ) = (D, juiv) is the category D equipped with the trivial coverage (Example 2.11),
then jiy-local epimorphisms are precisely epimorphisms of presheaves. Thus by Proposition
9.23, a functor F : C — (D, jiiy) is covering flat if and only if it is representably flat.

Thus Set-flatness and representable flatness are special cases of covering flatness.
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Proposition 9.30 ([Shul2, Proposition 4.16]). A functor F : C — (D, ) is covering flat if and
only if the composite functor

(35) Pre(C) =5 Pre(®) > Sh(®, j)
preserves finite limits.

Proof. (<) Suppose that aXp preserves finite limits, and let d : I — C be a finite diagram. Then
consider the map
y(U) — limy(d(i)) = Cone(d)
AVA(U)—d el
which in component A is the section y(U) — Cone(d) defined by A. This map is clearly an
epimorphism of presheaves. Then since aX preserves finite limits and is a composite of left
adjoints, it preserves epimorphisms, so the map

atr| ) y(U)— h;ny(d(z‘))] = a(Zy(P(U)) — limy(F(d(i))
A A

is an epimorphism. Thus F is covering flat.
(=) Now suppose that F is covering flat. Then the map

aXplimy(d(i)) — limaXpy(d(i))
iel iel

is an epimorphism. But if we let A}, denote the functor Aj, : Pre(C) — Set defined by X
(aXpX)(V), then this is equivalent to the map

(36) Ay (limp(d(i))) — lim A3 (9(d (i)

being an epimorphism for every V € C.

Now let Ay : C — Set denote the functor Ay (U) = [ay(F(U))](V). Then Aj, is the Yoneda
extension (Definition 9.3) of Ay. Therefore Ay is Set-flat if and only if (36) an epimorphism.
But by Proposition 9.22 this is the case if and only if A7}, preserves finite limits. Thus if F is
covering flat, then Aj, preserves finite limits for every V € C, and since limits are computed
pointwise in sheaf toposes, this implies that aX preserves finite limits. O

9.3. Site Morphisms.

Definition 9.31. Given sites (C,j) and (D, j’), we say a functor F : C — @ is a morphism of
sites if it is covering flat and it sends every j-saturating family r to a j’-saturating family F(r).

Remark 9.32. In other words F : (C,j) — (D,}’) is a morphism of sites if and only if F is j’-
covering flat and F sends sat(j)-covering families to sat(j’)-covering families.

Note also that if F satisfies the stronger property of sending j-covering families to j’-covering
families, then it sends j-trees to j’-trees and therefore by Lemma 6.7 sends j-saturating families
to j’-saturating families. So if F is covering flat and sends j-covering families to j’-covering
families then it is a morphism of sites.

Proposition 9.33. Suppose that F : (C,j) — (D, ;') is a morphism of sites. Then the precom-
position functor Ar : Pre(?) — Pre(C) takes j’-sheaves to j-sheaves, namely it descends to a
functor

(37) Ar:Sh(D,j’) — Sh(C,j)
Further, Ar is right adjoint to the functor (35) restricted to Sh(C, j).

Proof. Suppose that X is a sheaf on . We wish to show that Ap(X) is a sheaf on (C,j). By
Lemma 3.9, it is enough to show that if U € C and r € j(U), then the canonical map

Pre(C)(y(U), Ap(X)) — Pre(C)(7, Ap(X))

is an isomorphism.
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Now by the X 4 Ar adjunction we have the following commutative diagram

Pre(C)(y(U), Ap(X)) —— Pre(C)(7, Ap(X))

gl i;

Pre(D)(Xp(y(U)), X) —— Pre(D)(Xf(7), X)
Now since X is a j’-sheaf, by the sheafification adjunction we have

Pre(C)(y(U), Ap(X)) ——— Pre(C)(7, Ap(X))

;l lg

Sh(D,j')(aXp(y(U)),X) — Sh(D, j)(aXp(7), X)

Now by Lemma A.70, we have aXp(y(U)) = ay(F(U)), and furthermore by Lemma 3.6 and
Proposition 9.30 we have

aXp(r) = aXp [Coeq[Z}/(Ui) Xyv) Y(Uj) 3 Z?(Ui)

i,jel i€l

= CO@Q[Z“?(F(Ui)) Xay(r(U)) AY(F(Uj)) =3 Za}’(F(Ui))

i,jel iel

= acoeq[Z})(F(Ui)) Xy Y(E(U)) =3 ZP(F(Ui))

ijel icl

1

aF(r).
Therefore we have

Sh(®,j')(aXp(y(U)),X) — Sh(D, j')(aXp(7), X)

;l I=

Sh(D, j')(ay(F(U)),X) — Sh(D, j’)(aF(r), X)

|

Pre(D)(y(F(U)), X) —— Pre(D)(E(r), X)

R

So by Proposition 6.42 Ap(X) is a sheaf on r if and only if F(r) < y(F(U)) is a j’-local epimor-
phism, which is the same thing as saying that F(r) is j’-saturating. Since F is a morphism of
sites, Ap(X) is a sheaf on r.

We obtain the desired adjunction aXp 4 Ar as follows. First note that if X € Pre(C), then by
the coYoneda Lemma A.75 we have

Yp(X) = al li U)|= colim aXp(y(U
aXp(X)=a F(x;?Ul)rng( )) (Solim, r(¥(U))

and by Lemma A.70, we have

aXp(X) = x;f’&ifi‘x ay(F(U)).
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Thus if X € Sh(C,j)and Y € Sh(®, j’), then

Sh(®,j’)(aXp(X),Y)

1R

Sh(®D, ]’ li F(U)),Y
( J)(x;?ul)rgxay(( ) )

lim _Sh(®, j)(ay(F(U)),Y)
xy(U)—X

lim i
(38) x:y(U)ﬁXPre(CD)@(F(U)) iY)

li Y(F(U
x:y(b?—»X ( ( ))

1

1N

1%

~Sh(G,7)| colim y(U),Ar(Y
(€. cotim, (0, 8¢(7)

=~ Sh(C,j)(X,Ap(Y))
O

Notation 9.34. In what follows, if F : (C,j) — (D,]’) is a morphism of sites, then we let F, :
Sh(D,j’) — Sh(C, j) denote the functor Af restricted to Sh(®, j’), and we let F* denote its left
adjoint. This is in accordance with the usual notation used for geometric morphisms.

Corollary 9.35. A morphism of sites F : (C,j) — (D, ') induces a geometric morphism of sheaf
topoi:
F'=aXp
— A
(39) Sh(C,j) " Sh(®D,j’)
Y~ -
F*:AF

Furthermore the following diagram commutes up to isomorphism

c—"L o

ayl/ lay

Sh(C,j) p=z? Sh(®,]))

Definition 9.36. We say that a morphism of sites F : (C,j) — (D, ]’) is a Morita equivalence
if F* (equivalently F,) is an equivalence. We say that two sites are Morita equivalent, if there
exists a zig-zag of Morita equivalences between them.

Lemma 9.37. A functor F: (C,j) — (D,]’) is a morphism of sites if and only if F : (C,sat(j)) —
(D,sat(j’)) is morphisms of sites.

Proof. Firstly F is j’-covering flat (Definition 9.25) if for every finite diagram d : I — C the map
YrCone(d) — Cone(F(d)) is a j’-local epimorphism. But by Lemma 6.14, the above map is a j'-
local epimorphism if and only if it is a sat(j’)-local epimorphism, and hence F is j’-covering flat
if and only if it is sat(j’)-covering flat. Thus we need only to show that F preserves j-saturating
families if and only if it preserves sat(j)-saturating families. But a family is j-saturating if and
only if it is sat(j)-covering if and only if it is sat(j)-saturating. Thus F is a morphism of sites if
and only if it is a morphism of sites on the saturations. g

9.3.1. Comorphisms of sites.

Definition 9.38. Given sites (C, ) and (D,j’), a comorphism of sites®> F : (C,j) — (D,j’) is a
functor F : C — D such that for every U € C and every j’-saturating family r on F(U), there
exists a j-saturating family t on U and a refinement F(t) <.

Lemma 9.39. A functor F : (C,j) — (D, j’) is a comorphism of sites if and only if F : (C,sat(j)) —
(D,sat(j’)) is a comorphism of sites.

33This is also called a cover-reflecting functor in [Joh02, Section C.2.3]. We took the name comorphism of sites
from [Car20, Section 3.3].
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Proof. This follows from the simple observation that a family r is j-saturating if and only if it
is sat(j)-covering if and only if it is sat(j)-saturating. O

Proposition 9.40. If F : (C,j) — (D,]’) is a comorphism of sites, then it induces a geometric
morphism

alp
L
(40) Sh(Cj)  +  Sh(®,j)

~
Ip

Proof. Since limits in Sh(®, j’) are computed objectwise (Proposition B.17), and Af : Pre(®) —
Pre(C) has a left adjoint, it preserves limits, and a preserves finite limits by Proposition 7.31.
Thus aAp preserves finite limits.

Now we need to show that if X is a sheaf on (C, ), then ITg(X) is a sheaf on (D, j’). Given
VeDandr={r:Vy— V}ej(V) withi:7 < y(V)then by Lemma 3.23, [1p(X) is a sheaf on
r if the canonical map

Pre(1)(i, 1§ (X)) : Pre(D)(y(V), I1¢(X)) — Pre(D)(7, I1£(X))

is an isomorphism.
Now by the adjunction Il : Pre(C) 2 Pre(®) : A, we have the following commutative
diagram

Pre(D)(y(V),Ip(X)) —— Pre(D)(7,I1p(X))

gi l;

Pre(C)(Ap(y(V)), X) —— Pre(C)(Ap(7), X)

Thus by Proposition 6.42, it is enough to show that Ag(7) — Ap(y(V)) is a j-local isomorphism,
because X is a j-sheaf.

Now Ap has a left adjoint and therefore preserves monomorphisms. Thus Ag(i) is a monomor-
phism, and hence a j-local monomorphism.

Now let us show that Ag(i) : Ap(¥) = Ap(y(V)) is a j-local epimorphism. Suppose that we
have a section x : y(U) — Ag(y(V)). This is the same thing as a map x : F(U) — V. We want to
find a j-tree T on U such that F(T°) refines r.

Firstly, since j is a coverage, there exists a j’-covering family s = {s, : W, — F(U)} with
s € j(F(U)) such that x,(s) < r. But since F is a comorphism of sites, and s being j’-covering
implies that it is j’-saturating, there exists a j-saturating family ¢ = {t, : B, — U} on U such that
F(t) <s. But by Lemma 6.7, since t is j-saturating, there exists a j-tree T on U and a refinement
T° <t. Thusif T° ={g; : U; — U};¢s, then we have the following commutative diagram

F(U;) —— F(By) > Wy >V
F(gi)l F(W)\L S\L r]l
F(U) == F({U) =—= F(U) —— V

so that x,(F(T°)) < r. Which implies that there are morphisms y(U;) — Ag(7) for every i € I
making the following diagram commute

p(U) —— Ap(y(V))

In other words Ag(i) is a j-local epimorphism, and hence a j-local isomorphism. Thus ITg(X)
is a j’-sheaf.
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Now suppose that X € Sh(®,j’) and Y € Sh(C, j), then we have
Sh(C, j)(aAp(X),Y) = Pre(C)(Ap(X),iY)

= Pre(D)(X,I1g(iY))

=Sh(D, ") (X, TTIE(Y)).
Where the last isomorphism holds because Iy sends sheaves to sheaves, X is a sheaf, and
i:Pre(D) < Sh(D,j’) is fully faithful, though we abuse notation above. O

Lemma 9.41. Given a site (C,j) with U € C, the projection functor 7,y : C/y — C is a comor-
phism of sites 7, : (C/y, jyu) — (C, ), see Example 2.12.

9.3.2. Examples of Morphisms of Sites.

Lemma 9.42. Given a site (C,j), the identity functor 1o induces a morphism of sites 1o :
(C, jiriv) — (C,]), where ji;y is the trivial coverage on C, Example 2.11. The induced geometric
morphism is precisely the inclusion-sheafification adjunction

a
Sh(C,j) ' Pre(C)

1

Lemma 9.43. Given assite (C, j), let (, ji;iy) denote the terminal category equipped with the triv-
ial coverage. Then the unique functor C — = is a morphism of sites, and the induced geometric
morphism is
u(_)c
T~
Sh(C,j) L Set
-

r

where a(—). sends a set S to the sheafification of the constant presheaf S., and I' is the functor
of global sections, namely I'(X) = Sh(C, j)(1, X), where 1 is the terminal sheaf.

Remark 9.44. It is an unfortunate fact of life that if (C, j) is a site with U € C, then 7,y : C/y —
C is not in general a morphism of sites. For example, if C is the discrete category on two
objects 0 and 1, equipped with the trivial coverage, then 7t/ is a morphism of sites if and only
if it is representably flat. But (1 | 7)) is empty, and therefore not cofiltered. However it is a
comorphism of sites always by Lemma 9.41. See the discussion after [Joh02, Lemma C.2.3.3]
for more on this.

9.4. Dense Morphisms of Sites.

Definition 9.45 ([Shul2, Definition 11.1]). Given sites (C,j) and (@, j’), we say a functor F :
C — D is site dense if the following conditions hold:

(D1) a family of morphisms r is a j-saturating family if and only if F(r) is a j’-saturating
family,

(D2) for every V € @, there exists a j’-saturating family of V of the form {F(U;) — V},

(D3) for every pair U,U’ € C, and morphism g : F(U) — F(U’), there exists a j-saturating
family a = {a; : U; — Ul}ier and a family b = {b; : U; — U’};¢; (notice that a and b have
the same domains) over U’ such that g o F(a) = F(b), and

(D4) for every U,U’ € C and morphisms f,g: U — U’ such that F(f) = F(g), there exists a
j-saturating family r = {r; : U; — U};¢; such that fr; = gr; forall i e I.

Remark 9.46. Usually C is taken to be a subcategory of @, and F is the inclusion functor.
In this case condition (D4) holds trivially. Furthermore if C is a full subcategory of @, then
condition (D3) holds trivially. By [Car20, Remark 5.2], if F is a morphism of sites, then (D4)
holds. Note that in general site dense functors are not representably flat, hence the necessity
of using covering flatness.

Lemma 9.47. Given sites (C,j), (©,’) and a functor F : C — D, if F satisfies the condition that
a family of morphisms r is j-covering if and only if F(r) is j’-covering, then F satisfies (D1).
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Proof. Suppose that r is j-saturating. Then there exists a j-tree T such that T° < r. Thus
F(T°) < F(r). Since F takes j-covering families to j’-covering families, it takes j-trees to j’-
trees. Hence F(r) is j’-saturating.

Conversely suppose that F(r) is j’-saturating. Then by O

Lemma 9.48. A functor F: (C,j) — (D,]’) is a site dense functor if and only if F : (C,sat(j)) —
(D,sat(j’)) is a site dense functor.

Proof. This follows from the simple observation that a family r is j-saturating if and only if it
is sat(j)-covering if and only if it is sat(j)-saturating. O
Lemma 9.49 ([Shul2, Theorem 11.2]). If (C,j) and (D, ') are sites and F : (C,j) — (D,j’) is a
site dense functor, then it is a morphism of sites.

Proof. By Lemma 9.48, we can assume that both (C, ) and (D, ') are saturated sites. Then we
can replace all occurrences of “saturating” in Definition 9.45 with “covering”.

Now (D1) implies that F sends j-covering families to j’-covering families, so we need only
to show that F is covering flat.

Suppose that d : I — C is a finite diagram and o : A(V) — Fd is a cone. We want to show
that o locally factors through a cone over d. By (D2), we know there is a j’-covering family
r ={r: F(Ux) = V}kek, and thus for every k € K and i € I, we have a map

F(U) 2 v 2 F(d(i)).
Thus by (D3), there exists a j-covering family a*' = {W;(’i — Uj}perri and a family b7 = {b’g’i :
WS — d(i))epri such that o;rcF(ab) = F(b57),
In other words, for every ¢, k and i, we have the following commutative diagram

F(a*) -
F(Up) - F(WF)

rkl lF(b’g” )

V —— F(d(i))

Note that 7 o F(a¥) is a j’-covering family.
Now since I is finite, we can consider the meet a* = A\;.;a" by Lemma 6.40. Let us write
ak = {aX : Wk = Up},.enr. So for every k € K and i € I, there exists some n € N* and ¢ € L¥ and

a commutative diagram

sk . ‘
Wr — WS d(i)

Let us write b = blg’islg’i. Then for every fixed k € K, the family (ki . Wr]f — d(i)} forms a cone

over the discrete diagram {d(i)};c;. Now we wish to modify the maps above to form a cone over
d.
So suppose that f : i — i’ is a morphism in I. Then for each k € K, applying (D4) to the

maps d(f) o b¥' and bX"', we obtain a j-covering family gf = {g,}; : B£ — W,’Z‘}aeAf such that
d(f)bk’ig£ = bk”"g{: for all @ € AF". In other words we have
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Now again since I is finite, we can consider the meet g = /\feMor(I)gf which is a j-covering
family on WX. Then if we let g = {gp : Bg — WJ}, then for each fixed B, the composite maps

(ki gplier form a cone over d. Composing gg with ak gives us the following commutative dia-
gram for every k, i and B.

F(Bg) = F(Bp)
F(gg)
F(Wk
F(ak) F(b% gp)
F(Uy)
Tk

Furthermore the left hand families compose to give a j-covering family (roa* o g) over V. Thus
F is covering flat. O

Remark 9.50. Thanks to Lemma 9.49, we may also refer to a site dense functor simply as a
dense morphism of sites.

Lemma 9.51. If F: (C,j) — (D, ) is a site dense functor, then F is a comorphism of sites.

Proof. By Lemma 9.48 and Lemma 9.39, we can assume that (C,j) and (D, j’) are saturated
sites. Suppose that U € C and r = {r : Vi — F(U)}xex € j(F(U)). By (D2), there is a j’-covering
family s€ = {sf.c : F(Ul.k) — Vi } for every k € K. Thus for every i and k we obtain a map
k 5§ Tk
F(U') = Vi — F(U).
So by (D3), we have a j-covering family a = {alg’i : W(f{’i — Ul.k} and a family b = {blg’i : W;’i — U}
such that the following diagram commutes

F(af") ;
F(U}) <~ F(W}')

sjfl il—“(b'g'i)

Vi —— F(U)

But note that since F sends j-covering families to j’-covering families, the composite family
F(b) = (ros* o F(a)) is a j’-covering family of F(U). By (D1), F reflects covering families, which
implies that b is a j-covering family of U. But we also have that F(b) <r, so F is a comorphism
of sites. O

Theorem 9.52 (The Comparison Lemma, [Joh02, Theorem C.2.2.3], [Shul2, Theorem 11.8]). If
F:(C,j)— (D,]’) is a site dense functor, then the induced geometric morphism

Ap=F,:Sh(®,j’) — Sh(C,j)
is an equivalence of categories, i.e. F is a Morita equivalence.

Proof. By Proposition 6.13 and Lemma 9.48, we can assume that (C, j) and (D, j’) are saturated
sites. By Lemma 9.49 and Lemma 9.51 we know that F is both a morphism and comorphism
of sites. Thus the functors Ar and Il take sheaves to sheaves.

Now we want to show that if X € Sh(C, j), then the counit map

Ex: AFHF(X) - X

is an isomorphism.
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Suppose that U € C, then by Lemma A.69 we have

ApITp(X)(U) = Ip(X)(F(U)) = X(V),

lim
F(V)—F(U)
and the counit ey : Apllp(X)(U) — X(U) sends an element x € limpy)_r) X(V) to the com-
ponent xy, € X(U) given by the identity map 1f(y) : F(U) — F(U).

Let us define a map ¢y : X(U) — Apllp(X)(U) as follows. Given x € X(U) and a map f :
F(V)— F(U)in D, since F is site dense, by (D3) there is a j-covering family r = {r; : W; — V};¢;
and a family ¢ = {t; : W; — U};¢; such that fF(r) = F(t). So we obtain for every i € I an element
X(t;)(x) € X(W;). Now let us show that the family {X(t;)(x)} forms an X-matching family on r.

So suppose we have an intersection square for r

b tj

W —— W, — U
LD
W, —— V

We want to show that X(b)X(t;)(x) = X(a)X(#;)(x). But note that applying F to the above dia-
gram we obtain a commutative diagram

F(b) E(t))
P(Wi]-) — P(Wj) —— F(U)

o ol g

EW;) —25 R(v)
f

F(tnl
F(U)

So

F(tj)F(b) = fF(rj)F(b) = fF(r;)F(a) = F(t;)F(a).
Now by (D4), there exists a j-covering family s = {s; : By — Wij}keK,»]- such that £;bsy = t;asi
for every k € K;;. Thus we obtain an X-matching family {X(s)X(¢;b)(x) = X(sx)X(t;a)(x)} on s.
Since X is a j-sheaf, this implies that there exists a unique amalgamation w € X(W;;). Thus

X(tjb)(x) = w = X (t;a)(x)

for every i,j € I. Thus {X(t;)(x)};er is an X-matching family on r, and since X is a j-sheaf, this
has a unique amalgamation y € X(V).

Thus having fixed a covering family r and family ¢, we have obtained for every map f :
F(V) — F(U) amap X(U) — X(V). By construction we know that this map forms a cone and
thus we obtain a map X(U) — limpy)_pu)X(V). Now it is not too hard to show that this
map is inverse to the U-component of the counit map ¢x(U). Indeed, by considering the above
construction for the identity F(U) — F(U), we can always use the trivial covering family by the
identity map. Since inverses are unique, we see that the map above does not depend on r and
t, and therefore is well-defined. Thus ¢y is a natural isomorphism.

Now we wish to show that if X € Sh(®, j’), then the unit map

nx : X(V) = HpAp(X)(V)
is an isomorphism. This is equivalently the map

X(V) - F(IUi{EVX(F(U))

that sends an element x € X(V) to the collection of elements {X(f)(x)}s.r(u)-v-



82 COVERAGES AND GROTHENDIECK TOPOSES

Now by (D2) there exists a j’-saturating family r = {r; : F(U;) — V} and hence #/x(x) restricted
to r is an X-matching family on r {X(r;)(x)}. Now the collection of all morphisms {F(U) — V}
is refined by r, and since j’ is saturated, this implies that {F(U) — V} is j’-covering. Since X is
a j’-sheaf, this implies that 7y is an isomorphism. O

9.4.1. Examples.

Example 9.53. Consider the sequence of full subcategory inclusions from Example 8.27, where
each category is equipped with the open cover coverage

(Cart, jopen) = (Open, jopen) — (Man, jopen)

Since each of these functors is a full subcategory inclusion, (D3) and (D4) hold trivially. Since
each of these sites is composition closed, if 7 is a family of morphisms in say (Open, jopen), then
itis a covering family if and only if it is a covering family when included into (Man, jopen ). Now
if r is a family in Open such that its image in Man is refined by a jopen-covering family, then by
restricting/pulling back each open subset of a cartesian space along the refinement (which are
then open subsets of a cartesian space), we obtain a cover by open subsets of cartesian spaces.
Hence (D1) holds. A similar argument holds for Cart. Now as discussed in Example 8.29,
we can refine any open cover of a manifold by a good open cover, and hence (D2) holds for
both inclusions. Hence both inclusions are dense site morphisms, so all three sites are Morita
equivalent.

Example 9.54. Consider the sequence of full subcategory inclusions from Example 8.32
(CDisk, jopen) — (Stein, jopen) — (CManr jopen)

where we are abusing notation and letting jopen also denote the induced coverages. Since each
of these functors is a full subcategory inclusion, (D3) and (D4) hold trivially. Since each of
these sites is composition closed, if r is a family of morphisms in say (Stein, jopen), then it is a
covering family if and only if it is a covering family when included into (CMan, jopen). Now if
r is a family in Stein such that its image in CMan is refined by a j,pen-covering family, then
by restricting/pulling back each Stein manifold along the refinement (which are then Stein
manifolds by [Lar03, Lemma 4.1]), we obtain a cover by Stein open subsets. Hence (D1) holds.
The argument for (CDisk, jopen) being a coverage in Example 8.32 also proves (D1) holds for
the inclusion (CDisk, jopen) < (Stein, jopen). Now if M is any complex manifold, let U be an
open cover of M by coordinate charts, i.e. domains of C". Then by [FS77, Lemma II.1], we can
refine it by a covering by polydisks. Hence both of the above site inclusions satisfy (D2). Hence
both inclusions are dense site morphisms, so all three sites are Morita equivalent.

One might wish that for every manifold the obvious map i : O(M) — Man/,, to be site dense,
but unfortunately this is not the case.

Example 9.55. From Example 2.12, we know that given any site (C,j), and any U € C, there is
a canonical site structure on the slice category (C,y, j,iy). Consider a manifold M € Man. We
obtain two sites (O(M), jjr) and (Man,y, j/u)-

There is an obvious functor i : O(M) — Man/, that sends an open subset to its inclusion
U — M. This functor clearly preserves covering families, and since both sites are saturated,
it therefore preserves saturating families. Now ©O(M) is finitely complete, with all of its finite
limits equal to finite products, which are given by intersections. These are sent to finite prod-
ucts in Many);, so by Lemma 9.18, i is representably flat, and therefore it is a morphism of
sites.

Unfortunately, i is not a dense morphism of sites in general. For example, take M = R = .
Then Sh(©(+), j,) = Set, and Sh(Man/,, j..) = Sh(Man, j,,) = Pre(Man).

We call (O(M), juy) the petit site and (Man,,,, j/) the gros site of M.

Remark 9.56. While the petit and gros sites do not have equivalent sheaf topoi, they are “ho-
motopy equivalent” in a certain sense, see [MM12, Page 416].
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10. PoiNTs OF A SITE

In this section we discuss points of sites. When a site has a set of enough points, this provides
us with another way to test when a morphism of presheaves is a local isomorphism.

Definition 10.1. If & is a Grothendieck topos, then a point of & is a geometric morphism
p.:Set — &.

Let us specialize first to the case of presheaf topoi. We will show that points of a presheaf
topos are given precisely by Set-flat functors. As we’ve seen in Section 9, if C is a small category,
a functor A : C — Set is Set-flat (Definition 9.4) if and only if A" = (-) ®c A : Pre(C) — Set
preserves finite limits. Let us for the moment just consider arbitrary functors A : C — Set.
Then (—) ®c A clearly preserves colimits and has a right adjoint, which we call the skyscraper
construction. Let A, : Set — Pre(C) be defined objectwise for any S € Set and U € C by

(A(S)(U) = Set(A(U),S).

Now A, is right adjoint to (—) ®c A by the following computation. For every X € Pre(C) and
S € Set we have

UeC
Set(X®c A, S) %’Set(j X(U)xA(U),S
EJ Set(X(U)x A(U),S)
UeC

%’J- Set(X(U),Set(A(U),S))
UeC

= Pre(C)(X,Set(A(-),S))
= Pre(C)(X, A,(S)).

Thus from any functor A : C — Set, we obtain an adjunction A" = (=) ®c A 4 A.. Now let us
show the converse, i.e. that if we have an adjunction L : Pre(C) 2 Set : R, we obtain a functor
A:C — Set.

Let Adj(Pre(C),Set) denote the category whose objects are adjunctions L : Pre(C) 2 Set : R
and whose morphisms are natural transformations between the left adjoints (equivalently right
adjoints) of the adjunctions.

Given a functor A : C — Set, let ¢(A) denote the adjunction A* 4 A, constructed above.
This construction extends to a functor ¢ : Set® — Adj(Pre(C),Set). Indeed, if f : A > Bisa
natural transformation, then since Lany : Set® — SetPr¢(©) is a functor, one obtains a natural
transformation (—)®¢ f : A" = (-)®c A — (—-)®¢ B = B".

Conversely, given an adjunction L : Pre(C) 2 Set : R, let (L 4 R) denote the composite
functor

¢ 2 Pre(C) 5 Set.
This also clearly extends to a functor i : Adj(Pre(C),Set) — Set®.
Lemma 10.2. The functors ¢ and ¢ defined above form an equivalence of categories
¢
Set® q(Pre(G),Set)
Y’H/

Proof. Suppose that A is a functor A : C — Set. By the coYoneda Lemma (Lemma A.75), every
presheaf is a colimit of representables, so if X € Pre(C), then

X®p A= ( colim y(U)) ®c A = colim A(U).
y(U)->X y(U)->X
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Thus A* = (-)®cA is completely determined by what it does to representables. So if we consider
the functor ¢(¢(A)), which is the composite

0 2 Pre(0) s Set,

then by Lemma 9.7, we have an isomorphism ¢(¢(A)) = (A" oy) = A, natural in A.

Conversely, given an adjunction L : Pre(C) 2 Set : R, then (L 4 R) = (L o y), and we have
¢((L4R)) =Lany(Loy). But by Lemma 9.7, Lan,(Loy) and L are isomorphic on representables,
and thus by the coYoneda Lemma are naturally isomorphic functors. Thus ¢(ip(L 4 R)) = L A
R. O

Now if C is a small category, let Geo(Set, Pre(C)) denote the full subcategory of Adj(Pre(C), Set)
whose objects are the geometric morphisms. Let Flat(C) denote the category whose objects are
the Set-flat functors A : C — Set and whose morphisms are natural transformations. The
functor ¢ from Lemma 10.2 restricts to a functor i’ : Flat(C) — Geo(Set,Pre(C)). Similarly
the functor ¢ from Lemma 10.2 also restricts to a functor ¢’ : Geo(Set, Pre(C)) — Flat(C) be-
cause if A, : Set — Pre(C) is a geometric morphism, then ¢(A* + A,) = (A" o y) is Set-flat, since
Lan,(A"oy) = A" and A" preserves finite limits.

Proposition 10.3 ((MM12, Theorem VII.5.2]). Given a small category C, the functors ¢’, ¢’
defined above form an equivalence of categories
¢/
/—\
(41) Flat(C) ~  Geo(Set,Pre(C))
K_/
ll),
So we have now shown that points of presheaf toposes Set — Pre(C) are equivalent to Set-
flat functors C — Set. We would like to generalize this result to Grothendieck toposes. For
that, we need to put more conditions on the functor ¢ — Set.

Definition 10.4. Given a site (C,j), we say a functor A : C — Set is j-continuous if for every
U € C and every covering family r = {r; : U; — U};¢; € j(U), the corresponding map

ie Alri
ZA(Ui) LA w),
iel
is an epimorphism of sets.

Remark 10.5. Note that this is equivalent to A* sending the map } ;.;7;i : Y ic;v(U;) — v(U)
to an epimorphism. By the proof of Lemma 6.18, this is equivalent to A* sending the map
i :7 <= y(U) of presheaves to an epimorphism. Note that if A is furthermore Set-flat, then A*
preserves monomorphisms and epimorphisms, and therefore sends i to an isomorphism.

Lemma 10.6 ((MM12, Lemma VII.5.3]). Given a site (C,j) and a point A : C — Set, the functor
A, : Set — Pre(C) factors through Sh(C, j) if and only if A is j-continuous.

Proof. We want to show that if S is a set, then A,(S) is a sheaf if and only if A is j-continuous.
By Lemma 3.9, it is enough to show that for every U € C and every covering family r € j(U) the
canonical map

Pre(C)(y(U), A.(S)) — Pre(C)(7, A.(S))

is an isomorphism. Using the adjunction A* 4 A, adjunction, we have the following commuta-
tive diagram

Pre(C)(y(U), A.(S)) " AEY pre(e)F, AL(9))

;i l;

Set(A*(U),S) s Set(A*(7),S)

Set(A"(i),S)
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but by Remark 10.5, if A is j-continuous, then A*(i) is an isomorphism, so the bottom hori-
zontal map is an isomorphism, so the top one is as well. Thus A,(S) is a sheaf. Conversely if
the top horizontal map is an isomorphism for every S, then by the Yoneda lemma A*(i) is an
isomorphism and hence A is j-continuous. O

Now given a site (C,j), let ConFlat(C, j) denote the full subcategory of Flat(C) on those flat
functors A : C — Set that are also j-continuous.

Corollary 10.7 ((MM12, Corollary VII.5.4]). The equivalence of Proposition 10.3 restricts to an
equivalence
ConFlat(C, j) ~ Geo(Set,Sh(C)).

Definition 10.8. By a point of a site (C, j), we mean a j-continuous flat functor A : (C,j) — Set
or equivalently a point A, : Set — Sh(C, ).

Remark 10.9. Note that if (C,j) is a site, then a functor A : ¢ — Set is Set-flat if and only if
it is covering flat by Remark 9.29. Therefore if we consider Set with the jointly epimorphic
coverage jepi, then since it is a saturated coverage, the functor A: C — Set is a point of (C,j) if
and only if A is a morphism of sites.

Remark 10.10. Note that any point A, : Set — Sh(C, j) of a site (C, j) also determines a point
iA, : Set — Pre(C) of the presheaf topos, by composition with the geometric morphism 7 :
Sh(C, j) — Pre(C), and if a denotes sheafification, then its left adjoint is A*a.

Proposition 10.11. Given a site (C,j), if f : X — Y is a epi/monomorphism of sheaves and p is
a point of (G, j), then p*f : p*X — p*Y is an epi/monomorphism of sets.

Proof. This just follows from the fact that p* : Sh(C, j) — Set is a left adjoint and hence preserves
epimorphisms, and since it preserves finite limits it preserves monomorphisms. O

Corollary 10.12. Given a site (C,j), if f : X — Y is a j-local epi/monomorphism of presheaves,
p is a point and a denotes sheafification, then p*af : p*aX — p*aY is a epi/monomorphism of
sets.

Proof. This follows from Corollary 7.37 and Proposition 10.11. O

Definition 10.13. Let (C, ) be a site. Let P = {p;};c; be a set of points of (C, j). We say that P is
a set of enough points for (C, ) if for every map f : X — Y of sheaves the following property
holds: if pi(f) : p;(X) — pj(Y) is an isomorphism for every i € I, then f is an isomorphism of
sheaves.

If P ={p,}icr is a set of points on a site (C, j), then we obtain a map

p* = (p)ics : Sh(C) — I_[Set =Set!,
iel
induced by the left adjoints p; : Sh(C) — Set of each of the points. Thus P is a set of enough
points for (C, j) if and only if p* reflects isomorphisms.
Note that p* preserves finite limits since each p; does. Furthermore, p* has a right adjoint
p.: Set! — Sh(C, j) defined for X € Set! by

pX) =] [(pi)u(xi).
iel
In other words, a set of points P = {p;} on a site (C,j) induces a geometric morphism p, :
Set! — Sh(C, j).
The following result provides a convenient criterion for such a functor to reflect isomor-
phisms.

Lemma 10.14 ([Jar15, Lemma 3.26]). Let f, : & — F be a geometric morphism of Grothendieck
topoi. Then the following are equivalent:

(1) The left adjoint f*:F — & is faithful,
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(2) f~ reflects isomorphisms,
(3) f~ reflects epimorphisms,
(4) f* reflects monomorphisms.

Proof. (1) = (4) Suppose that f* is faithful, and g: X — Y is a morphism in F such that f*(g)
is a monomorphism. If h,h": Y — Z are maps such that hg = h’g, then f*(hg) = f*(h)f*(g) =
f*(h')f*(g) = f*(h'g) implies that f*(h) = f*(h)’, and since f* is faithful, h = h’.

A similar argument shows f* reflects epimorphisms and therefore also isomorphisms. Thus
(1)=1(3)and (1) = (2).

(3) = (1) Suppose that f* reflects epimorphisms, and suppose that g,¢’: Y — Z are maps
such that f*(g) = f*(¢’). Now in any category with equalizers, two maps g,¢” are equal if and
only if for an equalizer diagram

Xty =27
-

the limit map h is an epimorphism. Since f* preserves finite limits, f*(h) is an equalizer of
f*(g) and f*(g’). Thus f*(h) is an epimorphism in &. But f* reflects epimorphisms, thus g = ¢’
A similar argument proves (4) = (1) and thus (2) = (1). O

If P = {p,} is a set of enough points for a site (C,j), and f : X — Y is a map of sheaves, then
the following are equivalent:
(1) p*(f) ={p;)(f) is an isomorphism,
(2) pi(f)is an isomorphism of sets for each i € I, and
(3) f is an isomorphism of sheaves.

It will be useful to characterize when a set of points {p;} is a set of enough points using the
actual functors p; : Pre(C) — Set. For this we must restrict the coverages we consider.

Now suppose that (C, j) is a subcanonical site (Definition 8.1, so that the Yoneda embedding
factors through Sh(C,j), and suppose that P = {p;} is a set of points of (C,j). If P is a set of
enough points, then the induced functor

p*:Sh(C,j) — Set!

reflects isomorphisms. Since y : C < Sh(C, j) is fully faithful, it also reflects isomorphisms, so
this implies that the composite functor

¢ & sh(e,j) s set!

reflects isomorphisms. Let us denote this composite functor by p : ¢ — Set!, which is defined
objectwise by

p(U) = (pi(U))jer-
We’ve shown that if P is a set of enough points, then p reflects isomorphisms. However the
converse is also true. If p reflects isomorphisms, then since every sheaf X € Sh(C, j) is a colimit
of representables and p” is a left adjoint, this implies that p* will reflect isomorphisms. Thus
we have proven the following result.

Lemma 10.15. If (C, ) is a subcanonical site, and P = {p;};c; is a set of points of (C,j), then P
is a set of enough points for (C, j) if and only if the functor p : C — Set! given by the product
(pi)ier, reflects isomorphisms.

Lemma 10.16. Given a site (C,j), and a set P = {p;};c; of enough points for (C,j), a map
f : X — Y of sheaves on (C,j) is an epi/monomorphism of sheaves if and only if p;(f) is a
epi/monomorphism of sets for all i € I.

Proof. (=) Since each pj preserves finite colimits and limits, they each preserves epimorphisms
and monomorphisms.
(<) This follows from Lemma 10.14. O

Corollary 10.17. Given a site (C, j) with a set P = {p;};c; of enough points,andamap f : X - Y
of presheaves on C, the following are equivalent:
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(1) f is a j-local epi/monomorphism of presheaves,
(2) pi(af)is an epi/monomorphism of sets for every i € I,

Proof. (1) = (2) is Corollary 10.12.
(2) = (1) follows from Lemma 10.16 and Corollary 7.37. O

10.1. Examples.

10.1.1. Points of the site of a topological space. In this section, we will show that if X is a topo-
logical space, then the site (9(X), jx) as introduced in Example 2.9, is a site with enough points.

For every x € X consider the full subcategory O(X, x) of O(X) whose objects are those open
subsets containing x. This category is finitely cofiltered. Indeed, X € O(X,x), so O(X,x) is
nonempty. Suppose U,V € O(X,x),thenxe UNVand UNV < U, UNV <V, and since
O(X, x) is a poset, this is sufficient to be finitely cofiltered. Now given F € Sh(X) = Sh(O(X), jx),
consider the set:

piF = UeC<8(1>i(I,I;)op F(U).

In other words, p3F is the set of equivalence classes of local sections s € F(U) where x € U
and where if x € V and t € F(V), then s ~ t if there existsa W C U NV with x € W such that
slw = tlw. In other words, p}F computes the set of germs of F at x € X.

It is easy to see that this extends to a functor p} : Sh(X) — Set by the functoriality of colimits.
Now suppose that d : I — Sh(X) is a finite diagram. Then we obtain a diagram d : O(X, x)°P x
I — Set with c?(U,i) =d(i)(U). Since O(X, x)°P is finitely filtered, by Proposition C.15, taking
the I-limit and ©O(X, x)°P-colimit of d is commutative, and therefore px preserves finite limits
in Sh(X). It is easy to check directly that p} has a right adjoint given using the usual skyscraper
sheaf construction, and hence defines a point p, , : Set — Sh(X).

Now if U € O(X), then it is not hard to see that y(U) is a jx-sheaf. So we can compute the
jx-continuous, Set-flat functor ©O(X) — Set corresponding to p; by the composite functor

O(X) & Sh(X) 2 Set.
So p, : O(X) — Set sends an open subset V C X to the set

Pxy(V) =  colim y(V)(U)
Now y(V)(U) is empty unless U C V, in which case its a singleton. In other words, the functor
Px : O(X) — Set sends an open subset V C X to the singleton set if x € V, and to the empty set
otherwise.
Given an element s € F(U), with x € U, denote the image of s in p;F by [s],. If f: F > Gisa
map of sheaves on X, then it is easy to see that p}f : p3F — p;G is given by p}f[s]x = [f(5)]x-

Lemma 10.18. Given a topological space X, the map
(p%):Sh(X) — ]_[sa

constructed from the geometric morphisms arising from every point x € X is a faithful functor.

Proof. Suppose that f,g: F — G are maps of sheaves on X such that p}f = p;g for all x € X.
Then if s € F(U), and x € U, then we have (p} f)[s]x = [f(s)]x = [g(s)]x = (p3&)[s]x- Thus f(s)ly, =
g(s)ly, for some U, C U with x € U,. Thus if we vary over all x € U, the collection {U,} forms
an open cover of U. Now Flo() and Glo(y) are sheaves on U, and {f (s)|y, = g(s)ly,}xev forms
a matching family on U. Thus f(s) and g(s) are both amalgamations of this matching family,
and since amalgamations are unique for sheaves, f(s) = g(s). O

Corollary 10.19. Given a topological space X, the set {p}}cx is a set of enough points for Sh(X).
Proof. This follows from Lemma 10.18 and Lemma 10.14. O
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An alternative way we could have proven the above result is by showing that the functor
(Px)xex : O(X) — Set reflects isomorphisms, by Lemma 10.15. The only way that (p,)yex(U C
V) is an isomorphism is if U and V contain precisely the same points, i.e. U = V. Thus (p,)ycx
reflects isomorphisms, and so {p,}cx is a set of enough points for O(X).

10.1.2. (Set, jop;) has enough points. Recall the coverage jep; on Set given by jointly epimorphic
families from Example 2.8. This site is subcanonical, and the identity functor 1ge; : Set —
Set is clearly jepi-continuous and Set-flat, and therefore defines a point. Since 1ge; reflects
isomorphisms, by Lemma 10.15, {1} is a set of enough points for (Set, jep;)-

10.1.3. (Man, j,p,,,) has enough points. Consider the category Man of finite dimensional smooth
manifolds, equipped with the open cover coverage jopen of Example 2.9. We wish to show that
this site has enough points. Let p,, : Man — Set denote the functor defined objectwise by

pn(M) = colim Man(B"(1/r), M),

where B"(1/r) is the n-dimensional ball of radius 1/r, and for r < r’ the map B"(1/r") — B"(1/r)
is just inclusion. The idea here being that we want to probe manifolds with vanishingly small
n-dimensional balls. We want to show that {p,},>0 is a set of enough points for (Man, jopen)-
Consider the corresponding functor pj, : Sh(Man, jopen) — Set given by

y(M)—-X
P1(X) = X @ran P zj X(M) x po(M)

y(M)—-X
~ f X(M) % (colimMan(B”(l/r),M))

y(M)—-X
= crolim X(M)xy(M)(B"(1/r))
= colim X (B"(1/r)).

Now since the colimit is obviously filtered, it is easy to see that p}, preserves finite limits. It also
clearly has a right adjoint using the skyscraper construction. Thus we know that each p,, is Set-
flat and jypen-continuous. We now only need to show that {p,},¢ jointly reflect isomorphisms.

To do this, we follow Schreiber’s proof [Sch13, Proposition 4.3.1.7] and introduce an aux-
illary site for each manifold M € Man. Let Man%}en denote the full subcategory of Man,y,

on those maps f : U — M that are open embeddings. Let 7 : Man%}en — O(M) be the func-
tor that takes the image of the open embeddings. Let i : Manz&en — Many,,; be the inclu-

sion functor. Equip Man;ﬁen with the restriction ]'/OAIE,’Ien of the coverage j/;. Let us show that

i: (Man?f/fn,j/o]\%en) — (Manyy;, j/)) is a dense morphism of sites. Since i is the inclusion of a

full subcategory, conditions (D3) and (D4) of Definition 9.45 hold automatically. We need only
check (D1) and (D2), but it is easy to see that these hold in this example. Thus by Theorem
9.52, i induces an equivalence of sheaf topoi.

For each point x € M and r > 0, let ¢, : B¥(1/r) < M denote a fixed open embedding of
the n-dimensional ball of radius 1/r into M such that ¢,(0) = x. Consider the functor p;, , :

open .open

Sh(Man ", j ) — Set defined objectwise by
Pyx(X) = colim X(By(1/r)).
r—00

It is easy to see that each pj, , is a left adjoint that preserves finite limits. By practically the
same argument as in Lemma 10.18, it is not hard to see that {p; ,},>0xem defines a set of
enough points for (Man?f,[en, j;)l&en), equivalently (Man,y, j/\). By Lemma 9.41, the projection
map 7ty ¢ (Manyyg, jyy) — (Man, jopen) is a comorphism of sites, and furthermore A, ~sends
sheaves to sheaves.

So if X € Sh(Man, jopen), then Ay (X) € Sh(Man,yy, j/ur) and clearly
p;,X(AT(/M (X)) = p:l,x'(AT[/M (X)) = p;(X)’
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for all pairs of points x,x" € M, simply because B}(1/r) = B}, (1/r).

Soif f: X — Y is a map of sheaves on (Man, jypen) such that pj, (A, | )(f) is an isomorphism
for all n > 0 and x € M, then f is an isomorphism. But this is equivalent to pj,(f) being an
isomorphism for every n > 0. Therefore {p;} is also a set of enough points for (Man, jopen)-

Remark 10.20. In fact, Schreiber proves [Sch13, Proposition 4.3.1.7] that the functor p, :
Sh(Man, j,pen) — Set defined objectwise by
Peo(X) = colimcolim X (B"(1/r))

n—oo 71r—00

by itself is a set of enough points for (Man, jopen)-

11. GirauD’s THEOREM

In this section, we will prove Giraud’s Theorem, which characterizes Grothendieck toposes
entirely by exactness properties. We will also discuss how Giraud’s axioms are equivalent to
what Rezk calls weak descent [Rez10, Section 2]. We end this section with a discussion of
what satisfying descent means, and how co-toposes repair this “weakness” of 1-categorical
Grothendieck toposes.

More precisely, we will be focused on proving the following meta-theorem: Let & be a cate-
gory, then:

(D) = (G) = (T) = (D)
where

(1) (D) is the statement that & is locally presentable and satisfies weak descent,
(2) (G) is the statement that & is a Giraud category and
(3) (T) is the statement that & is a Grothendieck topos.

Thus this will prove that (D)’ & (G) & (T). This will take a good deal of work, and in places we
refer to the literature, but it is the basis for the theory of Grothendieck toposes. Namely giving
three equivalent definitions for what a Grothendieck topos is. (D)” provides a perspective
that generalizes most efficiently to model topoi and co-topoi, and makes explicit the difference
between Grothendieck topoi and model topoi, while (G) is an internal perspective, it gives a
characterization of Grothendieck topoi based on their internal categorical structure.

11.1. Giraud’s Axioms. In this section we briefly introduce Giraud’s axioms. These are a list
of conditions whose conjunction is necessary and sufficient for a category to be equivalent to a
Grothendieck topos. The first two are easy to state, while the third will need some preliminary
definitions.

Let & be a locally presentable category:

e (G1) : (Disjoint coproducts) For any objects X,Y € &, the following diagram is a pull-

back:
@ — Y
(42) i J i
X — X+Y
e (G2): (Universal colimits) Given a morphism f : X — Y in &, the pullback functor
f &y > 8x

preserves small colimits,
e (G3): (Effective equivalence relations) equivalence relations in & are effective.

Definition 11.1. We refer to the conditions (G1)—(G3) as Giraud’s Axioms. We call a category
& a Giraud category if it is locally presentable and satisfies Giraud’s axioms. Let (G) be the
statement & is a Giraud category.

Now we will explain what we mean by (G3). Because equivalence relations are important in
what follows, we dedicate a small section to them.
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11.1.1. Equivalence Relations.

Definition 11.2. Let C be a category with finite limits and X € C an object. An equivalence
relation on X is a pair of morphisms s,¢: R — X such that:

it
(1) (Relation) the map R (;SL X x X is a monomorphism,
(2) (Reflexivity) The diagonal factors through R:

X\‘—/>X><X

(3) (Symmetry) There exists a map i : R — R such that s = ti and t = s,
(4) (Transitivity) There exists a map c: R xx R — R such that if

RxyR —23 R

o

R—— X
is a pullback, then the following diagram commutes:

Rxy R — 2020 v x

RN

The definition of an equivalence relation is a bit unwieldy, so it will be helpful to obtain
another method to manipulate them. By a relation R C X x X on an object X in a category C,

(1)
we mean a pair of maps s,t: R — X such that R < X xXis a monomorphism.
Given a relation R C X x X, we obtain a monomorphism of presheaves y(R) — p(X x X) =

p(X) x p(X).

Lemma 11.3. Given a finitely complete category C, a relation R C X x X is an equivalence
relation on X if and only if for every U € C, the relation of sets

Y(R)(U)=C(U,R) CC(U,X)>=C(U,X xX) = y(X x X)(U)
is an equivalence relation in the classical sense.

Proof. (=) Given an equivalence relation R C X x X, we want to show that for every U € C, the
relation ~ on morphisms f,g: U — X where f ~ g if the map (f,g) : U — X x X factors through
R, is an equivalence relation.

It is now easy to read off the properties of ~ being an equivalence relation diagrammatically
from Definition 11.2. For example, if f : U — X, then f ~ f, since the following diagram
commutes by Definition 11.2.(1)

(f.f)

U%Xin(xx

S

The other conditions follow from similar arguments.

(<) Suppose that R C X x X is a relation, and suppose that for every U € C, the relation ~ on
morphisms U — X introduced above is an equivalence relation.

Since ~ is reflexive, this means that 1x ~ 1x. In other words, the diagonal map (1x,1x):
X — X x X factors through R. This defines the map r : X — R satisfying Definition 11.2.(2).
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Since ~ is symmetric, that means that the map (¢,s) : R - X x X factors through (s,t) : R —
X x X. This defines the map i : R — R satisfying Definition 11.2.(3).
Now first note that sq, ~ sq;, because sq; = tq,, so the following diagram commutes

Rxy R — 4200 v x

P

Similarly tq, ~ tqy, so the following diagram commutes

Rxy R — ) o v x

R

But since ~ is transitive, this means that sq, ~ tg;, so there is a map ¢ satisfying Definition
11.2.(4). O

Example 11.4. Recall the notion of kernel pair from Definition A.59. Every kernel pair pro-
vides an equivalence relation. Indeed, given f : X — Y with kernel pair py,p; : X xy X — X,
then for maps g,h: U — X, we have g ~ h if and only if fg = fh. This is easily seen to be an
equivalence relation.

Example 11.5. Given any X € C, the diagonal map Ay : X — X x X is an equivalence relation.
Indeed for maps f,g: U — X, f ~gifand onlyif f = g.

Lemma 11.6. Given equivalence relations RC X x X and S C X x X, on X, the union subobject
RUS € X x X is also an equivalence relation on X.

(f:8)
Example 11.7. Given any monomorphisms f,g : A < B in C, the subobject A & Bx B is
a relation. Suppose further that A satisfies Definition 11.2.(4), i.e. it is transitive. Let (g, f)

denote the subobject A M Bx B, and let (f, g)" denote the subobject
(f,8) =ApU(f,8) V(g f)

Then (f, g)* is an equivalence relation. This is really a special case of constructing the smallest
equivalence relation containing (f,g), see [Hen19].

Definition 11.8. Recall the notion of quotient object from Definition A.56. Let X be an object
in a finitely bicomplete category C, and let R be an equivalence relation on X. Let X/R denote
the coequalizer in C:

R= X5 X/R
t
i.e X/R is the quotient object of X by R.

An equivalence relation R on an object X is said to be effective if the following diagram is a
pullback:

=

L vx
q
T)X/R

©n

B

11.1.2. Technical Results. Now let us introduce a couple of technical results about categories
satisfying Giraud’s axioms (G) that will be helpful in what follows. We owe much to Simon
Henry and Michael Shulman’s guidance in [Hen24]. For the next result recall the definition of
intersections and unions of subobjects from Lemmas A.38 and A.39.
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Lemma 11.9 ([Joh02, Lemma A.1.4.8]). Given a Giraud category & (Definition 11.1), monomor-
phisms f : A< B, g: A — C and a pushout square

Afsc

b

B——P
then the morphisms h and k are monomorphisms. Furthermore the square is a pullback square.

Proof. Let D =B+C,b: B~ B+Cand c: C < B+C be the inclusion maps. Let R=B+A+A+C.
Following [Joh02, Lemma A.1.4.8] we will write this as R =B+ A; + A, + C to help keep track
of which A we are talking about in the course of the proof. Let r and r’ denote the morphisms

r=(13+c’bf:5§)
(B+C)+A;+A, B+C

r,:(lB+Cng'bf

(bfcg)
Now the relation A C& (B+C)x(B+C)is transitive. Indeed if p,q,r : U — (B + C) are maps

such that p ~ g and g ~ r, then there exist maps {,¢’: U — Asuch thatp=bf{,q=cgl,q=bfl’
and r = cg¢’. In other words we get an induced map

where @ is initial by & having disjoint coproducts (G1). Thus U = @, and it then follows that

(r,r’)
p ~r. Thus R <" D is the relation (bf,cg)" from Example 11.7 and hence an equivalence
relation.
Now let P be the coequalizer

_r> q
R / B+C —— P

r

and let us consider the following commutative diagram

1p,
A s B+A, 2 p

l l |

’

A +C « s R ———% B+C

!

where the unlabelled maps are inclusions. The bottom right hand square is a pullback by (G3),
i.e. because R is an equivalence relation and therefore effective. All of the other squares can be
verified to be pullbacks as well.
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Now we wish to show that gc and gb are monomorphisms. So consider the commutative
diagram

1p,
B s B+A, 2y p

L

B+A, « " B+C

!

It can again be checked that each square is a pullback, so that the whole outer square is a
pullback. But this is the same thing as saying that the square

is a pullback, which is equivalent to gb being a monomorphism. Using the same trick again
proves that gc is a monomorphism as well.

, , , : . qb
Now notice that this also shows that the intersection BN C of the subobjects B < P and

qc . - .
C < P is A. Thus it is then not hard to see that the outermost square is also a pushout. O

Lemma 11.10 ([Joh02, Lemma A.1.4.9]). Given a Giraud category &, every monomorphism in
& is an effective monomorphism (Definition A.45).

Proof. Given a monomorphism f : X — Y in &, by Lemma 11.9, the cokernel pair (Definition
A.43)

x — vy

1L

Y — Y4y Y
0
is also a pullback, which implies that

fo, —y
X Ly YaxY
w7

is an equalizer. Thus f is an effective monomorphism. 0

Lemma 11.11. If & is a Giraud category, then & is balanced, i.e. if f : X — Y is a morphism in
& that is both a monomorphism and an epimorphism, then it is an isomorphism.

Proof. If f : X — Y is a monomorphism and an epimorphism, then by Lemma 11.10, f is an
effective monomorphism, so it is the equalizer of its cokernel pair,

io
X 5y vy

I

But f is also an epimorphism, and iy f =i; f, so iy = 7;. But the equalizer of iy with ij is just the

identity map
iy
1y —
Yy —sy i Y4y Y

0

Since equalizers are unique up to isomorphism, this shows that f : X — Y is an isomorphism.
O
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Lemma 11.12 ((MM12, Appendix Lemma 2.2]). If € is a Giraud category, then every morphism
f:X — Y in & can be factored as
e 2
X5 2z;hy
where ¢y is an effective epimorphism and i is a monomorphism.

Proof. Let Zy = coimy4(f) denote the regular coimage (Definition A.60) of f, i.e. the coequal-
izer of the kernel pair of f

14
Xy X =3 X —1» 7

x i

Y
Now by definition ey is an effective epimorphism. We wish to show that i¢ is a monomorphism.
So suppose there are maps n,m : A — Zy such that iyn = iym. Then by the universal property
of pullbacks we have a unique induced map

Zy —— Y
Now by the pasting law for pullback diagrams we have a commutative diagram where each
square is a pullback
XxyX — Zyxy X — X
L T
XXny —_— > Zf Xny S Zf
X » Zf > Y

ef

Furthermore, since epimorphisms are stable in § by Corollary 11.14, the composite map above
which we will denote by q: X xy X — Z; xy Zy is an epimorphism.
Therefore the pullback map

(n’,m’)

AXZnyZf (X Xy X) — XXYX

h*(q)i ’ iq
SN
A () Zf Xy Zf

is an epimorphism as well.
Now note that py(n’,m’) = n" and py(n’,m’) = m’. Since efpy = esp; we have
epn’ =efpo(n’,m’) = erpy(n’,m’) = epm’
Therefore
nh*(q) = efn’ = egm’ = mh*(q).
But h*(g) is an epimorphism, so n = m. Thus i¢ is a monomorphism. O

Lemma 11.13. Given a Giraud category &, a morphism f : X — Y in & is an epimorphism if
and only if for the regular coimage factorization

X < COiMyeg(f) iy
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the map 7 is an isomorphism.

Proof. («)if i is an isomorphism, then it is an epimorphism, so ie = f is an epimorphism. (=)
if f = ieis an epimorphism, then i is an epimorphism and a monomorphism, so by Lemma
11.11, i is an isomorphism. 0

Corollary 11.14. If & is a Giraud category, then all epimorphisms in & are effective epimor-
phisms.

Proof. By Lemma 11.13, if f : X — Y is an epimorphism, then f is isomorphic to e; : X —
coimyeg(f). But coequalizers are unique up to isomorphism, so f is therefore the coequalizer
of its own kernel pair and hence an effective epimorphism. O

Lemma 11.15. If § is a Giraud category, then epimorphisms in & are stable under pullback. In
other words if f : X — Y is an epimorphism in § and g: Z — Y is an arbitrary morphism and
the following commutative diagram is a pullback

ZxyX — X
g(f )l ’ lf
Z——Y
then g*(f) is an epimorphism.

Proof. Suppose that f : X — Y is an epimorphism and g: Z — Y is an arbitrary morphism in &.
By Corollary 11.14, f is an effective epimorphism, hence f is the coequalizer of its kernel pair.
Thus

Po
— f
X xy X . X —>Y

is a coequalizer. Now by the dual of [Riel7, Proposition 3.3.8], the projection functor 7y :
&y — & strictly creates all colimits. In other words, the diagram

is a coequalizer in &,y. Now by (G2), the pullback functor g*: §,y — &, preserves colimits, so
the diagram

gX)xzg(x) — 2 gx) £ 7
! §(f) /
z
is a coequalizer in &,;. By the dual of [Riel7, Proposition 3.3.3] the functor 7ty : §,;, — &
preserves colimits, and hence g*(f) is a coequalizer and hence an epimorphism. O

11.2. Giraud’s Axioms implies Grothendieck Topos. The goal for this section is to prove that
if & is a locally presentable category then (G) = (T). This is a classical theorem of Giraud
[AGV72], who actually proves (G) & (T), but we prefer to prove the one direction so that we
may prove all of the equivalences at once. Our method of proof was inspired by [Bar19].

For the rest of this section, assume that & is a Giraud category, so in particular & is locally
presentable. This implies that there exists a reflective localization:

L
%
(43) & [ Pre(C)

where C is a small full subcategory of & whose objects are k-presentable for some regular
cardinal x, and ! is the yoneda embedding restricted to C, i.e. if U € §, thenif j: C < &
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is the inclusion of the full subcategory, then : is the functor «(U) = yp(U)|e = &(j(-), U) and
furthermore preserves x-filtered colimits.
Let us define a coverage jg;i, on C so that we can obtain an equivalence Sh(C, jg;,) =~ é.
Given U € C, let jg;;(U) be the set of families r = {r; : U; — U};¢; in C such that

Zri:ZUi_)U

iel i€l
is an epimorphism in &.
Lemma 11.16. The collection of families jg;, forms a coverage on C.

Proof. Suppose that U € C, r ={r; : U; > U} € jgiy(U) and g: V — U is a morphism in C. Then
we can form the pullback

giU) — iU

§ (L ’z‘)l \LZ,' i

in &. Now by Lemma 11.15, epimorphisms in & are stable under pullback. Thus g*(} ;r;) is an
epimorphism in § and furthermore by (G2) is isomorphic to

2ig'(U) — LU
ng*(rz-)l lZ,- ri
V—"b— U
Thus ¢*(r) = {g"(U;) = V} (note we are abusing notation here, g*(r) just denotes the family of
pullbacks) is a jg;, covering family of V. Thus jg;, is a coverage. O
Due to Lemma 11.16, we call jg;, the Giraud Coverage on C.
Lemma 11.17. The Giraud coverage jg;, is saturated.

Proof. Let us show that jg;, is refinement closed. Suppose that U € C, t = {V; — U} is a family
on U, r = {U; — U} is a jgj;-covering family on U and there is a refinement g : t — r. That
means that there is a map }_; V; — }_; U; such that the following diagram commutes

LV — YU
Yt Az

But ) ;; is an epimorphism, which implies that } ;7,0 g =) _;1; is an epimorphism. Thus ¢ is a
jcir-covering family on U.
Let us show that jg;, is composition-closed. Suppose that r = {r; : U; = U}i¢s € jgir(U) and
= {t; : V].’ — Uiliej, € jcir(Uj), then t': Z]- VjZ — U, is an epimorphism, and since coproducts
of epimorphisms are epimorphisms, the map

Lt
1
22V Y
i g i
is an epimorphism. But the map r: ) ; U; — U is also an epimorphism, thus the composite
Lt r
1
22 V=2 ) Uy
i g i

is an epimorphism. Thus the composite family U;(t'or) is an epimorphism and hence in jg;,(U).
O
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We now wish to show that the functor : : § — Pre(C) factors through Sh(C, jgi,). In other
words we want to show the following.

Proposition 11.18. For every V € & the presheaf y(V)|c = &(j(-), V) on C is a jg;,-sheaf.

Proof. Suppose that U,V e Cand r = {U; — U} € jgi(U). Thenr: ) ; U; — U is an epimorphism
in &. By Corollary 11.14, r is the coequalizer of its kernel pair, and by (G2), we can write this
as the coequalizer
Po
—
Yijer Uixu Uj o Y, Uy — U

Now each Ui xy U;j may not be an object in C, but it can be written as a colimit U; xy U; =

cohka where each B € C. Since we can write any colimit as a coequalizer, then the cocone

map ) Bk — U; xy Uj is an epimorphism. Therefore if we let
. ij
h: ZZBk g ZUZ Xu U]
ij k i,j

denote the resulting epimorphism and let gy = poh, q; = p1h, then the following diagram is still
a coequalizer
LU
Zz]ZkBl] ) ZiUi —r> )
Indeed if £:} ; U; — Q is a map such that €q0 ={qy, then €qy = {poh = {p1h = {q;, but since h
is an epimorphism this implies that py = {p;. Since r is a coequalizer of p, and p; this gives a

unique map U — Q making the diagram commute. Thus r is also a coequalizer of gy and ¢;.
Now we apply y(V)|e to the above coequalizer diagram and we obtain an equalizer diagram

p(V)le(U em“Ty e = [pVle(Ui e VeV Hfﬂﬁy e (B ]
1o

but since h is an epimorphism, h* is a monomorphism, which implies that the following dia-
gram is an equalizer

Y(V)le(U —w%Fb e (U :rb e(U W yWV)le(U))

Pi ij
thus y(V)le is a jgi,-sheaf. O

So we have managed to factor the reflective localization L 41 through Sh(C, jg;,)

So 1 =i and L = L’a for adjoint functors L" 4 /',
Proposition 11.19. The adjunction L’ 4" is an adjoint equivalence of categories.

Proof. Since 1 and i are fully faithful, so is /". So for every V € §, the counit ¢y : L'(//(V)) —» V is
an isomorphism.
Now if U € C, then by Proposition 11.18, y(U) € Sh(C, jg;;) and L'(yp(U)) = L'(ay(U)) =
L(y(U)) = U. Thus the unit is isomorphic to
y(U) =/ (L(ay(U)) =/ (U) = &(j(-), U) = C(-, U) = p(U)

and hence is an isomorphism.
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Now for X € Pre(C), by Lemma C.35, X can be written as a filtered colimit of representables
X = colimy(U;). Thus if X is a sheaf then

i€l

X =aX = acolimy(U;) = colimay(U;) = colilmy(Ul-)
1€

iel iel

where the last isomorphism holds by Proposition 11.18. So the unit is isomorphic to

1'(L'(colimy(U;)))

where the third to last isomorphism holds because I is filtered and j : C < & is the inclusion of
subcategory of presentable objects. Thus the unit is an isomorphism. Thus L’ 4 /" is an adjoint
equivalence of categories. O

Thus we have proven (G) = (T).
Theorem 11.20. If § is a Giraud category (G), then & is a Grothendieck topos (T).

11.3. Descent. In this section we define what it means for a category to have descent. This
property is also known as having Van Kampen colimits. We show that Set does not have all
Van Kampen colimits, i.e. does not have descent, but satisfies a weaker property, identified by
Rezk [Rez10], and which he appropriately refers to as weak descent.

For the first part of this section we will be a little sketchier than usual in motivating descent,
and we will use some terms that we will not define, as following the details would quickly lead
us down quite an advanced rabbit hole, but we will return to a much more detailed discussion
in Section 11.4. We recommend the reader consult [Anel9] for more details on this advanced
topic, which was one of our inspirations for this section.

Let C be a category with all small colimits and finite limits (which we will refer to as a
cocomplete lex category in what follows), and consider the following pseudo-functor U : C°P —
CAT, called the universe of C, defined on objects by

XF—)G/X

and morphisms by
(f:X=>Y)>(f":Cy = Cx)

clearly for a composable pair X L Y2 Zin C, there exists a natural isomorphism (go f)* =
g"of* and (1x)" = 1¢,, thus defining a pseudofunctor.

Given a cocomplete lex category C, we can ask whether its universe U : C°P — CAT sends
limits to (pseudo)limits. An equivalent way of asking this is to ask whether for a small diagram
X : I — C there is an equivalence of categories

G/colimXi = hm G/Xi
iel i€l

where the right hand side is a pseudolimit in CAT.
There is a nice way of getting a handle on the above question. First let Cart(C’) denote the
category whose

(1) objects are functors X : I — C, and
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(2) whose morphisms are natural transformations a : Y = X such that every component
square is a pullback:

Y — X;
Yi =7 X
We call natural transformations with this property Cartesian.

Lemma 11.21. Given a cocomplete lex category C and a small diagram X : I — C, there is an
equivalence of categories
lim G/X = Cal‘t(@l)/x.
iel !

Thanks to the above lemma, we can now re-express our desire for U to preserves limits as
asking that the following adjunction be an adjoint equivalence:

colim

(44) C/eolim, X, RSN Cart(CT)/x
cst

where & = cst(Y — colim; X;) is the natural transformation given objectwise by pullback:

Y, — Y
“| l
Xi R — COlil’l’li Xi

and colim(a : Y = X) is simply the induced map of colimits colim; Y; — colim; X;.

Definition 11.22. Given a cocomplete lex category C, we say that a small diagram X :I — C is
Van Kampen if (44) exists and is an adjoint equivalence. If S is a class of diagrams in C, then
we say that C has Van Kampen S-colimits, if for each s € S, s is a Van Kampen diagram. We
may also say that C satisfies descent with respect to S.

Remark 11.23. Many kinds of categories that appear in applications are those that have Van
Kampen S-colimits for various classes S. Such examples include lextensive categories, adhesive
categories, exhaustive categories and exact categories. See [nLa23b] for more.

Now if both colim and cst are fully faithful, then the unit and counit will be isomorphisms
and therefore they will form an adjoint equivalence.

Lemma 11.24. Asking that colim and cst are fully faithful is equivalent to the following two
conditions holding;:

(D1) (Colimits are Universal) Given a map Y — colim;X;, then
Y = colimi (Y XcolimiX,' Xi)’

and
(D2) (Colimits are Effective) Given a Cartesian natural transformation with components «; :
Y; — X;, then

Y; = (colim; Y;) Xcolim, X, Xi-
Example 11.25. In Set, all colimits are universal. Similarly all colimits are universal in locally
cartesian closed categories C, since for every map f : U — V the pullback functor f*: Gy —

C,y has a right adjoint and therefore preserves colimits. In other words, all locally cartesian
closed categories satisfy (D1).

However Set does not satisfy (D2), i.e. not all of its colimits are effective!
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Example 11.26 ([Rez10, Example 2.3]). Let I be the category {a «<— b — c}, and C = Set. Let
X ={x,x}, and fix 0 : X — X given by o(x) = x” and o(x’) = x. Let the functor A : I — Set be
given by

1x,1 1x,
X(X X)X+X(XU) X.

We let X + X ={(x,0),(x’,0),(x,1),(x’,1)}. Similarly define the functor B: I — Set given by
*— %k — %
where * is the singleton set. There is a cartesian natural transformation a : A = B given by:

14,1 1x,
X(X X)X+X(XU X

® R
* * 4 * *

Indeed, given maps qo: Q — X and g; : Q — %+ %, the composite

Qq—°>X<Z>X+X

where i, is the inclusion into the left component, gives a unique map making the obvious
diagram commute, and hence both squares are pullbacks. The natural transformation is an
object a : A = B in Cart(C’) 5. But now consider taking the pushouts of A and B. The pushout
of B is clearly just a singleton colim B = *. Let us compute the pushout of A. If 4,4": X — Q are
maps making the following diagram commute

x+x Lol oy
Vi l

X — 3«

then
qV(x,0) = q(x) =q'(x) = 9'(1x,0)(x,0), and, qV(x,1) = q(x) =q'(x") = q'(1x,0)(x, 1),

so q’ is constant, and therefore g is constant since qV(x’,0) = g(x’) = q’(x") = 9’(1x, 0)(x’,0). But
now notice that the square

A(a) =X — colimA ==

! |

B(a) =+ — colimB = =
is not a pullback. In other words, we have a commutative cube

X

N

X+X CU

N,
o
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where the two back faces are pullbacks, and the top and bottom faces are pushouts, but the
two front faces are not pullbacks®* This implies that not all pushouts in Set, and hence not all
colimits, are effective.

Remark 11.27. In fact, the precise class of pushouts in Set that are effective, i.e. Van Kampen,
(which contains the class of pushouts along monomorphisms) has been classified in [L6w10].

Remark 11.28. The (very vague) idea here is the following: colimits are universal if given a
map Y — colim; X;, then we can “break apart” Y into pieces Y Xolim,x; X; and glue them back
together to get Y.

Colimits are effective if given maps Y; — X;, we can “glue the pieces together” colim;Y; —
colim;X;, and then break them apart again to get the individual pieces.

In Set, colimits aren’t effective because when we glue together sets, we lose information
about the original sets that we cannot retrieve.

However, as one would hope given the Giraud axiom (G3), there are certain colimits that are
effective in Set, namely coequalizers by equivalence relations. Let ] = (a 3 b),and let A,B: I —
Set be defined as the following coequalizers, with their respective coequalizers shown,

Po qo
— h — k
R . Y —— Y/R, S - X — X/S

and where we assume that R and S are equivalence relations. Suppose we have a cartesian
natural transformation a : A = B, i.e. a diagram of the form

% Po R P1 Yy
(46) a\L La’i J ia
X<4+——§5 —X

qo0 Uhl

We wish to show that the resulting commutative diagram

Yy — s y/R

|

X —— X/S

is a pullback. Now the two squares commuting in (46) implies that & : Y — X is a map such that
if yRy’ then a(y)Sa(y’). The squares being pullbacks imply that yRy’ if and only if a(y)Sa(y’).
Furthermore, it implies that there are bijections

a”l(x) = (/) (xx)) = a7l (¥)

of the fibers®” for every (x,x’) € S. Soif v € Y and a(y)Sx, then there exists a unique y’ € Y such
that a(y’) = x.
Now to show that (11.3) is a pullback, it is enough to show that the map

Y = {(x[ylr) s a”([plr) = [a@)ls = [xls}, @ (a@)[v]r)
is a bijection. Let us show it is injective. Suppose that a(y) = a(y’) and [y]g = [y’]r. We want
to show that y = y”. Let a(y’) = x. We have a(y)Sx, so there exists a unique y”” € Y such that
a(y”) =x. Thus y = y" = p”. Now let us show that it is surjective. If x € X and y € Y such that
a(y)Sx, then there exists a unique y” € Y such that a(y’) = x. Thus (x, [y]g) = (@(v’), [v’]r).- Thus
we have a bijection. In summary we have proven the following.

Proposition 11.29. The category Set satisfies (G3). In other words Set has effective equivalence
relations.

34This is often the way which effective pushouts are described in the literature, especially for adhesive categories
[LS04, Definition 2].

35This is an important property of pullbacks. They induce isomorphisms between the fibers of the two vertical
(horizontal) maps.
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In fact, there is a full characterization of effective colimits in Set.

Proposition 11.30 ([Hoy]). A colimit of a diagram d : I — Set is effective if and only if it is Van
Kampen if and only if its category of elements Jd has the property that each of its connected
components is simply connected.

Notice that conditions (D1) and (D2) from Lemma 11.24 can be reformulated as follows.
Consider the following conditions on a cocomplete lex category C:

e (D1la)-(Universal coproducts): Given a collection of objects {Y;};c;, let Y =) ;Y;. Let
f : X — Y be a morphism, and let X; = Y; xy X. Then the induced map } ; X; — X is an
isomorphism,

e (D1b)-(Universal pushouts): Givenaspan Yy < Y; — Yy, let Y = Yp+y, Y. Let f : X = Y
be a morphism and let X; = Y; xy X. Then the induced map X; +x, X, — X is an
isomorphism.

e (D2a)-(Effective coproducts): Given a collection of maps {f; : X; — Y;}, let X =} ; X;,
and Y =) ,;Y;,and let f : X — Y be the coproduct } ; f;. Then the natural maps X; —
Y; xy X are isomorphisms for each i.

e (D2b)-(Effective pushouts): Given a cartesian map of spans:

X, < X, s X,

1 A VA

Y, < Y > Y,

let X = Xo+x, X, and Y = Y +y, Y5, and let f : X — Y denote the induced map of
pushouts. Then the natural maps X; — Y; Xy X are isomorphisms.
since all small colimits can be computed as coequalizers (and therefore from pushouts and an
initial object) of small coproducts, (D1) & (D1a)+ (D1b) and (D2) < (D2a) + (D2b). It is often
easier to work with these other conditions.
Now since Set does not satisfy (D2b) by Example 11.26, we weaken this condition to the
following:

e (D2b)’-(Weak Effective pushouts) Given a Cartesian map of spans:

Xo < X, s X,

A VT

Yy < Y > Y,

let X = Xo+x, X, and Y = Y +y, Y5, and let f : X — Y denote the induced map of
pushouts. Then the natural maps X; — Y; xy X are effective®® epimorphisms.

Definition 11.31. We will call denote the logical conjunction by (D2)" = (D2a)+ (D2b)’. We let
(D)’ be the statement that & is locally presentable and satisfies (D1) and (D2)’. We also say that
& has weak Van Kampen colimits or weak descent.

11.4. Weak Descent implies Giraud’s Axioms. In this section we will show that weak descent
implies Giraud’s axioms, i.e. (D) = (G).

Proposition 11.32. Let C be a cocomplete lex category. Then C satisfies (D1) if and only if for
all maps f : T — S in C, the pullback functor f*: C/g — C/r preserves colimits (G1).

Proof. (=) Suppose thatx:I — C’/S is a small diagram. Since we can compute colimits in C/g by

looking at their projections, let X 58 = colim; (X (i) (—> S) be the colimit in C/g. This implies

361n [Rez10], Rezk defines (D2b)” with effective epimorphisms replaced with regular epimorphisms. But by
Lemma A.62, this will make no difference in what follows.
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that X = colim; X(7) in C. Consider the pullback
Yy — X

f*(ae)l : ix
T T> S

We want to show that f*(£) = colim; f*(x(i)). Now by since C satisfies (D1), if we set Y (i) =
X(i)xx Y, then colim; Y(i) = Y in C. Since colimits in C,7 are computed by their projections in
C, the object f*(%): Y — T in C/r is the colimit colim; f*(x(7)) : Y (i) —» T. Thus colim; f*(x(i)) =
f*(colim;x(i)) = f*(£). Thus f* preserves colimits, so C satisfies (G1).

(<) Suppose that C satisfies (G1). Then if X = colim; X(i), g : Y — X is an arbitrary mor-
phism and Y (i) = X(i) xx Y, then

colim; Y(i) = colim; (X (i) xx Y) = ((colim; X(i)) xx V)= (X xx Y) =Y.

Thus C satisfies (D1). O

Proposition 11.33. If a cocomplete lex category C satisfies (D2a), i.e. has effective coproducts,
then it has disjoint coproducts (G2).

Proof. Let I be a small, discrete category, and {X(i)};c; a collection of objects in C, then we wish
to show that the following diagram

o — X(k)
| |
X(j) — Lier X(7)

is a pullback square whenever j = k. .
First, for every j € I, define a functor ¢/ : I — C by

6j(i)={®' e
X;, ifi=j.

There is an obvious natural transformation &/ = X given by inclusion or the identity. This nat-
ural transformation is cartesian vacuously. Thus by (D2a) the following diagram is a pullback:

S(i) — Lier (i)
X(i) — Lier X(i)
for every i and j. If i # j, then the above pullback diagram implies disjoint coproducts (G2). U

Now let us prove the last implication (D1)+(D2b)" = (G3). First, let us prove a few technical
results that we will need.

Lemma 11.34 ([Hen21]). If C is a cocomplete lex category satisfying (D1)+ (D2b)’, then it has
weak descent with respect to coequalizers.

Proof. This is morally true because (D1)+(D2b)’ is equivalent to C having Van Kampen coprod-
ucts and having weak Van Kampen pushouts. Since coequalizers can be built from pushouts
and coproducts, the result follows. Suppose we have a commutative diagram
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where the two squares

0 P1

X, <2 X, ' X,

all LaO\L ’ ial

Y, <2y, sy

are pullbacks. We wish to prove that the induced map ¢

h

Y1XYX—>X

l \Laz

YlT)Y

is an effective epimorphism.
First, let us note that Yy =3 Y; — Y being a coequalizer is equivalent to the commutative
square

@11y,
Yo+ Y, 0y,

@oin)| Ix
Yl T> Y
being a pushout, and similarly for X. Now we wish to show that the natural transformation a’

given in components as

(porlx;) (p11x,)
Xl MXO-FX] qu

all/ a0+a1i \Lal

Y] «— Yp+Y] —— Y,
1(’10:11/1) 0 1(‘11:11/1) !

is cartesian, i.e. we wish to show that the two squares above are pullbacks. But since C satisfies
(D1), and since « is cartesian, we have

(Y0+Y1)XY1 Xl A:’(YO ><Y1 X1)+(Yl XYl Xl)EXO-i-Xl.

Thus the natural transformation a’ is cartesian, and since C has weak Van Kampen pushouts
(D2b)’, this implies that the resulting map ¢ above is an effective epimorphism. O

Proposition 11.35 ([Hen21]). If C is a cocomplete lex category that satisfies (D1) and (D2b)’,
then it has effective equivalence relations (G3).

Proof. Let

Po
LN p
R . X — X/R

be an equivalence relation on X. Consider the equalizer

_ ust
R S poRr T x

s
where 7; and 7, are the composite maps
proj proj
RxR—%RE X, RxRZLRE X

If C were Set, then

R = {((xq,x1),(¥0,1)) € R? : xg =90} = {(x0,x1, %) € X* : xoRx1, and x; Rx,).
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So R is a relation on R, and we want to show that it is an equivalence relation. Set-
theoretically, this is easy to see. R is the relation ~ on R where (x¢,x;) ~ (vo,v1) if x9 = vp.
The diagonal map A : R — R x R induces a map r : R — R(?), by the universal property of the
equalizer, which is basically the diagonal map. Thus R(? is reflexive. The other properties
follows similarly, so we will just show them set-theoretically, and trust the reader can translate
them to diagrammatic proofs. R(?) is symmetric, because if (xo,x1) ~ (vo,v1), then xo = o, and
thus (v, v1) ~ (xg,x1). It is also transitive, because if (xg,x1) ~ (vo,y1) and (vg,v1) ~ (20,21), then
xo = Yo and yy = zy. So x¢ = zg. Thus R? is an equivalence relation on R.
Now we wish to show that the following commutative diagram

ko
47 R® R s X
(47) —
is a coequalizer. First, consider the map s: X — R, such that pys = p;s = 1x, which exists since
R is reflexive. Then, since 1 : R®®) — R x R is an equalizer, we obtain a map s”: R — R(? induced

by the map (1g,spg) : R = R x R. But note that the following relations hold

’ i
198" = 1g, 118" = Spo, rpo = 1x.

Thus (47) is actually a split coequalizer diagram, and hence a coequalizer.
We have a cartesian natural transformation given as follows

R+2—R® 1, R
Pl\L - l/f J \Lpl
X < Po R P1 > X

where ¢ is the map defined as follows. Let us define it set-theoretically first as €(xq,x1,x;) =
(x1,x;). To describe this diagrammatically, we consider the induced map

h

RxxR —3 R

Lo b

Then by using the composition map c¢: Rxx R — R, we define £ = ch.
Thus since C satisfies (D1) + (D2b)’, by Lemma 11.34, C satisfies weak descent with respect
to coequalizers, hence the following induced map

R P1

Y
XXX/RX _ X

|
X ——— X/R

is an effective epimorphism. But since X xyx,g X is a pullback, the following diagram is an
equalizer

qPTOJ'g
X/R

qProj;

XxxrX < XxX
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Furthermore, the following diagram commutes

> XXX/RX

R i
(POJPX/ /

XxX

So therefore 7 is a monomorphism. But then i is a monomorphism and an effective epimor-
phism, and therefore an isomorphism. Thus R is an effective equivalence relation. Thus C
satisfies (G3). O

Thus we have managed to prove that (D) = (G).

Proposition 11.36. If & is a locally presentable category and satisfies weak descent (D)’, then
it satisfies Giraud’s axioms (G).

11.5. Grothendieck Topoi Satisfy Weak Descent. In this section we prove that (T) = (D)’. We
will do this by first proving that Set satisfies weak descent, which then immediately implies
that presheaf topoi satisfy weak descent, and then using lex localization, show that this implies
it for all Grothendieck topoi.

Lemma 11.37. Set satisfies (D1), i.e. it has universal colimits.

Proof. By Proposition 11.32, (D1) is equivalent to (G1), i.e. for every function f : S — T, the
functor f* : Set,; — Set,s preserves colimits. This is true of every cartesian closed category,
hence Set satisfies (D1). O

Lemma 11.38. Set satisfies (D2a), i.e. it has effective coproducts.

Proof. Suppose we have a collection {a; : X; — Y;} of morphisms in Set, and let X = } ; X; and
Y =) ;Y;. We want to show that the induced map

is an isomorphism. But Y; xy X = {(y,x) € Y; x X : a(x) = y}, and of course a(x) = y if and only
if x € X;. Thus h is an isomorphism, with inverse given by h™!(y, x) = x. O

Lemma 11.39. Set satisfies (D2b)’, i.e. it has weak effective pushouts.

Proof. In Set, all epimorphisms are effective epimorphisms. So we need to show that if we have
a cartesian natural transformation of pushouts

X0<f° X, fl)X2

(48) aol Lali ’ iaz

Y, < Y, —— Y

8o
and if we let X = X +x, X, and Y = Y +y, Y», then the induced maps

xOXYX—”( \zxyx—m

Yo ——— Y N —— Y
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are epimorphisms. Let us prove that ki is an epimorphism, as showing h, is an epimorphism
follows similarly.

First, let us consider the set Y = Yy +y, Y,. This is precisely the set Yy + Y;/~y,, where ~y, is
the smallest equivalence relation containing the relation ~’Y1, where for y,y’ € Yy + Y,, we have
v ~y, v’ if and only if there exists a y” € Y; such that go(y”) =y and g1 (") = 7.

Note that hg is the map hg(xg) = (ag(xg), [%o]), which belongs to Yy xy X = {(y,[x]) € Y x
(Xo +x, X2) : [vo] = a[x]}, since a[xy] = [a(xp)]. Now given (o, [x]) € Yy xy X, we want to show
that there exists a xy € X such that h(xg) = (yo,[x]). So choose some x( € [x]. This means that
xo € Xo + X,. Suppose that x( € X, for if x; € X,, the argument is similar. Then [yy] = a[x(]
implies that ag(xg) ~y, yo. Assume that ay(xp) # yo, otherwise hy is surjective. Then since
ao(x9) ~y, Yo, and there exists a zig-zag of the form

Y, Y,
N N N
Yo Y, Yy Yy

and elements y;,...,y, such that g(v,) = ao(xo), &1 () = &1(¥1), L0¥1) = L(¥2), - Q1 (V1) =
g1(v}) and go(v}) = yo. But if go(yé) = ap(xp), then since the left-hand square in (48) is a
pullback, there exists a x; € X; such that fy(x;) = xp and a;(x;) = yé. But then a,(fi(x1)) =
gi(ai(x1)=g1 (yé) =q (yll). But since the right-hand square in (48) is a pullback, that means
that there is a x| € X; such that a;(x]) = y{ and fi(x]) = fi(x1)- So go(¥) = go(a1(x})) =
ao(fo(x1)). Furthermore xj ~x, fo(x;) because xo = fo(x;), and f;(x;) = f;(x;). Continuing on in
this way, we can show that there exists a X € X, such that yy = @((X) and such that x ~x, ag(xo).
In other words, we have shown that h is surjective. Thus Set has weak effective pushouts. [

We leave the next result to the reader, it follows straightforwardly from the fact that colimits
and limits are computed objectwise in presheaf topoi.

Lemma 11.40. If Pre(C) is a presheaf topos, then it satisfies weak descent.

’

Proposition 11.41. If § is a Grothendieck topos, then & satisfies weak descent, i.e. (T) = (D).

Proof. If € is a Grothendieck topos, then by the Little Giraud Theorem 7.18, there exists a site
(C,j) and a lex localization

a
Sh(C,j)=¢& — Pre(C)

1

Let us show that Sh(C, j) has universal colimits. Suppose we have a small diagram X : [ —
Sh(C,j), and we abuse notation to let X = colim;X(i). Suppose there isa map f : Y — X, and
consider the pullback

Y(i) =25 Y

f(i)i ’ lf

X(i) —— X

for every i € I. We want to show that colim;Y (i) = Y. Now ! preserves the above pullback for
every i € I, and since presheaf topoi have universal colimits, we have colim;:1Y (i) =Y. Then

colim;Y (i) = colim;atY (i) = a(colim;1Y (i) = a1Y =Y.

Thus Sh(C, j) ~ & has universal colimits.
The proof for effective coproducts follows similarly.
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Now let us show that (T) = (D2b)’. So suppose we have a cartesian natural transformation
of pushouts in Sh(C, j)

fo h

Xo < X; > X,
aol/ Lall/ - l/az
Yy < % Y; 7 > Y,
Then applying ! to the diagrams
Xo 0g X5 0,
S~ o NN
\\>l \\}1
YOXyXHX YszXHX
NGl N
a a
Yy /‘—> Y Y, )\—> Y
0 2

we see that 1(hg) and 1(h,) are effective epimorphisms, since Pre(C) has weak effective pushouts.
Since a preserves finite limits and colimits, it preserves effective epimorphisms. Thus ai(hg) =
hy and ai(h,) = h, are effective epimorphisms. O

Thus we have finally arrived at the major goal of this section.

Theorem 11.42 (Giraud’s Theorem). Let & be a locally presentable category, then the following
are equivalent:

(1) & satisfies weak descent (D)’,
(2) & satisfies Giraud’s axioms (G), and
(3) &is a Grothendieck topos (T).

11.6. Infinity Toposes. In this very brief section, we discuss the major difference between
Grothendieck 1-toposes and co-toposes.

Remark 11.43. By a Grothendieck 1-topos, we mean what we have been calling a Grothendieck
topos this whole time. For this section, we will reference co-categories, but will not define them,
or motivate them. For that we recommend [Rez22], [Lan21], [Rie20].

In the landmark book [Lur09], Lurie defines co-topoi as follows: an co-category & is an oo-
topos if there is a small co-category C and an accessible®” lex localization (in the co-category
sense) Pre®(C) — &, where Pre®(C) = S is the co-category of co-functors from C°P to the
oo-category & of spaces (up-to-homotopy equivalence).

When Lurie writes “co-topos,” he means Grothendieck co-topos. So he takes the Little Gi-
raud Theorem 7.18 as the starting point for his definition. He then proves the following theo-
rem>®

Theorem 11.44 ([Lur09, Theorem 6.1.0.6]). If € is an co-category, then the following statements
are equivalent:

e §is an oco-topos,
e & satisfies the co-categorical analogues of Giraud’s axioms:
(1) &isa (locally) presentable co-category,
(2) & has universal co-colimits,
(3) & has disjoint co-coproducts, and
(4) € has effective groupoid objects.

37i.e. the right adjoint preserves filtered co-colimits

38building off of very similar work from [Rez10] and [TV05] in the context of model categories and model topoi
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Now the co-categorical analogues of Giraud’s axioms are straightforward except for (4). The
idea being that in the co-category context, when one “quotients,” one needs to “remember how
one quotiented.” In other words, for sets if we glue together a bunch of points, we have lost
the information of how the points were identified in the first place. Since equivalence relations
are precisely internal groupoids with no automorphisms, suitably interpreted [Min21], in the
oo-category context, internal groupoids are understand as certain kinds of simplicial objects.
So in the co-category context, quotienting is a much more sophisticated operation, and hence
effective equivalence relations become effective groupoid objects.

Now we can restate the conditions for descent, i.e. Van Kampen colimits, and here, using
oo-categories actually makes everything easier to understand. We say that an co-category &
satisfies descent if for every co-diagram the canonical co-adjunction

colim
&/colim, X (i) N lim; &/x (i)
cst
is an equivalence of co-categories, where now the (co)limits shown above are co-(co)limits in &

or in the (very large) co-category Cat™ of large infinity categories.

Theorem 11.45. An co-category & is an oco-topos if and only if it is presentable and satisfies
descent.

Notice the difference here with Grothendieck 1-toposes. The analogue of the above adjunc-
tion is not an equivalence in that case. Only weak descent holds.

APPENDIX A. CATEGORY THEORY BACKGROUND

In this section, we provide basic material from category theory that will be important for
these notes. We try to be detailed here without being overly pedantic. Much of this material is
well-known, but we feel that it could be useful to the reader to gather all these results in one
place.

A.1. Set Theory. Set theory is a subtle and oftentimes difficult subject for mathematicians to
wrap their heads around. Much of these notes will not need to be concerned with the sub-
tleties of set theory, however there are several areas where a concrete understanding of certain
notions of set theory is absolutely vital, namely the theory of localizations (Section B), functor
categories (Section A.1.2), large sites (Section 8.4) and locally presentable categories (Section
C).

In this section we include a bare-bones account of those concepts of set theory that we will
need in what follows. We fix here the foundations of set theory using the axiomatic approach
[Wel20], [Kun14]. We do not define what a set is, rather we use a formal system to manipulate
symbols in a way that satisfies the Zermelo-Frankel axioms with choice (ZFC).

Let us say a few informal words on this. We build set theory using first order logic, which is
a system for manipulating symbols. We introduce variable symbols xq, x,,..., logical symbols
V, A, —,<,—,3,¥%%, and two relation symbols =, €. With these we can construct formulae, such
as dx1.¥x,.((x; = x2) V (x1 € x,)). Formulae have a notion of free variables, and those without
free variables are called sentences. From such formulae we can construct what we’ll call col-
lections, but are more often called classes*’, expressions of the form {x;|¢}, but these are also
merely abbreviations, for example, the formula x, € {x;|¢} is just the formula ¢(x,/x;), where
we have replaced all occurences of x; in ¢ with x,. We can use the abbreviation @ = {x|—(x = x)}
and V = {x|x = x}, which are meant to be the empty set and the collection of all sets, re-
spectively. We state again that these are purely syntactic constructs, i.e. they are just sym-
bols. From here we use a formal deduction system for first order logic, see [Joh87, Chapter 3],
which provides us with axioms and inference rules like modus ponens, and this allows us to

39Typically we take a subcollection of such symbols and define the rest of them in terms of this subcollection,
for example we can define ¥ = —=3-.

40For our purposes, we want to fix what it means to be a set, then use Grothendieck universes to distinguish
between small and large sets, and we’d rather reserve the terminology for class for large sets.
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make formal deductions of sentences from collections of sentences. Logicians typically write
S + ¢ to show that there exists a formal deduction of the sentence ¢ from the collection S of
sentences. We then add the axioms of ZFC to this deductive system, which say things like
Vx1.Vx5.(Vx3.(x3 € X1 © x5 € x1) = (X1 = x2)), which is called the axiom of extensionality.

This kind of description is overly pedantic for our purposes. The reader must merely accept
that there is a completely formal way of manipulating collections {x|¢}, and that a collection is
called a set if we can prove, using our deductive system, that {x|¢} € V. A collection that is not
a set is called a proper collection.

We refer to [Kun14, Chapter 1] for a more in-depth and readable account of the foundations
of set theory and the ZFC axioms. The notes [Shu08] provides a readable account for other
choices for foundations of set theory. The ZFC axioms guarantee that there exists an empty
set @, that we have at our disposal the usual operations of set theory like union U, power set
P, cartesian product x, and intersection N. Note that from the axioms of ZFC, one can prove
that the collection V of all sets is not a set, and hence is a proper collection. We also work in
classical mathematics, namely the law of excluded middle holds.

A.1.1. Cardinals and Set Theoretic Considerations. In what follows, we assume that we have
fixed the foundations of set theory using ZFC as in the discussion above and know what a set
is. This implies that all elements of a set are themselves sets.

Definition A.1. A total order on a set S is a binary relation <C S x S satisfying the following
conditions:

o (reflexivity) forallxe S, x<x,

e (transitivity) for all x,y,z€S,if x<yand y <z, thenx <z,
e (antisymmetry) for all x,y € S,if x<yand y <z, thenx =7y,
o (totality) for all x,y € S, if x,v € S, then either x <y or y <x.

We say that S is a preorder if < satisfies reflexivity and transitivity, and a partial order or poset
if it is a preorder that also satisfies antisymmetry.

Definition A.2. A linear order on a set S is a binary relation <C S x S satisfying the following
conditions:

e (irreflexivity) forall xe S, x £ x,
e (trichotomy) for all x,y € S, exactly one of the following holds: x <y, y <xor x =y.

There is a bijection between linear orders on a set S and total orders. Indeed, if < is a total
order on S, then we can define a linear order < on S by declaring x <y if and only if y £ x, and
conversely x <y if and only if p < x.

Example A.3. Every set S has a linear order given by the membership relation eC S x S.

Definition A.4. A well-order on a set S is a linear order < with the property that every
nonempty subset T C S has a least element, namely an element t € T such that there exists
no x € T such that x < ¢.

Remark A.5. A well-ordered set could equivalently be defined as a totally-ordered set such
that every nonempty subset has a least element.

Definition A.6. We say that a set S is transitive if whenever y € S and x € y, then x € S.

Definition A.7. An ordinal is a transitive set S such that the membership relation eC S x S is
a well order.

The collection of ordinal numbers can be obtained by transfinite recursion. Namely

e the empty set @ is an ordinal,

e if @ is an ordinal, then the successor ordinal, a + 1, defined by a + 1 = a U {a}, is an
ordinal, and

e given a set I of ordinals, the set [ J,; « is an ordinal.
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We say that an ordinal « is a successor ordinal if it is of the form a = f + 1 for some ordinal B.
We say that «a is a limit ordinal if it is nonempty and not a successor ordinal.
We use Von Neumann’s convention of labelling

0=p, 1={0), 2={0,1}, 3={0,1,2},...

Clearly for n > 0, n is a successor ordinal. We let w = IN ={0,1,2,...} denote the first limit
ordinal.

We say that two sets A and B have the same cardinality if there exists a bijection between
them. Notice that there are many infinite ordinals with the same cardinality

w,w+l, w+2,...,2w= Ua)+n.

If a, p are ordinals, we say that a < S if a € p.

Definition A.8. A cardinal number is an ordinal number x with the property that it is not in
bijection with any ordinal number A such that A <«.

All finite ordinal numbers are cardinal numbers, and the first infinite cardinal number is
w. Since the collection of cardinal numbers is also well-ordered, we label them as N, for an
ordinal number a. Thus we write X = w for the first infinite cardinal number. If x is a cardinal
number, then we write k™ to mean the smallest cardinal number that is greater than «, and we
call it the successor cardinal. Note that this is very different from the notion of successor
ordinal. Indeed, ™ # w + 1. However it is a tautology that X,,; = K%.

The question of the truth of the statement w* = 2%, where 2¢ denotes the powerset of w, is
precisely the Continuum Hypothesis. The question of the truth of the statement of 8% = 2% is
called the Generalized Continuum Hypothesis. Note that RR is in bijection with 280,

The following result goes under the name of the Well-Ordering Theorem, it was proven by
Zermelo in 1904, and can be found in any introductory text on set theory.

Theorem A.9. In ZFC, every set can be well-ordered.

It can be shown by transfinite induction that every well-ordered set is order-isomorphic to a
unique ordinal number.

Corollary A.10. Every set is in bijection with a unique cardinal number.

Remark A.11. Let S be a set, and x a cardinal. We will write |S| < ¥ to mean that if A is the
unique cardinal number that is in bijection with S, then A <«.

Definition A.12. An infinite cardinal « is said to be regular if the following condition holds: If
I is a set such that |I| < k¥ and {S;};¢; is an I-indexed family of sets such that |S;| < x forall i € I,
then for S = [J;¢; S;, it follows that [S| < x. We say a cardinal « is singular if it is not regular. In
other words, a cardinal « is singular if it can be written as x =} ;_, k; where k; <« and a < «.

Remark A.13. Note that w = N is a regular cardinal, as a union of finitely many finite sets is
always finite. Every successor cardinal 8y, 81, ... isregular. The cardinal 8, =), N; however
is singular.

Regular cardinals are well-behaved in the following sense. Let Set, denote the category of
all sets with cardinality strictly less than x. Then this category is closed under unions indexed
by sets in Set,.. This is not true for singular cardinals. In other words, if « is singular, then Set,
is not x-cocomplete (Definition A.32)! Hence for purposes of category theory, it is best that we
stick to regular cardinals.

i<w

Definition A.14. A cardinal number « is strongly inaccessible if it is uncountable, regular
and for every A < « it follows that 2* < «.

The name strongly inaccessible cardinal is justified by the above definition, as it implies that
if x is strongly inaccessible, then it cannot be proved to exist using the ZFC axioms [Wel20,
Section 2.6].
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Definition A.15. A Grothendieck universe is a set U with the following properties:

(1) it is a transitive set (Definition A.6),

(2) if xeUand y € U, then {x,y} € U,

(3) if x € U, then its powerset, P(x) € U,

(4) if xe U, and f : x > U is a function, then (J;., f(i) € U, and
(5) the first limit ordinal w € U.

We take the following statement as an axiom. It was first postulated by Grothendieck and
Verdier.

(49) For every set x, there exists a Grothendieck universe U such that x € U.

This is often called the universe axiom. The use of Grothendieck universes is pervasive in
modern mathematics, as it is one of the quickest ways to couch one’s mathematical discussions
in rigor without having to worry much about set-theoretic details. It is convenient to note that
Grothendieck universes are equivalent to strongly inaccessible cardinals in the following sense.

Definition A.16. Define a set V,, for every ordinal number a by transfinite induction as follows.

VO =@
Vs =2
(50) a+l
Vg = U V., (B a limit ordinal).
a<p

The collection of sets V, is referred to as the cumulative hierarchy or Von Neumann universe.
One of the axioms of ZFC, the axiom of foundation, is equivalent to the statement that every
set is an element of some V.

The rank of a set S is the smallest « for which S € V1. It can be proved by transfinite
induction that the rank of an ordinal a is a. Thus V, is the set of all sets with rank < «.

Theorem A.17 ([Wil69]). If U is a Grothendieck universe, then it is of the form U = V, for « a
strongly inaccessible cardinal number.

Thus the universe axiom is equivalent to the statement: for every cardinal A there exists a
strongly inaccessible cardinal x with A <«.

Remark A.18. It can be shown that for x inaccessible, V, is a model of ZFC. Note that this
means that all sets that are elements of V. have bounded rank, and not cardinality. This is an
important distinction, see [Shu08, Section 8] for more information.

Definition A.19. Given a Grothendieck universe U, let x(U) denote the set of ordinal numbers
that are elements of U.

Lemma A.20 ([Low15, Proposition 0.1.16]). If U is a Grothendieck universe, then x(U) is an
ordinal number such that x(U) ¢ U. Further, if U = V,. for a strongly inaccessible cardinal «,
then x(U) = «.

Definition A.21. Fix two Grothendieck universes U and V such that U € V. We say that a set
x is small if it is in bijection with a set y such that y € U, large if it is in bijection with a set y’
such that v’ € V, and very large otherwise. We will sometimes refer to a large set as a class.

Remark A.22. Some authors prefer to use a single Grothendieck universe U, and say that
elements of U are small and subsets of U are large. The following lemma shows that such large
sets are still large in our context with multiple Grothendieck universes.

Lemma A.23. If x CU, thenx e V.

Proof. First note that x € P(U) since x C U. But since U € V, and V is a Grothendieck universe,
this implies that P(U) € V by Definition A.15.(3). Therefore x € V by Definition A.15.(1). O
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A.1.2. Small and Large Categories. Now with the convenient framework of Grothendieck uni-
verses, we can now turn to set theory used in category theory. We fix two nested Grothendieck
universes U € V. Any set mentioned below without disambiguation will always mean a small
set, as will any cardinal.

Definition A.24. A small category C consists of a small set Obj(C) of objects and a small
set Mor (C) of morphisms, equipped with the usual structure defining a category. A large
category consists of a large set of objects and a large set of morphisms. When we say a category
in these notes, we mean a large category, and use both terms interchangeably. A very large
category consists of very large sets of objects and morphisms. A locally small category is a
large category C such that for every pair of objects x,v € C, the set C(x,y) of morphisms from x
to v is small. We say a category C is essentially small if it is equivalent to a small category. In
what follows we will treat essentially small categories as if they were small.

Definition A.25. Given a regular cardinal x, we say a set S is k-small if |S| < . If x is a regular
cardinal, we say that a category C is k-small if its set of objects and each hom-set is x-small.
Note that x being regular implies that Mor (C) is k-small, which provides another advantage to
working with regular cardinals.

Example A.26. Let Set denote the category of small sets. This is a large category that is locally
small, as the set of functions between two small sets A and B is small since it can be encoded
as a certain subset of A x B. However Set is not essentially small. Indeed, suppose it was, then
there would be a small set S € U such that every set in U is in bijection with a set in S. This
would imply that U € U, which is a contradiction.

Similarly, the category Cat of small categories is locally small. However, the category CAT
of large categories is a very large category whose hom-sets are large sets.

Example A.27. The category Man whose objects are finite dimensional smooth manifolds and
whose morphisms are smooth maps is a locally small category, but it is also essentially small.
Indeed, every smooth manifold can be embedded into R* by the Whitney Embedding Theo-
rem. Thus we can consider the category whose objects are finite dimensional smooth manifolds
embedded in R*, and this will be a small category equivalent to Man. Similarly the category
Cart whose objects are finite dimensional smooth manifolds diffeomorphic to IR” for some n > 0
and whose morphisms are smooth maps, is a large category that is essentially small. In fact it
is equivalent to the category whose objects are R"” for n > 0 with smooth maps between them.

While the above example is convenient, and the proof straightforward, it does not generalize
well to other kinds of manifolds. Let us remedy that.

Example A.28. Let TopMan denote the category whose objects are finite dimensional topolog-
ical manifolds and whose morphisms are continuous functions. Let us show that TopMan is
essentially small.

For us a topological manifold M is a topological space that is Hausdorff, paracompact and lo-
cally Euclidean. Topological manifolds can only have countably many connected components,
and each component is path connected.

By [S11], every connected topological manifold has cardinality at most ¢ = 2™ = |R|. Hence
by [Kar17], assuming the axiom of choice, the cardinality of M is also at most ¢ = 280,

For each set X of cardinality ¢, there are at most 2° topologies on X. Hence there can be at
most 2° many non-isomorphic topological manifolds. Hence TopMan is essentially small, by
using the axiom of choice to choose one topological manifold from each isomorphism class.

Now a finite dimensional smooth manifold M is a topological manifold equipped with a
smooth structure. We want to show that there is a set of isomorphism classes of smooth man-
ifolds. A smooth atlas A for M consists of a set of topological embeddings {¢@; : R" — M};¢;
such that the transition functions (p].‘l(pl- : R" — R" are smooth. We say that ¢; and ¢; are
compatible. Two atlases A, A’ are deemed equivalent if every pair ¢ € A and i € A’ are com-
patible. A smooth structure on M is an equivalence class of atlases. Using the fact that M is
second countable, every atlas is equivalent to a countable atlas. Hence the isomorphism type of
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a smooth manifold is determined by an underlying topological manifold and a countable atlas.
There are precisely ¢* functions from R” to M. Hence there are at most ), ¢* distinct smooth
atlases on a topological manifold and hence there are at most)_, ¢*-¢ =)  ¢¢ distinct isomor-
phism classes of finite dimensional smooth manifolds, which is the cardinality of a small set.
Hence the category Man is essentially small.*!

Example A.29. We will see in Section B that the localization of a locally small category C at a
class of morphisms W can lead to a large category @ that is not locally small. Finding ways to
ensure that @ is locally small is a huge motivation for studying set-theoretical techniques in
category theory.

Lemma A.30. Let C and @ be categories, if

(1) € and @ are small, then the category Fun(C,) whose objects are functors and whose
morphisms are natural transformations, is a small category,

(2) Cissmall and @ is locally small, then Fun(C,®) is locally small,

(3) C and @ are large categories, then Fun(C,®) is a large category,

(4) € and Fun(C, Set) are locally small, then C is essentially small.

Proof. (1) The collection of functors F : C — @ can be encoded as a relation on Obj (C)xObj (D),
which is a small set. Similarly the collection of natural transformations can be encoded as a
relation on Obj(C) x Mor (), which is a small set. (2) Using the same argument as (1), we see
Fun(C, D) is locally small. (3) Using the same argument as (1), we see Fun(C,®) is large. (4)
This is [FS95]. O

Remark A.31. If C and @ are very large categories, then there is no guarantee that the functor
category Fun(C, D) exists in the sense that even if we can construct its collections of objects and
morphisms, we may not be able to prove that these collections are sets.

Definition A.32. Given a category C, a small diagram in C is a functor F : I — C from a small
category I. Similarly for a regular cardinal «, a k-small diagram is a functor whose domain is a
category that is k-small. We say a category C is k-(co)complete if it admits (co)limits over all
x-small diagrams. We say C is (co)complete if it admits (co)limits over all small diagrams.

Being careful about set-theoretic issues in category theory is necessary, as the following re-
sult shows.

Proposition A.33 (Freyd’s Theorem). Let C be a small, complete category. Then C is a preorder.

Proof. Suppose that C is small and complete. Let « be the unique cardinal such that |[Mor C| = «.
Suppose that C is not a preorder, namely given two objects c and d in C, there exist two distinct
morphisms f,g : ¢ — d. Consider the product [[,d. Then there are 2 many morphisms
¢ =[], d, since there are 2* many x-indexed sequences of the form (ag,ay,...) where a; € {f, g}.
Since 2 > «, this implies that [Mor C| > x, contradiction. O

A.2. The Zoo of Monos and Epis.
A.2.1. Monos.

Definition A.34. A monomorphism f : X — Y in a category C is a morphism with the property
that if g,h: Z — X are morphisms such that fg= fh, then g =h.

Definition A.35. Let C be a category and U € C. A subobject of U is an equivalence class of
monomorphisms i : V < U, where identify two monomorphismsi: V < U and i": V' < U if
there is an isomorphism ¢ : V. — V’ such that i’gp = i. We typically denote an equivalence class
[i:V—U]byVCU.

Definition A.36. We say that a category C is well-powered if for every U € C, the subobjects
of U form a small set. Note that every small category is well-powered.

4le thank Kevin Carlson and John Baez for discussion around this example.
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Definition A.37. Suppose that C is well-powered, with U € C. Let Sub(U) denote the (small)
poset (with order denoted by C) of subobjects*? of U, where for subobjects V, W C U, then V C
W if some monomorphism i : V < U representing V factors through some monomorphism
j: W < U representing W. It is not hard to see this is well defined and makes Sub(U) into a
poset.

This extends to a functor Sub : C°P — Set®, if f : W — U is a morphism in C, then set
Sub(f)(V CU)=(f*V C W) to be the subobject given by the pullback

vy —mVv

11

W——=U
Note what we have written above is not technically correct, since we should have chosen a
representative monomorphism for V C U in order for the pullback to make sense. This is
something we will do often, as it can be easily checked to be well defined, because pullbacks

are only defined up to isomorphism anyway, and pullbacks of monomorphisms are monomor-
phisms.

Lemma A.38. If C is a well-powered category with finite limits, then for every U € C, Sub(U)
is a meet-semilattice. Namely for every pair V, W < U of subobjects of U, the pullback

VAW — W
Ve———U
is a subobject of U such that VNW CV, VNW C W and for any other subobject X such that

XCV,XCW,then VNW C X. In other words V N W is the meet of V and W in the poset
Sub(U). We call V. N W the intersection of V and W as subobjects.

Lemma A.39 ([nLa25b, Proposition 0.4]). If C is a well-powered category with finite limits and
universal finite colimits (see Section 11), then for every U € C, the subobject poset Sub(U) also
has binary joins given as follows. If V, W C U are subobjects of U, then consider the pushout

VaWw ——— W

|

V— VUW
Then VUW is the join of V and W in Sub(U), and we call it the union of V and W as subobjects.

Remark A.40. Note that C having finite limits and colimits is not enough for Sub to take values
in lattices. For that to be the case we must also demand that images be preserved by pullbacks.
As we ask for Sub to take values in more structured lattices (like distributive lattices, Heyting
algebras, Boolean algebras), we must demand more structure on the category C (like being a
coherent category, Heyting category and Boolean category). The study of this correspondence
between structure on subobjects and structure on the category is a part of categorical logic. We
will not delve too far into this subject, but the reader should be aware of its deep connections
with Grothendieck topos theory. See [AB09], [Joh02, Section D1].

Definition A.41. Given a category C and a morphism f : U — V, an image of f is a monomor-
phism m : A < V that f factors through such that if m’ : B < V is another monomorphism
through which f factors, then there exists a unique monomorphism i : A < B such that the

42We can equivalently consider it as the posetal reflection of the category of monomorphisms over U.
43\e can also put the codomain to be the category of posets
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following diagram commutes

In other words, [m] is the smallest subobject of V through which f factors. If it exists, then it
is clearly unique up to unique isomorphism.

Definition A.42. We say that a monomorphism f : U — V in a category C is regular if there
exist maps g,h: V — W in C such that

U%V%W

is an equalizer.

Definition A.43. Given a category C and a morphism f : U — V in C, we call a pushout of the
form

u—r vy

i ]
\% 1—> V+yV
0
a cokernel pair of f, if it exists.

Definition A.44. Given a category C with cokernel pairs and equalizers and a morphism f :
U — V, we call an equalizer of the form

. lf iO
iMypeg(f) —— V l:; VgV
1

a regular image of f.

Definition A.45. We say that a monomorphism f : U — V in a category C is effective if the
following diagram

i
U—tsv=vyv
I

is an equalizer, i.e. f is a regular image of itself.

Remark A.46. The differences between monos, regular monos and effective monos might seem
abstract and arbitrary at first glance, but there are important differences. Regular and effective
monomorphisms behave better in general than arbitrary monomorphisms. To not get ourselves
too distracted on this point, we defer to [Yual2] and [Lowb].

Lemma A.47. If C is a category with equalizers and cokernel pairs, then a monomorphism in
C is regular if and only if it is effective.

Proof. (<) This is clear, all effective epimorphisms are regular.
(=) Suppose that f : U — V is a regular monomorphism, given as an equalizer

U%V:l;gw
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Then by the universal property of pushouts we obtain a unique map

v—Lsv

ol

But if we let
. lf iO
iMpeg(f) — V 1:; V+y Vv
1

denote the regular image, then

qif = hiyip = higty = piy
so 17 factors uniquely through f since it is an equalizer of p and g, and it is easy to see that this
map provides an inverse to h. Thus f is an effective monomorphism. d

Lemma A.48. If C is a category with pushouts and cokernel pairs, f : U — V is a morphism
in C, and all monomorphisms in C are regular monomorphisms, then the regular image of f is
an image of f.

Proof. If f = me for some monomorphism m : A < V, then since all monomorphisms in C
are regular, m is regular, and by Lemma A.47, m is effective. So the following diagram is an
equalizer

S

—
—

t

ALV VvV
But by the universal property of pushouts, we get a unique map h: V +; V — V +, V making
the following solid diagram commute

p
s
- V+yV
b
s
V+AV

t

imreg(f) —V
r
;|

4/
A—" v

Now m is an equalizer, and si = hpi = hqi = ti, so by the universal property of the equalizer
we obtain a uniqued dotted map k making the above diagram commute. Since i is a monomor-
phism, so is k. Thus, every monomorphism factoring through f must factor through 7, and
hence imeg(f) <> V is an image of f. ]

Lemma A.49. In Set all monomorphisms are regular and effective.

Proof. Leti:S < T be an injective function. We want to show that the following diagram is an
equalizer

: P
S%T?TWT

where p,q: T — T +¢ T are just the quotient maps. Suppose that f : A — T is a function such
that pf = qf. Then for every a € A, there exists an x, € S such that i(x;) = f(a), and since i is
injective, this x, is unique. Thus the map x: A — S given by x(a) = x, defines a unique map
such that ix = 4, and hence i is an equalizer. g

Corollary A.50. Monomorphisms in any presheaf topos Pre(C) are regular and effective.

Definition A.51. Given a category C with finite limits, we say a monomorphism ¢ : 1 < () out
of the terminal object of C is a subobject classifier for C if given any object U € C and any
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subobject V < U, there is a unique morphism xy : U — Q such that the following diagram
commutes and is a pullback:

V—1
[k
U—~>Q
Lemma A.52. Given a (locally small) category C with finite limits, then Q) € C is a subobject

classifier for C if and only if it is a representing object for the subobject presheaf defined above,
namely there is an isomorphism

(51) Sub(U) = C(U,Q),
natural in U.

Example A.53. In the category C = Set, it is easy to see that the subobject classifier is the set
2=1{0,1}, with ¢t : 1 — 2 picking out 0. Given a subset V C U, the map xy : U — 2 is given by

Xv(u)={0 ueV

1 ueVv’
It is then easy to check that t : 1 — 2 is a subobject classifier for Set.

Example A.54. Every presheaf topos Pre(C) has a subobject classifier (), defined as the
presheaf which sends U € C to the set of sieves R < y(U). The map + — () is given by picking
out the maximal sieve y(U).

Example A.55. Given a Grothendieck site (C,]), we say that a sieve R < y(U) is J-closed if
it has the property that if for every map f : V — U, the sieve f*R is J-covering, then R is J-
covering. The sheaf topos Sh(C, j) has a subobject classifier (3, defined as the sheaf which sends
U € C to the set of J-closed sieves on U. Again * — () picks out the maximal sieve.

A.2.2. Epis.

Definition A.56. Let C be a category and U € C. A quotient object of U is an equivalence class
of epimorphisms g : U - V, where we identify two epimorphisms g and g’ : U - V" if there
exists an isomorphism ¢ : V — V’ such that ¢q =¢q’.

Definition A.57. Given a category C and a morphism f : U — V, the coimage of f is the largest
quotient object U —» coim(f) through which f factors.

Definition A.58. We say that an epimorphism f : V — U in a category C is regular if there
exist maps g,h: W — V in C such that
g
— f
4% ; V — U

is a coequalizer.

Definition A.59. Given a category C and a morphism f : U — V in C, we call a pullback square
of the form

Uxy U 25 U

Pol . \Lf
U f) Vv

a kernel pair of f, if it exists.

Definition A.60. Given a category C with pullbacks and coequalizers and a morphism f : U —
V, we call a coequalizer of the form

Po e
UxyU —_1 U —L% coimyeg(f)
P1
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a regular coimage of f.

Definition A.61. We say that an epimorphism f : V — U in a category C is effective if the
following diagram

i
vy u=vu+vu
I

is an equalizer, i.e. f is a regular coimage of itself.

Lemma A.62. If C is a category with coequalizers and kernel pairs, then an epimorphism in C
is regular if and only if it is effective.

Proof. By the dual of the proof of Lemma A.47. O

Lemma A.63. If C is a category with pullbacks and kernel pairs, f : U — V is a morphism in
C, and all epimorphisms in C are regular epimorphisms, then the regular coimage of f is a
coimage of f.

Proof. By the dual of the proof of Lemma A.48. O
Lemma A.64. In Set, all epimorphisms are regular and effective.

Proof. By the dual of the proof of Lemma A.49. O
Corollary A.65. In any presheaf topos Pre(C), all epimorphisms are regular and effective.

Remark A.66. Note that given a morphism f : U — V in a category C with finite limits and
colimits, by universal properties, there is a canonical morphism coim(f) — im(f). In Set, and
for presheaf toposes Pre(C), this map is always an isomorphism, as can be checked directly.

A.3. Presheaf Toposes.

Lemma A.67. Given a small category C, its presheaf topos Pre(C) is a locally small category
with all small limits and colimits. Furthermore limits and colimits are computed objectwise in
the following sense: given a (small) diagram d : I — Pre(C) and U € C, there is an isomorphism
(cqlimd(i))(U) = colimd(i)(U), (limd(i))(U) = 1imd(i)(U).
i€l i€l i€l i€l

Proof. That Pre(C) is locally small is Lemma A.30. The fact that (co)limits are computed object-
wise is a standard fact about functor categories, see [Riel7, Proposition 3.3.9] for instance. [

Remark A.68. The condition for a map being an (monomorphism) epimorphism can be char-
acterized using (pullbacks) pushouts, thus Lemma A.67 implies that a map f : X — Y of
presheaves is an (mono) epi if and only if it is objectwise an (mono) epi.

Lemma A.69. Given a functor F : C — D between (small) categories, there is a pair of adjunc-
tions
Xp
T
Ar —> Pre(C)
~_-

g

(52) Pre(D)

where if Y is a presheaf on @ and X is a presheaf on C, then
(1) for U € C, Ag(Y) is the presheaf defined objectwise by (Ar(Y))(U) = Y(F(U)),
(2) Xp(X) is the left Kan extension of X along F°P,
(3) ITp(X) is the right Kan extension of X along F°P.

Thus for V € @ we have

Yp(X)(V)= colim X(U)= colim X(U),
F(X)(V) FOCP( 1) (U)=c 1_1( ) (U)
and

Mp(X)(V)= lim X(U)= lim X(U).
V—F°P(U) F(U)»V
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Lemma A.70. Given a functor F : C — D between small categories and U € C, we have

Proof. Given V € 1, we can write
UeCeP
EF(X)(V);(LanFopX)(V)EJ- D°P(FP(U), V) x X(U)

equivalently
Yp(X)(V) = DP(FP(-), V) ®cor X
and by Lemma 9.6 we have
Lp(X)(V) =X ®c D(V,F(-)).
Now if U € C, and X = y(U), then by Lemma 9.7, we have
Le((UNV) =y(U)®c D(V,F(=)) =D(V,F(U)).

Thus for every V e @, Xp(yp(U))(V) = D(V,F(U)) = y(F(U))(V). Thus we have X¢(X) = y(F(U)).
O

Definition A.71. Given a presheaf X on a category C, let IX, denote its category of elements,

namely fX is the category whose objects are pairs (U, x) with U € C and x € X(U), and whose
morphisms f : (U,x) — (V,y) are those morphisms f : U — V such that X(f)(y) = x. There is
a canonical functor my : IX — C given by mx(U,x) = U. Note that fX is isomorphic to the
comma category (v | X), where y : C — Pre(C) is the Yoneda embedding.

Lemma A.72. Given a (small) category C and a presheaf X on C, there is an equivalence of
categories

Pre(C)/X =~ Pre([ X).

Proof. Let us construct a functor ¢ : Pre(C)/X — Pre(fX). Given a map f : Y — X of
presheaves, let ¢(f) denote the presheaf on JX where ¢(f)(x,U) is the set of sections s € Y(U)
such that fy(s) =x. If g: (x,U) — (v, V) is a morphism in jX, then let (f)(g) : @(f)(v, V) —
@(f)(x,U) take an element s € f‘;l(y) to f(g)(s) € fljl(x) Conversely, let 1 : Pre(J X) —
Pre(C)/X take a presheaf A on [X to the presheaf 7,(A) defined objectwise by . (A)(U) =
Yxex(u)A(U,x). If g+ A — B is a map of presheaves on IX, then let m.(g) : m.(A) — m.(B) be
defined in the obvious way. It is not hard to show that these functors are quasi-inverses to each
other and hence define an equivalence of categories. 0

Remark A.73. We note that the above result extends to sheaves, see [MM12, Page 157].

Remark A.74. The following important result is known both as the Density Theorem and the
coYoneda Lemma. We will just refer to it as the coYoneda Lemma.

Lemma A.75 (coYoneda Lemma). Given a small category C and X € Pre(C), there is an isomor-

phism

. v (x,U)ef X
X= colim(jX —C> Pre(@)) = j X(U)oy(U)=X®cy(U) = (Egl)in}(y(U),
y —

where X(U)®y(U) = }_x(y)¥(U) is the tensoring of y(U) by the set X(U).
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Proof. This can be proven in a variety of ways, here we give a coend calculus proof. Let Y €
Pre(C), then

r

1%

Pre(C)(X(U)®y(U),Y)
(x,U)e[ X

(x,U)e[ X
Pre(G)[f X(U)eyU),Y

C

1%

Set(X(U),Pre(C)(y(U),Y))
(x,U)e[ X
= [ Set(X(U),Y(U))
J(xU)e[ X

=~ Pre(C)(X,Y),

where the second isomorphism is the defining property of tensoring, and the third is the
Yoneda Lemma. U

C

Lemma A.76. Given a small category C, its presheaf topos Pre(C) is Cartesian closed, with
internal hom defined as follows. Given presheaves X and Y on C, let [X, Y] denote the presheaf
defined objectwise by

(53) [X,Y](U) = Pre(C)(X x p(U), Y).

For a fixed presheaf X, the functor [X,—] defines a right adjoint to the functor — x X. Further-
more Pre(C) is locally cartesian closed, i.e. all of its slice categories Pre(C)/X are Cartesian
closed.

Proof. We leave it to the reader to check that the internal hom defined by (53) makes Pre(C)
cartesian closed. Now the fact that Pre(C) is locally cartesian closed follows Lemma A.72. [

Definition A.77. Given a map f : X — Y of presheaves on a small category C, let im(f) be the
presheaf defined as follows. For U € C, let im(f)(U) be the set of sections s : (U) — Y such
that there exists a dotted map (called a lift of s) making the following diagram commute

yU) —— Y

Clearly im(f) C Y. Equivalently, im(f)(U) = im(fy) where fy : X(U) — Y(U) is the component
map.

Lemma A.78. Given a map f : X — Y of presheaves, the presheaf im(f) is the image of f, and
is isomorphic to both the regular image and coimage of f in Pre(C).

Proof. This follows from Lemma A.67, Corollary A.50 and Lemma A.48. O

Lemma A.79. Suppose that f : X — Y is a map of presheaves on a small category C, such that
the right hand vertical map is its image factorization, and such that both squares are pullbacks

ZxyX —— X
g(N{g (im(f)) — im(f) |f
Z ——Y
Then g*(im(f)) is an image of the map g*(f) : Z xy X — Z. We say that Pre(C) has pullback-
stable image factorizations.

Proof. This can be proven pointwise, and thus follows from the same result holding in Set,
which is easy to see. O
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AprPENDIX B. LocaLizaTiON

In this section we deal in detail with the important concept of localization. This is a powerful
way of “inverting” a class of morphisms W in a category C to obtain a new category C[W™1].

Definition B.1. Let C be a locally small category and W a class (i.e. large set) of morphisms in
C. We say that a functor F : C — @ inverts W if F(w) is an isomorphism for every w € W. Given
a category @, let Fun(C,®) denote the category whose objects are functors and morphisms
natural transformations, and let Funy, (C,®) denote the full subcategory on those functors that
invert W.

Definition B.2. A localization** of C at W consists of a functor L: C — @ such that
(1) Linverts W,
(2) for any functor F : C — & that inverts W, there exists a functor F:D—8 along with a
natural isomorphism 1 : F = FL, and
(3) for every category &, the functor

Fun(L, ) : Fun(®, §) — Funy (C, 8)
is fully faithful.

Lemma B.3. Given a locally small category C and a class W of morphisms, a functor L: C — @
is a localization of C by W if and only if L inverts W and for every category & the functor

(54) Fun(L, ) : Fun(®, §) — Funy (C, §)
is an equivalence of categories.

Lemma B.4 ([GPP22, Proposition 4]). Let C be a locally small category and W a class of mor-
phisms of C. Suppose that L: C — @ and L’ : C — @D’ are localizations of C at W, equipped
with natural isomorphisms LL = L’ and L’L’ = L, then there exist unique natural isomorphisms
@ :LL =14 and ¢ : I'L = 14, defining an equivalence of categories ¢ : @ — @’ such that
¢pL=L".

Remark B.5. The universal property of a localization of C at W can be stated much more
succinctly as a pushout

WxI —— ¢

Lok

Wx] — D

in the very large category CAT of large (and not necessarily locally small) categories, where W
is thought of as a discrete category, I is the poset {0 < 1}, and ] is the category with two objects
0 and 1 and a single isomorphism between them. The functor i takes a pair (w, <) to the actual
morphism w in C. See [Sim05] for more details.

Given a category C and a class of morphisms W in C, we can construct a (possibly not locally
small) category C[W~!], which we call the Gabriel-Zisman localization of C at W. Its objects
are the same as C, but its morphisms f : U — V consist of equivalence classes of finite zig-zags
of morphisms in C of the form

fo bil

U v, v, v, ey, Ky

where each w; € W. See [GZ67, Chapter 1], [Sim05, Section 2] or [nLa24a] for more details.
This implies the following result.

Proposition B.6 ([GZ67, Lemma 1.2]). For any category C and class of morphisms W, the
(possibly not locally small) category C[W~!] is a localization of C at W.

Unfortunately, Proposition B.6 is not as useful as it might seem. The explicit description of
C[W~1]is not amenable to concrete computations.

44This is sometimes called weak localization. See [GPP22] for a comparison of different kinds of localization
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B.0.1. Reflective Localization. In this section, we introduce reflective localizations, a very im-
portant and useful class of localizations.

Definition B.7. We say that a functor L : C — @ is reflective if it has a fully faithful right
adjoint i:
L
%
D j C
If i : & — Cis a full subcategory with a left adjoint L : C — &, we call € a reflective subcategory,
and we call L the reflector. Let .L := iL, we call this the localizer functor.

In what follows we will be interested in reflective functors L : ¢ — @ that are furthermore
localizations, which we call reflective localizations. These are very important kinds of local-
izations because the category @ is equivalent to a certain full subcategory of C on the W-local
objects (Proposition B.15) and because reflective localizations inherit the (co)limits of C in a
certain sense (Proposition B.17).

Definition B.8. Let C be a category and W a class of morphisms in C. We say that an object

X € C is W-local*3if for every w: A — B in W, the map
w*: C(B,X) » C(A,X)

is a bijection. In other words X is W-local if and only if y(X) inverts W°P.

We say that a map f : A — Bis a W-local equivalence if for every W-local object Z, the map

f7:C(B,Z)—>C(A2Z)

is a bijection.

Remark B.9. Since i is fully faithful, we know that the counit of the adjunction L 4 i is an

isomorphism. Thus for every d € @, the component ¢, : Li(d) — d of the counit is an isomor-
phism.

Lemma B.10. Let L: C — @ be a reflective functor with right adjoint i : @ < C. Let W denote
the class of morphisms in C inverted by L. If X € C, then the following are equivalent:

(1) X is isomorphic to an object iY, with Y € @,
(2) X is W-local, and
(3) the unit x : X — iLX = L X is an isomorphism.

Proof. (1 = 2) Suppose that X = iY for some Y € D. If w: A — B is a morphism in W, then
naturality of the adjunction L 4 i implies that the following diagram commutes

C(B,X) —~— C(A,X)

El ig

C(B,iY) —~— C(A,iY)

El ig

D(LB,Y) > DILA,Y)

and since w € W, L(w) is an isomorphism, so (Lw)" is also an isomorphism. Thus w* is an
isomorphism. Thus X is W-local.
(2 = 3) The triangle identities of the adjunction imply that the composition

L(nx) €rx

LX — LiLX — LX

is the identity on X, but i is fully faithful so €;x is an isomorphism. Therefore L(#x) is an
isomorphism, and thus nx € W.

43This terminology is really unfortunate considering how over-used the term local is used in these notes, but
this terminology is by now very standard.
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Now since X is W-local, the map
1k : C(iLX, X) — C(X, X)

is a bijection. Thus there exists a unique map g :iLX — X such that (1} )(g) = g1x = 1x. But by
(1) above, iLX is W-local as well, and L(g#nx) = L(g)L(x) = 11x, thus L(g) is an isomorphism,
so g € W. Thus the map

¢ :C(X,iLX) - C(iLX,iLX)
is also a bijection. Thus there exists a unique h : X — iLX such that hg = 1;;x. But then

nx = (hg)nx = h(gnx) = h. Thus rx is an isomorphism.
(3 = 1) This is clear. O

Lemma B.11. Let L: C — D be a reflective functor and let W denote the class of morphisms in
C that are inverted by L. Then

(1) the essential image of iL consists precisely of the W-local objects, and
(2) the W-local equivalences are precisely the maps in W.

Proof. (1) This follows from Lemma B.10.

(2) Suppose f : A — B is a W-local equivalence. We want to show that L(f) is an isomor-
phism. Suppose that Y € @, then by the naturality of the adjunction L + i, the following dia-
gram commutes

o(LB,Y) X5 Bra,v)

C(B,iY) —L 5 c(4,iv)
Now since f is a W-local equivalence, and iY is W-local by Lemma B.10, then f* is an iso-
morphism, which implies that (Lf)* is an isomorphism. Since Y was arbitrary, by the Yoneda
lemma this implies that Lf is an isomorphism. Thus f € W.
Now suppose f € W, then Lf is an isomorphism, so (Lf)* is an isomorphism so f* is an
isomorphism in the above commuting diagram. Since every W-local object is isomorphic to an
object of the form iY by Lemma B.10, this implies that f is a W-local equivalence. O

Lemma B.12 ([nLa23a, Proposition 0.8]). Let L : C — @ be a reflective functor, and let W
denote the class of morphisms in C that are inverted by L. Then L : C — @ is a weak localization
of Cat W.

Proof. Let F : C — & be a functor that inverts all the morphisms in W. We wish to show that it
factors through L up to natural isomorphism. Consider the following diagram

e < e
ﬂn
D

where 7 denotes the unit of the adjunction L 4 i. Let F := Fi. We want to show that F1j: F = FL
is a natural isomorphism. Notice that L(#x) is an isomorphism for every object X € C as argued
in the proof of Lemma B.10. That means that #x € W, so F(r/x) is also an isomorphism. This
implies that F# is a natural isomorphism.

Now suppose there is another functor F’: @ — & and a natural isomorphism a : F = F'L.
Consider the pasting diagram:

F
> &

c—Lf ¢

N e

CD—)CD
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this provides a natural isomorphism Fi = F’. If we now paste the above diagram to the unit #
we will get a back by the triangle identities:

WA TS

Thus «a factors through Fr uniquely, showing that (54) is fully faithful, and therefore L: ¢ — @
is a localization of C at W. O

Definition B.13. Suppose that L: C — @ is a localization of C at a class of morphisms W. We
say that L is a reflective localization if L is furthermore a reflective functor.

For plenty of examples of reflective localizations, see [Riel7, Example 4.5.14].

Corollary B.14. Every reflective functor L : C — @ is a reflective localization of C at the class
L~!(iso) of morphisms inverted by L.

Proposition B.15. Suppose that L : C — @ is a reflective localization of C at W, with right
adjoint i : @ < C. Then if we let 1 : Cjy <> C denote the full subcategory of C on the W-local
objects, there is an equivalence ¢ : © — Cy making the following diagram commutes

D < ! s C
Cw

Proof. First note that W C L™!(iso) since L inverts W. Let us show that i factors through Cy.
In other words if Y € @, then we wish to show that iY is W-local. But by Lemma B.10, iY is
L~!(iso)-local, and therefore W-local. Therefore i factors through the inclusion ¢, let us denote
the corestriction of i by ¢. Let us show that ¢ is essentially surjective.

Suppose that X € C is W-local. We want to show that X is also L~!(iso)-local. Now since X is
W-local, that implies that y(X) inverts W. Therefore by the universal property of localization,
we obtain a factorization of y(X) up to natural isomorphism

C —) Set°P
l &

But this implies that y(X) inverts L’l(iso). Thus X is L7!(iso)-local. Thus by Lemma B.10,
this implies that there exists a Y € @ such that X = iY. Therefore ¢ is essentially surjective.
Furthermore, ¢ is fully faithful because i is. Thus ¢ is an equivalence and clearly ¢ = 1. O

Corollary B.16. Given a reflective functor L : C — @, then L is a reflective localization at
L7!(iso) and @ is equivalent to the full subcategory CL-1(iso) Of L7!(iso)-local objects in C.

The following result gives a big motivation for understanding reflective localizations. It can
help us obtain (co)completeness results just by knowing a category is a reflective localization.

Proposition B.17 ([Riel7, Proposition 4.5.15]). Given a reflective subcategory i : D < C with
left adjoint L then

e if d: I — @ is a (small) diagram, then a cone A : A(V) = d in @ is a limit cone if and
only if il : A(iV) = id is a limit cone in C. Furthermore if there exists a limit cone
A A(U) = id in C, then there exists a limit cone A: A(V) = d in @ such that iV = U
and il =1/,

e if d: I — D is a (small) diagram, and id : I — C admits a colimit colimid in C, then
L(colimid) is a colimit of d in D).
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Therefore if @ < C is a reflective subcategory, with C (co)complete, then so is . Furthermore
limits in @ agree with those in C, while colimits in 0 are computed by applying L to the colimit
computed in C.

AprpPENDIX C. LocaLrLy PRESENTABLE CATEGORIES

Directed posets and filtered categories are massively important objects in category theory,
and show up often in these notes, especially in the theory of flat functors (Section 9). In this
section, we build up from these concepts to the theory of locally presentable categories. These
constitute a huge class of categories that have very nice properties. We try to keep this discus-
sion motivated and down to earth.

This section owes itself to the classic reference [Ros+94], and the reader should consult there
for more details. We also recommend the excellent introductory survey [Sar17].

To motivate locally presentable categories, let us begin with the following elementary obser-
vation about sets: suppose that S is a set, and let Subg,(S) denote the poset of finite subsets of
S. Then S is a colimit of the included diagram ig : Subg,(S) < Set. Indeed, S forms a cocone
A 1ig = A(S) over ig by including every finite subset into S. If T is another set with a cocone
A tig = A(T), then we can define a map h: S — T by sending x € S to wherever )\Ex} fx} > T
sends x in T. This is easily seen to be well-defined and unique, showing that S is a colimit of
ig. This shows that the large category Set is generated in some sense by the essentially small
full subcategory FinSet. Large categories in general are unwieldy and can be hard to work with
directly. Locally presentable categories are large categories that are controlled in a very strong
way by a small full subcategory. Let us now try and abstract this important property of Set.

C.1. Directed and Filtered Categories.

Definition C.1. We say that a poset I is finitely directed if:
(1) it is nonempty, and
(2) every pair of elements x,y € I have an upper bound in I, i.e. there exists a z € I such
thatx<zand y <z.

The second condition is equivalent to every finite subset A C I having an upper bound, i.e. for
all a € A there is a z € I such that a < z. We say a diagram d : I — C is finitely directed if I is a
finitely directed poset, and say that colimd is a finitely directed colimit.

Directed posets are those posets which “flow” in one direction, namely the direction of the
upper bounds.

Example C.2. If S is a set, then Subg,(S) is directed, since if A, B € Subg,(S), then AUB is a
finite subset of S and A,BC AU B.

Now note that if S is a countably infinite set, say IN = w, then there will be infinite subsets of
Subg, (w) with no upper bound. For example, the set {{0},{0,1},{0,1,2},...} has no upper bound
in Subg,(w). This motivates the next definition.

Definition C.3. Given a regular cardinal (Definition A.12) k, we say that a poset I is k-directed,
if for every subset A C I with |A| < k, A has an upper bound in I. We say that I is directed if it
is x-directed for some «.

Thus being finitely directed is equivalent to being w-directed. Thus Subg,(w) is w-directed,
but not N;-directed. However the poset of all subsets Sub(w) is k-directed for all cardinals
K since w is an upper bound for every subset of Sub(w). This same idea as above extends
powerfully to all diagrams to give the following result.

Lemma C.4. Let C be a category with all small colimits, and let d : I — C be a small diagram.
Let Subg,(I) denote the poset of finite full subcategories of I ordered by inclusion. This is
a finitely directed poset, and furthermore we obtain a functor s(d) : Subg,(I) — C given by
sending | € Subg, (I) to colimd|;. We have the following

colimd = colim s(d)(J) = colim colimd|;.
JeSubyg, (1) JeSubg, (1)
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In other words, every colimit is isomorphic to a directed colimit of finite “partial colimits”.

Proof. Let us show that colimd forms a cocone over s(d). Let A : d = A(colimd) denote the
colimit cocone over d, and A : d| 7 = A(colimd|y) the colimit cocone of the restriction. Then for
J € Subgy,(I), we get a cocone Al; : d|; = A(colimd), and thus a unique map oy : s(d)(J) — colimd
such that A(o7) o AJ = A|;. Now if ] < J’, then its easy to see that these maps are compatible,
i.e. the oy form a cocone o : s(d) = A(colimd), again by the uniqueness part of the universal
property of colimits. Now if 7 : s(d) = A(V) is a cocone over s(d), let us define a map h :
colimd — V, which is the same thing as defining a cocone h: d = A(V). Given i € I, let h(i) :
d(i) — V denote the map given by considering the finite full subcategory {i} of I given by the
single object i. This defines a map ;) : s(d)({i}) — V, but of course s(d)({i}) = colimd|;) = d(i),
with colimit cocone component /\i.l} : d(i) — colimd|;y given by the identity. So we have a map
Ty d(i) = V. So let h(i) = 7j;. We still have to prove that this forms a cocone over d. So
suppose that f : i — j is a morphism in I. We need to show that h(j)d(f) = h(i). But this follows
by considering the following commutative diagram

colimd|;y — colimd|;; j; <—— colimd|;,
.y AT Y~ H
Al A
1 ] \ .
> d(j)
In other words, the A"} being compatible with f forces the 7(;) to be compatible with it as well.
Thus we have defined a cocone h: d = A(V), and therefore a unique map h : colimd — V such
that 7(;y = hA; for every i € I. Now all we have to prove is that A(h)o = 7, or equivalently for
each J € Subg, (I), that hoy = 7;. Now hoj : colimd|; — V and 75 : colimd|; — V are maps out of
colimd|; and therefore are equivalent to cocones over d|;. Thus it is enough to check that that
they are equal as cocones. But since A(oj) o A = A[;, this implies that for every i € I we have

|
d(i)

d(f)

0])\{ = A;, and 77 precomposed with /\{ : d(i) — colimd]|; is just t(;). Thus since t(;y = hA; for
each i € I, this proves that o is a colimit cocone. O

Given a category C with a full subcategory Cy, let us say that C is generated by finitely
directed colimits from Cj if every object U € C is isomorphic to some finitely directed colimit
in Cy. In other words, there is a finitely directed diagram d : I — C, such that U is a colimit in
C of the resulting diagram

14 e, c.

So what we have discovered is that the category Set, which is a large category, is generated
by finitely directed colimits from the essentially small full subcategory FinSet of finite sets.

It turns out that we can actually strengthen the above description of how Set is generated
from FinSet. Above we said that every set is a colimit of some finitely directed diagram. How-
ever, we can actually assign to every set a canonical diagram that it is the colimit of.

Definition C.5. Let C be a category, and C; a full subcategory of C. For an object U € C,
consider the diagram 7 : (Cy | U) — C, where (A — U) = A is the forgetful functor. We call
this the canonical diagram of U with respect to Cy. We say that C is dense in C if every object
U € C is a colimit of its canonical diagram with respect to C,

U= colim((GO S G).
The concept of density can be generalized as follows.

Definition C.6. We say that a functor i : C; — C is dense if Lan;i exists and is naturally iso-
morphic to the identity functor on C.
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Lemma C.7. Given a category C and a full subcategory C, the inclusion functor i : Gy — C is
dense if and only if Cy is dense in C.

Proof. The functor i is dense if and only for every U, € C we have
Lan;i(U) = colim((GO L U) SN Go—i> G) =U.

But the functor 7t : (Cy | U) — C is equal to inc’. Thus Cy is dense in C if and only if i is a dense
functor. ]

Note that in the above definition if we take C = Set and C; = FinSet, then FinSet is dense
in Set if every set S can be written as the colimit of the canonical diagram (FinSet | S) of all
maps from finite sets into S. This is different from Subg,(S), which is a poset, but it is still the
case that S is the colimit of its canonical diagram with respect to FinSet, using practically the
same argument.

So we have managed to strengthen some colimit above to a particular colimit, but we have lost
something in the sense that these particular colimits are no longer directed. Thus we introduce
the following notion, which is a generalization of directed posets.

Definition C.8. A small category C is finitely filtered if for every finite category I and diagram
d:1— C, thereis acocone A:d = A(U) in C. More generally a small category C is k-filtered
if every x-small diagram 4 admits a cocone in C. We say that C is filtered if it is x-filtered for
some regular cardinal x. We say a diagram d : [ — C is filtered if I is a filtered category.

We say a category C is (k-)cofiltered if C°P is (x-)filtered.

The following alternate description of finite filteredness is also very useful.

Lemma C.9. A category C is finitely filtered if and only if
(1) it is nonempty,
(2) for every pair of objects U, V € C, there exists an object W and morphisms U — W and
VoW,
(3) for every pair of parallel morphisms f,g: U — V, there exists a morphism h: V - W
such that hf = hg.

The category (FinSet | S) is finitely filtered for any set S. Indeed, for every A, B € FinSet and
every pair of maps f : A— S, g:B— S, then f +g: A+ B — S is a map such that the following
diagram commutes

A—— A+B<+—B

erg
\f\i/
S

Furthermore, suppose that a: A — S and b : A — S are maps, and suppose that there are
parallel maps f,g: A — Bover S, with A and B finite. Then bf = bg = 4, as can be seen in the
following commutative diagram

f b
%
A B—Lss

g
X‘ /
S
So by Lemma C.9, (FinSet | S) is finitely filtered.

We lose very little by abstracting from directed posets to filtered categories. Let us first recall
the notion of final functor.

Definition C.10. We say that a functor F : C — @ between cocomplete categories is final if for
every functor G : @D — &, the canonical map

colim (G o F)(U) — colim G(V)

UeC Veb
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is an isomorphism. Similarly, we say that F is initial if the canonical map

li V) - li F)(U
VIGI%G( )—>Ulgcg(Go )(U)

is an isomorphism. Equivalently, F is initial if F°P : C°P — @°P is final.

Proposition C.11 ([Riel7, Lemma 8.3.4]). A functor F : C — D is final if and only if for every
V € @, the comma category (V | F) is nonempty and connected. Similarly, F is initial if and
only if for all V € @, the comma category (F | V) is nonempty and connected.

Lemma C.12 ([Ros+94, Theorem 1.5 and Remark 1.21 ]). For every small x-filtered category
C there exists a small x-directed poset @ and a final*® functor F : @ — C. In other words, an
object can be written as a filtered colimit if and only if it can be written as a directed colimit.

Now before we go further, let us better understand filtered colimits in Set. This detour
will have a surprisingly large pay-off (Proposition C.15), but we must first muck about with
set-level details.

Let us show that filtered colimits in Set admit a convenient description. First, let us consider
an arbitrary diagram d : I — Set. By the usual way of decomposing a colimit into a coequalizer

of coproducts we have
¢
limd(i) = d(i a(j
colim (i) coeq[ ) de) = ) <;>]
fii—j jel
where ¢ takes a pair (f : i — j,x € d(i)) to d(f)(x) € d(j) and ¢ takes (f : i — j, x € d(i)) to
x €d(i).

Thus we can describe colim;¢;d(i) as the set }_;.;d(i) quotiented by the smallest equivalence
relation ~ generated by the relation where if x € d(i), then x ~ d(f)(x). We can describe ~
completely as the reflexive, symmetric, transitive closure of the relation ~. Another way of
saying this is that x ~ y if and only if there is a finite zig-zag in I of the following form (or of
the form where we reverse the directions of the arrows)

f g

, h B
(55) i > ko < 1 :

ky > . >k, < j

and there exist elements xq € d(kg), x; € d(ky), ..., x,, € d(k,) such that

d(f)(x) = xo = d(ho)(x1), d(h1)(x1) = x5 = d(h3)(x3), ..., d(hy_1)(xp-1) = %, = d(Z)().

So far, this is just the general description of an equivalence class [x] of an element in a general
colimit in Set. Now if I is filtered, and x = v, then the zig-zag (55) admits a cocone

k
P Z 6 ~J
/] Y
i f>ko\h0 ky o hn,1>k”<g ]
and since
d(p)(x) = d(lof)(x) = d(lo)d(f)(x) = d(€o)(xo) = d(£o)d (ho)(x1) = d(€1)(x1) = -+ = d(£,)(x,) = d(g)(p)

this implies that there is a z = d(p)(x) = d(q)(y) in d(k) such that x ~ z and y ~ z. We have thus
reduced general zig-zags to spans i — k « j, and therefore have proved the following result.

Lemma C.13. Suppose that d : I — Set is a filtered diagram of sets, then colim;¢; d(7) is isomor-
phic to the set ) ;.;d(i) quotiented by the equivalence relation ~ where x ~ p if there exists a
keI and maps f :i —k, g:j — k such that d(f)(x) = d(g)().

46The reference refers to these as cofinal functors, an unfortunate clash of terminology.
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Let C be a category with I and J-shaped colimits and limits. Suppose thatd: I x] — Cisa
diagram. There is a canonical map

(56) o :colimlimd(i, j) — limcolimd(i, j),
iel jeJ je] i€l

that can be described as follows. For every iy € I and jj € ], there are canonical maps

(57) limd(iy, j) — d(ig, jo) — colimd(i, jp),
jel iel

given by the respective (co)limit (co)cones. Now the composite map forms a cone over the
diagram colim;¢; d(i,—) : J — C for if f : j, — j; is a morphism in J, then the following diagram
commutes

lim¢; d (i, )

/ d(io.f) \

d(ig, jo) > d(ig, jg)

| l

1. i€ d ': . Iy
colim;¢; d(i, jo) colimierd(i,f) > colim;er d(i, j)

So for every iy € I there is a map

limd(iy, j) — limcolimd(i, j),

jel je] i€l
and a similar argument shows this provides a cocone over lim;c;d(—,j): I — C, and thus gives
the map o in (56).

Definition C.14. We say that I-colimits commute with /-limits in C if the map o in (56) is an
isomorphism for every diagram d : I x ] — C.

Proposition C.15 ([Riel7, Theorem 3.8.9]). Finitely filtered colimits commute with finite limits
in Set.

Proof. Suppose that I is a (small) finitely filtered category, | is a finite category and d : I x
J — Set is a diagram. We want to show that o is a bijection. First note that an element of
lim;¢y colim;ey d(i, j) consists of a finite collection of elements [x; | € colim;er d(i, jo) which are
compatible in the sense that for every map f : j — j"in J, colim;¢; d(i, f)([x;]) = [d(io, f)(x})] =
[x]’,]. Since ] is finite and [ is filtered, by Lemma C.13, this means that there exists a fixed k € I,
and elements y; € d(k, jo) such that [x; | = [y ] for every j, € ]. In other words, we can represent
an element of limje;colim;erd(i, j) by the collection {y;};c;, and they will be compatible on
the nose, d(k, f)(y;) = yj- But such a collection is the same thing as an element of the set
limje; d(k, j). In other words, o is surjective.

Now an element of colim;¢;lime; d(i, j) consists of an equivalence class [{y;}¢;] of compati-
ble families of elements y; € d(i, j), where {y;} ~ {y]f} if there are maps f :i — k, g:i’ — k such
that d(f,])(y;) = d(g,j)(y]f) for every j € J, by Lemma C.13. Now if [{y;}] and [{y]'}] are elements
such that o([{y;}]) = a([{y]f}]), then we know that there is a k € I and a family {z;} with each
zj € d(k, j) such that [{y;}] = [{z;}] = [{y]'}] such that the z; are compatible on the nose. But this
implies that {y;} ~ {z;} = {y}’} Thus o is injective. O

In fact Proposition C.15 has a converse.

Proposition C.16 ([Bje+15, Lemma 2.1]). Suppose that I is a small category and I-colimits
commute with all finite limits in Set. Then I is a finitely filtered category.

Before proving Proposition C.16, let us prove the following.

Lemma C.17. Let C be a small category with U € C and consider the representable presheaf
y(U) € Pre(C). Then

colimy(U)(V) = lim p™(U)(V) =+
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where * denotes a singleton set.

Proof. Given an arbitrary set S, we have

Set(colimy(U)(V), 5)) =~ Pre(C)(y(U), A(S))

Veeop
= A(S)(U)
=S
=~ Set(x,S),
where the first isomorphism is the definition of the colimit functor as representing the constant

functor. Since S was arbitrary, by the Yoneda lemma, this implies that colimycp(U)(V) =+ A
similar argument proves that limycc y“°(U)(V) = %, where y*°(U) = C(U, -). O

Proof of Proposition C.16. Suppose that d : J°P — [ is a finite diagram. Consider the functor
F:Ix] — Set defined by F(i,j) =I(d(j),i). Now by Lemma C.17, for each j € ], we have

lim F(i, j) = limy®(d(j))(i) = ».
i€l i€l
Thus colim¢j lim;ep F(i, j) = +. But
colim F(i, j) = colim I(d(j),i) = I(colimd(j), i) = coCone(d)(i),
jeJ jel el

where coCone(d)(i) is the set of cocones over d with vertex i. Thus if coCone(d)(i) is empty for
all 7, then lim;; Cone(d)(i) = @. So if I-shaped colimits commute with finite limits, then d must
have a cocone. Since d was an arbitrary finite diagram, this proves that I is finitely filtered.

Corollary C.18. Given a small category I, I-colimits commute with finite limits in Set if and
only if I is finitely filtered.

This result can be strengthened to the following.

Corollary C.19. Given a small category I and a regular cardinal x, I-colimits commute with
x-small limits in Set if and only if I is k-filtered.

Corollary C.20. Given a small category I and a regular cardinal «, I-colimits commute with
x-small limits in presheaf topoi if and only if I is x-filtered.

Now with Proposition C.15 under our belt, let us return to our new goal. We wish to abstract
the following property of Set: the category FinSet is dense in Set. First we want a notion similar
to that of finiteness for an arbitrary category.

Definition C.21. Let C be a category and U € C. We say that U is finitely presentable if for
every finitely filtered diagram d : I — C, the canonical map

(58) T:cqliImG(U,d(i))—>G(U,cqlilmd(i))
1€ 1€

is an isomorphism. In other words U is finitely presentable if and only if C(U,—) preserves
finitely filtered colimits. More generally we say that U is x-presentable if C(U,—) preserves
k-filtered colimits.

Remark C.22. If U € C is k-presentable, then it is x¥’-presentable for any pair of regular cardi-
nals x < k’. This is just because «’-filtered categories are x-filtered. In particular if U is finitely
presentable, then it is k-presentable for all infinite regular cardinals «.

We can equivalently swap the word “filtered” with “directed” in the above definition thanks
to the following result.

Proposition C.23 ([Ros+94, Corollary of Theorem 1.5 and Remark 1.21]). A category C ad-
mits k-filtered colimits if and only if it admits x-directed colimits. Furthermore a functor F
preserves k-filtered colimits if and only if it preserves x-directed colimits.
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From Lemma C.13, we can understand the map (58) explicitly. The left hand side is the set
of maps s; : U — d(i) quotiented by the equivalence relation ~, where s; ~ s; if there are maps
f:i—kandg:j— ksuch that d(f)s; = d(g)s;. The right hand side is the set of maps from U
to the colimit of d. If we let A, : d(i) — colimd denote the colimit cocone components, then the
map 7 sends an element [s;] to the map A;s;.

So 7 is surjective if and only if every map U — colimd factors through some map U — 4(i).
Now 7 is injective if and only if whenever we have maps s; : U — d(i) and s; : U — d(j) such that
Aisi = Ajs;, then s; =~ s;. In other words, 7 is a bijection if and only if every map U — colimd
factors through some U — d(i) uniquely up to ~.

Lemma C.24. A set S is finitely presentable in Set if and only if it is finite.

Proof. (=) Suppose that S is finitely small. Then Set(S,—) preserves the colimit of the diagram
Subg,(S) <> Set. In other words, the identity function 15 : S — S factors through some finite
subset of S. Thus S is finite.
(&) Suppose that S is a finite set and d : I — Set is a finitely filtered diagram. If we let
S ={xp,...,x,}, then S =Y ¥ ({x;} = Y "' ;* Thus by Proposition C.15,
n n

Set(S, cohmd l_lSet %, cohmd (1)) = ]_O[cczleilmd(i) zcc;leilm | d(i) zcgleiImSet(S,d(i)).
1= 1=

So S is finitely presentable. O

Remark C.25. We offer a more hands-on proof of Lemma C.24.(«<) here, we think this proof
really gets the idea of finite presentability across. If h: S — colimd is a function, then by
Lemma C.13, we know that colimd =} ;;d(i)/~. So since S is finite, if we let S = {xq,...,x,},
then there are objects iy € I and elements y, € d(i) such that [y,] = h(x) for all 0 < ¢ < n. Since
I is finitely filtered, there exists a k € I with maps f,: i, — k. So there is a function hy : S — d(k)
that sends x; to d(i¢)(y¢), and furthermore [d(i¢)(v,)] = [v¢] = h(x¢). In other words, h factors
through hy. Thus 7 in (58) is surjective. Making different ch01ces of the iy and vy, could result
in different choices of k, but the resulting maps hy : S — d(k) and hy : S — d(k’) would have the
property that h; = hy. Thus 7 is injective.

A very similar argument proves the following.
Corollary C.26. Given a regular cardinal «, a set S is k-presentable if and only if |S| < «.
Let us also note that xk-presentable objects are closed under x-small colimits.

Lemma C.27. Let C be a category with all x-small colimits, and let ¢ : I — C be a k-small
diagram. If d factors through C,, i.e. every c(i) is x-presentable, then colimc is k-presentable.

Proof. Given a x-small diagram c: I — C and a x-filtered diagram d : ] — C, we have
C(colimc(i), cohmd(])) thG( (1), cohmd(]))

i€l

= hmcohrn@( (i),d(j))
i€l jeJ
= colim lim C(c(i),d(j))
je] i€l
= colim C(colimc(i), d(j)).
jeJ i€l
where the second isomorphism holds because each c(i) is k-presentable and the third holds by
Corollary C.19. Thus cqlilm c(i) is x-presentable. O
1€

Example C.28. There are many interesting characterizations of finitely presentable objects in
various categories, see [Ros+94, Example 1.2]. As just one example, to see where the termi-
nology comes from, a group G is a finitely presentable object in Grp if it is literally finitely
presentable, i.e. if it can be presented using finitely many generators and finitely many rela-
tions.
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Lemma C.29. Let C be a small category with U € C. Then the representable presheaf y(U) is
finitely presentable in Pre(C).

Proof. This follows from the Yoneda lemma. Let d : I — Pre(C) be a finitely filtered diagram,
then
Pre(C)(y(U),colimd(i)) = [colimd(i)|(U)
i€l i€l
= colimd(i)(U)
i€l
= cqliImPre((?)(y(U),d(i)).
1€

0

Remark C.30. In fact, it turns out that the finitely presentable objects in a presheaf topos are
precisely those presheaves that can be written as finite colimits of representables, see [Cam].

Given a category C, let Cg, denote the full subcategory on the finitely presentable objects.
As we have seen, every set S can be written as the colimit over its canonical diagram with
respect to Sety, ~ FinSet. In other words Setg, is dense in Set. We can similarly define C; to
be the full subcategory on the x-presentable objects. Note however, that technically speaking,
FinSet is not a small category. It is essentially small though. Indeed, it is equivalent to the full
subcategory FinSet’ on the sets {0, 1,...,n}, which is small.

Definition C.31. We say that a (locally small) category C is locally finitely presentable if:

(1) it is cocomplete, and
(2) the category Cy, of finitely presentable objects is essentially small and dense in C.

More generally we say that C is locally x-presentable if Cy is essentially small and fully dense
in C. We say that C is locally presentable if it is locally x-presentable for some infinite regular
cardinal «.

We can actually give an equivalent definition for locally presentable categories that is easier
to check in practice, thanks to the following pair of technical results.

Lemma C.32 ([Ros+94, Proposition 1.22]). Let C be a cocomplete category. Then an object
U € C can be written as some k-filtered colimit of x-presentable objects if and only if U can be
written as the colimit of its canonical diagram with respect to C,. Furthermore the category
(Cr L U) is k-filtered for every U € C.

Lemma C.33 ([Ros+94, Remark 1.9, 1.19]). A cocomplete category C has a set S of «-
presentable objects such that every object of C is a «x-filtered colimit of objects in S if and
only if every object in C is a x-filtered colimit of x-presentable objects and there exists, up to
isomorphism, only a set of x-presentable objects.

Corollary C.34. A cocomplete category C is locally x-presentable if and only if there is a set S
of x-presentable objects such that every object U € C can be written as a x-filtered colimit of
objects in S.

Lemma C.35. Given a small category C, its presheaf topos Pre(C) is locally finitely presentable.

Proof. By the coYoneda Lemma A.75, we know that any presheaf X can be written as a colimit
X = colimyy)x y(U). Now by Lemma C.29, we know that representables are finitely pre-
sentable objects in Pre(C). Unfortunately, the category (y | X) = IX is not filtered in general.
However, by Lemma C.32, if we let d : JX — Pre(C) denote the diagram d(x,U) = y(U), then
s(d): Subﬁn(fX) — Pre(C) is the functor defined by s(d)(J) = colimd|;. Now colimd]|; is a fi-
nite colimit of representables, so by Lemma C.27, each colimd|; is a finitely presentable object
in Pre(C). Since Subﬁn(IX) is a directed poset, it is filtered, so X can be written as a filtered
colimit of finitely presentable objects. Finally by Corollary C.34, this implies that Pre(C) is a
locally finitely presentable category. O
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Suppose that C is a locally x-presentable category for some regular cardinal «. Thus by
Corollary C.34, there exists a set S of k-presentable objects that generate C by «-filtered colim-
its. Let Cy denote the full subcategory of C on the set S. For every U € C, we can consider the
functor yo(U): Ggp — Set that sends a V € Cj to C(j(V), U). In other words, y, : C — Pre(Cy) is
the Yoneda embedding restricted to Cy.

The functor y, has a left adjoint defined as follows. Let j : Cy < C denote inclusion functor.
Consider the Yoneda extension of j, i.e. the left Kan extension

Cy —L— ¢

% .
\I: Ayl

Pre(Cy)

which exists because C is cocomplete.
Let L := Lanyj. Then for any X € Pre(Cp) we have

UoeCy
LX) = (Lan, )X = [ Pre(Colp(Unh X) @ (Un) = colim j(Up).
0 —
It is easy to see that this defines a left adjoint to yy. Given X € Pre(Cj) and V € C, we have

UyeCy
G<L<X>,v>f=ve(f Pre(Co)(y(Uo), X)® j(Uy), V

Il

J C(X(Up)®j(Up), V)
UyeCy

~ L  Set(X(U),C(j( L), V)
= Pre(Cp)(X,yo(V)).

Thus vy, is fully faithful, and has a left adjoint. It is good to note here that since y, is fully
faithful, it is conservative, i.e. it reflects isomorphisms. So if f : U — V is a morphism such
that vo(f) : vo(U) — vo(V) is an isomorphism of presheaves, then f is an isomorphism. This
explicitly points out the philosophical idea that objects in C are completely determined by the
objects in Cy.

Lemma C.36. For C a locally presentable category, the functor y, : C — Pre(Cy) is fully faithful.
In other words, C is a reflective localization of a presheaf topos,

L
C n Pre(Cy)

—
Yo

and furthermore y, : C — Pre(C) preserves filtered colimits.

Proof. Suppose that C is locally x-presentable for some regular cardinal x« with dense small full
subcategory Cy < C,. To prove that y, is fully faithful, it is equivalent to show that the counit
of the adjunction ¢ : Lyy = 1¢ is a natural isomorphism. For V € C, we have

Lyyg(V) = (Lan,j V)= colim j(U)=z colim j(U)= colim j(U)=Lan;j(V)=V
(V) = (Lanyj)(yo(V)) = eolim j(U)= colim j(U)= colim j(U) =Lan;j(V)

where the third isomorphism follows from Lemma 9.7 and the last isomorphism follows from
Lemma C.7. This shows that ¢ is a natural isomorphism and thus that vy is fully faithful.
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Now let us show that y, preserves «k-filtered colimits. Suppose that d : I — C is a k-filtered
diagram, and V € C, then

Pre(Co)(y(V),colim yo(d(7))) = colim Pre(Co)(y(V), yo(d(1)))
chleiImG(j(V):d(i))
= G(j(V),cqliImd(i))

= Pre(Co) (40j( V). 30 colim (1)

= Pre(Cy) (})(V),})o [C(;leilmd(i)])'

where the first isomorphism follows because representables are finitely presentable in Pre(Cy)

by Lemma C.29 and therefore x-presentable, and the third isomorphism holds because V is

k-presentable. In other words, cqlilmyo(d(i)) and yo(co_lilmd(i)) are objectwise isomorphic as
1€ 1€

presheaves, and therefore isomorphic. Thus y, preserves «k-filtered colimits. 0

Theorem C.37. A category C is locally presentable if and only if it is a reflective subcategory
of a presheaf topos such that the right adjoint preserves filtered colimits.

Proof. (=) is the content of Lemma C.36.
(<) Suppose that C is a reflective subcategory of a presheaf topos

L
C + Pre(Cy)

J

where € is a small category, and j preserves «k-filtered colimits for some regular cardinal .
We want to show that C is locally x-presentable.
By Proposition B.17, C is cocomplete, so we need to show that every object U € C can be
written as a x-filtered colimit of x-presentable objects in C.
By the coYoneda Lemma (Lemma A.75) we have
j(U)= colim v(Uy)
P i
But since j is fully faithful, this means that the counit ¢ : Lj = 1 is a natural isomorphism, so
for U € C, we have

(59 UEL'UEL[ colim y(U, ]E colim Ly(Uy)= colim Ly(U,)=(Lany,Ly)(U).
) j(U) o,y 0) ot v(Uo) L Sotm, y(Up) = (LanpyLy)(U)

Thus the functor Ly : Cy — C is dense, and if G(’) denotes the essential image of Ly, then G(’) — C
is dense in C and essentially small. Thus every object U € C can be written as a x-filtered
colimit (by Lemma C.32) of objects of the form Ly(Uy) for U, € Cy.

Let us show that each Ly(Uj) for Uj € C is x-presentable in C. Let d : I — C be a x-filtered
diagram, then

C(Ly(Uy),colim (i) = Pre(Co) (U, |colimai)
= Pre(Co)(3(Up) colim j(d(i))

=[cotimj(d(i| W)
= colim [j(d(i))(Uo)]

= colim Pre(Co)(y(Uo), j(d (7))
= colim C(Ly(Up), d(i)),

where the second isomorphism holds because j was assumed to preserve k-filtered colimits.
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Thus every object in C can be written as a x-filtered colimit of a set {Ly(Uy)}y,ec, of x-
presentable objects, and thus by Corollary C.34, this proves that C is locally k-presentable. [J

Now we turn to one of the most important applications of the theory of locally presentable
categories.

Theorem C.38. Let C and @ be locally presentable categories, and let F : C — @ be a functor
that preserves small colimits. Then F has a right adjoint.

Before we prove this result, let us prove it in the case where the domain is a presheaf topos.

Lemma C.39. Let F : Pre(C) — @ be a functor where @ is a locally small and cocomplete
category. If F preserves small colimits, then F has a right adjoint.

Proof. Let G: D — Pre(C) be the functor defined objectwise for U € C and Y € D by
G(Y)(U) = D(F(y(U)), Y).
Let us show that this defines a right adjoint to F. Let X € Pre(C), then

D(E(X),Y)=D (F(yc(gl)ig}(y(U)), Y)

=@ | colim F(y(U)),Y
 colim Fiy(v) )

~ y(}Ji)rgXCD(F(y(U)): Y)

= lim G(Y)(U)
y(U)—X

= lim Pre(C)(y(U) G(Y))

= Pre((?)( colim p(U), G(Y))

y(U)—X
= Pre(C)(X,G(Y)).
where the first and last isomorphisms follow from the coYoneda Lemma A.75, and the second
isomorphism follows because F was assumed to preserve colimits. 0

Proof of Theorem C.38. Suppose that C and @ are locally presentable categories and F: C — @
is a cocontinuous functor. Since C is locally presentable, by Theorem C.37 there is a small full
subcategory Cy < C such that C is a reflective localization of its presheaf topos j : C < Pre(Cy),
where j = yg is the restricted Yoneda embedding, and with reflector L : Pre(Cy) — C. The
functor FL : Pre(Cy) — D preserves small colimits, so by Lemma C.39, it has a right adjoint
G’ : D — Pre(Cp).

Now by Proposition B.15, C is also equivalent to the category of W-local objects in Pre(Cy),
where W = L™!(iso). Let us show that for any V € @, that G’'(V) is an W-local object.

Let f : X — Y be a map of presheaves over C, that is a W-local equivalence (Definition B.8),
by Lemma B.11, this is equivalent to being a map inverted by L. So suppose that f is inverted
by L. We want to show that the map

, Pre(Co)(f,G'(V)) ,
Pre(Cy)(Y,G'(V)) —————— Pre(Cy)(X, G'(V))

is an isomorphism. But since G’ is a right adjoint, we have the following commutative diagram

Pre(Co)(Y, G/(V)) =T p e () (X, G/(V))

|

D(FL(Y), V)

R

> D(FL(X),V
D(EL(f),V) (FL(X). V)

But f is inverted by L, thus the bottom horizontal map is an isomorphism, so the top horizontal
map is also an isomorphism. Thus G’(V) is W-local for every V € @. Thus there exists an
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essentially unique G(V) € C such that jG(V) = G’(V). This can be shown to define a functor
G :® — C such that jG = G, or equivalently G = LjG = LG".
Then G : D — C is a right adjoint to F, as we have

D(F(U),V)=D ( (LyC(OU{)l)ri)lU Ly(UO)) V)

~ lim @D(FL(y(U,)),V
Llm DL V)

~ lim Pre(C Uy), G (V
Lam (Co)(¥(Up), G'(V))

= lim C(U,, G(V))
Ly(Up)—U

1%

G( colim Uy, G (V))
Ly(Uy)—U

IIZ

lim Uy, G
)

IIZ

The first isomorphism holds since if Uj € GO, then y(UO) = j(Up) and thus Ly(Uy) = Uy, and C,
is assumed to be dense in C. The fourth isomorphism holds because j is fully faithful, with
j(Up) = (Ug) and G’(V) = jG(V). 0

In fact, the above result can be strengthened to the following result.

Theorem C.40 ([Ros+94, Theorem 1.66]). Let F : C — @ be a functor between locally pre-
sentable categories. Then

(1) if F preserves colimits, then F has a right adjoint, and
(2) if F preserves limits and filtered colimits, then F has a left adjoint.

Remark C.41. Requiring F to preserve both limits and filtered colimits in order to have a left
adjoint is necessary. A counterexample in the case where F only preserves limits is given in
[AKTO1, Section 1].
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