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tion, par quelque procédé que ce soit, réservés pour tous pays, sauf autorisation
del’éditeur ou de ses ayants droit.
Diffusion: http://www.i6doc.com, l’édition universitaire en ligne.
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It is the task of history to explain how modern concepts arose
and why they are interesting and relevant. It is the task of
modern mathematics to explain the same thing independent
of and irrespective of history.
– J. W. Gray. Fragments of the history of Sheaf Theory,
Applications of Sheaves, Proceedings of the Research Sym-
posium on Application of Sheaf Theory to Logic, Algebra,
and Analysis, Durham, 1977 –





Contents

Introduction 1

1 The theory of locally D -presentable categories 9
1.1 D-filtered categories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

- D-flat functors and sound doctrines . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
1.2 D-accessible categories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

- The D-ind completion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
- The full subcategory of D-presentable objects . . . . . . 18

1.3 Locally D-presentable categories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
- Restricting Yoneda . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25

1.4 D-completeness and Cauchy completeness . . . . . . . . . 26

2 The duality theorem for a limit doctrine 29
2.1 The duality Theorem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

- The 2-functor ε . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
- The objects of D-cont[A, set] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32
- The 2-functor ε is a biequivalence . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

2.2 Some applications . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39
- Comparing sound doctrines . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39

2.3 A characterisation in terms of strong generators . . . . . . 54
- The Dop-colimit completion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55
- Strong generators play an important role . . . . . . . . . 56
- Consequences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62

3 On geometric morphisms and localizations of presheaf
categories 69
3.1 Rambling about the concept of localization . . . . . . . . 69

- Exact and/or extensive categories . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70
- The exact completion of Fam . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75
- Some conditions our functors might satisfy . . . . . . . . 83

v



vi Contents

3.2 The localizations of presheaf categories . . . . . . . . . . . 87
- Comparing conditions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94
- A sheaf-theoretical proof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98

4 On geometric morphisms and localizations of algebraic
categories 121
4.1 Algebraic theories and algebraic categories . . . . . . . . . 121
4.2 A miscellany of preliminary results . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125
4.3 Some more conditions our functors might satisfy . . . . . 127
4.4 The coproduct completion and the exact completion in

the case of an algebraic theory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131
4.5 The localizations of (one sorted) algebraic categories . . . 152
4.6 The link with other characterisation theorems for localiz-

ations of algebraic categories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 166

Acknowledgements 177

Bibliography 179

Index 183



Introduction

Algebraic theories and algebraic categories were introduced by Lawvere
in his pioneering Ph.D. thesis as invariant formulations of Birkhoff’s
universal algebra (see [30]). The innovative and revelatory approach
consists of describing the syntax and the semantics in the following way.
An algebraic theory is a concrete mathematical object – the concept –
namely a set of variables together with formal symbols and equalities
between these terms. Stated otherwise, an algebraic theory is a small
category with finite products. An algebra or model of the theory is a set-
theoretical interpretation – a possible meaning – or, more categorically,
a finite product-preserving functor from the theory into the category of
sets. We call the category of models of an algebraic theory an algebraic
category. This description allows us to investigate “simultaneously” all
those structures like groups, rings, modules, lattices, ... characterised
by the existence of one or several operations defined everywhere and
subjected to axioms expressed by equalities. The peculiar feature of the
subject is the interplay between properties of the theory and properties
of the models: how we can recollect aspects of the syntax knowing about
the semantics and conversely. We mention that Lawvere’s investigation
concerned the one-sorted version; whereas, at the same period, many-
sorted algebraic theories were studied by Bénabou (see [8]).

By generalising the theory we do generalise the models. This concept
is the fascinating aspect of the subject and the reference point of our
project. Replacing finite products by finite limits provides the notion
of a locally finitely presentable category of models. A theory, in this
case, is a small category C with finite limits; a model of the theory is
a set-valued functor F : C −→ set which preserves finite limits. If we
consider the case of absence of limits, other generalisations are possible.
A theory is a mere small category C; a model of the theory is a flat
functor F : C −→ set, namely a (small) filtered colimit of representable
functors. This leads to the notion of accessible category of models. On
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2 Introduction

the other hand, a model of the theory C could be just a set-valued functor
F : C −→ set. In this case, we deal with presheaf categories.

Accessible categories admit an intrinsic axiomatic characterisation
in terms of generators: they are those categories with a “good” set of
generators. And locally presentable categories are those accessible cat-
egories which are cocomplete (or, equivalently, complete).

In this manuscript, we are interested in the study of categories of
models. We pursue our task by means of considering models of different
theories. We approach the investigation from two different – but related
– points of view, as the structure of the thesis itself will denote.

The first idea is “unification”: the theories are small categories with
a specified class D of limits, the models of the theory are set-valued
functors preserving the class of limits D under consideration. It is an
attempt of describing “at the same time” similar situations, as the ones
previously mentioned, where D can be the class of finite products, or
the class of finite limits, or something else. This wants to be a general-
isation of the notion of models of a theory, which encloses in one all the
known cases of models, from presheaves to locally finitely presentable
categories. The analysis leads to the definition of D-theories and, con-
sequently, of categories of D-models. The theory of locally D-presentable
categories has been recently developed by Adámek, Borceux, Lack and
Rosický in [1]. Starting from a doctrine – that is, an (essentially small)
full subcategory of cat, the category of all small categories – D, the no-
tion of D-limit – the limit of a functor with domain in D – the notion of
D-complete category – a category with all D-limits – and the notion of
D-continuous functor – a functor, between D-complete categories, which
preserves all D-limits – have been introduced. By generalising further
these issues, one is led to define D-filtered colimits: they are – as you
might expect – those colimits commuting in set with D-limits. Then,
all notions of D-presentable object, of D-accessibility and of locally D-
presentability take shape quite naturally. We mention at once that this
kind of generalisation is not possible for any class D of limits. In fact, a
further assumption is required on the doctrine D: the condition is called
soundness. Roughly speaking, soundness is the hypothesis needed in
order to achieve the analogous – to the locally finitely presentable case
– implication that for a diagram S : I −→ C, for a small category C, its
category of cocones is connected implies that the category C is filtered.
The definition might appear quite technical (and it is so) but it is the one
needed to establish the expected correspondence between D-flat functors
and D-continuous functors, precisely as in the case of finite limits. More
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explicitly, under the assumption on the doctrine D to be sound, a D-flat
functor F : A −→ B, defined on a D-complete category A, is, moreover,
D-continuous. We support the general theory of locally D-presentable
categories with examples. For our purposes, the illuminating examples
are mainly three: the doctrine FIN of finite limits, the doctrine FINPR
of finite products and the empty doctrine. The corresponding categories
are, therefore, locally finitely presentable categories, (finitary multisor-
ted) varieties and presheaf categories, respectively. We achieve a duality
theorem, in terms of a contravariant biequivalence:

D-Thop D-LP//

where D-Th is the 2-category of essentially small Cauchy complete
and D-complete categories, D-continuous functors and natural trans-
formations, whereas D-LP is the 2-category of locally D-presentable
categories, D-accessible right adjoint functors and natural transform-
ations (see [18]). This is the theorem which provides a unified proof
of Gabriel-Ulmer duality for locally finitely presentable categories (see
[23]), Adámek-Lawvere-Rosický duality for varieties (see [2]) and Morita
duality for presheaf categories (see, for instance, [10]). Moreover, follow-
ing the suggestion of the locally finitely presentable case, we investigate
further these issues to finally propose a new characterisation of locally
D-presentable categories in terms of strong generators. Explicitly, we
prove that a cocomplete category is locally D-presentable if and only if
it has a strong generator consisting of D-presentable objects (see [17]).
We mention that some work in this area has been undertaken independ-
ently by Diers ([20]).

The second point of view is “specialisation”. We go back to a “case
by case” analysis, in order to study localizations (namely, fully faithful
right adjoint functors whose left adjoint preserves finite limits) of algeb-
raic categories and localizations of presheaf categories. These are still
categories of models of the corresponding theory.

Motivations to the study of localizations can be historically traced
in homological algebra, for instance. The goal, which a wide class of
mathematicians pursue, is to do homological algebra in a sheaf theoret-
ical context. The fundamental, basic remark is that categories of pre-
sheaves of abelian groups or modules are abelian categories, meaning,
roughly speaking, that techniques of homological algebra as “diagram
lemmas” can be applied to categories of presheaves and performed quite
easily. From where, the need of carrying this concept to categories of
sheaves has arisen. This is the fruitful idea behind the formal definition
of localization: homological algebra is inherited via localizations. More
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precisely, a localization of an abelian category is again abelian. The
crucial reference point is that categories of sheaves are precisely the loc-
alizations of presheaf categories (see [25, 36]). The next, natural setting
where to develop homological algebra and, therefore, where to study
localizations are semi-abelian categories and, in particular, semi-abelian
algebraic categories: the category of groups, the category of rings, the
category Lie algebras, ... are all examples of such. As references for
this more recent research developments, we mention to [12, 24]. Finally,
to provide some context for localization, we mention the following ex-
ample: given a ring A and a prime ideal I, by localising the ring A over
the ideal I, one obtains the category of modules over the local ring AI
as a localization of the category of modules over the ring A.

This thesis sits inside a wider project, which is still in our minds. In
the original classical spirit of Category Theory, our purpose is to produce
a new notion which generalises localizations and allows us to treat them
in the more general setting of the theory of locally D-presentable cate-
gories. More explicitly, for a limit doctrine D, we wish to define a proper
notion of D-localization, which should make “good sense” at least while
specialising D in the three main examples we always keep in mind while
dealing with D-theories, namely, the doctrine FIN, the doctrine FINPR
and the empty doctrine. A D-localization i : B −→ A should be a fully
faithful functor i together with a left adjoint L : A −→ B which preserves
D-limits (where A and B are D-complete categories). Clearly, in the case
of the doctrine D of finite limits, this definition returns the classical one
of localization. The aim of some advanced investigation is to classify
D-localizations of categories of set-valued D-continuous functors, that
is, categories of the form D-cont[A, set], for some small D-complete
category A, which are precisely all locally D-presentable categories. In
the case of the doctrine of finite limits, this project has already been
undertaken by Day and Street (see [19]): they characterise localizations
of locally presentable categories. Moreover, we mention that some work
has been done, in a slightly different optic, when specifying D as the
empty doctrine: in [39] (Theorem 17.3.3) they classify localizations of
presheaf categories in terms of dense functors. Unfortunately, when we
tried to adapt these kinds of results to the case of the doctrine FINPR,
we did not succeed in describing the localizations of the categories of
models. The nature of the problem is partially grounded on the con-
dition on the left adjoint functor L to preserves finite products. These
troubles in finding a general way of investigating D-localizations, for a
limit doctrine D, determined the beginning of a deep investigation on
the character of those functors k : C −→ E defined on a category C
with finite coproducts. It led us to the discovery of the characterisation
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theorems for localizations described in Chapter 3, for the presheaf case,
and in Chapter 4, for the algebraic case.

Of course, localizations of presheaf categories and of algebraic catego-
ries are well-known and well-studied mathematical objects: to mention
some references, consider Giraud’s theorem for the former case ([25, 34])
and the theorems by Vitale for the latter one ([41, 42]). The innovation
in this work consists of a different approach to the matter of localiza-
tions. We wish to characterise all functors k : C −→ E from a small
category C – with or without finite products, depending on the case
treated – into a category E which satisfies certain properties, depending
on the corresponding case, which realise the category E as a localiz-
ation of the category [Cop, set] of set-valued functors, or of the cate-
gory Finprod[Cop, set] of set-valued finite product-preserving functors,
which is precisely Mod(C). In other words, provided some category E ,
we establish theorems which describe all its realisations as a localization
of some appropriate category of set-valued functors. The suggestion
comes from a Gabriel-Popescu theorem, which characterises Grothen-
dieck categories (namely, cocomplete abelian categories with a generator
and filtered colimits commuting with finite limits) as localizations of the
additive functor category Add[Cop,Ab] of additive presheaves defined
on a small pre-additive category C, and its generalisation in the recent
paper [32]. Following these lines, we achieve a classification of localiz-
ations, in both the presheaf and the algebraic context and, moreover,
a classification of geometric morphisms (namely, functors together with
a finite limit-preserving left adjoint). We are able, in fact, to state in-
dependent conditions on the functor k : C −→ E , which provide fully
faithfulness of the embedding into the functor category on one side, and
left exactness of the left adjoint functor on the other. It is precisely
the nature of these properties which allows us to distinguish the clas-
sification of geometric morphisms from that of localizations. It will be
redundant to list, in this introduction, the various conditions we came
across for the functor k, but it is still worthwhile to mention that some of
these might have – for those readers familiar with the subject – the same
flavour of the properties characterising the Lemme de Comparaison, as
in [28], whereas some others remind of the notion of filtering functor, as
in [34]. In fact, we introduce the new notion of special filtering functor,
which encapsulates the deep nature of the exact completion of the full
subcategory of the category of models consisting of the free ones.

The classifying theorems contained in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4
might propose a new way of facing the issue of D-localizations. Provided
a category E , we should hope to reach some results describing all its real-
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isations as a D-localization of some appropriate category of D-continu-
ous set-valued functors. The desirable achievement would be to establish
some theorems giving necessary and sufficient conditions on a D-contin-
uous functor k : C −→ E , from a small D-complete category C into a
cocomplete, exact category E with D-filtered colimits commuting with
D-limits, to realise E as a D-localization of the category of D-continu-
ous set-valued functors defined on C. This remains part of our outgoing
project, still open to fruitful investigations.

In Chapter 1, we illustrate the theory of locally D-presentable cate-
gories. We recall the basic definitions the reader will find useful to ap-
proach this thesis: starting from the notion of a doctrine D, we present
the whole series of D-limit, D-filtered colimit, D-presentable object, D-
accessibility and locally D-presentability definitions. The fundamental
results concerning this material are listed and provided with (sketches of
the) proofs. Classical examples constantly support this new-born theory.

In Chapter 2, we build our contravariant biequivalence between the
2-category D-Th, of essentially small D-complete and Cauchy complete
categories, D-continuous functors and natural transformations, and the
2-category D-LP, of locally D-presentable categories, D-accessible right
adjoint functors and natural transformations. This Duality theorem
provides the desired, expected generalisation of Gabriel-Ulmer duality
for locally finitely presentable categories, Adámek-Lawvere-Rosický du-
ality for varieties and Morita duality for presheaf categories. Moreover,
we state our characterisation of locally D-presentable categories in terms
of strong generators. As applications of the Duality theorem, we com-
pare different doctrines and, consequently, different categories of models,
providing a useful scheme to relate locally finitely presentable categories,
(finitary multisorted) varieties and presheaves categories.

In Chapter 3, we briefly mention the fundamental definitions of geo-
metric morphism and localization. Moreover, the notion of filtering
functor is recalled. Given a small category A and a cocomplete, exact
and extensive category B, we establish the crucial equivalence between
the category GeoMor[B, [Aop, set]], of geometric morphisms between
B and [Aop, set] and geometric transformations between those, and the
category Filt[A,B], of filtering functors from A to B and all natural
transformations. We present some revelatory proprieties on functors
k : C −→ E , which will enlighten our characterisation of localizations.
Combining these conditions together, we state our theorem classifying
localizations of presheaf categories. As a corollary, we present a clas-
sification of geometric morphisms into presheaf categories. Finally, an
alternative proof of our classifying theorem based on sheaf theoretical
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techniques is offered.
In Chapter 4, we outline the basics for algebraic theories and algeb-

raic categories, by listing the crucial results. We specify the coproduct
completion and the exact completion in the case of an algebraic the-
ory. This leads to the notion of special filtering functor and, further, to
an equivalence between the category GeoMor[E ,Mod(C)], of geomet-
ric morphisms between E and Mod(C) and geometric transformations
between those, and the category SFilt[C, E ], of special filtering functors
which preserve finite coproducts from C to E and all natural transforma-
tions, provided C is an algebraic theory and E is a cocomplete and exact
category in which filtered colimits commute with finite limits. Thanks
to this equivalence, we are able to establish our theorem describing all
realisations of a given category as localization of some (one sorted) al-
gebraic category. As in the presheaf case, a direct corollary of this result
is a classifying theorem for geometric morphisms into algebraic catego-
ries.





1

The theory of locally

D -presentable categories

Basic definitions are recalled. The idea of “D-ification” is
presented and justified by classical examples as algebraic cat-
egories, presheaf categories and locally finitely presentable
categories of Gabriel and Ulmer. The theory of locally D-
presentable categories was quite recently introduced in an art-
icle by Adámek, Borceux, Lack and Rosický (see [1]). We
present the main results concerning the subject always refer-
ring for details to the above-mentioned paper.

1.1 D-filtered categories

All definitions and results contained in this section can be found in [1].

Definition 1 A collection D of small categories is called a limit doc-
trine, or just doctrine, if D, regarded as full subcategory of cat, is es-
sentially small. A D-limit is the limit of a functor with domain in D.
A category which has all D-limits is said to be D-complete, and a func-
tor between D-complete categories is called D-continuous if it preserves
all D-limits. Dually, there are the notions of D-cocompleteness and D-
cocontinuity. Dop stands for the doctrine consisting of all categories Dop,
for D ∈ D.

As general consideration, let us point out that a category A is D-
complete if and only if its dual category Aop is Dop-cocomplete.

Definition 2 We say that a small category C is D-filtered if C-colimits
commute in set with D-limits, namely for any D ∈ D and any functor
F : C × D −→ set the canonical map

ϕ : colim
C∈C

lim
D∈D

F (C,D) −→ lim
D∈D

colim
C∈C

F (C,D)

9



10 The theory of locally D -presentable categories

is an isomorphism. Explicitly, the morphism ϕ is defined by the universal
property of the colimit, as in the following diagram:

lim
D∈D

F (C,D) colim
C∈C

F (C,D)

colim
C∈C

lim
D∈D

F (C,D)

lim
D∈D

F (C,D)

OO

ρC

colim
C∈C

lim
D∈D

F (C,D) lim
D∈D

colim
C∈C

F (C,D)
ϕ // lim

D∈D
colim
C∈C

F (C,D)

colim
C∈C

F (C,D)

λD

��

ϕC

77

F (C,D) F (C,D)
1F (C,D)

//F (C,D)

µD

��
F (C,D)

OO

σC

that is, ϕ is the unique arrow in set satisfying ϕ.ρC = ϕC , for any object
C ∈ C, provided the morphism ϕC , defined via the universal property of
the limit, is the unique arrow in set such that λD.ϕC = σC .µD, for any
D ∈ D. (Here, we denote by λD and µD the canonical limit projections
in set, whereas ρC and σC denote the canonical colimit injections in
set.)

By a D-filtered colimit we mean the colimit of a functor defined on a
D-filtered category.

Example 3

1. The doctrine FIN of finite limits is the essentially small collection
D of all finite categories. A small category C is said to be filtered
if it is not empty; for any pair of objects C1, C2 ∈ C, there exist
an object C3 ∈ C and a pair of arrows f : C1 −→ C3 and g :
C2 −→ C3 of C; and, finally, for any pair of objects C1, C2 ∈ C
and for any pair of arrows f, g : C1 −→ C2 of C, there exist an
object C3 ∈ C and a morphism h : C2 −→ C3 satisfying h.f = h.g.
Filtered colimits have been defined as colimits of diagrams which
have filtered categories as domain. It is a well-know fact that
filtered colimits are those colimits commuting in set with finite
limits (see [6]), that is, filtered colimits commute with FIN-limits.
In other words,

FIN− filtered ≡ filtered

2. The doctrine FINPR of finite products is the essentially small col-
lection of all finite discrete categories. A small category C is said
to be sifted if C-colimits commute in set with finite products, that
is

FINPR− filtered ≡ sifted
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Of course, any filtered category is sifted and reflexive coequalizers
are sifted; moreover, any category with finite coproducts is so.
Sifted categories were introduced in [2, 5]. Explicitly, sifted colim-
its are the colimits of diagrams which have sifted categories as
domain; in other words, sifted colimits are those colimits commut-
ing in set with finite products.

3. For D = ∅, the empty doctrine; any small category is ∅-filtered.

4. The doctrine FINCL of finite connected limits is the essentially
small collection of all finite connected categories and

FINCL− filtered ≡ small coproducts of filtered categories

since coproducts commute in set with connected limits. For more
details, we refer to [1].

5. The doctrine TERM of the terminal object is the doctrine consist-
ing of the empty category and

TERM− filtered ≡ connected

Definition 4 Let K and K′ be categories with D-filtered colimits. A
functor F : K −→ K′ is D-accessible if it preserves D-filtered colimits.
An object K of K is D-presentable if the representable functor K(K,−) :
K −→ set is D-accessible.

We recall from [1] the following fundamental fact:

Lemma 5 A Dop-colimit of D-presentable objects is D-presentable it-
self.

Proof. Consider a category D ∈ D and a diagram S : Dop −→ K
for which S(D) is a D-presentable object of K, for any D ∈ D, and
the colimit colimD∈Dop S(D) exists in K. We wish to show that the
representable functor K(colimD∈Dop S(D),−) : K −→ set preserves D-
filtered colimits. For it, take J a D-filtered category and a functor
H : J −→ K, we get:

K(colim
D∈Dop

S(D), colim
J∈J

H(J)) ' lim
D∈D

K(S(D), colim
J∈J

H(J))

' lim
D∈D

colim
J∈J

K(S(D),H(J)) (1)

' colim
J∈J

lim
D∈D

K(S(D),H(J)) (2)

' colim
J∈J

K(colim
D∈Dop

S(D),H(J))

(where (1) follows from S(D) being D-presentable, for any D ∈ D, and
(2) is just the definition of D-filtered colimit, namely a colimit commut-
ing in set with D-limits).
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D-flat functors and sound doctrines

For a given functor F : A −→ set, let us recall that the category Elts(F )
of elements of F has for objects the pairs (A, a), where A is an object
of A and a ∈ FA, and for morphisms f : (A, a) −→ (B, b) those arrows
f : A −→ B of A such that Ff(a) = b. For a small category A, let us
also recall that a functor F : A −→ set is said to be flat if it is a filtered
colimit of representable functors. Equivalently, the functor F is flat if
one of the following condition is satisfied:

• Elts(F )op is filtered;

• the Kan extension LanYA(F ) : [Aop, set] −→ set of F along the
Yoneda embedding YA : A −→ [Aop, set] preserves finite limits.

For more details, see, for instance, [10].
The important fact about flat functors, that we want to underline, is:

Remark 6 If, moreover, A is finitely complete, a functor F : A −→ set
is flat if and only if F preserves finite limits.

The idea of generalising the definition of flat functor in terms of a limit
doctrine D arises quite naturally and leads to the following:

Definition 7 Let A be a small category. A functor F : A −→ set is
called D-flat if the left Kan extension LanYA(F ) : [Aop, set] −→ set of
F along the Yoneda embedding YA : A −→ [Aop, set] preserves D-limits.

The aim, here, is to get a correspondence between D-flat functors and
D-continuous functors in the same spirit as Remark 6: flat functors
coincide with lex functors when the domain category is finitely complete.
It is crucial to remark, though, that in order to achieve the expected
equivalence when moving from finite limits to D-limits, for a doctrine
D, some extra assumptions are needed on the doctrine D. That is when
the notion of soundness comes into play:

Definition 8 A doctrine D is sound if for a functor F : A −→ set, with
A a small category, the left Kan extension LanYA(F ) : [Aop, set] −→ set
of F along the Yoneda embedding preserves D-limits if and only if it
preserves D-limits of representables.

The previous definition can be proved to be equivalent to:

Definition 9 A doctrine D is said to be sound if a small category C is
D-filtered whenever the category of cocones of any functor S : Dop −→ C,
with D ∈ D, is connected.
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Example 10

1. The doctrine FIN of finite limits is sound.

2. The doctrine FINPR of finite products is sound.

3. The empty doctrine is sound.

4. The doctrine FINCL of finite connected limits is sound.

5. The doctrine TERM of the terminal object is sound.

6. The doctrine PB of pullbacks is not sound.

A fundamental result about sound doctrines is given by:

Proposition 11 If the doctrine D is sound, then every small Dop-co-
complete category is D-filtered.

Proof. If C is a Dop-cocomplete category, then for any functor S :
Dop −→ C, where D ∈ D, its category of cocones has an initial object,
namely the colimit of the diagram S, and, therefore, it is connected.
Then, by soundness of D, C is D-filtered.

Therefore, thanks to the notion of soundness, the expected equivalence
Theorem holds and we can characterise D-flat functors in the following
Theorem. We recall first that, for any object A of a category A, the
comma category A↓A has for objects the pairs (B, b), where b : B −→ A
is an arrow of A, and for morphisms f : (B, b) −→ (C, c) those arrows
f : B −→ C of A such that c.f = b.

Theorem 12 Let D be a sound doctrine and A be a small category.
Then, the following conditions on a functor F : A −→ set are equivalent:

1. LanYA(F ) preserves D-limits of representables;

2. LanYA(F ) is D-continuous;

3. F is a D-filtered colimit of representables;

4. Elts(F )op is D-filtered.

If, moreover, A is D-complete, these conditions are further equivalent
to:

5. F is D-continuous.
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Sketch of the Proof. We just want to emphasise where the assumption
on the soundness of the doctrine D is needed.

1 ⇔ 2. This is precisely the notion of a sound doctrine, as in Defin-
ition 8.

3 ⇒ 2. Consider a D-filtered category J and a functor H : J −→
Aop for which the colimit of the diagram YAop .H : J −→ [A, set] is
precisely F . Provided that the functor evalA : [Aop, set] −→ set is
given by evaluation at an object A ∈ A, we have:

LanYA(F ) ' LanYA(colim
J∈J

A(H(J),−))

' colim
J∈J

LanYA(A(H(J),−)) (1)

' colim
J∈J

evalH(J) (2)

(where (1) holds since the left Kan extension LanYA(−) is a left ad-
joint functor to −.YA and, therefore, preserves all existing colimits and
(2) follows from the fact that, for any object A ∈ A, the left Kan ex-
tension LanYA(A(A,−)) of the representable functor A(A,−) along the
Yoneda embedding YA is evalA; so, in particular, for A = H(J), we
get LanYA(A(H(J),−)) ' evalH(J)). Knowing that such evaluation
functors evalH(J) preserve arbitrary limits since these are computed
pointwise in [Aop, set], we get that LanYA(F ) preserves all limits which
happen to commute with J -colimits, in particular, then, it preserves
D-limits.

1 ⇒ 4. Here the assumption on the soundness of the doctrine D
appears again. In order to show that the category Elts(F )op is D-
filtered, it suffices to prove that for any diagram S : Dop −→ Elts(F )op,
with D ∈ D, its category of cocones is connected, using the notion of a
sound doctrine, as in Definition 9. For it, denoted by U : Elts(F ) −→ A
the canonical forgetful functor, consider the composite YA.U.Sop : D −→
[Aop, set], we get:

lim
D∈D

F.U.Sop ' lim
D∈D

LanYA(F ).YA.U.Sop (1)

' LanYA(F ) lim
D∈D

YA.U.S
op (2)

(where (1) holds because, YA being fully faithful, the universal arrow for
the left Kan extension is an isomorphism, that is, F ' LanYA(F ).YA
and (2) follows from the assumption on LanYA(F ) preserving D-limits
of representables). The limit in [Aop, set] of the diagram YA.U.S

op can
be thought of as a functor H := limD∈D YA.U.S

op : Aop −→ set, which
assigns to any object A ∈ A the set of all cones A(A, limD∈D U.S

op(D))
of U.Sop with domain A in A. Knowing that the left Kan extension
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LanYA(F ), evaluated at H, can be expressed as a colimit of the diagram

YA ↓H
ΓH // A F // set , (A,α : A(−, A) −→ H) 7→ FA

it can be proved that LanYA(F )(H) is, in fact, the colimit of the com-
posite

Elts(F )op Uop
// Aop H // set , (A, a) 7→ lim

D∈D
A(A,U.Sop(D))

Then, the above-mentioned canonical isomorphism l : LanYA(F )(H) −→
limD∈D F.U.S

op (as in (2)) is defined, for any object (A, a) ∈ Elts(F ),
by l(A,a) : (fD : A −→ U.Sop(D))D∈D −→ ((FfD)a)D∈D. Note that,
provided the image of the functor S, for any D ∈ D, is given by the pair
(BD, bD), where bD ∈ FBD, then the collection (bD)D∈D is an element
of limD∈D F.U.S

op. Therefore, thanks to the isomorphism l, there exists
an object (A, a) ∈ Elts(F ) and a cone (fD : A −→ U.Sop(D))D∈D such
that (FfD)a = bD, for any D ∈ D, and we can connect any other cocone
of S in Elts(F )op to it, via a zig-zag in the category of all cocones of S
by the description of colimits in set.

We omit the other implications, which are rather trivial, and refer
to [1] for a more detailed proof.

Remark 13 A priori, as we have seen, there is no reason to define the
notion of a D-flat functor under the restricted hypothesis of a sound
doctrine, but it is indeed just in this case that the notion becomes in-
teresting for our purposes.

So, we assume for the sequel that the doctrine D is sound.

1.2 D-accessible categories

The D-ind completion

We recall the concept of a free completion Ind(A) of a category A under
filtered colimits, introduced by Grothendieck (see [6]). The category
Ind(A) can be explicitly described as the category of all functors in
[Aop, set] which are small, filtered colimits of representable functors.
To be precise, note that the treatment of the Ind completion is done
for any category A, regardless of its size. Nevertheless, in the present
work, we focus our attention on small categories and we consider the
free completion Ind(A) only in the case of a small category A. In light
of Theorem 12, a functor F : Aop −→ set is a small, filtered colimit of
representables if and only if it is FIN-flat, that is, if and only if LanYA(F )
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preserves finite limits. This can be generalised to an arbitrary sound
doctrine D in the following terms: for any small category A, we denote
by D-ind(A) the full subcategory of [Aop, set] consisting of all D-flat
functors (as in Definition 7). Moreover:

Lemma 14 The Yoneda embedding YA : A −→ [Aop, set] does restrict
to D-ind(A); we denote by ηA : A −→ D-ind(A) such a restriction, as
displayed in the following commutative diagram:

A

D-ind(A)

ηA
��

A [Aop, set]YA // [Aop, set]

D-ind(A)

??

��
��

��
��

Proof. We just need to show that, for any object A ∈ A, the repres-
entable functor A(−, A) is D-flat, which amounts to proving, by The-
orem 12, that its left Kan extension along the Yoneda embedding pre-
serves D-limits, as in the following diagram:

Aop

set
A(−,A)

""EEEEEEEEEEAop [A, set]YAop // [A, set]

set
LanYAop (A(−,A))||yy

yy
yy

yy
yy

We know that this left Kan extension is simply evalA, evaluation at A,
which preserves all existing limits, since these are computed pointwise
in [A, set].

By a free completion of A under D-filtered colimits we mean a full em-
bedding ηA : A −→ Ã for which:

• Ã has D-filtered colimits;

• for any functor F : A −→ B into a category B with D-filtered
colimits, there exists a unique (up to isomorphism) functor F̃ :
Ã −→ B satisfying F ' F̃ .ηA and preserving D-filtered colimits.

Then, the following result holds:

Proposition 15 Let D be a sound doctrine. For any small category A,
ηA : A −→ D-ind(A) is a free completion of A under D-filtered colimits.

Proof. The free completion of A under D-filtered colimits is the clos-
ure in [Aop, set] of the representable functors under D-filtered colim-
its. Since, by Theorem 12, any D-flat functor is a D-filtered colimit of
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representables, it only remains to prove that D-flat functors are closed
in [Aop, set] under D-filtered colimits. For it, consider a D-filtered
category J and a diagram H : J −→ [Aop, set] of D-flat functors,
we have LanYA(colimJ∈J H(J)) ' colimJ∈J LanYA(H(J)), because of
the left Kan extension LanYA(−) being a left adjoint functor to −.YA
and, therefore, preserving all existing colimits. Moreover, any func-
tor LanYA(H(J)) preserves D-limits, H(J) being a D-flat, and, since
the category J is D-filtered, J -colimits commute with D-limits. We
can claim, then, that LanYA(colimJ∈J H(J)) preserves D-limits, that
is the functor colimJ∈J H(J) is D-flat. Concerning the universal prop-
erty of the completion under D-filtered colimits, let F : A −→ B be a
functor into a category B with D-filtered colimits, and define a functor
F̃ : D-ind(A) −→ B, at any object G ∈ D-ind(A), that is a canonical
D-filtered colimit of representables, as in the diagram

ηA ↓G
ΓG // A ηA // D-ind(A) , (A,α : A(−, A) −→ G) 7→ A(−, A)

to be F̃ (colim ηA.ΓG) = colimF.ΓG. To check that the functor F̃ does
preserve D-filtered colimits, consider a D-filtered category J and a dia-
gram S : J −→ D-ind(A) and compute its colimit (colimJ∈J S(J), δJ :
S(J) −→ colimJ∈J S(J)) in D-ind(A). As object of D-ind(A), it can
be expressed itself as the canonical D-filtered colimit of the diagram

ηA ↓colim
J∈J

S(J)
ΓcolimJ∈J S(J)

// A ηA // D-ind(A)

(
A,α : A(−, A) −→ colim

J∈J
S(J)

)
7→ A(−, A)

Since the representable functors are absolutely presentable, taking the
full subcategory of ηA ↓colimJ∈J S(J) consisting of those natural trans-
formations α : A(−, A) −→ colimJ∈J S(J) which factor through some
colimit injection δJ , we get a cofinal subcategory of ηA ↓colimJ∈J S(J).
Therefore, we have F̃ (colimJ∈J S(J)) ' colimJ∈J F̃ (S(J)), as desired.
Moreover, the functor F̃ clearly makes the triangle:

A

B
F

��?
??

??
??

??
A D-ind(A)

ηA // D-ind(A)

B
F̃����

��
��

��
�

commute, and, in fact, it is essentially unique with this property, since,
by definition, F̃ is entirely determined by its value on representables



18 The theory of locally D -presentable categories

A(−, A), via its property of preserving D-filtered colimits.

Recall that a category K is said to be finitely accessible if it has
filtered colimits and a small set A of finitely presentable objects (that
is, those objects A such that the corresponding representable functor
K(A,−) : K −→ set preserves filtered colimits) with the property that
every object of K is a filtered colimit of objects of A. Following the
suggestion of the finitely accessible case and extending this idea to the
case of an arbitrary sound doctrine D leads to:

Definition 16 Let D be a sound doctrine. To say that a locally small
category K is D-accessible is to say that it has D-filtered colimits and
admits a small set A of D-presentable objects such that any object of K
is a D-filtered colimit of objects of A.

In fact, we can characterise D-accessible categories in terms of D-ind
completion:

Theorem 17 For a locally small category K, the following conditions
are equivalent:

1. K is D-accessible;

2. K is equivalent to D-ind(A), for a small category A;

3. K is a free completion of a small category A under D-filtered colim-
its.

Sketch of the Proof. 2 ⇔ 3. This equivalence has been proved in
Proposition 15.

1 ⇒ 3. We refer to [27] Proposition 5.62.
3 ⇒ 1. Once again by Proposition 5.62 in [27], we know that a

free completion K of a small category A under D-filtered colimits has
D-filtered colimits itself and, moreover, there is a set A of D-presentable
colimits whose closure in K under D-filtered colimits is K itself. Then,
it only remains to show that this closure can be formed in one step,
namely, that any object of K is a D-filtered colimit of objects of A. For
it, note that K ' D-ind(A) and, by Theorem 12, any D-flat functor is
a D-filtered colimit of representable functors.

The full subcategory of D-presentable objects

For any locally small category K, we denote by KD the full subcategory
of the D-presentable objects of K.
We recall that an object B of a category A is said to be a retract of
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A ∈ A if there exist arrows a : B −→ A and b : A −→ B of A satisfying
b.a = 1B.

Proposition 18 If K is a D-accessible category, then the following
properties hold:

1. KD is dense in K, that is, for any object K in K, the colimit of

the canonical diagram KD ↓K
ΓK // KD ↪→ K, which associates

with any pair (X,x), where the arrow x : X −→ K is in K and
X ∈ KD, its image X through the forgetful functor ΓK , is precisely
K;

2. KD is essentially small and consists of the retracts of objects of A
(as in Definition 16);

3. for any object K ∈ K, the comma category KD ↓K is D-filtered.

Sketch of the Proof. Condition 1. By definition of D-accessible cat-
egory, any object K ∈ K is a D-filtered colimit of objects of A, which
are, in particular, objects of KD; namely, K ' colimJ∈J H(J), where
H : J −→ A and J is a D-filtered category. We wish to prove that the
colimit of the canonical diagram ΓK : KD ↓K −→ KD ↪→ K coincides
with K, that is colim(X,x)∈KD↓K X ' colimJ∈J H(J) ' K. In order to
do so, we just point out that, for any object (X,x) ∈ KD ↓K, we have
x ∈ K(X,K) ' K(X, colimJ∈J H(J)) ' colimJ∈J K(X,H(J)), X being
a D-presentable object of K. It is easy to show, then, that the canonical
comparison morphisms between the two colimits give an isomorphism,
as desired.

Condition 2. We want to show that any X ∈ KD is a retract of an
object of A. For it, we express X, which, in particular, is an object of
K as a D-filtered colimit of objects of A; namely X ' colimJ∈J H(J),
where H : J −→ A and J is a D-filtered category. Since X is a D-
presentable object of K, we have K(X,X) ' K(X, colimJ∈J H(J)) '
colimJ∈J K(X,H(J)). Therefore, the identity arrow 1X on X has to
factor through one of the colimit injection σJ , for some J ∈ J , as
follows:

X X ' colim
J∈J

H(J)
1X //X

H(J)

fJ

''

X ' colim
J∈J

H(J)

H(J)

OO

σJ

Namely, we get σJ .fJ = 1X , for some morphism fJ : X −→ H(J) in
K. Therefore, X can be regarded as a retract of the object H(J) ∈ A.
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Moreover, since A is a small set, one can prove that, for any object
A ∈ A, the collection of all its retracts is a small set. Therefore, KD,
which is nothing but the collection of all retracts of objects of A, is an
essentially small category.

Condition 3. Consider an object K ∈ K and the comma category
KD ↓K. By Lemma 5, we can already claim that the category KD is
a Dop-cocomplete. It is easy to prove, then, that the comma category
KD ↓K is Dop-cocomplete itself. Therefore, the doctrine D being sound,
by Proposition 11 we can derive that KD ↓K is D-filtered, provided it
is small. This is the case, since we know by Condition 2 that KD is
essentially small and the category K is, by assumption, locally small.

As a consequence of Lemma 5, we also know that, for any category K
having Dop-colimits, its full subcategory KD is closed with respect to
Dop-colimits in K and, hence, is Dop-cocomplete. Stated otherwise, for
future purposes:

Remark 19 Let K be a Dop-cocomplete category. The category KD
op

is D-complete.

We present here a crucial result which will be applied to any situation
concerning retracts:

Proposition 20 Consider two functors F,G : A −→ set, with A a
small category, and a diagram S : I −→ A, for some category I, such
that a colimit of S exists in A. If the functor F preserves such a colimit
of S and G is a retract of F , then the functor G itself preserves the
colimit of S under consideration.

Proof. Let the functor G be a retract of F , as in the diagram:

G oooo β
//

α
// F

where β · α = 1G. Suppose the functor F preserves a colimit of the
diagram S : I −→ A. We wish to show that G : A −→ set preserves
such a colimit. The condition on G being a retract of F can be expressed
in terms of a coequalizer diagram; explicitly, G is the coequalizer in
[A, set] of the pair (α.β, 1F ), as displayed:

F
α.β //
1F

// F
β // // G

Therefore, G, being a coequalizer, is, in particular, a colimit of functors,
namely F , which preserve a colimit of the diagram S. Since colimits
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obviously commute with colimits, it follows immediately that G itself
does preserve such a colimit of S.

Recall that a category C is Cauchy complete if all idempotents of
C split (see [10]). We can achieve Cauchy completeness for KD as a
consequence of the previous Proposition 20:

Corollary 21 Let K be a locally small category with D-filtered colimits.
A retract of a D-presentable object is itself D-presentable.

Proof. Let A ∈ K be a D-presentable object and consider B a retract
of A, as in the diagram:

B oooo b
//

a
// A

where b.a = 1B. The object A being D-presentable amounts to the
corresponding representable functor K(A,−) : K −→ set preserving D-
filtered colimits. Moreover, the morphisms a and b provide the functor
K(B,−) as retract of K(A,−), since K(a,−).K(b,−) = K(b.a,−) =
1K(B,−), as in the following diagram:

K(B,−) oooo K(a,−)
//
K(b,−)

// K(A,−)

Therefore, by Proposition 20, the representable functor K(B,−) : K −→
set is D-accessible too, that is, the object B is D-presentable in K.

As first consequence of the previous Corollary, the full subcategory
KD of K consisting of all D-presentable objects is closed under retracts,
and, therefore:

Corollary 22 Let K be a locally small category with D-filtered colimits
and denote by KD its full subcategory given by all D-presentable objects.
The category KD, being closed under retracts, is Cauchy complete.

Proof. Let e : A −→ A be an idempotent on an object A of KD, that
is, A is D-presentable of K and e.e = e. Consider the pair of arrows
(1A, e) of KD:

A
1A //
e

// A

and take its coequalizer b : A −→ B in K. Since e is idempotent,
it factors through the coequalizer b, namely there exists a morphism
a : B −→ A in K such that a.b = e and, in fact, a satisfies the ex-
tra property b.a = 1B, b being an epimorphism. This is precisely the
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condition for an idempotent e to split in K. But since B is a retract
of a D-presentable object A, it is D-presentable itself by Corollary 21.
Therefore, the idempotent e actually splits in KD. Note that the split-
ting of an idempotent is a colimit (as well as a limit); moreover, it is
an absolute colimit, namely it is preserved by any functor. As a con-
sequence such a colimit commutes with any existing limit. Therefore,
in particular, D-filtered colimits always contain as a special case the
splitting of idempotents. This is the reason why the only hypothesis of
having D-filtered colimits is required on the category K.

Remark 23 Equivalently, in Corollary 22, we could have just asked for
the category K being Cauchy complete, in order to get the Cauchy com-
pletion of its full subcategory KD. In fact, not even Cauchy completion
is required as an extra assumption, since for the category K having D-
filtered colimits directly implies being Cauchy complete, as we will point
out in Section 1.4.

1.3 Locally D-presentable categories

Keeping in mind the definition of a locally finitely presentable category,
that is a cocomplete, finitely accessible category, and moving to the case
of an arbitrary sound doctrine D, we are led to the following generalisa-
tion:

Definition 24 Let D be a sound doctrine. We say that a locally small
category K is locally D-presentable if it is cocomplete and D-accessible.

It turns out that a D-accessible category is complete if and only if it is
cocomplete (see [1]). So, a locally D-presentable category is not only
cocomplete but also complete, and, in particular, D-complete.
For any essentially small and D-complete category A, we denote by
D-cont[A, set] the full subcategory of the functor category [A, set] given
by D-continuous functors. By general reasons (see, for example, [27]),
the full inclusion

iA : D-cont[A, set] −→ [A, set]

has a left adjoint, which we denote by rA. Namely, D-cont[A, set] is a
full reflective subcategory of [A, set].

A characterisation for locally D-presentable categories can be fully
stated as in the next Theorem. We recall first from [29, 35] that a sketch
is a quadruple S = (A,L,C, σ) consisting of a small category A, sets L
and C of small diagrams in A and a map σ assigning a cone to every
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diagram in L and a cocone to every diagram in C. Models of S are
functors in [A, set] mapping σ(D) to a limit cone if D ∈ L and to a
colimit cocone if D ∈ C. We write Mod(S) for the full subcategory of
[A, set] given by all models. We say that a category is sketchable by S
if it is equivalent to Mod(S). Then, in terms of a D doctrine, we get
from [1] the following:

Definition 25 A sketch is called a D-sketch if every diagram in L has
scheme in D (no restriction is made on the diagrams in C).

Theorem 26 Let D be a sound doctrine. For a locally small category
K, the following condition are equivalent:

1. K is locally D-presentable;

2. K is a free completion of a small Dop-cocomplete category under
D-filtered colimits;

3. K is sketchable by a limit D-sketch;

4. K is equivalent to D-cont[A, set] for a small D-complete category
A.

Sketch of the Proof. 1 ⇒ 2. Given a locally D-presentable category
K, we know that K is a free completion of its full subcategory KD,
consisting of D-presentable objects, under D-filtered colimits. The fact
that KD is a Dop-cocomplete category is an immediate consequence of
Lemma 5.

2 ⇒ 3. Let K be a free completion of a small Dop-cocomplete cate-
gory C under D-filtered colimits. Take the limit D-sketch S on Cop given
by the set L of all D-diagrams and the map σ which assigns limit cones.
Then, we get K ' Mod(S).

3 ⇒ 4. If K ' Mod(S), for a limit D-sketch S on A, define a fully
faithful functor ξ : A −→ Mod(S)op by assigning to any object A ∈ A
the representable functor A(A,−); denote by Ã the closure of its image
under D-limits. Then, we have Mod(S) ' D-cont[Ã, set].

4 ⇒ 1. We know that, by definition, D-ind(A) = D-flat[Aop, set]
and we also know that, while working with small D-complete catego-
ries, the notions of D-flat functor and D-continuous functor coincide, by
Theorem 12. Therefore, for any small D-complete category A, we have:

D-ind(Aop) = D-flat[A, set] ' D-cont[A, set]

It only remains to remark, then, that D-ind(Aop) is D-accessible, by
Theorem 17, and D-cont[A, set], being reflective in [A, set], is cocom-
plete.
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Remark 27 The two main facts of Theorem 26 can be rephrased in the
following terms:

1. Let A be a small and D-complete category. Then, the category
D-cont[A, set] is locally D-presentable.

2. Let K be a locally D-presentable category. Then, K is equivalent
to
D-cont[KD

op, set], where KD ↪→ K is the full subcategory of K
consisting of its D-presentable objects.

Going back to our leading examples, we have:

Example 28

1. Let D be the doctrine FIN of finite limits categories. Then, locally
D-presentable categories are precisely the locally finitely present-
able ones.

2. Let D be the doctrine FINPR of finite discrete categories. Then,
locally D-presentable categories are multisorted finitary varieties
(see [5]).

3. Let D = ∅ be the empty doctrine. Then, locally D-presentable
categories are just presheaf categories.

The first important property of the inclusion iA we want to mention is:

Lemma 29 Let A be an essentially small and D-complete category. The
full embedding iA : D-cont[A, set] −→ [A, set] does preserve D-filtered
colimits. In fact, iA reflects them too, being full and faithful.

Proof. For any D-filtered category J and for any functor H : J −→
D-cont[A, set], consider the colimit of such a diagram in [A, set], say
it M = colimJ∈J H(J) : A −→ set. We shall prove that M is a D-
continuous functor. For it, given D ∈ D and a functor S : D −→ A we
obtain:

(colim
J∈J

H(J))( lim
D∈D

S(D)) ' (colim
J∈J

)(H(J)( lim
D∈D

S(D))) (1)

' (colim
J∈J

)( lim
D∈D

H(J)(S(D))) (2)

' (colim
J∈J

)( lim
D∈D

)H(J)(S(D)) (3)

' ( lim
D∈D

)(colim
J∈J

)H(J)(S(D)) (4)

' ( lim
D∈D

)(colim
J∈J

H(J))(S(D)) (5)
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(where (1) and (5) follow from the fact that colimits are computed point-
wise in [A, set], (2) holds because H(J) is aD-continuous functor, for
any J ∈ J , (3) follows from the fact that limits as well are computed
pointwise in [A, set] and (4) is just the definition of D-filtered colimit).
Therefore, M ∈ D-cont[A, set], or, stated otherwise, iA preserves D-
filtered colimits.

Another way of looking at this result it is as a consequence of The-
orem 26, which states that D-cont[A, set] is a free completion of Aop
under D-filtered colimits. In fact, we have just proved that:

Corollary 30 Let A be an essentially small and D-complete category.
In the category D-cont[A, set], D-filtered colimits are computed point-
wise.

Restricting Yoneda

Lemma 31 Let A be an essentially small and D-complete category.
Any representable functor A(A,−) is D-continuous; in other words, the
Yoneda embedding YAop : Aop −→ [A, set] restricts to D-cont[A, set],
as displayed in the following commutative diagram:

Aop

D-cont[A, set]
YAop

��

Aop [A, set]YAop // [A, set]

D-cont[A, set]

??

iA��
��

��
��

Proof. We want to prove that for any object A ∈ A the functor
A(A,−) is D-continuous, that is, it preserves all D-limits. This fol-
lows from the fact that the representable functor A(A,−) : A −→ set
preserves all (existing) limits, then, in particular, the D-ones.

With abuse of notation, we denote the restricted Yoneda embedding also
by YAop .

Proposition 32 Let A be an essentially small and D-complete cate-
gory. The restricted Yoneda embedding YAop : Aop −→ D-cont[A, set]
transforms D-limits in A into Dop-colimits.

Proof. For any D ∈ D and any functor S : D −→ A, consider its
D-limit cone (limD∈D S(D);λD : limD∈D S(D) −→ S(D)). We wish to
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show that applying Yoneda to this diagram produces a Dop-colimit cone
in D-cont[A, set], namely that:

(A( lim
D∈D

S(D),−);A(λD,−) : A(S(D),−) −→ A( lim
D∈D

S(D),−))

is the Dop-colimit of the diagram YAop .S. This is obviously a cocone in
D-cont[A, set]. To show that it coincides with colimD∈Dop A(S(D),−)
(which exists, D-cont[A, set] being cocomplete), take any object E ∈
D-cont[A, set] and just use the Yoneda Lemma, once remarked that the
functor E is in fact D-continuous:

Nat(A( lim
D∈D

S(D),−), E) ' E( lim
D∈D

S(D)) (1)

' lim
D∈D

E(S(D)) (2)

' lim
D∈D

Nat(A(S(D),−), E) (3)

' Nat(colim
D∈Dop

A(S(D),−), E)

(where (1) and (3) are just instances of the Yoneda Lemma and (2)
follows from E being a D-continuous functor). Since this is valid for
any E ∈ D-cont[A, set], again from the Yoneda Lemma it follows that
A(limD∈D S(D),−) ' colimD∈Dop A(S(D),−), as desired.

It might be more convenient to rephrase the previous Proposition in the
following terms: the Yoneda embedding YAop : Aop −→ D-cont[A, set]
does preserve Dop-colimits. So, it is clear that YAop, being full and faith-
ful, reflects them too.

Remark 33 Note that if A is a Cauchy complete category, then the
previous Proposition is just a reformulation of Lemma 5. In fact, in
the previous Proposition we have shown that a Dop-colimit of repres-
entables is representable itself. Of course, in the case of a Cauchy com-
plete category, this coincides with a special instance of the statement “a
Dop-colimit of D-presentables is D-presentable itself”, provided that the
D-presentables objects of D-cont[A, set] are retracts of representable
functors. (This will be proved in Proposition 38.)

1.4 D-completeness and Cauchy completeness

Let E be the category consisting of:

• a single object ∗;

• two morphisms: 1∗ and e, with the property e = e.e.
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For any category A and for any diagram F : E −→ A admitting a
limit or a colimit, such a limit or such a colimit is absolute, namely it is
preserved by any functor, and it is a well-known fact that it leads, in both
cases, to the splitting of the idempotent F (e) in A. As a consequence,
such a limit commutes with any existing colimit, and, analogously such
a colimit commutes with any existing limit. Therefore, in terms of a
limit doctrine D, we can claim that D-filtered colimits always contain,
as a special instance, the splitting of idempotents. In other words, for a
category having D-filtered colimits implies being Cauchy complete.

These simple facts have a useful impact on enlightening the interplay
between D-completeness and Cauchy completeness. For a given doctrine
D, we denote by D+ the doctrine given by the union D ∪ {E}. Since
E-limits are preserved by any functor and, therefore, commute with any
colimit, we get the following results:

Lemma 34 The following properties hold:

1. D+-completeness coincides with D-completeness plus Cauchy com-
pleteness;

2. D+-continuity coincides with D-continuity;

3. D+-filtered colimits coincide with D-filtered colimits;

4. D+-presentable objects coincide with D-presentable objects;

5. D+-accessible categories are precisely D-accessible categories;

6. locally D+-presentable categories are precisely locally D-presentable
categories.

It is a crucial point to realise that D-filtered colimit and D+-filtered
colimits are precisely the same. This means, in fact, that any proof
we have achieved relative to categories having D-filtered colimits could
be reformulated in terms of categories having D+-filtered colimits. The
immediate advantage clearly is that of gaining Cauchy completeness.
Moreover, while replacing D by D+, the condition on the doctrine of
being sound is retained, since, for a given doctrine D, soundness is a
property which can be merely expressed in terms of D-filtered colimits:

Lemma 35 If the doctrine D is sound, then the doctrine D+ is itself
sound.

The whole of these observations is illuminating while dealing with the
splitting of the idempotents, as in the next Chapter, for instance, and
categories which are at once D-complete and Cauchy complete.
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The duality theorem for a limit

doctrine

The duality Theorem concerning locally D-presentable cate-
gories is presented. This is the theorem that puts the defini-
tion of a locally D-presentable category in its natural context
by taking into account the notion of morphisms between such
categories. In other words, the functoriality of the process
of “D-ification” is analysed. Basic definitions concerning
generators of a category are recalled in order to present a
further characterisation of locally D-presentable categories,
this time in terms of strong generators. Applications of the
duality Theorem go in the direction of comparing different
doctrines. As an example of this kind of comparison, we
mention [37].

2.1 The duality Theorem

The 2-functor ε

Let D be a sound doctrine, which we suppose fixed throughout the whole
section. We denote by D-LP the 2-category of locally D-presentable
categories, D-accessible right adjoint functors and natural transforma-
tions. Whereas, we write D-Th for the 2-category of essentially small
D-complete and Cauchy complete categories, D-continuous functors and
natural transformations.

Our purpose is to build a biequivalence of 2-categories between D-Th
and D-LP which will provide the natural generalisation of Gabriel-Ulmer
duality for locally finitely presentable categories, Adámek - Lawvere -
Rosický duality for varieties and Morita duality for presheaf categories

29
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we were seeking.
We start by defining a 2-functor

ε : D-Thop D-LP//

which assigns, to every object A in D-Th, the category of D-continuous
set-valued functors D-cont[A, set], which is locally D-presentable by
Remark 27 (Condition 1). On morphisms F : A −→ B of D-Th, ε is
defined by composing with F , as shown in the following diagram:

D-cont[A, set] [A, set]//
iA

//

D-cont[B, set]

D-cont[A, set]

ε(F )

��

D-cont[B, set] [B, set]// iB // [B, set]

[A, set]

−·F

��

Diagram 2.1

where iA displays D-cont[A, set] as the full reflective subcategory of
[A, set] whose left adjoint is denoted by rA, and analogously for iB
(and rB a iB). Since F is a D-continuous functor, composing with F
on the right actually restricts to a functor ε(F ) : D-cont[B, set] −→
D-cont[A, set], as desired. Moreover, if we consider the two Yoneda
embeddings YAop : Aop −→ [A, set] and YBop : Bop −→ [B, set], taking
the left Kan extension of YBop .F op along YAop (which always exists, the
category [B, set] being cocomplete) gives rise to a left adjoint functor to
− ·F : [B, set] −→ [A, set], call it T = LanYAop (YBop .F op) : [A, set] −→
[B, set] satisfying T a − · F :

Aop

[B, set]

Aop [A, set]YAop // [A, set]

[B, set]

??

T

��
��

��
��

��
��

��

−·F

��

Bop
F op ��?

??
??

?

YBop ��?
??

??
?

Our present aim is to show that ε(F ) is, in fact, a morphism of the
2-category D-LP, namely a right adjoint, D-filtered colimit-preserving
functor.

The following is helpful to that end.
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Lemma 36 Consider the following diagram of categories and functors:

C D//
j

//

A

C

h

��

A Boo r
B

D

g

��

i
// OO

f

Suppose that j is full and faithful, g · i ' j · h, r a i and f a g. Then,
the composite r · f · j satisfies the condition r · f · j a h.

Proof. In order to establish the adjunction r ·f ·j a h, we have to show
that there is an isomorphism A(r · f · j(C), A) ' C(C, h(A)) natural in
both the variables C ∈ C and A ∈ A:

A(r · f · j(C), A) ' B(f · j(C), i(A)) (1)
' D(j(C), g · i(A)) (2)
' D(j(C), j · h(A)) (3)
' C(C, h(A)) (4)

(where (1) holds by r a i, (2) holds by f a g, (3) follows from g · i ' j ·h
and (4) comes from j being fully faithful). Clearly all isomorphisms are
natural by definition of the adjunctions involved. Therefore, we have
proved that r · f · j is left adjoint to h, as desired.

So, going back to the Diagram 2.1 and applying Lemma 36 to the
case of ε(F ) : D-cont[B, set] −→ D-cont[A, set] will provide a left
adjoint functor to ε(F ), namely the composite rB.T.iA, as displayed:

D-cont[A, set] [A, set]//
iA

//

D-cont[B, set]

D-cont[A, set]

ε(F )

��

D-cont[B, set] [B, set]oo rB
[B, set]

[A, set]

−·F

��

//
iB

//
OO

T

It only remains to prove that ε(F ) does preserve D-filtered colimits. In
order to do that, we remark that the functor − ·F : [B, set] −→ [A, set]
preserves all colimits (in particular, the D-filtered ones). This follows
immediately from the property that colimits in [B, set] are computed
pointwise (that is, in set). Namely, for any small category I, given a
functor S : I −→ [B, set] we get:

((colim
I∈I

S(I)) · F )(B) ' colim
I∈I

(S(I)(F (B))) ' (colim
I∈I

(S(I) · F ))(B)
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for any object B ∈ B, that is (colimI∈I S(I)) ·F = colimI∈I(S(I) ·F ), as
required. From Lemma 29 we can derive that the composite (− · F ).iB
preserves D-filtered colimits, but this is precisely the functor iA.ε(F ).
Moreover, again by Lemma 29, iA reflects D-filtered colimits, therefore,
the functor ε(F ) does preserve them and is indeed a morphism of D-LP.
This completes the definition of

ε : D-Thop D-LP//

on objects and morphisms. It is defined in the obvious (covariant) way
on 2-cells, namely for any natural transformation α : F −→ G : A −→ B
in D-Th, ε(α) is defined to be the morphism

M.α : M.F −→M.G

of D-cont[A, set], for any M ∈ D-cont[B, set]. It is an easy proof to
show that ε is a 2-functor.

The objects of D-cont[A, set]

We present some useful results concerning the objects of the category
D-cont[A, set], which we state here in their most general setting.

Proposition 37 Let A be a locally small and D-complete category. Any
representable functor is a D-presentable object of D-cont[A, set].

Proof. We have already shown in Lemma 31 that, for any A ∈ A, the
corresponding representable functorA(A,−) is D-continuous and proved
in Lemma 29 that the category D-cont[A, set] has D-filtered colim-
its. We wish now to show that the representable functor Nat(M,−) :
D-cont[A, set] −→ set preserves D-filtered colimits, where M is pre-
cisely A(A,−). For it, take J a D-filtered category and a functor
H : J −→ D-cont[A, set]. Then, we get:

Nat(M, colim
J∈J

H(J)) = Nat(A(A,−), colim
J∈J

H(J))

' (colim
J∈J

H(J))(A) (1)

' colim
J∈J

(H(J)(A)) (2)

' colim
J∈J

Nat(A(A,−),H(J)) (3)

(where (1) and (3) are just instances of the Yoneda Lemma and (2) fol-
lows from the fact that D-filtered colimits are computed pointwise in
D-cont[A, set], by Corollary 30). That is, Nat(M,−) is a D-accessible
functor, as desired.
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Notice that not only any representable object in D-cont[A, set] is D-
presentable, but also every D-presentable object in D-cont[A, set] is a
retract of a representable one, as we show in the following:

Proposition 38 Let A be a locally small and D-complete category. The
D-presentable objects of D-cont[A, set] are precisely the retracts of the
representable functors.

Proof. One implication follows directly from Proposition 37 and Corol-
lary 21. Conversely, let N ∈ D-cont[A, set] be a D-presentable object.
By Theorem 26, the category D-cont[A, set] is a free completion of Aop
under D-filtered colimits, so, as a D-continuous functor, N can be ex-
pressed as the colimit of a D-filtered diagram YAop .H : J −→ [A, set],
where H : J −→ Aop and J is a D-filtered category; namely N '
colimJ∈J YAop .H(J) = colimJ∈J A(H(J),−). Since, by hypothesis the
functor Nat(N,−) preserves D-filtered colimits, we have Nat(N,N) '
Nat(N, colimJ∈J A(H(J),−)) ' colimJ∈J Nat(N,A(H(J),−)). Then,
the identity natural transformation 1N on N has to factor through one
of the colimit injection σJ , for some J ∈ J , as follows:

N N ' colim
J∈J

A(H(J),−)
1N //N

A(H(J),−)

γJ

''

N ' colim
J∈J

A(H(J),−)

A(H(J),−)

OO

σJ

Namely, we get σJ .γJ = 1N , for some morphism γJ : N −→ A(H(J),−)
in D-cont[A, set]. Therefore, N is a retract of the representable functor
A(H(J),−) ∈ D-cont[A, set].

We also point out here two important properties of these special arrows
between categories of D-continuous set-valued functors that are morph-
isms of D-LP.

Corollary 39 Let K be a locally small category with D-filtered colimits.
Let F,G : K −→ set be two functors. If F is D-accessible and G is a
retract of F , then G is itself D-accessible.

Proof. It is a simple consequence of Proposition 20, while choosing as
diagrams S functors defined on D-filtered categories.

Proposition 40 Let K and K′ be locally small categories with D-filtered
colimits, and let R : K −→ K′, and L : K′ −→ K be two functors such
that L a R. If R is D-accessible, then L preserves D-presentable objects.
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Proof. Let M ∈ K′ be a D-presentable object. To prove that
K(L(M),−) : K −→ set preserves D-filtered colimits, consider a D-
filtered category J and a functor H : J −→ K. We get:

K(L(M), colim
J∈J

H(J)) ' K′(M,R(colim
J∈J

H(J))) (1)

' K′(M, (colim
J∈J

R.H(J))) (2)

' colim
J∈J

K′(M,R.H(J)) (3)

' colim
J∈J

K(L(M),H(J)) (4)

(where (1) and (4) hold by L a R, (2) follows from R being D-accessible
and (3) comes from M being D-presentable). That is, L(M) is a D-
presentable object of K, as desired.

Corollary 41 Let K be a locally D-presentable category and let i :
K′ −→ K be a full reflective subcategory of K. If i is D-accessible,
then K′ is locally D-presentable.

Proof. To prove that K′ is a locally D-presentable category we need
to show that it is cocomplete and that there exists a small set A′ of D-
presentable objects of K′ such that any object of K′ is a D-filtered colimit
of objects of A′. Obviously, K′ is cocomplete (and complete) being a
full reflective subcategory of K cocomplete (and complete). Since i is
D-accessible, then the reflection r : K −→ K′, that is, its left adjoint
functor, preserves D-presentable objects, by Proposition 40. So, denoted
by A the small set of D-presentable objects of K such that any object
of K can be regarded as a D-filtered colimit of those of A, we can define
A′ as the set of all {rA|A ∈ A}. It only remains to prove that any
object K ′ ∈ K′ is a D-filtered colimit of objects of A′. For it, consider
its image iK ′ ∈ K through i. As an object of K, it can be expressed
as D-filtered colimit of objects of A, namely iK ′ = colimJ∈J AJ , where
J is a D-filtered category and the diagram, which we take the colimit
of, associates with any J ∈ J an object AJ ∈ A. Since the counit for
the adjunction r a i is an isomorphism at any component, i being fully
faithful, we can establish a chain of isomorphism as follows:

K ′ ' riK ′ = r(colim
J∈J

AJ) ' colim
J∈J

rAJ

where the last one holds because r, being a left adjoint functor, preserves
all existing colimits. That is, K ′ can be written as a D-filtered colimit
of objects of A′. This ends the proof of K′ ∈ D-LP.
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The 2-functor ε is a biequivalence

So, we are finally able to state one of the two main theorems of this
chapter. This result can be found in [18]. We follow the lines of the
remarkable exposition of Gabriel-Ulmer duality given in [3].

Theorem 42 The 2-functor

ε : D-Thop D-LP//

is a biequivalence of 2-categories.

Proof. We need to prove that the 2-functor ε, defined at Section 2.1, is
(a) surjective on objects up to equivalence and (b) locally an equivalence
of categories. We divide then the proof into two steps.
(a) LetK be a locally D-presentable category and consider its full subcat-
egory KD of D-presentable objects. By Proposition 18 and Remark 19,
the category KD

op is essentially small and D-complete, so we can apply
Remark 27 (Condition 2) and get:

K ' D-cont[KD
op, set]

It only remains to check, then, that KD
op is Cauchy complete: but this

is the dual of Corollary 22. Therefore, KD
op is an object of D-Th.

Therefore, we have shown that such a K is equivalent to the category
ε(KD

op), as desired.
(b) For each pair of objects A, B in D-Th the functor

εA,B : D-Th(A,B) D-LP(ε(B), ε(A))//

is an equivalence of categories.
(b1) εA,B is faithful. For it, let α, β : F −→ G : A −→ B be

natural transformations such that εA,B(α) = εA,B(β) in D-LP, that is,
− · α = − · β : − · F −→ − · G. For each object A ∈ A, we have
to show αA = βA. This follows from the fact that the component of
− · α at M = B(FA,−) is M.α : B(FA,F−) −→ B(FA,G−) and
αA = (M.α)A(1FA); analogously for β. Thus, the equality M.α = M.β,
for every M ∈ D-cont[B, set], implies in particular αA = βA, as desired.

(b2) εA,B is full. That is, provided F,G : A −→ B in D-Th, then,
every natural transformation τ : ε(F ) −→ ε(G), namely every collection
of natural transformations τM : M.F −→M.G, for M ∈ D-cont[B, set],
which is also natural in the variable M , is of the form τ = − · α, for
some 2-cell α : F −→ G in D-Th. To prove this, we already know
that, for any object A ∈ A, the functor M = B(FA,−) is D-continuous,
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and hence we can consider τB(FA,−) : B(FA,F−) −→ B(FA,G−) and
define αA = (τB(FA,−))A(1FA) : FA −→ GA. We have to show that α
is natural in A. For it, remark first that, for any f : A −→ B in A, by
naturality of τB(FA,−) we obtain:

(τB(FA,−))B(Ff) = Gf.αA (2.1)

Now, given such a f : A −→ B in A, the corresponding Yoneda trans-
formation − · Ff = B(Ff,−) : B(FB,−) −→ B(FA,−) is a map of
D-cont[B, set] and, since τM is natural in M ∈ D-cont[B, set], we get:

B(Ff,G−).τB(FB,−) = τB(FA,−).B(Ff, F−) (2.2)

Evaluating equation 2.2 at B and applying it to 1FB gives:

αB.Ff = (τB(FA,−))B(Ff) = Gf.αA

(where the last equality holds by using equation 2.1), that is, the trans-
formation α : F −→ G is natural. It only remains to verify that
the equality τ = − · α holds in D-Th, that is, τM = M.α for every
M ∈ D-cont[B, set]; even more explicitly, that is, for any object A ∈ A,
(τM )A = M.αA holds in set . For it, any element x of MFA corres-
ponds via the Yoneda Lemma to a unique map x̃ : B(FA,−) −→ M in
D-cont[B, set] satisfying x̃FA(1FA) = x. From the naturality of τM in
M , we derive τM .x̃.F = x̃.G.τB(FA,−), which we can evaluate at A and
apply to 1FA to obtain (τM )A(x) = x̃GA(αA). Now, using further the
naturality of x̃ (relative to the arrow αA : FA −→ GA of B) we derive
x̃GA(αA) = M.αA(x), and therefore, by gluing together the last two
equalities, we get (τM )A(x) = M.αA(x) for all x ∈MFA, as desired.

(b3) εA,B is essentially surjective on objects, that is, any morphism
R : ε(B) −→ ε(A) in D-LP is naturally isomorphic to − · F , for some
morphism F : A −→ B in D-Th. For it, consider such a morphism
R in D-LP, together with its left adjoint L and the restricted Yoneda
embeddings, as in the following diagram:

Aop D-cont[A, set]//
YAop

//

Bop

Aop

OO

L|

Bop D-cont[B, set]// YBop // D-cont[B, set]

D-cont[A, set]

R

��

OO

L a

We claim that L restricts to a functor Aop −→ Bop, which means that,
for any D-continuous representable functor M = A(A,−), its image



2.1 The duality Theorem 37

L(M) through L is a representable functor. This restriction will provide
the expected functor F , which we prove to be indeed a morphism of
D-Th.
Consider an objectA inA. By Proposition 37A(A,−) is a D-presentable
object, then by Proposition 40 L(A(A,−)) is D-presentable. Hence, it
follows from Proposition 38 that L(A(A,−)) is a retract of a repres-
entable functor. Since B is a Cauchy complete category, L(A(A,−))
is itself representable. Therefore, for any A ∈ A, we can choose an
object B := FA in B such that B(B,−) ' L(A(A,−)). Let us fix a
natural isomorphism lA : L(A(A,−)) −→ B(FA,−), for any A ∈ A.
For a morphism f : A −→ A′ in A, the Yoneda Lemma guarantees that
there exists a unique map Ff : FA −→ FA′, for which the natural
transformation

lA.L(A(f,−)).l−1
A′ : B(FA′,−) −→ B(FA,−)

is given by composite with Ff . It is easy to verify that this assignment
defines a functor F : A −→ B, which we will show to be D-continuous.
Since L is a left adjoint functor and, by Proposition 32, YAop preserves
Dop-colimits, the composite L.YAop preserves Dop-colimits, but this com-
posite is isomorphic (via lA) to YBop .F op. Thus, YBop .F op preserves Dop-
colimits and, by Proposition 32 again, YBop reflects them. So, F op also
preserves them: that is, F preserves D-limits.
Finally, it only remains to prove that the functor
ε(F ) : D-cont[B, set] −→ D-cont[A, set] is isomorphic to R. Since
L a R, it is sufficient to prove that ε(F ) is right adjoint to L, namely
that there is an isomorphism Nat(L(M), G) ' Nat(M,G ·F ) natural in
both the variables M ∈ D-cont[A, set] and G ∈ D-cont[B, set]. First,
remark that for a representable functor M = A(A,−), where A ∈ A,
this is just the Yoneda Lemma:

Nat(A(A,−), G.F ) ' G.F (A) (1)
' Nat(B(FA,−), G) (2)
' Nat(L(A(A,−)), G) (3)

(where (1) and (2) are just instances of the Yoneda Lemma and (3)
is the isomorphism lA). Then, for an arbitrary D-continuous functor,
we just use this fact together with Lemma 5 (or, equivalently, that
D-cont[A, set] is a free completion of Aop under D-filtered colimits).
Explicitly, if we write M ∈ D-cont[A, set] as a D-filtered colimit of
representable functors, namely M = colimJ∈J A(H(J),−), where J is
a D-filtered category and H is the appropriate diagram YAop .H : J −→
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[A, set], we get the following chain of natural isomorphisms:

Nat(colim
J∈J

A(H(J),−), G.F ) ' lim
J∈J

Nat(A(H(J),−), G.F )

' lim
J∈J

Nat(L(A(H(J),−)), G) (1)

' Nat(colim
J∈J

L(A(H(J),−)), G)

' Nat(L(colim
J∈J

A(H(J),−)), G) (2)

(where (1) is just the previous case and (2) follows from L being left
adjoint). The proof of the Theorem is now complete.

Example 43

1. If we take as D the doctrine of finite limits, then Theorem 42 is
exactly Gabriel-Ulmer duality. This celebrated duality asserts that
there is a contravariant biequivalence Lexop −→ LFP, where Lex
is the 2-category of small finitely complete categories, finite limit
preserving functors and natural transformations, and LFP is the
2-categories of locally finitely presentable categories, finitary right
adjoint functors and natural transformations (see [23]).

2. If we take as D the doctrine of finite products, then Theorem 42 is
exactly Adámek-Lawvere-Rosický duality between algebraic theor-
ies and multisorted finitary varieties. The established contravari-
ant biequivalence is Thop −→ VAR, where Th is the 2-category
of small Cauchy complete categories with finite products, finite
product preserving functors and natural transformations, and
VAR is the 2-category of multisorted finitary varieties, algebraic-
ally exact functors and natural transformations (see [2]).

3. If we take as D the empty doctrine, we have a duality between
the 2-category of small Cauchy complete categories, functors and
natural transformations, and the 2-category of categories of the
form [A, set], for A small, cocontinuous right adjoint functors and
natural transformations. This duality refines the well-known fact
that two small categories A and B are Morita equivalent, that is,
the corresponding categories of set-valued functors are equivalent,
namely [A, set] ' [B, set], if and only if they are Cauchy equival-
ent, that is, they have equivalent Cauchy completions. We recall
that a Cauchy completion of a small category A is given by the
full subcategory of the presheaf category [A, set] of retracts of
representable functors, see [10].
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2.2 Some applications

Comparing sound doctrines

As an application of the duality Theorem 42, we can think of comparing
different sound doctrines. More precisely, the idea is to answer to such a
question as “under which conditions is it possible that a locally finitely
presentable category is a (multisorted finitary) variety?” or “when can a
variety be thought of as a presheaf category?”. Some work has already
been done toward this direction. In [37, 38], Pedicchio and Wood study
the case of when locally finitely presentable categories are varieties. In
fact, the converse statement is always true: as we know, a (multisorted
finitary) variety K is always of the form Finprod[Aop, set], for a small
Cauchy complete category A with finite coproducts, just by taking as
A the full subcategory determined by the strongly finitely presentable
objects of K (that is, those objects K ∈ K such that the corresponding
representable functor K(K,−) : K −→ set preserves sifted colimits).
Moreover, we can regard it as the category Lex[Bop, set] of set-valued
functors which preserve all finite limits, where B is the full subcategory
given by all finitely presentable objects of K and B is closed in K under
finite colimits. Therefore, K is a locally finitely presentable category.
Pedicchio and Wood establish the following precise comparison between
the 2-category VAR of varieties and the 2-category LFP of locally fi-
nitely presentable categories:

Proposition 44

1. The (not full) inclusion of VAR into LFP has a left biadjoint;

2. A small category with finite limits C is such that Lex[C, set] is
equivalent to a variety if and only if every object of C is a regular
subobject of an effective injective.

We recall that an object C ∈ C is effective injective if the corresponding
representable functor C(−, C) : Cop −→ set preserves coequalizers of
reflexive graphs. Explicitly, if

E // e // X
f //
g

// Y

is an equalizer in C of a reflexive graph (f, g), that is, there exists an
arrow r : Y −→ X in C satisfying r.f = 1X = r.g, then,

C(Y,−)
C(f,−) //

C(g,−)
// C(X,−)

C(e,−) // // C(E,−)



40 The duality theorem for a limit doctrine

is a coequalizer in set.

We wish to present here the general setting needed to compare sound
doctrines. Consider two sound doctrines D1 and D2 such that D1 ↪→ D2.
Clearly, there is a (not full) inclusion i : D2-Th −→ D1-Th, which is
just the way of looking at small Cauchy complete categories with D2-
limits as categories which, in particular, have D1-limits. It is natural,
then, to ask if there is a way to associate with any D1-theory a D2-
theory and by looking for an answer to this question we are led to the
study of F-conservative C-completions, for any F and C sets of small
categories (for this matter see [40], where they work in the dual situation
of a cocompletion). In details, a free F-conservative C-completion of a
category A is a full embedding ξA : A −→ A for which:

• A is a C-complete category;

• ξA preserves existing F-limits;

• for any F-continuous functor F : A −→ B into a C-complete
category B, there exists a unique (up to isomorphism) functor
F : A −→ B satisfying F ' F .ξA and being C-continuous.

As an example we can mention, once again, locally finitely presentable
categories: they are precisely the (finite-colimits)-conservative (filtered-
colimit)-cocompletion of small finitely cocomplete categories.
In [40] they investigate the size of these kinds of completions and they
can prove the following result:

Proposition 45 Every category A has a free F-conservative C-comple-
tion. It is a locally small category if A is F-locally small.

We recall that a category A is F-locally small provided it is locally small
and, for any object A ∈ A, there is only a small set of morphisms in A
from a nonabsolute F-limit to A. (Explicitly: an absolute F-limit is a
limit of a diagram H : F −→ A, where F ∈ F, which is preserved by
any functor; all other limit cones are said to be nonabsolute F-limit.)
Let us dwell up on these notion for a moment, although they are a bit
marginal to our context. We underline that not only local smallness of
the category, in general, does not suffice to imply local smallness of its
F-conservative C-completion, as expressed in the previous Proposition,
but not even smallness is enough. Namely, starting with a small category
A its F-conservative C-completion A need not to be small, in general.
It is interesting to point out, though, that under the further assumption
on C being a small set, then, this is the case, that is:



2.2 Some applications 41

Remark 46 Let A be a small category and C be a small set (of small
categories), then the F-conservative C-completion A of A is a small
category.

Therefore, concerning our setting, where we deal with objects of D-Th,
that is, (essentially) small categories, we can claim that there always ex-
ists a way of associating with a D1-theory A a small D2-complete cate-
gory A, just by taking a D1-conservative D2-completion of A. Moreover,
one could prove that the Cauchy completion of a D2-complete category
is itself D2-complete. This means, in particular, that by taking the
Cauchy completion of the category A, we get a category belonging to
D2-Th. We need, in fact, a little bit more.

Moving back to the case of sound doctrines, we consider the doctrines
D+

1 and D+
2 obtained from D1 and D2 by joining the category E , consist-

ing of a single object ∗ and two morphisms 1∗ and e such that e.e = e,
as in Section 1.4. In light of Lemma 34, a D1-theory is a D1-complete
and Cauchy complete small category, namely it is a D+

1 -complete small
category. Therefore, Proposition 45 applied to the doctrines D+

1 and
D+

2 guarantees us that every A ∈ D1-Th has a D1-conservative D+
2 -

completion, that is, there exist a category A ∈ D2-Th and a D1-Th
morphism ξA : A −→ A, such that A is universal with respect to D+

2 -
complete categories and D1-continuous functors. More explicitly, for
any D1-continuous functor F : A −→ B into a D2-complete and Cauchy
complete category B, there exists a unique (up to isomorphism) D2-
continuous functor F making the triangle:

A

B
F

��?
??

??
??

??
A AξA // A

B
F��

commute. Thanks to this completion, we get:

Proposition 47 The inclusion i : D2-Th −→ D1-Th has a left biad-
joint (−) : D1-Th −→ D2-Th, which associates with any D1-theory A
its D1-conservative D+

2 -completion A.
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Proof. The left biadjoint (−) is defined on morphisms by the universal
property of the completion, as in the diagram:

B B
ξB

//

A

B

F

��

A AξA // A

B

F

��

where the composite ξB.F is D1-continuous, by hypothesis. As unit η for
the adjunction (−) a i, we can take at each component ξA : A −→ A,
which is D1-continuous, by definition. In this way, it follows directly
that η is natural, by how the functor (−) has been defined, and η is
universal, by the universal property of the completion. Therefore, we
have establish the desired adjunction (−) a i.

Remark 48 For any B ∈ D2-Th, note that, in general, B 6= B, simply
because the counit for (−) a i is not, in general, an isomorphism (i not
being a full inclusion).

Thanks to the duality Theorem 42, which states precisely that there
is a biequivalence D-LP ' (D-Th)op, we can define the corresponding
2-functor j : D2-LP −→ D1-LP on objects by j(D2-cont[A, set]) =
D1-cont[A, set]: but this is obviously not an inclusion. Moreover, (−)
gives rise to a right biadjoint to j, as displayed in the following diagram:

D2-LP D1-LP
oo

(D2-Th)op

D2-LP

'

��

(D2-Th)op (D1-Th)op
oo (−)

(D1-Th)op

D1-LP

'

��

i
//

j
//

>

>

Call it j∗ : D1-LP −→ D2-LP; it is defined on objects D1-cont[A, set] ∈
D1-LP as j∗(D1-cont[A, set]) = D2-cont[A, set]; it is such that j a j∗.

Proposition 49 The 2-functor j∗ : D1-LP −→ D2-LP is an “inclu-
sion”, in the sense that j∗(K) ' K, for any K ∈ D1-LP.

Proof. As we know, any locally D1-presentable category K is of the
form D1-cont[A, set], for some A ∈ D1-Th; consider the D1-conserva-
tive D2-completion A of A, which is nothing but the image by (−) of A.
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Then, by definition, j∗(D1-cont[A, set]) = D2-cont[A, set]. We wish
to establish that there is, in fact, an equivalence of categories between
D2-cont[A, set] and D1-cont[A, set]. For it, we can define a map φ :
D2-cont[A, set] −→ D1-cont[A, set] on objects F ∈ D2-cont[A, set]
by composing with the embedding ξA, so that F is sent to F.ξA. Note
that the composite F.ξA is, in fact, a D1-continuous functor, since ξA is
so and the doctrine D1 embeds into D2. On the other hand, the morph-
ism ψ : D1-cont[A, set] −→ D2-cont[A, set] can be defined on objects
G ∈ D1-cont[A, set] by taking its unique (up to isomorphism) exten-
sion into a D2-continuous functor G. It is an easy exercise to prove that
φ.ψ(G) ' G, by definition of the D2-completion, and ψ.φ(F ) ' F , by
the uniqueness (up to isomorphism) of this completion. This ends the
proof of φ : D2-cont[A, set] −→ D1-cont[A, set] being an equivalence
of categories.

In other words, what we have just shown can be stated as follows:

Proposition 50 A category B ∈ D2-Th is such that D2-cont[B, set] ∈
D1-LP if and only if B is of the form A, for some category A ∈ D1-Th.

Proof. Consider a category B ∈ D2-Th of the form A, for some A ∈
D1-Th. Then, by Proposition 49 we clearly have:

D2-cont[B, set] = D2-cont[A, set] ' D1-cont[A, set] ∈ D1-LP

Conversely, if B ∈ D2-Th is such that D2-cont[B, set] ' D1-cont[C, set],
for some category C ∈ D1-Th, then again by Proposition 49 we get:

D2-cont[B, set] ' D1-cont[C, set] ' D2-cont[C, set]

From the duality Theorem 42, it follows that B ' C.

The case studied in [37, 38] corresponds to choosing as D1 the doc-
trine of finite products and as D2 the doctrine of finite limits. The com-
pletion is, then, the completion under equalizers of coreflexive graphs
and the interesting result of [37] is the characterization of those finitely
complete categories which are completions (under equalizers of coreflex-
ive graphs) of categories with finite products, as presented in Proposi-
tion 44.
The other relevant example, then, will be when D1 is the empty doc-
trine and D2 is the doctrine of finite products, so that D1-LP is the
2-category PS of presheaf categories and D2-LP is the 2-category VAR
of varieties.
In order to approach this study we need to provide some context. Of
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course, limit completions are usually studied via the corresponding co-
limit completions. So, rather than study a free finite product comple-
tion

∏
f A of a small category A, we will study its free finite coproduct

completion, usually denoted by FamfA. They are clearly linked, then,
by
∏
f = (Famf (−)op)op. We recall FamfA, the category of finite

families of objects of A, has for objects the pairs (I, f), where I a fi-
nite set and f : I −→ A is a functor, and for morphisms the pairs
(a, α) : (I, f) −→ (J, g), where a : I −→ J is a functor and α : f −→ g.a
is a natural transformation. It is well-know that ηA : A −→ FamfA is
a free completion of A under finite coproducts.
In order to simplify the reading of the following proofs, we also recall
explicitly how finite coproducts are computed in FamfA. Given a finite
family ((Ij , fj))j∈J of objects of FamfA, its coproduct in FamfA is
given by the pair (

∐
j∈J Ij , (fj)j∈J), where

∐
j∈J Ij is nothing but the

disjoint union of the finite sets Ij and (fj)j∈J is the functor
∐
j∈J Ij −→

A defined by (fj)j∈J(x) := fj(x), for the unique j ∈ J such that x ∈ Ij .
Moreover, the coproduct injections (ej ,1) : (Ij , fj)−→(

∐
j∈J Ij , (fj)j∈J)

are clearly given by the embedding ej : Ij −→
∐
j∈J Ij and the identity

natural transformation 1 : fj −→ (fj)j∈J .ej , which at each component
x ∈

∐
j∈J Ij is the identity 1fj(x) : fj(x) −→ fj(x) in A.

Proposition 51 Let A be an (essentially) small and Cauchy complete
category, then FamfA is small and Cauchy complete.

Proof. The category FamfA is small. For it, for a given finite set I,
there are (ObA)I of such functors f : I −→ A and, of course, (ObA)I

is small, A being small. So, the objects of FamfA are in bijection
with

∐
I(ObA)I , for I varying in the category of finite sets, which is

(essentially) small.
Consider now an idempotent (a, α) : (I, f) −→ (I, f) in FamfA. The
condition (a, α).(a, α) = (a, α) is equivalent to:{

a.a = a ,that is, a is an idempotent in set
αa(i).αi = αi ∀i ∈ I (2.3)

The idempotent a splits in set and its splitting is given by the equalizer
of the pair of arrows a and 1I in set, as follows:

J

I

__

b

J I// c // I

I

??

a
��

��
��

��
��

I
a //

1I

//

Therefore, we get J = {j ∈ I|a(j) = j} and, in fact, the two equalities
c.b = a and b.c = 1J (c being a monomorphism) hold. Now, if we
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consider just the elements j ∈ J , the second equation in 2.3 precisely
says that αj : f(j) −→ f(j) is an idempotent in A, and, then, it splits,
since A is Cauchy complete. Let us consider its splitting:

Xj

f(j)

__

tj

Xj f(j)// sj // f(j)

f(j)

??

αj
��

��
��

��
f(j)

αj //

1f(j)

//

where sj .tj = αj and tj .sj = 1Xj . Hence, we can define a functor
g : J −→ A by the assignment j 7→ Xj and in this way we get an object
(J, g) of FamfA and, moreover, two arrows (b, β) : (I, f) −→ (J, g)
and (c, γ) : (J, g) −→ (I, f) in FamfA. The first one is given by the
functor b : I −→ J defined, for any i ∈ I, as b(i) = a(i) and the natural
transformation β : f −→ g.b, whose component at i ∈ I is given by
the composite βi = ta(i).αi : f(i) −→ Xa(i). Whereas, the second is
determined by the functor c : J −→ I defined, for any j ∈ J , as c(j) = j
and the natural transformation γ : g −→ f.c whose component at j ∈ J
is simply γj = sj . It only remains to check that (c, γ).(b, β) = (a, α) and
(b, β).(c, γ) = 1(J,g); namely, that:

• c.b = a and, for any i ∈ I, γb(i).βi = αi (using sa(i).ta(i) = αa(i)
and the second equation in 2.3);

• b.c = 1Xj and, for any j ∈ J , βc(j).γj = 1Xj (which follows by the
fact that αj .sj = sj , tj being an epimorphism).

Therefore, we have just shown that (a, α) splits in FamfA through the
object (J, g), that is, FamfA is Cauchy complete.

Definition 52 Let B be a category with finite coproducts. An object
B ∈ B is finitely connected if the corresponding representable functor
B(B,−) : B −→ set preserves finite coproducts.

For the notion of connectedness, we refer to [13].
Given a small category B with finite coproducts, we can always consider
its full subcategory A given by finitely connected objects. By studying
the Cauchy completeness of A, we are led to analyse retracts of finite
colimit-preserving functors and state the following Proposition, which is
a slightly more general version of Corollary 39:

Corollary 53 Consider two functors F,G : B −→ set, with B a small
category with finite colimits. If F preserves finite colimits and G is a
retract of F , then G preserves finite colimits.
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Proof. It follows as a consequence of Proposition 20, while choosing
as diagrams S functors defined on finite categories.

As a consequence of Corollary 53, we can establish the following fact:

Proposition 54 Let B be a (essentially) small category with finite cop-
roducts and Cauchy complete, then the full subcategory A of finitely con-
nected objects of B is Cauchy complete.

Proof. Let e : A −→ A be an idempotent on an object A of A, that is,
A is finitely connected and e.e = e. Since B is Cauchy complete, e re-
garded, in particular, as an idempotent on an object of B, splits through
an object X ∈ B and two arrows s : X −→ A and t : A −→ X, satisfying
s.t = e and t.s = 1X . In particular, X can be thought of as a retract of
A, which is a finitely connected object of B, namely the corresponding
representable functor B(A,−) preserves finite coproducts. Therefore, it
follows from Corollary 53 that B(X,−) does so, that is, X is a finitely
connected object of B. This proves that the idempotent e factors in
fact through some finitely connected object X; stated otherwise, idem-
potents in A split and, therefore, A is Cauchy complete.

The reason why we have treated the notion of finitely connected ob-
ject in this work is made clear at this point: we can, in fact, describe
internally categories of the form Famf -completion of some other cate-
gory in terms of their finitely connected objects. We acknowledge that
the following result is simply the finitary version of Proposition 6.1.5 in
[13]:

Proposition 55 A small category B with finite coproducts is of the form
FamfA if and only if any object is a finite coproduct of finitely connected
objects. When this is the case, one can choose as A the full subcategory
of finitely connected objects of B.

Proof. Suppose that B ' FamfA, for a small category A. An object
of B is, then, a pair (I, f), where f : I −→ A is the functor which as-
sociates with any i the object Xi of A. Recall that ηA : A −→ FamfA
is the discrete functor assigning to any Xi the pair ({∗}, Xi): here we
identify the objectXi with the constant functorXi : {∗} −→ A, from the
singleton object to A, defined by {∗} 7→ Xi. By how finite coproducts
are computed in FamfA, one can easily check that (I, f) '

∐
i∈I ηAXi.

It remains to prove that, for any X ∈ A, ηAX is a finitely connec-
ted object of FamfA, that is, the corresponding representable func-
tor Hom(ηAX,−) : FamfA −→ set preserves finite coproducts. For
it, consider a finite set J and, for any j ∈ J , an object (Ij , fj) of
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FamfA; take then the finite coproduct
∐
j∈J(Ij , fj) of all these. As re-

called above, this is precisely given by the pair (
∐
j∈J Ij , (fj)j∈J), where∐

j∈J Ij is the disjoint union in set of all Ij and (fj)j∈J is the functor
defined on x ∈

∐
j∈J Ij as fj′(x), for the unique j′ ∈ J such that x ∈ Ij′ .

Giving an arrow (a, α) : ηAX −→
∐
j∈J(Ij , fj) in FamfA is the same as

giving a functor a : {∗} −→
∐
j∈J Ij , that is, picking out some x ∈ Ij′ ,

and a natural transformation α : X −→ (fj)j∈J .a, that is, just an arrow
X −→ fj′(x) of A, call it still α. Therefore, (a, α) is, in particular, a
morphism ({∗}, X) = ηAX −→ (Ij′ , fj′) of FamfA, that is, an element
of the disjoint union

∐
j∈J Hom(ηAX, (Ij , fj)), as desired.

Conversely, consider a small category B with finite coproducts and such
that any object B ∈ B is a finite coproduct

∐
i∈I Xi of finitely connected

objects Xi ∈ B. Let A be the full subcategory given by the connected
objects of B. By the universal property of the Famf -completion applied
to the inclusion ι : A −→ B, there exists a unique (up to isomorph-
ism) functor ι : FamfA −→ B, which preserves finite coproducts and
satisfies ι.ηA = ι. It is defined on objects (I, f) of FamfA, where
f : I −→ A is a functor and any f(i) is a finitely connected object of
B, as ι(I, f) =

∐
i∈I f(i) and on morphisms (a, α) : (I, f) −→ (J, g) of

FamfA as the unique arrow [αi]i∈I given by the universal property of
the coproduct, making the following diagram:

f(i) g(a(i))αi

//

∐
i∈I

f(i)

f(i)

OO

σi

∐
i∈I

f(i)
∐
j∈J

g(j)
[αi]i∈I //

∐
j∈J

g(j)

g(a(i))

OO
δa(i)

commute, where σi and δa(i) are the corresponding coproduct injections
in A. Explicitly, [αi]i∈I is the unique morphism satisfying [αi]i∈I .σi =
δa(i).αi, for any i ∈ I. We wish to show that ι : FamfA −→ B is an
equivalence of categories, namely, ι is full and faithful and essentially
surjective on objects, that is, any object B of B is isomorphic to ι(I, f),
for some (I, f) ∈ FamfA.
ι is faithful. For it, consider two morphisms (a, α), (b, β) : (I, f) −→
(J, g) in FamfA such that ι(a, α) = ι(b, β). From [αi]i∈I = [βi]i∈I
we obtain, for any i ∈ I, a unique arrow δa(i).αi = δb(i).βi : f(i) −→∐
j∈J g(j) of B; call it t. Since f(i) is finitely connected, we have

B(f(i),
∐
j∈J g(j)) '

∐
j∈J B(f(i), g(j)) and, therefore, t has to factor

through some component of the coproduct
∐
j∈J g(j), which needs actu-

ally to be unique, being
∐
j∈J B(f(i), g(j)) a disjoint union in set. Since

t factors simultaneously through g(a(i)), via αi, and g(b(i)), via βi, we
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get, by uniqueness of the factorisation, a(i) = b(i) and αi = βi for any
i ∈ I. This precisely means that (a, α) = (b, β).
ι is full. For it, consider two objects (I, f) and (J, g) in FamfA and
a morphism ϕ :

∐
i∈I f(i) −→

∐
j∈J g(j) in B. Pre-composing ϕ with

the coproduct injections σi gives, for any i ∈ I, an arrow ϕ.σi : f(i) −→∐
j∈J g(j), with f(i) a finitely connected object of B. Therefore, any ϕ.σi

factors through a unique component g(j) of the coproduct
∐
j∈J g(j) as

δj .ϕij = ϕ.σi, for a unique j ∈ J and some arrow ϕij : f(i) −→ g(j).
The assignment of such a j ∈ J to any i ∈ I induces a functor I −→ J ,
call it a, such that a(i) := j. Moreover, we get a natural transformation
α : f −→ g.a defined at i ∈ I as αi := ϕia(i) : f(i) −→ g(a(i)). Put-
ting them together, we obtain a morphism (a, α) : (I, f) −→ (J, g) of
FamfA such that ι(a, α) = ϕ, by uniqueness of ι(a, α) as arrow satisfy-
ing δa(i).ϕia(i) = δa(i).αi = ϕ.σi, for any i ∈ I.
ι is essentially surjective on objects. For it, consider an object B of B,
regarded as a finite coproduct

∐
i∈I Xi of finitely connected objects Xi

of B. We can define a functor f : I −→ A assigning to any i ∈ I the
corresponding object Xi. Therefore, the pair (I, f) belongs to FamfA
and, moreover, it verifies ι(I, f) =

∐
I∈I ι(Xi) =

∐
i∈I Xi ' B, as de-

sired. This ends the proof of B being equivalent to the category FamfA,
where A is its full subcategory of connected objects of B.

Let K be a presheaf category. Recall that an object K ∈ K is called
strongly finitely presentable if the corresponding representable functor
K(K,−) : K −→ set preserves sifted colimits. Taking the collection
of strongly finitely presentable objects in K determines a (small) full
subcategory A of K with finite coproducts, such that the equivalence
of categories K ' Finprod[Aop, set] holds. Therefore, any presheaf
category is, in particular, a variety. To investigate when the converse
is also true, it suffices to put together the previous Propositions 51, 54,
55. In fact, we have just shown:

Corollary 56 A small Cauchy complete category B with finite cop-
roducts is of the form FamfA if and only if any object of B is a finite
coproduct of finitely connected objects. When this is the case, we can
choose as A the full subcategory of B determined by the finitely connec-
ted objects; moreover, A is Cauchy complete.

Definition 57 Let B be a category with finite products. An object B ∈ B
is finitely coconnected if the corresponding representable functor
B(−, B) : Bop −→ set preserves finite coproducts.

Therefore, accordingly with the general setting, as presented in Propos-
ition 50, and considering the dual completion of Famf , we can state:
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Proposition 58

1. the (not full) inclusion j∗ : PS −→ VAR is right biadjoint to
j : VAR −→ PS;

2. An algebraic theory B, which, in particular, is a Cauchy complete
category, is such that the corresponding variety is equivalent to a
presheaf category if and only if each object of B is a finite product
of finitely coconnected objects.

Finally there is one more case still to analyse, which corresponds
to choosing as D1 the empty doctrine and as D2 the doctrine of finite
limits. Having treated separately the previous two cases, we can finally
put together the PS - VAR comparison and the VAR - LFP compar-
ison and establish under which hypothesis a locally finitely presentable
category can be thought of as a category of presheaves. Let us mention,
first, a preliminary result (see [33], Exercise V.2.1):

Lemma 59 Let A be a finitely cocomplete category and F : A −→ B
a functor. If F preserves finite coproducts and coequalizers of reflexive
graphs, then F preserves finite colimits.

Proof. Since F does preserve finite coproducts, by assumption, we
only need to prove that it preserves coequalizers. For it, consider a
coequalizer q : Y −→ Z of the pair of arrows f, g : X −→ Y . By the
universal property of the coproduct X+Y , we can define two morphisms
< f, 1Y > and < g, 1Y >: X + Y −→ Y by:{

< f, 1Y > . iX = f
< f, 1Y > . iY = 1Y

(2.4)

where iX : X −→ X + Y and iY : Y −→ X + Y are the canonical
coproduct injections (and 1Y : Y −→ Y is obviously the identity arrow
on Y ). Moreover, by taking under consideration the arrow iY , we get a
reflexive graph, as follows:

X + Y Y
<f,1Y > //oo iY
<g,1Y >

//

It is easy to verify that q is the coequalizer of f and g if and only if it is the
coequalizer of the reflexive graph < f, 1Y > and < g, 1Y >. Therefore,
since F preserves finite coproducts and coequaliers of reflexive graphs,
we obtain that the arrow F (q), given by:

F (X) + F (Y ) F (Y )
<F (f),1F (Y )> //

F (Z)
F (q) // //oo iF (Y )

<F (g),1F (Y )>
//
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is the coequalizer of the reflexive graph < F (f), 1F (Y ) > and
< F (g), 1F (Y ) >, which is precisely equivalent to say that F (q) is the
coequalizer of the pair F (f) and F (g), by the same property just men-
tioned. This ends the proof of the functor F preserving coequalizers,
and, therefore, all finite colimits.

We recall that an object C ∈ C is said to be an effective projective
if the corresponding representable functor C(C,−) : C −→ set preserves
coequalizers of reflexive graphs. When the category C happens to have
finite colimits, effective projective objects verify an extra property, as
stated in the following:

Lemma 60 Let C be a finitely cocomplete category. Then, effective pro-
jective objects are regular projectives.

Proof. Consider an effective projective object C in C. By definition,
the corresponding representable functor C(C,−) : C −→ set preserves
coequalizers of reflexive graphs. In order to prove that C is moreover
a regular projective object, we have to show that the functor C(C,−)
preserves regular epimorphisms. For it, let r : Y −→ Z be a regular
epimorphism in C, that is, r is a coequalizer of a pair of morphisms
f, g : X −→ Y in C. As mentioned in the previous Proposition, r is a
coequalizer of f and g if and only if r is a coequalizer of the reflexive
graph given by:

X + Y Y
<f,1Y > //

Z
r // //oo iY

<g,1Y >
//

where iY : Y −→ X+Y is the canonical coproduct injection. Therefore,
C(C, r) is a coequalizer of the corresponding reflexive graph:

C(C,X + Y ) C(C, Y )
//

C(C,Z)
C(C,r) // //oo //

so, in particular, C(C, r) is a coequalizer, that is, a regular epimorphism.
Therefore, we have just shown that C(C,−) preserves regular epimorph-
isms.

We can finally state the following self-contained result giving neces-
sary and sufficient conditions on a locally finitely presentable category
to be a category of set-valued functors:

Theorem 61 Let C be a small and finitely complete category. The fol-
lowing conditions are equivalent:
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1. Lex[C, set] is equivalent to a presheaf category;

2. C is equivalent to a free completion under finite limits of a small
category;

3. Any object of C is a regular subobject of a finite product
∏
i∈I Xi

such that, for any i ∈ I, the representable functor C(−, Xi) :
Cop −→ set preserves finite colimits.

Proof. Once again we work with the dual of the theory. We write
B −→ Brc for the completion under coequalizers of reflexive graphs of a
category B with finite coproducts. One usually refers to it as to Pitts’
construction. Whereas, A −→ FamfA still denotes the completion
under finite coproducts of a category A. We want to underline expli-
citly that when a small category C is of the form Brc we can always
choose as B its full subcategory given by effective projective objects;
analogously, when a small category B is of the form FamfA we can
always choose as A its full subcategory given by finitely connected ob-
jects. Therefore, starting with a small finitely complete category C,
we know by Proposition 44 that Lex[C, set] is equivalent to a variety
(namely, Finprod[Bop, set]) if and only if Cop is of the form Brc, for
some small category B with finite coproducts. Moreover, we know by
Proposition 58 that Finprod[Bop, set] is equivalent to a presheaf cate-
gory (namely, [A, set]) if and only if B is of the form FamfA, for some
small Cauchy complete category A. Thanks to the universal proper-
ties of these completions, we can finally put the two characterisations
together, as follows:

A FamfA
ηA //A

set

F

$$HHHHHHHHHHHHHHH FamfA (FamfA)rc//FamfA

set

F ′

��

(FamfA)rc

set

F ′′

zzvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

and get that Lex[C, set] ' [A, set] if and only if Cop ' (FamfA)rc,
for a small finitely complete category C and a small Cauchy complete
category A. (Note that we make use here of Lemma 59: the functor F ′

preserving finite coproducts implies that F ′′ preserves finite coproducts,
moreover, it preserves coequalizers of reflexive graphs, and, therefore,
finite colimits.) Provided, as we said, that we are working with the dual
of the theory, what we have to prove then is the following fact:

C ' (FamfA)rc for some small Cauchy complete category A
(call it Condition 1′) if and only if (the dual of) Condition 3
holds.
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Indeed, the implication 2 ⇒ 1 is obvious, by definition of the completion
under finite limits, and the implication 1′ ⇒ 2 is proved precisely in [37].

1′ ⇒ 3. Suppose the category C is equivalent to (FamfA)rc, for some
small Cauchy complete category A. Then, any object C of C is a regular
quotient of an object B of B = FamfA, which is an effective projective
in C. Moreover, B itself is a finite coproduct

∐
I∈I Xi of objects Xi

of A. Any Xi, regarded as object of B, is effective projective in C
(that is, the corresponding representable functor C(Xi,−) : C −→ set
preserves coequalizers of reflexive graphs). On the other hand, any Xi is
finitely connected in B (that is, the representable B(Xi,−) : B −→ set
preserves finite coproducts), so that, we have only to prove that the
embedding B −→ Brc preserves finitely connected objects. When this
is the case, any Xi is in fact finitely connected in C and, hence, by
Lemma 59, the associated representable functor C(Xi,−) : C −→ set
preserves finite colimits. For it, consider an object X ∈ B which is
finitely connected and regard it as an object of C = Brc; we wish to show
that C(X,−) : C −→ set preserves finite coproducts. It suffices, then, to
consider the case of a binary coproduct C1 + C2 of objects C1, C2 of C;
namely, we have to show that C(X,C1 +C2) ' C(X,C1) + C(X,C2). C1

and C2, being objects of C, are precisely coequalizers of reflexive graphs
in B and one can easily check that finite coproducts commute in C with
coequalizers of reflexive graphs, as displayed in the following diagram:

B1 B1 +B2
//

B′
1

B1

OO

r1

B′
1 B′

1 +B′
2

j′1 // B′
1 +B′

2

B1 +B2

OO

g1

��

f1

�� �� ��
B2

oo

OO
B′

2
oo

j′2
B′

2

B2

OO

r2g2

��

f2

��

C1 C1 + C2i1
//C1

q1

����

j1
//

C1 + C2

q1+q2

����
C2

oo
i2

����

oo
j2

C2

q2

����

where the upper-middle arrows are, from left to right, precisely f1 + f2,
r1 + r2 and g1 + g2. The coproduct C1 + C2 is, then, the coequalizer
of the pair (f1 + f2, g1 + g2) in C, which is, in fact, a reflexive graph.
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Therefore, we can derive:

C(X,C1 + C2) ' C

(
X, coeq

(
B′

1 +B′
2

f1+f2 //
g1+g2

// B1 +B2

))

' coeq

(
C(X,B′

1 +B′
2)

C(X,f1+f2) //

C(X,g1+g2)
// C(X,B1 +B2)

)

' coeq

(
C(X,B′

1) + C(X,B′
2)

C(X,f1)+C(X,f2) //

C(X,g1)+C(X,g2)
// C(X,B1) + C(X,B2)

)

' coeq

(
C(X,B′

1)
C(X,f1) //

C(X,g1)
// C(X,B1)

)
+

+coeq

(
C(X,B′

2)
C(X,f2) //

C(X,g2)
// C(X,B2)

)

' C

(
X, coeq

(
B′

1

f1 //
g1

// B1

))
+ C

(
X, coeq

(
B′

2

f2 //
g2

// B2

))
' C(X,C1) + C(X,C2)

(where the second and fifth equalities follow from X being an effective
projective, the third one comes from X being finitely connected in B
and, finally, the forth equality holds via the commutativity in set of
finite coproducts with coequalizers of reflexive graphs). Therefore, we
have just shown that any object C of C is a regular quotient of a finite
coproduct of objects Xi such that C(Xi,−) : C −→ set preserves finite
colimits. This is precisely the dual of Condition 3.

3 ⇒ 1′. Suppose that for any object C ∈ C there exist a finite fam-
ily (Xi)i∈I of objects such that C(Xi,−) : C −→ set preserves finite
colimits, and a regular epimorphism r such that r :

∐
i∈I Xi −→ C. We

write A for the full subcategory of C given by those objects A such that
the representable functor C(A,−) : C −→ set preserves finite colimits,
B for the full subcategory of C spanned by finite coproducts of objects
of A, and E for the full subcategory of C given by effective projectives.
First note that A is small and Cauchy complete, since it is closed in C
under retracts by Corollary 53. Moreover, the category C has enough
projectives (that is, for any C ∈ C there exist an effective projective E
and a regular epimorphism r : E −→ C). For it, any Xi is, in particu-
lar, effective projective and in [37] they prove that finite coproducts of
effective projectives are effective projective objects. Therefore, we have
C ' Erc, as a consequence of Proposition 44. It suffices to show, then,
that E ' FamfA. Once again, since any A ∈ A is effective project-
ive and effective projectives are closed under finite coproducts, we have
that B is contained in E . In fact, B is equivalent to FamfA, by Proposi-
tion 55. It only remains to prove the inclusion E // // B. For it, consider
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an object E ∈ E ; regarded as object of C, we know, by assumption, there
exist an object B ∈ B and a regular epimorphism r : B −→ E. Since
the category C has finite colimits, it follows from Lemma 60 that E is
not only an effective projective but also a regular projective object of C,
from which we deduce the existence of an arrow s : E −→ B such that
the identity on E factors through s, as shown in the following diagram:

B Er
// //

E

B

s

����
��

��
��

��
��
E

E

1E

��

Clearly, E turns up to be a retract of B, and, therefore, E ∈ B, since
B (which is precisely FamfA) is Cauchy complete by Proposition 51, A
being Cauchy complete. Then, we have proved that E ' B, which implies
that E ' FamfA and, therefore, that C ' (FamfA)rc, as desired. This
ends the proof of the equivalence of all conditions listed in the statement
of the Theorem.

2.3 A characterisation in terms of strong generators

Locally finitely presentable categories can be defined as cocomplete cate-
gories with a small (up to isomorphism) set of finitely presentable objects
such that any object is a filtered colimit of finitely presentable ones. We
have already explained how by replacing the doctrine of finite limits by
an arbitrary sound doctrine D we are led to the definition of locally D-
presentable categories, namely those cocomplete categories with a small
set of D-presentable objects such that any object is a D-filtered colimit
of D-presentable ones. A basic theorem, due to Gabriel and Ulmer, as-
serts that a cocomplete category is locally finitely presentable if and only
if it has a strong generator consisting of finitely presentable objects (see
[23, 4, 11]). Not surprisingly, a similar result holds in the framework
of (finitary, multisorted) varieties: a category is equivalent to a vari-
ety if and only if it is cocomplete and has a strong generator consisting
of strongly finitely presentable objects. It is clear that locally finitely
presentable categories and varieties are special instances of locally D-
presentable categories, so it seems natural to look for a generalisation of
the previous result to the case of locally D-presentable categories. This
is the aim of the section.
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The Dop-colimit completion

For what it concerns Dop-colimit completions, the further assumption
of soundness on the doctrine D is not needed. The definition can be
stated in the general setting of any limit doctrine. Nevertheless, the
assumption will be require again as soon as we will be talking about
D-presentable objects in the next subsection.

Definition 62 Let D be a doctrine and let K be a Dop-cocomplete cate-
gory. For any subcategory A of K, we define the Dop-colimit completion
of A as the smallest full subcategory Ã of K which contains A and is
closed in K under Dop-colimits. (Therefore, Ã is Dop-cocomplete.)

In other words, the Dop-colimit completion of A is given by the intersec-
tion Ã =

⋂
B, where the categories B are closed in K under Dop-colimits

and such that A ⊆ B ⊆ K.
Explicitly, Ã is the iterative closure of A in K under Dop-colimits. The
idea is the following. We denote by A0 the full subcategory of K gener-
ated by A. Since it is not necessarily closed under Dop-colimits, for any
category D ∈ D and any functor F : Dop −→ A0 −→ K, we add to A0 a
colimit of F and we define A1 to be the full subcategory of K generated
by the union of A0 and all colimits arising in this way. There is no
reason a priori why A1 should be Dop-cocomplete, therefore, we add to
A1 a colimit of any diagram of the form F : Dop −→ A1 −→ K, for any
D ∈ D, to get A2 as the full subcategory of K generated by it. So, it is
clear that Ã can be inductively constructed in the following way:

• A0 is A, regarded as full subcategory of K;

• Aλ+1 is obtained by adding to Aλ a colimit of any functor F :
Dop −→ K which factors through Aλ, for any D ∈ D;

• if λ is a limit ordinal, then Aλ =
⋃
ξ<λAξ. (Note that Aλ is a full

subcategory of K and if Aλ is Dop-cocomplete, for some ordinal λ,
then Aλ = Aµ for any other ordinal µ such that λ ≤ µ.)

It can be proved that there exists an initial ordinal λ̂ such that Ã = Aλ̂.
We refer to Theorem 5 and Lemma 6 in [9] for more details. We just
recall that an ordinal number is called an initial ordinal if every smaller
ordinal has a smaller cardinality. For instance, the ωα ordinal numbers
are just the transfinite initial ordinals.

The following result is due to Ehresmann (see [21]):

Proposition 63 For any small subcategory A of K, the Dop-colimit
completion Ã of A is essentially small.
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Proof. The proof is done by transfinite induction. A0 is a small cate-
gory. If Aλ is small, then Aλ ∪ {colimF |F : Dop −→ Aλ −→ K,D ∈ D}
has to be so, since the category of functors between Dop and Aλ is small,
as long as Aλ is small; therefore, Aλ+1 is a small category. If λ is a limit
ordinal and, for any ξ ≤ λ, Aξ is small, then Aλ, which is nothing but⋃
ξ<λAξ, is so. By transfinite induction carried to λ̂, we can establish

that Ã = Aλ̂ is a small category.

Strong generators play an important role

For an arbitrary category, we recall from [10] the notions of generator,
strong generator and dense generator. It is well-known that in general
these are related in the following way:

dense generator ⇒ strong generator (2.5)

strong generator ⇒ generator (2.6)

We will discover that in our setting one can construct a dense generator,
starting from a strong one.
Let us make clear that, if S is a set and G an object of a category, then
S ◦G is the S-indexed copower of G, namely the coproduct

∐
S G with

all factors equal to G, for all s ∈ S.

Definition 64 Let A be a category. A small set G of objects of A is
small generator if, for any object A ∈ A, the two following conditions
hold:

1. the coproduct
∐
G∈G

A(G,A) ◦G exists;

2. the canonical morphism γA :
∐
G∈G

A(G,A) ◦ G −→ A is an epi-

morphism. Explicitly, the morphism γA is defined by the universal
property of the coproduct, as in the following diagram in A:∐

G∈G

∐
g:G→A

G A
γA //

∐
G∈G

∐
g:G→A

G

G

A

G

??

g

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

∐
g:G→A

G

δg

OO

ρG

OO
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that is, γA is the unique arrow satisfying γA.ρG.δg = g, for any
object G ∈ G and any morphism g : G −→ A in A.

Note that Condition 2 in the previous definition can be equivalently
stated by saying that two parallel arrows x, y : A −→ B in A are equal if
and only if they are equal when pre-composed with any map g : G −→ A,
that is, x.g = y.g for all g ∈ A(G,A) and for all G ∈ G. This formulation
has the peculiar advantage of not requiring the existence in A of those
coproducts mentioned in Condition 1.

Definition 65 Let A be a category with coproducts and G a small set
of objects of A. The set G is a strong generator if, for any object A of
A, the canonical morphism

γA :
∐
G∈G

A(G,A) ◦G −→ A

is a strong epimorphism of A.

The definition of strong generator can be equivalently formulated in
absence of coproducts, as follows:

Definition 66 Let A be a category. A small set G of objects of A is
a strong generator if the corresponding family of representable functors
(A(G,−) : A −→ set)G∈G collectively reflects isomorphisms; namely,
given an arrow f : A −→ A′ of A, from the fact that, for any G ∈ G,
A(G, f) is an isomorphism follows that f is an isomorphism.

Definition 67 Let A be a category and G a small set of objects of A.
We write G ↓A for the full subcategory of A↓A generated by the pairs
(G, g) of the form g : G −→ A, where G ∈ G. The set G is a dense
generator if, for any A ∈ A, the colimit of the canonical diagram:

ΓA : G ↓A −→ A , (G, g : G −→ A) 7→ G

is precisely (A, (g)(G,g)∈G↓A).

It is important to remark that in the case of a full reflective subcat-
egory, (strong) generators are carried on by the reflection to (strong)
generators. Unfortunately, this does not work for dense generators.

Lemma 68 Let A be a locally small category with coproducts and i :
B −→ A a full reflective subcategory of A, whose reflection is denoted by
r (namely, r a i). If G is a strong generator for A, then rG = {rG|G ∈
G} is a strong generator for B.
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Proof. For any B ∈ B, we need to show that the canonical morphism

γB :
∐
G∈G

B(rG,B) ◦ rG −→ B

is a strong epimorphism in B. The adjunction r a i already gives
B(rG,B) ' A(G, iB) and, r, being a left adjoint functor, preserves cop-
roducts, which means that

∐
G∈G B(rG,B)◦rG '

∐
G∈G A(G, iB)◦rG '

r(
∐
G∈G A(G, iB) ◦ G). Since the counit for the adjunction r a i is at

each component an isomorphism, we have B ' riB, for any B ∈ B, and
γB is nothing but the image through r of the canonical morphism

γiB :
∐
G∈G

A(G, iB) ◦G −→ iB

which is a strong epimorphism in A by hypothesis. Therefore, γB ' rγiB
and again r, being a left adjoint functor, preserves strong epimorphisms.
We derive, then, that γB is a strong epimorphism in B, as desired.

Example 69

1. Let A be a small category. The set (A(A,−))A∈A of representable
functors is a small generator for [A, set]. More precisely, it is a
dense generator for [A, set].

Having recalled these preliminary facts about generators, we can go back
to our treatment of Dop-colimit completions and, for a locally small
category K with a strong generator, consider precisely the Dop-colimit
completion of its full subcategory determined by the generator.

Proposition 70 Let D be a doctrine. Let K be a locally small and co-
complete category, with a strong generator G consisting of D-presentable
objects of K. Write A for the full subcategory of K generated by G.
Then, the Dop-colimit completion Ã of A exists and satisfies the follow-
ing properties:

1. Ã is essentially small;

2. Ã is closed under Dop-colimits;

3. every object of Ã is D-presentable in K.

Proof. Conditions 1 and Condition 2 follow immediately from the
definition of Ã as the Dop-colimit completion of A, as proved in Pro-
position 63.
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Condition 3. We have seen that a Dop-colimit completion Ã of
A is of the form Aλ̂ for a certain λ̂, namely Ã = Aλ̂ =

⋃
ξ<λ̂Aξ.

Moreover, we know that Aλ+1 is the full subcategory of K generated by
Aλ∪{colimF |F : Dop −→ Aλ −→ K,D ∈ D}: so, any object of A being
D-presentable by hypothesis and using Lemma 5 (which precisely states
that a Dop-colimit of D-presentable objects is again D-presentable), we
deduce that any object of Aλ+1 is D-presentable in K. If λ is a limit
ordinal, the objects of Aξ are D-presentable in K, for any ξ < λ, then
Aλ =

⋃
ξ<λAξ (which is nothing but the union of the small sets of ob-

jects of all Aξ) has the property that any of its objects is D-presentable.
Therefore, by transfinite induction carried to λ̂, any object of Ã is D-
presentable in K.

We underline that until this point while dealing with Dop-colimit com-
pletions the hypothesis on the doctrine D to be sound was not necessary.
In the following Proposition we finally need it:

Proposition 71 Under the conditions of Proposition 70 and the further
assumption on the doctrine D to be sound, the following properties hold:

1. for any object K ∈ K, the category Ã↓K is D-filtered;

2. the set Ã is a dense generator in K.

Proof. Condition 1. By Proposition 11, proving that the category
Ã ↓ K is D-filtered reduces to show that it is Dop-cocomplete, since
the doctrine D is sound. Therefore, we wish to show that Ã ↓ K
is Dop-cocomplete, Ã being so. For it, consider a category D ∈ D
and a functor F : Dop −→ Ã ↓ K, which associates with any D ∈
Dop a pair (AD, aD : AD −→ K), where AD ∈ Ã. By taking the
Dop-colimit of the composite ΓK .F : Dop −→ Ã ↓ K −→ Ã, where
ΓK : Ã ↓K −→ Ã is the canonical forgetful functor, we get an object
colimD∈Dop AD ∈ Ã, Ã being Dop-cocomplete, and, therefore, a unique
arrow a : colimD∈Dop AD −→ K satisfying a.σD = aD, for any D ∈ Dop.
Here the morphisms σD : AD −→ colimD∈Dop AD indicate the canon-
ical colimit injections. It is easy to prove that the Dop-colimit of F in
Ã ↓K is given by ((colimD∈Dop AD, a), (σD)D∈Dop), just by using that
colimD∈Dop AD is a colimit in Ã and the definition of the canonical com-
parison morphism a.

Condition 2. We want to show that for any object K ∈ K the
colimit of the forgetful functor Ã ↓ K −→ Ã −→ K (which will still
call ΓK), which sends the pair (A, a : A −→ K), where A ∈ Ã, to A,
is precisely (K, (a : A −→ K)(A,a)∈Ã↓K). Consider, then, the colimit
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(L, (s(A,a))(A,a)∈Ã↓K) of such a diagram ΓK in K. Since the morphisms

a : ΓK(A, a) −→ K, for (A, a) varying in Ã ↓ K, constitute a cocone
on ΓK , we get an essentially unique factorization λ : L −→ K, such
that λ.s(A,a) = a, for any (A, a) ∈ Ã ↓K. We will prove that λ is an
isomorphism. Consider first the diagram:∐

(G,g)

G L
v //

∐
(G,g)

G

K

u
��?

??
??

??
??

L

K

λ

��

where the coproduct is indexed by all pairs (G, g) with G ∈ G and
g : G −→ K in K. Denote by ρ(G,g) : G −→

∐
G the coproduct

injections in K; u is the unique map such that u.ρ(G,g) = g and v is
the unique map such that v.ρ(G,g) = s(G,g), both of which we get by
the universal property of the coproduct. We remark that u is precisely
the canonical morphism γK :

∐
G∈G K(G,K) ◦G −→ K. Since, for any

(G, g), it holds λ.v.ρ(G,g) = λ.s(G,g) = g = u.ρ(G,g), by uniqueness of
u, we obtain λ.v = u. From this equality we derive that λ is a strong
epimorphism, u being a strong epimorphism by definition of G strong
generator. It only remains, then, to prove that λ is a monomorphism.
Consider two arrows x, y : X −→ L in K such that λ.x = λ.y. To prove
that x = y is to prove that x.z = y.z, for any object G ∈ G and any
arrow z : G −→ X in K, G being a generator for K. By Condition 1, the
category Ã↓K is D-filtered, which implies that (L, s(A,a))(A,a)∈Ã↓K is a
D-filtered colimit. Since any G ∈ G is a D-presentable object of K, we
have:

K(G, colim
(A,a)∈Ã↓K

ΓK(A, a)) ' colim
(A,a)∈Ã↓K

K(G,A)

Therefore, both of the arrows x.z and y.z factor through some term
of the colimit, that is, there exist (A, a) ∈ Ã ↓ K and x′ : G −→ A
such that s(A,a).x′ = x.z and analogously, there exist (B, b) ∈ Ã ↓ K
and y′ : G −→ B such that s(B,b).y′ = y.z. This gives rise to an ob-
ject (G,λ.x.z) = (G,λ.y.z) in Ã ↓K, since λ.x = λ.y, and two arrows
x′ : (G,λ.x.z) −→ (A, a) and y′ : (G,λ.y.z) −→ (B, b) in Ã ↓K, having
a.x′ = λ.s(A,a).x

′ = λ.x.z and b.y′ = λ.s(B,b).y
′ = λ.y.z respectively.

Hence, we finally can establish x.z = s(A,a).x
′ = s(G,λ.x.z) = s(G,λ.y.z) =

s(B,b).y
′ = y.z, as desired.

We underline the fact that the objects of Ã not only are D-presentable in
K, but also that we can derive from them all the D-presentable objects
of K, as prescribed in the following:
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Corollary 72 Under the conditions of Proposition 71, any D-present-
able object of K is a retract of an object of Ã.

Proof. Let K ∈ K be a D-presentable object. By Proposition 71, we
can express K as a D-filtered colimit of the corresponding canonical
diagram K ' colim(A,a)∈Ã↓K A. We immediately get that K(K,K) '
K(K, colim(A,a)∈Ã↓K A) ' colim(A,a)∈Ã↓K K(K,A) and, therefore, the
identity 1K : K −→ K has to factor through some term of the colimit
colim(A,a)∈Ã↓K K(K,A), yielding (B, b) ∈ Ã↓K and m : K −→ B in K
such that b.m = 1K . Thus, K is a retract of B.

We can finally state our characterisation Theorem for locally D-present-
able categories in terms of strong generators. This result can be found
in [17].

Theorem 73 Let D be a sound doctrine and K a locally small category.
The following conditions are equivalent:

1. K is locally D-presentable;

2. K is cocomplete and has a strong generator G consisting of D-
presentable objects of K.

Proof. 1 ⇒ 2. Let K be a locally D-presentable category. By The-
orem 26, K is of the form D-cont[A, set], for some small and D-complete
category A, that is K is equivalent to a full reflective subcategory of
the functor category [A, set]. Since the set of representable functors
is a strong generator in [A, set], the set of their reflections is a strong
generator in K, by Lemma 68. Moreover, a representable functor is
an absolutely presentable object of [A, set] (that is, the corresponding
representable functor preserves all colimits, in particular, then, the D-
filtered ones) and the inclusion of K ' D-cont[A, set] in [A, set] is a
D-accessible functor, by Lemma 29. Therefore, by Lemma 40, we can
conclude that the reflection of a representable functor is a D-presentable
object in K. Namely, the cocomplete category K has a strong generator,
obtained by taking the reflection of all representable functors of [A, set].
Moreover, they are D-presentable objects of K.

2 ⇒ 1. Let K be a cocomplete category with a strong generator G
consisting of D-presentable objects of K. We denote by A the full sub-
category of K generated by G and we consider its Dop-colimit completion
in K. We get in this way an (essentially) small category Ã consisting of
D-presentable objects, by Proposition 70, such that any object of K is a
D-filtered colimit of objects of Ã, by Proposition 71. Thus, K is locally
D-presentable.
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Example 74

1. Let D be the doctrine of finite categories. Then, locally D-present-
able precisely means locally finitely presentable, and Theorem 73
is the classical result on locally finitely presentable categories, due
to Gabriel and Ulmer and quoted at the beginning of Section 2.3,
that we wanted to generalise.

2. Let D be the doctrine of finite discrete categories. Then, loc-
ally D-presentable categories are multisorted finitary varieties (see
[5]). Theorem 73 asserts that a category is equivalent to a variety
if and only if it is cocomplete and has a strong generator con-
sisting of strongly finitely presentable objects, that is, objects G
such that the corresponding representable functor Hom(G,−) pre-
serves sifted colimits (see [2, 5]).

3. Let D be the empty doctrine. Then, locally D-presentable cat-
egories are precisely presheaf categories. Theorem 73 character-
ises them as those cocomplete categories having a strong gener-
ator consisting of absolutely presentable objects, that is, objects
G such that the corresponding representable functor Hom(G,−)
preserves all small colimits.

Remark 75 Up to minor modification, the characterisation of presheaf
categories presented in Example 74 is due to Bunge [14]. The proof is
based on the special adjoint functor Theorem and on Beck monadicity
Theorem. Whereas the characterisation of varieties given in Example 74
is due to Diers [20]. This proof is based on general proprieties of dense
functors and ours is quite similar to this one. A different proof for
the characterisation of varieties has also been proposed by Pedicchio
and Wood [38]. This consists in proving that equivalence relations are
effective and makes use of the original characterisation of varieties due
to Lawvere [30].

Consequences

As simple consequences of the new characterisation of locally D-present-
able categories in terms of strong generators given in Theorem 73, we
can mention some nice results.

Proposition 76 Any presheaf category is locally D-presentable.

Proof. Obviously, any functor category [A, set], for a small category
A, is cocomplete and by taking the small set of representable functors we
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provide the strong generator for [A, set] consisting of absolutely present-
able objects, which are, in particular, D-presentable ones. It follows from
Theorem 73, then, that the category [A, set] is locally D-presentable.

Remark 77 Of course, we could have proved directly by the definition
of a locally D-presentable category that any presheaf category is of that
kind. We only want here to underline that the proof follows immediately,
once we have achieved the characterisation Theorem 73.

The previous result leads naturally to a description of locally D-
presentable categories as full reflective subcategories of presheaf ones.
More precisely, we can realise any locally D-presentable category as fol-
lows:

Proposition 78 Locally D-presentable categories are precisely the D-
accessible reflections of presheaf categories.

Proof. Let K be a locally D-presentable category, then K is of the
form K ' D-cont[A, set], for a small and D-complete category A, by
Theorem 26. We know that iA : D-cont[A, set] −→ [A, set] is a full
reflective subcategory, and, moreover, by Lemma 29, this inclusion iA is
D-accessible. Therefore, K is a D-accessible reflection of [A, set].
Conversely, by Proposition 76, the category [A, set] is locally D-present-
able, for any small category A. Then, any full reflective subcategory of
[A, set], whose inclusion is a D-accessible functor, is a locally D-present-
able category, by Corollary 41.

Given a locally D-presentable category K, there are many ways of
producing other locally D-presentables categories starting from K, by
taking, for instance, slice categories of K or categories of functors with
codomain K. A preliminary result is recalled first:

Lemma 79 Let K be a finitely complete category and A an object of K.
An arrow f : (X,x) −→ (Y, y) is a strong epimorphism of K↓A if and
only if f : X −→ Y is a strong epimorphism of K.

Proof. For the necessary condition, suppose that the arrow
f : (X,x) −→ (Y, y) is a strong epimorphism of K↓A. Since K is finitely
complete, the category K↓A is finitely complete and the canonical for-
getful functor ΓA : K↓A −→ K, assigning to any pair (X,x) ∈ K↓A the
object X ∈ K, admits a right adjoint ΛA : K −→ K↓A, associating with
any object X ∈ K the pair (X ×A, πA), given by the product X ×A in
K and the second product projection πA : X × A −→ A. Clearly, the
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functor ΛA does preserve monomorphisms. Then, consider the following
commutative square in K:

Z W//
m

//

X

Z

u

��

X Y
f // Y

W

v

��

Diagram 2.3

where m is a monomorphism of K. Thanks to the functor ΛA, we are
able to lift the previous square in K↓A; more explicitly, we can define
two arrows < u, x >: (X,x) −→ (Z × A, πA) and < v, y >: (Y, y) −→
(W × A, πA) in K ↓A, by the universal property of the product in K,
and obtain a commutative diagram, as follows:

(Z ×A, πA) (W ×A, πA)//
m×1A

//

(X,x)

(Z ×A, πA)

<u,x>

��

(X,x) (Y, y)
f // (Y, y)

(W ×A, πA)

<v,y>

��

where the map ΛA(m) = m × 1A : (Z × A, πA) −→ (W × A, πA)
is, moreover, a monomorphism of K ↓ A. Therefore, from f being
a strong epimorphism of K ↓ A, it follows the existence of an arrow
h : (Y, y) −→ (Z × A, πA) in K ↓A making the two corresponding tri-
angles in previous diagram commute. In this way, we get a fill-in for
Diagram 2.3, namely the composite πZ .h : Y −→ Z, since the morph-
ism πZ .h satisfies both conditions πZ .h.f = u and m.πZ .h = v. In order
to verify these properties, it suffices to compose with the appropriate
product projections. This ends the proof of the arrow f : X −→ Y
being a strong epimorphism of K.

Conversely, suppose that the map f : X −→ Y is a strong epimorph-
ism of K and consider the following commutative square in K↓A:

(Z, z) (W,w)//
m

//

(X,x)

(Z, z)

u

��

(X,x) (Y, y)
f // (Y, y)

(W,w)

v

��

where m is a monomorphism of K↓A. Having, in particular, v.f = m.u,
there exists a unique arrow ϕ : Y −→ Z such that ϕ.f = u and
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m.ϕ = v. The only thing remaining to check is whether the composites
z.ϕ and y coincide, that is, whether ϕ actually provides a morphism
(Y, y) −→ (Z, z) in K↓A. For it, we have z.ϕ = w.m.ϕ = w.v = y, by
definition of m and v arrows of K↓A. Therefore, we have a morphism
ϕ : (Y, y) −→ (Z, z) of K↓A making the two corresponding triangles in
the previous diagram commute, that is, we have shown that the arrow
f is a strong epimorphism in K↓A.

So, we are able to state the result concerning slice categories:

Proposition 80 Let K be a locally D-presentable category and A be an
object of K. Then, the slice category K↓A is locally D-presentable.

Proof. Following the lines of the proof contained in Proposition 71,
we could show that, more generally, the category K being cocomplete
implies that K↓A is cocomplete; explicitly, for any diagram F : M−→
K↓A, which associates with an object M the pair (KM , kM : KM −→
A), its colimit in K ↓ A is given by ((colimM∈MKM , a), (σM )M∈M),
where the object colimM∈MKM is a colimit in K of the diagram ΓA.F
(we denote by ΓA : K ↓ A −→ K the canonical forgetful functor), the
arrows σM : KM −→ colimM∈MKM are the colimit injections, for any
M ∈ M, and a : colimM∈MKM −→ A is the canonical morphism
induced by the maps kM (that is, for any M ∈M, it holds a.σM = kM ).
We wish to show that, given the strong generator G for K, the set of all
morphisms {g : G −→ A|G ∈ G} in K is a strong generator for K ↓A.
For it, consider any object (H,h) of K↓A, that is, an arrow h : H −→ A
of K. We need to show that:

γ(H,h) :
∐
G∈G

Hom((G, g), (H,h)) ◦ (G, g) −→ (H,h)

is a strong epimorphism of K↓A. By how colimits are computed in K↓A,∐
G∈G Hom((G, g), (H,h)) ◦ (G, g) ' (

∐
G∈G

∐
f∈Hom((G,g),(H,h))G,µ),

where µ can be defined as the unique arrow making the following diagram
commute: ∐

G∈G

∐
f :G→H,h.f=g

G A
µ //

∐
G∈G

∐
f :G→H,h.f=g

G

G

A

G

??

g

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

∐
f :G→H,h.f=g

G

sf

OO

σG

OO
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that is, µ.σG.sf = g, for any G ∈ G and any f ∈ Hom((G, g), (H,h)),
namely an arrow f : G −→ H such that h.f = g. By definition of the
arrows in K↓A,

γ(H,h) :
∐
G∈G

∐
f∈Hom((G,g),(H,h))

(G,µ) −→ (H,h)

is a morphism
θ :

∐
f :G→H,h.f=g

G −→ H

such that h.θ = µ. Since H ∈ K and G is a strong generator for K, we
know that the canonical morphism:∐

G∈G

∐
f :G→H

G H
γH // //

∐
G∈G

∐
f :G→H

G

G

H

G

??

f

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

∐
f :G→H

G

δf

OO

ρG

OO

such that γH .ρG.δf = f , for any G ∈ G and any f : G −→ H in K, is
a strong epimorphism. It can be shown that the two arrows γH and θ
coincide. For it, it suffices to pre-compose them with the corresponding
coproduct injections getting f , as result, in both cases. Therefore, θ is
a strong epimorphism of K and, applying Lemma 79, we get that γ(H,h)

is a strong epimorphism of K↓A.
It only remains, then, to prove that the objects (G, g) ∈ K↓A are D-pre-
sentable, that is, the corresponding representable functor
Hom((G, g),−) : K ↓ A −→ set is D-accessible. For it, consider a
D-filtered category J and a diagram H : J −→ K↓A, which associates
with any J ∈ J a pair (HJ , hJ), and compose it with the canonical
forgetful functor ΓA : K↓A −→ K. As we know, a colimit of H in K↓A
is given by ((colimJ∈J HJ , h), (σJ)J∈J ), where (colimJ∈J HJ , (σJ)J∈J )
is a colimit in K of the composite ΓA.H and h is the unique arrow
such that h.σJ = hJ , for any J ∈ J . So, giving a morphism f :
(G, g) −→ (colimJ∈J HJ , h) in K ↓ A is the same as giving an arrow
f : G −→ colimJ∈J HJ in K satisfying h.f = g. Clearly, f has to factor
through some component of the colimit, say it fJ : G −→ HJ , G being
D-presentable in K; namely, σJ .fJ = f . This precisely means that f , as
arrow of K↓A, factors through fJ : (G, g) −→ (HJ , hJ), provided that
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hJ .fJ = g. But, indeed, we have g = h.f = h.σJ .fJ = hJ .fJ , by defini-
tion of the arrows fJ and h. Stated otherwise, we have just shown that
Hom((G, g), colimJ∈J (HJ , hJ)) ' colimJ∈J Hom((G, g), (HJ , hJ)), as
desired. Hence, by Theorem 73, we can affirm that the category K↓A
is locally D-presentable.

Moving to the case of functor categories now, to prove their locally
D-presentability, we make use of the characterisation of locally D-pre-
sentable categories as D-accessible reflections of presheaf categories, as
we discussed in Corollary 78, and of the following:

Lemma 81 Let K and K′ be two locally small categories with D-filtered
colimits. If i : K′ −→ K is a D-accessible reflection of K, then, for any
locally small category A, î : [A,K′] −→ [A,K] is a D-accessible reflection
of the corresponding presheaf category [A,K].

Proof. We denote by L : K −→ K′ the left adjoint functor to the fully
faithful D-accessible inclusion i : K′ −→ K. We define two new functors
î : [A,K′] −→ [A,K] and L̂ : [A,K] −→ [A,K′], which are composing
with i and composing with L, respectively. We can establish the adjunc-
tion L̂ a î simply using the adjunction L a i. The fact that î is fully faith-
ful follows from the same property of the inclusion i. Finally, in order to
prove that the functor î is D-accessible, consider a D-filtered category
J and a diagram H : J −→ [A,K′], which associates with any J ∈ J
a functor HJ : A −→ K′, and take its colimit (colimJ∈J HJ , (σJ)J∈J )
in [A,K′]. Since colimits are computed pointwise in any presheaf cat-
egory and, moreover, the functor i is D-accessible, we can deduce that
(i.(colimJ∈J HJ))(A) ' (colimJ∈J i.HJ)(A), for any object A ∈ A.
That is, î(colimJ∈J HJ) ' colimJ∈J î(HJ): this is precisely the con-
dition on î of preserving D-filtered colimits, as desired.

Finally, we can state the result concerning the functor category [A,K]:

Proposition 82 Let A be a small category and K a locally D-presenta-
ble category. Then, the functor category [A,K] is locally D-presentable.

Proof. We know, by Corollory 78, that any locally D-presentable cat-
egory K is a D-accessible reflection of a presheaf category, as in the
following diagram:

K [C, set]
oo L

//
i

//⊥
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for some small category C. Therefore, by Lemma 81, we get that:

[A,K] [A, [C, set]]
oo L̂

//
î

//⊥

is a D-accessible reflection of the category [A, [C, set]]. Clearly, there
exists a bijection [A, [C, set]] ' [A× C, set]. Hence, the category [A,K]
is, in fact, a D-accessible reflection of a presheaf category, and, being
such, it is a locally D-presentable category, again by Corollary 78.

In analogy to the case of accessible categories, one could be tempt to
believe that coslice categories A ↓ K of a locally D-presentable cate-
gory K, for some object A ∈ K, are locally D-presentable. More pre-
cisely, slice and coslice categories of an accessible category are accessible
categories (see, for instance, [5]). This is no longer the case for loc-
ally D-presentable categories, as shown in the following counterexample
provided by Francis Borceux:

Remark 83 Choose as D the empty doctrine; take the category K to
be the category set of sets and the object A to be the singleton {∗} = 1.
Then, the coslice category 1 ↓ set is precisely the category of pointed
sets, which has a zero object, and therefore it is not a presheaf category.
By Example 74.3, one concludes that the category 1↓set is not locally
D-presentable.



3

On geometric morphisms and

localizations of presheaf

categories

The definitions of geometric morphism and localization are
recalled. We analyse geometric morphisms, and, in particu-
lar, localizations, from the point of view of the domain cat-
egory by giving explicit conditions on it which fully charac-
terise the localization. Some general conditions on functors
are introduced to enlighten our characterisation of geometric
morphisms. The theorem concerning localizations of presheaf
categories is achieved. Two proofs of it are offered, the second
of which requires some sheaf theoretical techniques.

3.1 Rambling about the concept of localization

Definition 84 Let A and B be categories with finite limits.

• A geometric morphism F : B −→ A is a functor F together with
a left adjoint L : A −→ B which preserves finite limits.

• Let F1, F2 : B −→ A be geometric morphisms. A geometric trans-
formation α : F1 −→ F2 is defined to be a natural transformation
α : L1 −→ L2, where the functors L1 and L2 denote the left ad-
joints to F1 and to F2, respectively.

For a complete treatment of geometric morphisms and transformations,
we refer to [25, 26]. Amongst geometric morphisms we distinguish those
special ones which are full embeddings, as in the following:

Definition 85 A localization of a finitely complete category A is a full
and faithful geometric morphism i : B // // A.

69
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We recall, as well, that we say B is a full reflective subcategory of A if
the inclusion i : B // // A is a full and faithful right adjoint functor.
We discuss geometric morphisms by analysing the domain category B.
More precisely, we follow the suggestion contained in [32], where they
study Grothendieck categories (namely, cocomplete abelian categories
with a generator and filtered colimits commuting with finite limits) as
localizations of the category of additive presheaves defined on a (small)
pre-additive category. In this chapter, we characterise those functors
k : C −→ E , from a small category C into a cocomplete, exact and
extensive category E , which give rise to a localization. In particular, we
want to distinguish hypotheses concerning the fully faithful character of
the embedding E −→ [Cop, set] into the category of set-valued functors
defined on Cop, and hypotheses concerning the left exactness of its left
adjoint. These properties are stated in terms of the functor k : C −→
E . They are independent from each other and self-contained. In this
way, we achieve distinct characterisations of geometric morphisms and
localizations. We study localizations E of presheaf categories [Cop, set]
of set-valued functors and give separately conditions on the functor k :
C −→ E for the functor i : E −→ [Cop, set] to be just a geometric
morphism or, pursuing the analysis further, for the inclusion i to be
indeed a fully faithful functor, that is i : E −→ [Cop, set] is a localization.
This is a major difference with the work contained in [32]. One last
remark: we make no distinction between a finite limit-preserving functor
and a left exact functor.

Exact and/or extensive categories

We need to provide some context, before presenting the main theorems
of this section.

Definition 86 We say that a category A is regular if it satisfies the
following conditions:

1. A has finite limits;

2. A has coequalizers of kernel pairs;

3. the pullback of a regular epimorphism along any morphism is a
regular epimorphism.

Or, equivalently:

Definition 87 We say that a category A is regular if it satisfies the
following conditions:
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1. A has finite limits;

2. any arrow f : X −→ Y in A can be factored as a regular epi-
morphism q followed by a monomorphism m, as in the diagram:

X

I

q
�� ��?

??
??

??
??

?X Y
f // Y

I

??

m
??��

��
��

��
�

3. the pullback of a regular epimorphism along any morphism is a
regular epimorphism.

Usually one refers to the factorisation of morphisms in a regular category
as the regular epi-mono factorisation. Moreover, one can prove that
such a factorisation is essentially unique. Amongst regular categories,
the appropriate definition of functor is given by the following:

Definition 88 Let A and B be regular categories. A functor F : A −→
B is said to be exact if it preserves:

1. finite limits;

2. regular epimorphisms.

Definition 89 A category A is said to be exact if it is regular and any
equivalence relation in A is effective.

We recall that an equivalence relation < r0, r1 >: R // // X × X, on
an object X of A, is effective if the coequalizer q of < r0, r1 > exists
and < r0, r1 > is the kernel pair of q. Of course, any kernel pair is
an equivalence relation. As examples of exact categories we can briefly
mention: set, any presheaf category [A, set], any category of T-algebras,
for a monad T over set. For a complete treatment of regular and exact
categories, see, for instance, [11].

The following is an elegant formulation of disjointness and univer-
sality of coproducts:

Definition 90 We say that a category A with coproducts is extensive
if, for any small family of objects (Xi)i∈I of A, the canonical functor∐

:
∏
i∈I

A↓Xi −→ A↓
∐
i∈I

Xi



72 On localizations of presheaf categories

is an equivalence. In details, the functor
∐

is defined, by the universal
property of the coproduct, at any family (fi : Ai −→ Xi)i∈I , that is, an
object of

∏
i∈I A↓Xi, as the essentially unique object ϕ in A↓

∐
i∈I Xi

making the following square:

Ai Xi
fi

//

∐
i∈I

Ai

Ai

OO

τi

∐
i∈I

Ai
∐
i∈I

Xi
ϕ //

∐
i∈I

Xi

Xi

OO

σi

commute, for any i ∈ I. Here, τi and σi stand for the corresponding
coproduct injections in A.

Definition 91 A category A is said to be lextensive if it is extensive
and has finite limits.

As examples of lextensive categories, we mention set, any presheaf cat-
egory [Aop, set] for a small category A. On the other hand, for any
category A, FamA is an example of a category which is extensive, but,
in general, not lextensive.
We recall the following equivalent, probably more familiar, definition of
extensivity:

Definition 92 A category A with coproducts is extensive if it has pull-
backs along the canonical coproduct injections and the following two con-
ditions hold:

1. (coproducts are universal) given an arrow f : Y −→
∐
i∈I Xi and,

for any i ∈ I, the pullback:

Xi

∐
i∈I

Xiσi

//

Yi

Xi

��

Yi Y
θi // Y

∐
i∈I

Xi

f

��

then, the comparison morphism
∐
i∈I Yi −→ Y , induced by the

arrows θi, is an isomorphism;
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2. (coproducts are disjoint) given a family of objects (Xi)i∈I of A, for
any i, j ∈ I such that i 66= j, the following square:

Xi

∐
i∈I

Xiσi

//

0

Xi

!

��

0 Xj
! // Xj

∐
i∈I

Xi

σj

��

is a pullback (here, we denote by 0 the initial object of A).

In an extensive category, the coproduct injections have an extra feature,
as described in the following:

Proposition 93 Let A be an extensive category. The canonical cop-
roduct injection σi : Xi

// //
∐
i∈I Xi is a monomorphism, for any i ∈ I.

Proposition 94 Let A be an extensive category. The initial object 0
of A is strict, namely every arrow X −→ 0, for any X ∈ A, is an
isomorphism.

For more details concerning extensive categories we refer to [15, 36].

A quite surprising result concerning categories that are simultan-
eously exact and extensive is the following Proposition, which appears,
for instance, in [36]:

Proposition 95 In an exact and extensive category A, all epimorph-
isms are regular epimorphisms.

Proof. Using the calculus of relations, one can prove that in A coker-
nel pairs of monomorphisms always exist and they are pullbacks (see
[22]). Therefore, any monomorphism in A is the equalizer of its coker-
nel pair: this means that every monomorphism is, in fact, regular in
A. Finally, we just need to remark that in any category A with regular
epi-mono factorisations, the fact that any monomorphism is regular im-
plies that any epimorphism is regular too, since when an epimorphism
f in A factors as a regular epimorphism followed by a monomorphism,
as f = m.q, it follows that the arrow m is an epimorphism, but m is,
moreover, a regular monomorphism, that is, an isomorphism in A.

By epimorphic family in an arbitrary categoryA we mean a collection
(fi : Xi −→ X)i∈I of arrows of A such that, for any given pair of arrows
u, v : X −→ U , the condition u.fi = v.fi for every i ∈ I implies the
equality u = v.
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Definition 96 Let A be a small category and B a finitely complete cat-
egory. A functor F : A −→ B is said to be filtering if the following
conditions hold:

(F1) the family {F (X) −→ 1|X ∈ A} of all arrows in B, where 1 is the
terminal object of B, is epimorphic;

(F2) for any pair of objects A,A′ ∈ A, the family

{<F (u), F (v)>: F (X)−→F (A)× F (A′)|A oo u
X

v // A′ inA}

of all arrows in B, while X varies in A, is epimorphic;

(F3) for any pair of arrows A
u //
v

// A′ in A, the family

{F (X) −→ Eu,v|X w // A
u //
v

// A′ in A such that u.w = v.w}

of all arrows in B, while X varies in A, is epimorphic (where

Eu,v is the equalizer Eu,v // // F (A)
F (u) //

F (v)
// F (A′) of the pair

(F (u), F (v)) in B).

Remark 97 When we take as B the category set, then, the defini-
tion of a filtering functor F is equivalent to state that the category
A↓F is filtering, which means that the functor F is a filtered colimit of
representable functors.

We refer to [34, 16] for what concerns filtering functors.

We recall that a subcategory A of B is said to be dense in B if
any object of B is a colimit of objects of A; more exactly, a colimit in
a canonical way, for which the colimit cone consists of (B, (a : A −→
B)A∈A). More generally, density can be defined not only for an inclusion
A ⊆ B, but for any functor F : A −→ B. The arrows a : A −→ B are,
then, replaced by the objects of the comma category F ↓B.

Definition 98 A functor F : A −→ B is dense if, for any B ∈ B, the
colimit of the composite diagram:

F ↓B ΓB // A F // B , (A, a : F (A) −→ B) 7→ F (A)

is precisely (B, (a)(A,a)∈F↓B), where ΓB : F ↓ B −→ A, defined by the
assignment (A, a) 7→ A, denotes the canonical forgetful functor. In par-
ticular, a subcategory A of B is dense in B when the inclusion functor
A // // B is dense in the sense just defined.

For a complete treatment of dense functors, see [33].



3.1 Rambling about the concept of localization 75

The exact completion of Fam

We devote this section to a brief overview of the exact completion of
a category with weak limits, in order to present any presheaf category
as a free exact completion of a projective cover of itself. We recall the
coproduct completion FamA of a category A, which is nothing but the
infinitary version of the Famf -completion, presented in Chapter 2 (see
Section 2.2). We refer to [16] for all notions and results contained in this
section.

Definition 99 Let M be a small category and T : M−→ A a functor.
A weak limit of T is a cone (L, (λM : L −→ T (M))M∈M) in A such
that, for any other cone (X, (ξM : X −→ T (M))M∈M) in A, there exists
a morphism ϕ : X −→ L satisfying λM .ϕ = ξM , for any M ∈M.

Basically, the only difference with the usual definition of a limit for a
diagram is that, in the definition of a weak limit, one requires only the
existence of the canonical factorisation and not its uniqueness. As an
immediate consequence, we have that a functor can admit several not
isomorphic weak limits. Clearly, we have:

Definition 100 A category A is said to be weakly lex (where, lex stands
for left exact, meaning: finitely complete) if, for any diagram T : M−→
A, defined on a finite category M, there exists a weak limit of T in A.

We are able to present, then, the key notion of functor, for what concerns
exact completions:

Definition 101 Let A be a weakly lex category, B a finitely complete
category and F : A −→ B a functor. We say that F is left cover-
ing if, for any functor T : M −→ A defined on a finite category M,
and for any weak limit (L, (λM : L −→ T (M))M∈M) in A, the ca-
nonical factorisation p : F (L) −→ L̃ is a strong epimorphism of B,
where (L̃, (λ̃M : L −→ F (T (M)))M∈M) is a (honest) limit in B of
the composite diagram F.T and p is the unique arrow with the property
λ̃M .p = F (λM ), for any M ∈M, as in the following diagram:

F (L)

F (T (M))
F (λM ) ��?

??
??

??
?

F (L) L̃
p // // L̃

F (T (M))
λ̃M����

��
��

��
�

The relation between left exact (that is, finite limit-preserving) functors
and left covering functors is explained in the following Proposition. We
recall that a functor, defined on a weakly lex category, is said to be
weakly lex if it preserves weak limits.
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Proposition 102 Let A be a weakly lex category, B a finitely complete
category and F : A −→ B a functor. Consider the following conditions:

1. F is left covering;

2. F is weakly lex;

3. F is left exact.

Then, Condition 2 implies Condition 1. If, moreover, the category A is
finitely complete, then, the three conditions are equivalent.

We mention, as well, the following peculiar result concerning composi-
tion with a left covering functor:

Proposition 103 Let A be a weakly lex category and B and C two fi-
nitely complete categories. Let F : A −→ B and G : B −→ C be
two functors. If F is left covering, G is left exact and, moreover, G
sends strong epimorphisms into strong epimorphisms, then, the compos-
ite G.F : A −→ C is left covering.

We recall that an object P in a category A is said to be regular
projective (often just projective) if, for any arrow f : P −→ X of A and
for any regular epimorphism q : Y −→ X in A, there exists an arrow
f ′ : P −→ Y such that q.f ′ = f .

Definition 104 Let P be a full subcategory of a category A. We say
that P is a projective cover of A if

• any object of P is projective in A;

• for any object A ∈ A, there exist an object P ∈ P and a regular
epimorphism p : P // // A.

Clearly, a category A admits a projective cover if and only if it has
enough projectives (that is, any object of A is the codomain of a regular
epimorphism whose domain is projective).

Firstly, we discuss the exact completion of a category with weak
limits. Explicitly, for any weakly lex category A, there exist an exact
category Aex and a morphism ξA : A −→ Aex, which is a fully faithful
left covering functor, such that Aex is universal with respect to exact
categories and left covering functors. Namely, for any left covering func-
tor F : A −→ B into an exact category B, there exists a unique (up to
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isomorphism) exact functor F̂ making the triangle:

A

B
F

��?
??

??
??

??
A Aex

ξA // Aex

B
F̂����

��
��

��
�

commute. Equivalently, the universal property of the exact completion
can be stated in terms of an equivalence between the category of exact
functors, from Aex to B, and the category of left covering functors, from
A to B, which is induced by composing with ξA : A −→ Aex:

Ex[Aex,B] ' Lco[A,B]

The functor ξA verifies the extra property of preserving all finite limits,
which turn out to exist in A; moreover:

Proposition 105 The image ξA(A) of the functor ξA : A −→ Aex is a
projective cover of Aex, so that Aex has enough projectives.

In fact, one can prove that the exact extension of a left covering functor
F is a left Kan extension, as stated in the following:

Proposition 106 In the above-mentioned setting, the (essentially
unique) exact extension F̂ : Aex −→ B of the left covering functor
F : A −→ B is the left Kan extension of F along ξA : A −→ Aex.

We can finally state the main Theorem, which characterises free exact
categories over weakly left exact ones:

Theorem 107 Exact categories with enough projectives are precisely
the exact completions of the weakly lex categories of their projective cov-
ers.

Since a left covering functor defined on a finitely complete category is
precisely a left exact functor, by Proposition 102, we have, as a particular
instance of the universal property of the exact completion, that for any
finitely complete category A, there exist an exact category Aex and a
left exact functor ξA : A −→ Aex such that, for any exact category B,
composing with ξA induces an equivalence of categories:

Ex[Aex,B] ' Lex[A,B]

where Ex[Aex,B] denotes the category of exact functors between Aex
and B, whereas Lex[A,B] denotes the category of finite limit-preserving
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functors between A and B.

Secondly, we exhibit the coproduct completion. The free coproduct
completion of a small category A, which we denote simply by FamA, is
nothing but the infinitary version of the Famf -completion of A treated
in Chapter 2. The category FamA has for objects the pairs (I, f),
where I is a discrete category (a set) and f : I −→ A is a functor, and
for morphisms the pairs (a, α) : (I, f) −→ (J, g), where a : I −→ J
is a functor and α : f −→ g.a is a natural transformation. One can
easily check that FamA has coproducts and define a functor ηA : A −→
FamA via the assignment X 7→ ({∗}, X : {∗} −→ A), where {∗} is
the singleton set. We talk about FamA in terms of a free coproduct
completion of A because FamA is universal with respect to categories
with coproducts. Explicitly, for any functor F : A −→ B into a category
B with coproducts, there exists a unique (up to isomorphism) coproduct-
preserving functor F ′ making the triangle:

A

B
F

��?
??

??
??

??
A FamAηA // FamA

B
F ′

����
��

��
��

�

commute. As for the exact completion, we know that, in fact, this
(essentially unique) coproduct-preserving extension F ′ : FamA −→ B
of the functor F coincides with the left Kan extension of the functor F :
A −→ B along ηA : A −→ FamA. Moreover, an alternative description
of FamA is given by the following:

Proposition 108 Let A be a small category. The category FamA is
equivalent to the full subcategory of [Aop, set] spanned by coproducts of
representable functors.

This, in particular, means that FamA is equivalent to a projective cover
of [Aop, set]. Therefore, by Theorem 107, we can derive the following
fundamental (at least, for our purposes!) result:

Theorem 109 Let A be a small category and ηA : A −→ FamA its
coproduct completion. Then, by taking the exact completion of FamA
we get an equivalence of categories:

(FamA)ex ' [Aop, set]

The result which explains, in some sense, the nature of filtering func-
tors is stated in the following Proposition: filtering functors “induce” left
exact functors.
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Proposition 110 Let A be a small category and YA : A −→ [Aop, set]
its Yoneda embedding. Let B be a cocomplete, exact and extensive cate-
gory and F : A −→ B a functor. Consider the following diagram:

A FamAηA //A

B

F

%%KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK FamA (FamA)ex
ξFamA //FamA

B

F ′

��

(FamA)ex

B

LanYA (F )

yyssssssssssssssss
= [Aop, set]

The functor F is filtering if and only if its left Kan extension along
Yoneda L := LanYA(F ) is (left) exact.

Proof. The proof proceeds in two steps.
Step 1. We prove that F : A −→ B is such that LanYA(F ) is exact if

and only if its coproduct-preserving extension F ′ : FamA −→ B is left
covering. (Remark that here it suffices that the category B is cocomplete
and exact.)
The requirement of L being left exact coincides, in fact, with L being
an exact functor, since LanYA(F ) has always a right adjoint, given by
B(F (−),−) : B −→ [Aop, set]. Suppose, then, L is exact. It follows,
by Proposition 103, that the composite L.ξFamA is a left covering func-
tor. Moreover, one can easily verify that computing ηA followed by
ξFamA does give the Yoneda embedding YA. In light of this equality,
the composite L.ξFamA preserves coproducts (since both functors do
so) and satisfies L.ξFamA.ηA ' L.YA ' F , since, YA being fully faith-
ful, the universal arrow for the left Kan extension is an isomorphism.
Therefore, we can derive that F ′ ' L.ξFamA, by the universal prop-
erty of the coproduct completion, which, we have just shown, is left
covering. Conversely, suppose that F ′ is left covering. By the univer-
sal property of the exact completion, LanξFamA(F ′) is an exact functor.
So, using the definition of the coproduct completion, we get the follow-
ing chain of isomorphisms: LanξFamA(F ′) ' LanξFamA(LanηA(F )) '
LanξFamA.ηA(F ) ' LanYA(F ), which is L and has to be exact.

Step 2. We prove that F : A −→ B is filtering if and only if its
coproduct-preserving extension F ′ : FamA −→ B is left covering. (Here,
it suffices that the category B is exact and extensive.)
Without going into details, knowing, from Proposition 95, that in such
a category B epimorphisms are regular, the three Conditions (F1), (F2),
(F3) of a filtering functor F (as in Definition 96) are equivalent to require
the functor F ′ being left covering with respect to the terminal object,
binary products of objects coming from A and equalizers of arrows com-
ing from A, respectively. This fact precisely coincides with the functor
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F ′ being left covering, by exactness and extensivity of the category B.
(For a detailed proof of this result, see [16].)

Let A be a small category and B a cocomplete, exact and extensive
category. We denote by GeoMor[B, [Aop, set]] the category of geomet-
ric morphisms between B and [Aop, set] and geometric transformations
between those (recall Definition 84). Whereas, we denote by Filt[A,B]
the category of filtering functors from A into B and all natural trans-
formations between them. The following result enlightens the relation
between these two notions, namely geometric morphisms can be classi-
fied by filtering functors:

Corollary 111 Let A be a small category and B a cocomplete, exact
and extensive category. The functor

ε : GeoMor[B, [Aop, set]] −→ Filt[A,B]

defined by pre-composing with the Yoneda embedding YA : A−→[Aop, set],
gives an equivalence of categories.

Proof. Let

B [Aop, set]
oo L

R
//⊥

be a geometric morphism and consider the pre-composition L.YA of its
left adjoint L with Yoneda YA : A −→ [Aop, set]. First of all, we need to
show that the functor L.YA : A −→ B is filtering. By Proposition 110,
this is equivalent to prove that the left Kan extension LanYA(L.YA)
of the composite L.YA along Yoneda is left exact, as in the following
diagram:

A

B
L.YA

""EE
EE

EE
EE

EE
EA [Aop, set]YA // [Aop, set]

B
LanYA (L.YA)

||yy
yy

yy
yy

yy

Since YA is fully faithful, the universal arrow for such a left Kan exten-
sion is an isomorphism, namely L.YA ' LanYA(L.YA).YA. Moreover,
YA being a dense functor (see Definition 98) and L and LanYA(L.YA)
preserving all existing colimits, we can derive that L ' LanYA(L.YA)
and we know, by hypothesis, that L preserves finite limits. This ends
the proof of L.YA being an object of Filt[A,B]. In order to prove that
ε is an equivalence of categories, we need to verify it is (a) fully faithful
and (b) essentially surjective on objects.



3.1 Rambling about the concept of localization 81

(a) ε is full and faithful. Let R1, R2 : B −→ [Aop, set] be two geo-
metric morphisms and take their images through the functor ε. Con-
sider a natural transformation α : L1.YA −→ L2.YA between these im-
ages, where L1 and L2 denote the left adjoint functors to R1 and to
R2, respectively. Namely, for any object A ∈ A, we have a morphism
αA : L1A(−, A) −→ L2A(−, A) in B. We wish to show there exists
a unique natural transformation β : L1 −→ L2 such that ε(β) = α,
that is, β.YA = α. Consider an arbitrary functor F ∈ [Aop, set], which
can always be thought of as a (small) colimit of representable functors,
namely F = colimi∈I A(−, Ai). Since the functors L1 and L2 preserve
all existing colimits, in order to define the natural transformation β, we
take the canonical morphism in B induced by all components αAi of α,
as follows:

L1A(−, Ai) L2A(−, Ai)αAi

//

colim
i∈I

L1A(−, Ai)

L1A(−, Ai)

OO

L1si

colim
i∈I

L1A(−, Ai) colim
i∈I

L2A(−, Ai)θ // colim
i∈I

L2A(−, Ai)

L2A(−, Ai)

OO

L2si

L1(F ) ' ' L2(F )

namely, θ is the unique arrow of B satisfying θ.L1si = L2si.αAi , for
any i ∈ I. (Here we denote by si : A(−, Ai) −→ colimi∈I A(−, Ai) the
canonical colimit injection in [Aop, set].) We define the component of β
at F to be βF := θ. First of all, the transformation β is natural. For it,
let γ : F −→ G be an arrow in [Aop, set] and, for any i ∈ I, compute
the composite γ.si : A(−, Ai) −→ G = colimj∈J A(−, Bj), provided G,
as an object of [Aop, set], is given by the colimit (colimj∈J A(−, Bj), tj)
in [Aop, set]. We have:

Nat(A(−, Ai), colim
j∈J

A(−, Bj)) ' colim
j∈J

A(−, Bj)(Ai) (1)

' colim
j∈J

A(Ai, Bj) (2)

' colim
j∈J

Nat(A(−, Ai),A(−, Bj))(3)

(where (1) and (3) are just instances of the Yoneda Lemma and (2)
follows from the fact that colimits are computed pointwise in [Aop, set]).
Therefore, the morphism γ.si has to factor in [Aop, set] through a colimit
component, as in the following diagram:

A(−, Ai) colim
j∈J

A(−, Bj)
γ.si //A(−, Ai)

A(−, Bj)

γ′i
''

colim
j∈J

A(−, Bj)

A(−, Bj)

OO

tj
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for some j ∈ J and some arrow γ′i : A(−, Ai) −→ A(−, Bj) in [Aop, set].
To prove that the transformation β is natural is to prove the identity
L2γ.βF .L1si = βG.L1γ.L1si, for any i ∈ I: this is given by diagram-
chasing on the following cube:

colim
j∈J

L1A(−, Bj) colim
j∈J

L2A(−, Bj)
βG

//

colim
i∈I

L1A(−, Ai)

colim
j∈J

L1A(−, Bj)

L1γ

��

colim
i∈I

L1A(−, Ai) colim
i∈I

L2A(−, Ai)
βF // colim

i∈I
L2A(−, Ai)

colim
j∈J

L2A(−, Bj)

L2γ

��

L1A(−, Bj) L2A(−, Bj)αBj

//

L1A(−, Ai)

L1A(−, Bj)

L1γ′i

��

L1A(−, Ai) L2A(−, Ai)
αAi // L2A(−, Ai)

L2A(−, Bj)

L2γ′i

��

colim
i∈I

L2A(−, Ai)

L2A(−, Ai)

�� L2si

�������
colim
i∈I

L1A(−, Ai)

L1A(−, Ai)

{{ L1si

xxxxxxxxx

colim
j∈J

L1A(−, Bj)

L1A(−, Bj)

��
L1tj

�����������
colim
j∈J

L2A(−, Bj)

L2A(−, Bj)

��
L2tj

����������

Clearly, we have β.YA = α, by definition of the natural transformation
β. Moreover, β is the unique natural transformation with this property.
For it, suppose there exists another natural transformation δ : F −→ G
such that δ.YA = α. By the fact that β and δ agree when pre-composed
with YA, it follows that they coincide, since β is entirely determined by
its naturality, once we know its component at A, for any A ∈ A.
(b) ε is essentially surjective on objects. Let F : A −→ B be a filtering
functor. Since the category B is cocomplete, we can always define a
pair of adjoint functors B(F (−),−) : B −→ [Aop, set], which assigns to
any object B ∈ B the set-valued functor B(F (−), B), and LanYA(F ) :
[Aop, set] −→ B, which is given by the left Kan extension of F along the
Yoneda embedding YA. By Proposition 110, the fact that the functor F
is filtering is equivalent to the left Kan extension LanYA(F ) being left
exact. Therefore, we get a geometric morphism

B [Aop, set]
oo

LanYA (F )

B(F (−),−)
//⊥

which, in particular, satisfies the condition F ' LanYA(F ).YA, since YA
is fully faithful. Namely, ε(LanYA(F )) ' F and this ends the proof of
the functor ε being essentially surjective on objects.
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Some conditions our functors might satisfy

Let C be a small category and k : C −→ E a functor into an arbitrary
category E .

Definition 112

• A collection of maps (xi : Xi −→ X)i∈I in E is said to be epi-
morphic if, given a pair of arrows u, v : X −→ U , the condition
u.xi = v.xi for every i ∈ I implies the equality u = v.

• Moreover, a collection of maps (fi : Ci −→ C)i∈I in C is called
k-epimorphic if the collection (k(fi))i∈I is epimorphic in E.

Stated otherwise, (xi : Xi −→ X)i∈I is an epimorphic family in E if and
only if the canonical morphism x, defined by the universal property of
the coproduct, as the unique arrow with the property x.σi = xi, for any
i ∈ I, as in the following diagram:∐

I∈I
Xi X

x //
∐
I∈I

Xi

Xi

OO

σi

X

Xi

99

xi

sssssssssssssssss

is an epimorphism in E . (Here we denote by σi the canonical coproduct
injection.) This second formulation allows us to introduce more easily
the notion of a regular epimorphic family, which is nothing but a col-
lection (xi : Xi −→ X)i∈I of maps in E such that the above-mentioned
canonical morphism x is, in fact, a regular epimorphism in E . Note that,
in general, there is no reason why I should be finite and it is implicit
that the category E has (at least) coproducts in order for the above
definitions to make sense.

Lemma 113 Let (xi : Xi −→ X)i∈I be a family of maps in E such that
there exists a subset J ⊆ I for which (xj : Xj −→ X)j∈J is an epimor-
phic family. Then, the entire family (xi : Xi −→ X)i∈I is epimorphic.

Finally, we still need to introduce the notion of a k-epimorphic
subfunctor. We should say explicitly that, for any subfunctor r : R
// // C(−, C), we identify R with the set-theoretic union of all subsets
R(D) ⊆ C(D,C), for D varying in C; as well as, in the proofs contained
in the next sections, we allow ourselves to make no notational distinction
between a functor F ∈ [Cop, set] and the set-theoretic union of all sets
F (C), when C varies in C.
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Definition 114

• We call the subfunctor r : R // // E(k(−), X) epimorphic if the
corresponding collection of maps {c : k(C) −→ X|c ∈ R(C), C ∈
C} in E is epimorphic.

• We call r : R // // C(−, C) a k-epimorphic subfunctor if the cor-
responding collection of maps {d : D −→ C|d ∈ R(D), D ∈ C} in
C is k-epimorphic.

Following the suggestion of [32], we reformulate the main result (for our
purposes) about k-epimorphic subfunctors in terms of any cocomplete,
exact and extensive category E :

Lemma 115 Let C be a small category, E a cocomplete, exact and
extensive category and k : C −→ E a functor. Suppose the functor
k′ : E −→ [Cop, set], defined on an object X ∈ E as E(k(−), X), is a
geometric morphism, whose left exact left adjoint functor we denote by
L. Let r : R // // C(−, C) be a subfunctor in [Cop, set]. The following
conditions are equivalent:

1. L(r) is an isomorphism of E;

2. L(r) is an epimorphism of E;

3. r : R // // C(−, C) is a k-epimorphic subfunctor.

Proof. The functor L being left exact, the arrow L(r) is always a mono-
morphism; therefore, since by Proposition 95 in any exact and extensive
category epimorphisms coincide with regular epimorphisms, Conditions
1 and 2 are equivalent. To prove the equivalence between Conditions 2
and 3, consider the canonical morphism r′ induced in [Cop, set], via the
universal property of the coproduct, by all arrows f ∈ R, as follows:∐

f∈R
C(−, Cf ) C(−, C)r′ //

∐
f∈R

C(−, Cf )

C(−, Cf )

OO
ρf

C(−, C)

C(−, Cf )

88

C(−,f)
qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

where the ρf denote the canonical coproduct injections. By taking in
[Cop, set] the regular epi-mono factorisation of r′, we can prove that its
image is given precisely by R, as in the following diagram:∐

f∈R
C(−, Cf )

R
"" ""EE

EE
EE

∐
f∈R

C(−, Cf ) C(−, C)r′ // C(−, C)

R

<<

r<<yy
yy

yy
yy

y
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For it, it suffices to verify the statement pointwise in set. For any
A ∈ C, the image of r′ is defined as the set I(A) = {h : A −→ C|∃f ∈
R(Cf ) and hA : A −→ Cf : h = f.hA}. On the other hand, R being
a subfunctor satisfies the property that, for any a : A −→ A′ in C,
provided g is an arrow in R(A′), the composite g.a belongs to R(A).
It is easy to verify, then, that I(A) and R(A) coincide at any object
A ∈ C. As we will make explicit in the next section, L is nothing but
the left Kan extension of the functor k along the Yoneda embedding
YC : C −→ [Cop, set]. This is the reason why, YC being fully faithful,
we have the isomorphism k ' L.YC , that is, for any C ∈ C, we get
k(C) ' L.C(−, C). Since L is an exact functor, considering the image
through L of the previous factorisation gives the following triangle in E :∐

f∈R
k(Cf )

L(R)
"" ""EE

EE
E

∐
f∈R

k(Cf ) k(C)
L(r′) // k(C)

L(R)

<<

L(r)<<yy
yy

yy
yy

Moreover, the morphism L(r′) is precisely the one induced by the maps
k(f), for f ∈ R, that is:∐

f∈R
k(Uf ) k(C)θ //

∐
f∈R

k(Uf )

k(Cf )

OO
σf

k(C)

k(Cf )

88

k(f)

qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

(where the coproduct injections σf are nothing but the images of the
ρf by L, since L does preserve coproducts). For it, from the fact that
r′.ρf = C(−, f), for any f ∈ R, it follows that L(r′).σf ' L(r′).L(ρf ) =
L(C(−, f)) ' k(f). Therefore, L(r′) has to coincide with the unique
arrow θ, as in the previous diagram, satisfying this property. Then,
assuming L(r) is an epimorphism is equivalent to say that L(r′) is an
epimorphism (even, regular epimorphism). So, for any pair of morph-
isms u, v : k(C) −→ U in E verifying u.k(f) = v.k(f), for any f ∈ R,
we have u.L(r′).σf = v.L(r′).σf , for any f ∈ R, which means that
u.L(r′) = v.L(r′), by definition of the coproduct

∐
f∈R k(Uf ). It fol-

lows, from L(r′) being an epimorphism, that u = v. This is precisely
the condition on R // // C(−, C) of being a k-epimorphic subfunctor.
Clearly, the converse holds too: r : R // // C(−, C) being a k-epimorphic
subfunctor is equivalent to the fact that the condition u.L(r′) = v.L(r′)
implies u = v, since the morphism L(r′) is precisely the one induced by
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the arrows k(f), for f varying in R; namely, L(r′) is an epimorphism.

It is convenient to list a priori some properties about the functors
we are going to deal with in the following sections. The purpose is to
present here the conditions which allow us to characterise those functors
that induce localizations.

(A) For an object X ∈ E , consider the collection RX of all maps

{c : k(C) −→ X|C ∈ C}

in E . The functor k satisfies (A) if and only if, for any object
X ∈ E , the family RX is epimorphic.

(Areg) – A slightly different version of (A) – For an object X ∈ E ,
consider the collection RX of all maps {c : k(C) −→ X|C ∈ C}
in E . The functor k satisfies (Areg) if and only if, for any object
X ∈ E , the family RX is regular epimorphic.

(B) For an object X ∈ E and a pair of arrows k(A) oo a
X

b // k(B)
in E , consider the collection Ra,b of all maps{
ci : k(Ci) −→ X

∣∣∣∣{ a.ci = k(fA)
b.ci = k(fB)

for someA oo fA
Ci

fB // B

}
in E . The functor k satisfies (B) if and only if, for any such a pair
(a, b), the family Ra,b is epimorphic.

(B’) – A particular instance of (B) – For any arrow f : k(A) −→ k(B)
in E , consider the collection Rf of all maps

{ci : Ci −→ A|f.k(ci) = k(gi) for some gi : Ci −→ B}

in C. The functor k satisfies (B’) if and only if, for any such an
arrow f , the family Rf is k-epimorphic.

(C) For a pair of arrows A
f //
g

// B in C, consider the collection Rf&g

of all maps
{ci : Ci −→ A|f.ci = g.ci}

in C. The functor k satisfies (C) if and only if, for any such a pair
(f, g), if k(f) = k(g), then, the family Rf&g is k-epimorphic.
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3.2 The localizations of presheaf categories

Let k : C −→ E be a functor from a small category C into a cocomplete
category E . We can always define a new functor k′ : E −→ [Cop, set] from
k, by assigning to any object X ∈ E the set-valued functor E(k(−), X) :
Cop −→ set and, analogously, to any morphism f : X −→ Y in E ,
the corresponding natural transformation E(k(−), f) : E(k(−), X) −→
E(k(−), Y ) given by post-composing with f . Moreover, E being cocom-
plete, the functor k′ has always a left adjoint, defined by taking the left
Kan extension of k along the Yoneda embedding YC , as follows:

C [Cop, set]YC //C

E

k

��

[Cop, set]

E

LanYC (k)

zz

Therefore, provided L := LanYC(k), we have L a k′.
We want to give necessary and sufficient conditions on k to realise E
as a localization of the category of presheaves on C. To simplify our
presentation, we split the result in two independent parts and start by
introducing the following preliminary:

Lemma 116 Let C be a small category, E a cocomplete, exact and ex-
tensive category and k : C −→ E a functor. Suppose k satisfies Condi-
tions (A) and (B), then the functor k′ : E −→ [Cop, set], defined by the
assignment X 7→ E(k(−), X), is full and faithful.

Proof. Let X,Y be two objects of E and α : E(k(−), X)−→E(k(−), Y )
an arrow in [Cop, set]. We wish to show there exists a unique morphism
b : X −→ Y of E such that E(k(−), b) = α. Consider, first, the collection
of maps RX = {h : k(Ch) −→ X|Ch ∈ C} in E and the canonical
morphism λX induced by these arrows h ∈ RX , because of the universal
property of the coproduct, as follows:∐

h∈RX

k(Ch) X
λX //

∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)

k(Ch)

OO
σh

X

k(Ch)

::

h

vvvvvvvvvvvvvv

Namely, λX is the unique arrow in E satisfying λX .σh = h, for any
h ∈ RX . (Here we denote by σh the canonical coproduct injection in E .)
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Condition (A) implies that the family RX is epimorphic; in other words,
λX is an epimorphism in E . Therefore, since the category E is exact and
extensive, by Proposition 95, λX is, actually, a regular epimorphism. So,
by taking the kernel pair of λX in E :

N(λX)
λ0 //

λ1

//
∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)
λX // // X

we already know that λX is the coequalizer of its kernel pair (λ0, λ1).
When considering the pullback P (h, h′) of h along h′ in E , for any pair
of arrows (h, h′) ∈ RX × RX , we get a canonical comparison morphism
s(h,h′), as in the following diagram (provided, as we know, that λX .σh =
h, for any h ∈ RX):

k(Ch′) X

P (h, h′)

k(Ch′)

ph′

��

P (h, h′) k(Ch)
ph // k(Ch)

X
∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)
λX

//

N(λX)

∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)

λ1

��

N(λX)
∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)
λ0 //

∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)

λX

��
k(Ch′) σh′

//

k(Ch)

σh

��

s(h,h′)

$$

(1)

Diagram 3.2

where the outer square and the inner right-hand square (1) are pullbacks
and the morphism s(h,h′) : P (h, h′) −→ N(λX) is the unique one with
the property λ0.s(h,h′) = σh.ph and λ1.s(h,h′) = σh′ .ph′ , given by the
universal property of the pullback (1). First, we want to show that
N(λX), in fact, coincides with the coproduct

∐
(h,h′)∈RX×RX

P (h, h′),
with the morphisms s(h,h′) : P (h, h′) −→ N(λX) as coproduct injections,
for any pair (h, h′) ∈ RX × RX . For it, we need to analyse in more
details the pullback in Diagram 3.2. This is obtained by the gluing of
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four pullbacks in E , as follows:

N1
h′ N(λX)

P (h, h′)

N1
h′

��

P (h, h′) N0
h

// N0
h

N(λX)
��

k(Ch)// k(Ch)

σh

��

∐
h∈RX

k(Ch) X
λX

//
∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)

λ1

��

∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)
λ0 //

∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)

X

λX

��
k(Ch′) σh′

//k(Ch′)
��

τh′ //

��
(1)

(2)

(4)

(3)

Using the extensivity of the category E , we derive, from pullback (2),
that N(λX) '

∐
h∈RX

N0
h and, from pullback (4), that

N(λX) '
∐
h∈RX

N1
h . In light of this second isomorphism and con-

sidering the index h ∈ RX as fixed, we can regard pullback (3) as:

N1
h′ N(λX) '

∐
h∈RX

N1
hτh′

//

P (h, h′)

N1
h′

��

P (h, h′) N0
h

// N0
h

N(λX) '
∐
h∈RX

N1
h

��

and, then, from the extensivity of E again, it follows that
N0
h '

∐
h′∈RX

P (h, h′). Therefore, by putting all these isomorphisms
together, we get:

N(λX) '
∐
h∈RX

N0
h '

∐
h∈RX

∐
h′∈RX

P (h, h′) '
∐

(h,h′)∈RX×RX

P (h, h′)

That is, the kernel pair of λX is given by the coproduct of all pullbacks
P (h, h′) over the pairs of arrows (h, h′) varying in RX × RX . Con-
cerning the coproduct injections, it is clear from the context that they
have to be, at each component (h, h′), precisely the diagonal morph-
isms in the pullbacks of the kind (3), namely s(h,h′). Note that for any
h ∈ RX , which is nothing but an arrow h : k(Ch) −→ X, the natural
transformation α : E(k(−), X) −→ E(k(−), Y ) produces a morphism
αCh

(h) : k(Ch) −→ Y in E . All these maps αCh
(h) induce, in fact,

a canonical morphism, by the universal property of the coproduct, as
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follows: ∐
h∈RX

k(Ch) Y
µX //

∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)

k(Ch)

OO
σh

Y

k(Ch)

::

αCh
(h)

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

that is, µX is the unique map in E satisfying µX .σh = αCh
(h), for any

h ∈ RX . Suppose that µX .λ0 = µX .λ1.

∐
h∈RX

k(Ch) X
λX // //

∐
h∈RX

k(Ch)

Y

µX
""DD

DD
DD

DD
D

X

Y

b

��

N(λX)
λ0 //

λ1

//

Since λX is the coequalizer of the pair (λ0, λ1), we obtain a unique
morphism b : X −→ Y such that b.λX = µX , namely b.λX .σh = µX .σh,
for any h ∈ RX . This condition is equivalent to E(k(Ch), b)(h) = b.h =
b.λX .σh = µX .σh = αCh

(h), for any morphism h : k(Ch) −→ X in E ,
by definition, respectively, of the arrow λX and µX . This is precisely
fully faithfulness of the functor k′. So, it only remains to show that
µX .λ0 = µX .λ1, or equivalently, that µX .λ0.s(h,h′) = µX .λ1.s(h,h′), for
any pair (h, h′) ∈ RX × RX , since we have just proved that N(λX) is
the coproduct of all pullbacks of the kind P (h, h′). In other words, we
need to prove that αCh

(h).ph = αCh′ (h
′).ph′ , for any (h, h′) ∈ RX ×RX ,

by definition of the morphisms s(h,h′) and µX . Consider, then, the span
in E :

k(Ch) oo ph
P (h, h′)

ph′ // k(Ch′)

By Condition (B), the family Rph,ph′ of all arrows in E

{
ci : k(Ci) −→ P (h, h′)

∣∣∣∣{ ph.ci = k(f)
ph′ .ci = k(g)

for someCh oo f
Ci

g // Ch′

}

is epimorphic. This precisely means that the arrows αCh
(h).ph and

αCh′ (h
′).ph′ coincide if and only if the identity αCh

(h).ph.ci =
αCh′ (h

′).ph′ .ci holds for any ci ∈ Rph,ph′ . Using the naturality of the
transformation α, relative to the maps f : Ci −→ Ch and g : Ci −→ Ch′
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in C, we get, for any ci ∈ Rph,ph′ :

αCh
(h).ph.ci = αCh

(h).k(f)
= αCi(h.k(f)) (1)
= αCi(h

′.k(g)) (2)
= αCh′ (h

′).k(g) (3)
= αCh′ (h

′).ph′ .ci

(where (1) and (3) are instances of the naturality of α and (2) follows
from the definition of P (h, h′) as the pullback of h along h′ and the fact
that ci ∈ Rph,ph′ ). This ends the proof of E(k(Ch), b)(h) being equal
to αCh

(h), for any arrow h : k(Ch) −→ X in E , for some Ch ∈ C; in
other words, we have shown that E(k(−), b) = α for a unique morphism
b : X −→ Y of E , as desired.

Finally, we state the expected Theorem which classifies the localizations
of presheaf categories:

Theorem 117 Let C be a small category, E a cocomplete, exact and
extensive category and k : C −→ E a functor. The following conditions
are equivalent:

1. the functor k′ : E −→ [Cop, set], defined by the assignment X 7→
E(k(−), X), is a localization;

2. the functor k satisfies the Conditions (A), (B) and it is filtering.

Proof. 1 ⇒ 2. Suppose the functor k′ : E −→ [Cop, set], defined by
X 7→ E(k(−), X), is a localization of the presheaf category [Cop, set],
whose left adjoint we denote by L : [Cop, set] −→ E , so we have that
k′ is fully faithful, L preserves finite limits and L a k′. As we know,
since E is cocomplete, there always exists the left Kan extension of k
along the Yoneda embedding YC , which produces a left adjoint functor
LanYC(k) to k′. By uniqueness (up to isomorphism) of the left adjoint
functor, we have L ' LanYC(k). Moreover, note that k′ being fully
faithful is equivalent to the counit for the adjunction L a k′ being an
isomorphism, namely L.k′ ' 1E . On the other hand, we denote by
η : 1[Cop,set] −→ k′.L the unit for the adjunction. Since the Yoneda
embedding YC is fully faithful, the universal arrow for the left Kan
extension L of k along Yoneda is an isomorphism, namely k ' L.YC ,
that is L.C(−, C) ' k(C), for any object C ∈ C; so, when evalu-
ated at representable functors F = C(−, C), the component of η is
the natural transformation ηC : C(−, C) −→ E(k(−), k(C)), defined on
any object A ∈ C as the application of functor k, by the assignment
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C(A,C) −→ E(k(A), k(C)) : f 7→ k(f). Therefore, the current situation
can be summarised as in the following diagram:

C FamC//C

E

k

""DDDDDDDDDDDDDD FamC (FamC)ex//FamC

E

k

��

(FamC)ex

E

L

||zzzzzzzzzzzzz
' [Cop, set]

where the relation between these functors is established in Proposi-
tion 110, since the category E is exact and extensive. Explicitly, k is
filtering if and only if k is left covering if and only if L is left exact.
Then, it only remains to prove Conditions (A) and (B) on the functor
k.
k satisfies Condition (A). For it, consider an objectX ∈ E and the collec-
tion RX = {c : k(C) −→ X|C ∈ C} of all arrows in E . We want to prove
that RX is an epimorphic family. Let u, v : X −→ U be a pair of arrows
in E such that u.c = v.c, for any c ∈ RX . This is equivalent to say that
the two functions E(k(C), u), E(k(C), v) : E(k(C), X) −→ E(k(C), U)
coincide at any object C ∈ C, on any morphism c : k(C) −→ X, that is,
k′(u) = k′(v). Since k′ is faithful, it follows that u = v, as desired.
k satisfies Condition (B). For it, consider an object X ∈ E , a pair of

arrows k(A) oo a
X

b // k(B) in E and the corresponding collection
Ra,b of maps in E{

ci : k(Ci) −→ X

∣∣∣∣{ a.ci = k(fA)
b.ci = k(fB)

for someA oo fA
Ci

fB // B

}
We want to prove that Ra,b is an epimorphic family. Let RX be the
collection of maps {c : k(C) −→ X|C ∈ C} and, for any c ∈ RX ,
consider, first, the composite a.c : k(C) −→ k(A) in E . Take the pullback
of the unit component ηA along the composite k′(a.c).ηC in [Cop, set],
as follows:

C(−, C) E(k(−), k(A))

Pa.c

C(−, C)

p

��

Pa.c C(−, A)// C(−, A)

E(k(−), k(A))

ηA

��
E(k(−), k(C))ηC

//
k′(a.c)

//

Explicitly, since limits are computed pointwise in [Cop, set], this pullback
is given, at any object Cx ∈ C, by the collection Pa.c(Cx) = {(x, fx) ∈
C(Cx, C)×C(Cx, A)|a.c.k(x) = k(fx)}. Take, then, the regular epi-mono
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factorisation of the morphism p in the presheaf category [Cop, set] (which
is regular), as in the diagram:

Pa.c

Ra.c

�� ��?
??

??
??

??
Pa.c C(−, C)

p // C(−, C)

Ra.c

??

r??��
��

��
�

Since k′ is fully faithful, we have already remarked that the counit for
the adjunction L a k′ is an isomorphism and this, in particular, implies
that L(ηA) is an isomorphism. Therefore, since both the pullback and
the regular epi-mono factorisation are preserved by L, which is an ex-
act functor, we get that L(p) is an isomorphism, and so is L(r). From
Lemma 115 it follows, then, that the subfunctor r : Ra.c // // C(−, C) is
k-epimorphic. But regular epi-mono factorisations are computed point-
wise in [Cop, set], that is, the image Ra.c of the pullback Pa.c, at any
object Cx ∈ C, is given by the collection Ra.c(Cx) = {x : Cx −→
C|a.c.k(x) = k(fx) for some fx : Cx −→ A}. For Cx varying in C,
this is precisely the family of arrows induced by the k-epimorphic sub-
functor r : Ra.c // // C(−, C), and, therefore, Ra.c is a k-epimorphic
family. Now, for any morphism x : Cx −→ C in Ra.c, consider the
composite b.c.k(x) : k(Cx) −→ k(C) −→ X −→ k(B). By the same
reasoning, one can prove that the subfunctor Rb.c.k(x) // // C(−, Cx) is
k-epimorphic, that is, the corresponding collection of morphisms {y :
Cy −→ Cx|b.c.k(x).k(y) = k(fy) for some fy : Cy −→ B} in C is a
k-epimorphic family. By composing together all arrows of the kind x
in Ra.c with all arrows of the kind y in Rb.c.k(x), we obtain a collection
(depending on c ∈ RX) Sc = {k(x).k(y) = k(x.y) : k(Cy) −→ k(C)|x ∈
Ra.c, y ∈ Rb.c.k(x)}, which we wish to prove to be an epimorphic family
itself. (Note that here we abuse notation and write x ∈ Ra.c to mean,
in fact, x ∈ Ra.c(Cx), for some Cx ∈ C.) For it, let u, v : k(C) −→ U
be a pair of arrows in E satisfying u.k(x).k(y) = v.k(x).k(y), for any
x ∈ Ra.c and y ∈ Rb.c.k(x). Since the family Rb.c.k(x) is k-epimorphic,
this amounts to u.k(x) = v.k(x), for any x ∈ Ra.c and using now
that Ra.c is k-epimorphic, this last statement is further equivalent to
u = v, as desired. In other words, we have just shown that the fam-
ily {x.y : Cy −→ C|x ∈ Ra.c, y ∈ Rb.c.k(x)}, which we still denote by
Sc, is k-epimorphic. Moreover, since x ∈ Ra.c, we have a.c.k(x.y) =
a.c.k(x).k(y) = k(fx).k(y) = k(fx.y) = k(gA), for some gA : Cy −→ A
and, since y ∈ Rb.c.k(x), we also have b.c.k(x.y) = b.c.k(x).k(y) = k(gB),
for some gB : Cy −→ B. So, we have just shown that the collection Sc
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is contained in the family of all maps{
z : Cz −→ C

∣∣∣∣{ a.c.k(z) = k(gA)
b.c.k(z) = k(gB)

for someA oo gA
Cz

gB // B

}
in C. In particular, for any of these arrows z ∈ Sc, the composite c.k(z) :
k(Cz) −→ X does belong to the family Ra,b, by definition of Sc. So, by
considering the collection of all arrows obtained in this way we form a
subcollection of Ra,b; call it M = {c.k(z) : k(Cz) −→ X|c ∈ RX , z ∈ Sc}.
Finally, it suffices to prove that M is an epimorphic family. For it, let
u, v : X −→ U be a pair of arrows in E such that u.c.k(z) = v.c.k(z),
for any c ∈ RX and z ∈ Sc. Since the family Sc is k-epimorphic, this
is equivalent to u.c = v.c, for any c ∈ RX , and using now that RX is
epimorphic, by Condition (A), the last statement is further equivalent
to u = v, as desired. Therefore, M is an epimorphic family which is
contained in Ra,b: it follows from Lemma 113 that Ra,b is epimorphic,
that is, Condition (B) is verified.

2 ⇒ 1. Suppose the functor k satisfies the Conditions (A) and (B)
and, moreover, k is filtering. As mentioned above, since the category E
is cocomplete, there always exists the left Kan extension of k along the
Yoneda embedding YC : C −→ [Cop, set], call it L := LanYC(k), which is
left adjoint to k′. By Proposition 110, we know that k being filtering is
equivalent to the functor L being left exact, that is, L preserving finite
limits. Concerning the functor k′, we have just shown in Lemma 116 that
if the functor k satisfies Conditions (A) and (B), then k′ is fully faithful.
Hence, this ends the proof of k′ : E −→ [Cop, set] being a localization of
the presheaf category [Cop, set], k′ being a fully faithful functor with a
left exact left adjoint.

Comparing conditions

Consider a functor k : C −→ E from a small category C into a cocom-
plete, exact and extensive category E . We study the relations which
occur between Conditions (F1), (F2), (F3) for a filtering functor (see
Definition 96) and Conditions (A) and (B) introduced in Section 3.1.
There are certain implications that we want to make explicit here, in
order to refine the result contained in Theorem 117. The second group
of conditions, we have defined, is, indeed, stronger than that giving a
filtering functor.

Lemma 118 Condition (A) implies Condition (F1).

Proof. Since for any object X ∈ E , the collection of arrows {k(C) −→
X|C ∈ C} in E has to be epimorphic, in particular, it is so when taking



3.2 The localizations of presheaf categories 95

X = 1, the terminal object of E (which exists, E being, in particular,
finitely complete).

Note that the converse is not true in general.

Lemma 119 Condition (B) implies Condition (F2).

Proof. For any pair of objects A,B ∈ C, consider the product of their
images by k, that is, X := k(A)×k(B) ∈ E , since E has binary products.

So, we get a span k(A) oo πA
k(A)×k(B)

πB // k(B) in E and, knowing
that the functor k satisfies Condition (B), we have a collection RπA,πB

of maps of E :{
ci : k(Ci) −→ X

∣∣∣∣{ πA.ci = k(fA)
πB.ci = k(fB)

for someA oo fA
Ci

fB // B

}
which is epimorphic. By definition of X as the binary product of k(A)
and k(B), there exists a unique arrow k(Ci) −→ k(A) × k(B), whose
compositions with the canonical (product) projections give, respectively,
k(fA) and k(fB); we usually denote it by < k(fA), k(fB) >. Therefore,
for any pair of morphisms k(fA) and k(fB), there exists a unique arrow
ci : k(Ci) −→ X and the collection RπA,πB can, in fact, be written as:

{< k(fA), k(fB) >: k(Ci) −→ k(A)× k(B)|A oo fA
Ci

fB // B in C}

which we have just shown to be epimorphic, by Condition (B). This is
precisely Condition (F2).

Once again, note that the converse is not always true.

Clearly, Condition (Areg) is stronger than Condition (A): it does not
require any proof the fact that Condition (Areg) implies Condition (A).
Moreover, to justify why Condition (B’) is a special instance of Condition
(B), we make the link between the two explicit in the following:

Lemma 120 Condition (B) implies Condition (B’).

Proof. For any arrow f : k(A) −→ k(B) in E , we wish to show that the
collection of all maps Rf = {ci : Ci −→ A|f.k(ci) = k(gi) for some gi :
Ci −→ B} in C is k-epimorphic. Consider the span in E given by the

morphism f and the identity on k(A), that is, k(B) oo f
k(A)

1k(A) //

k(A). Since the functor k satisfies Condition (B), we know that the
collection Rf,1k(A)

of morphisms of E{
ci : k(Ci) −→ k(A)

∣∣∣∣{ f.ci = k(fB)
1k(A).ci = k(fA)

for someB oo fB
Ci

fA // A

}
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is epimorphic. This family Rf,1k(A)
is precisely {k(fA) : k(Ci) −→

k(A)|f.k(fA) = k(fB) for someB oo fB
Ci

fA // A}, which corresponds
to the collection {ci : Ci −→ A|f.k(ci) = k(gi) for some gi : Ci −→ B},
which is, therefore, k-epimorphic. But this is just the collection Rf and,
then, Rf is k-epimorphic, as desired.

In light of the previous Lemmas 118 and 119, we can refine The-
orem 117 and state the following:

Corollary 121 Let C be a small category, E a cocomplete, exact and
extensive category and k : C −→ E a functor. The following conditions
are equivalent:

1. the functor k′ : E −→ [Cop, set], defined by the assignment X 7→
E(k(−), X), is a localization;

2. the functor k satisfies the Conditions (A), (B) and (F3).

Let A be a small category and B a cocomplete, exact and extens-
ive category. We denote by Loc[B, [Aop, set]] the full subcategory of
GeoMor[B, [Aop, set]] given by all localizations between B and the pre-
sheaf category [Aop, set]. Whereas, we denote by Filt∗[A,B] the cat-
egory of functors from A into B which are filtering and satisfy Condi-
tions (A) and (B) (or, equivalently, which satisfy Conditions (A), (B)
and (F3)) and all natural transformations between them. The following
result relates these two notions, namely localizations can be classified
by functors belonging to categories of the kind Filt∗:

Corollary 122 Let A be a small category and B a cocomplete, exact
and extensive category. The functor

ξ : Loc[B, [Aop, set]] −→ Filt∗[A,B]

defined by pre-composing with the Yoneda embedding YA : A−→[Aop, set],
gives an equivalence of categories.

Proof. Let

B [Aop, set]
oo L

//
i

//⊥

be a localization and consider the pre-composition L.YA of its left adjoint
L with Yoneda YA : A −→ [Aop, set]. First of all, we need to show that
the functor L.YA : A −→ B verifies Conditions (A), (B) and (F3). By
Proposition 110, to prove L.YA being filtering is equivalent to prove
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that the left Kan extension LanYA(L.YA) of the composite L.YA along
Yoneda is left exact, as in the following diagram:

A

B
L.YA

""EE
EE

EE
EE

EE
EA [Aop, set]YA // [Aop, set]

B
LanYA (L.YA)

||yy
yy

yy
yy

yy

Since YA is fully faithful, the universal arrow for such a left Kan exten-
sion is an isomorphism, namely L.YA ' LanYA(L.YA).YA. Moreover,
YA being a dense functor (see Definition 98) and L and LanYA(L.YA)
preserving all existing colimits, we can derive that L ' LanYA(L.YA).
Clearly, the functor LanYA(L.YA) is left adjoint to the functor
B(L.YA(−),−) : B −→ [Aop, set] and, therefore, by uniqueness (up
to isomorphism) of the right adjoint, B(L.YA(−),−) is isomorphic to i,
which is a right adjoint functor to L. In particular, then, B(L.YA(−),−)
' i is full and faithful, which means that

B [Aop, set]
oo

LanYA (L.YA)

B(L.YA(−),−)
//⊥

is a localization of the presheaf category [Aop, set]. Then, from Co-
rollary 121, it follows immediately that the functor L.YA does satisfy
Conditions (A), (B) and (F3), as desired. This ends the proof of L.YA
being an object of Filt∗[A,B]. In order to prove that ξ is an equivalence
of categories, we need to verify it is (a) fully faithful and (b) essentially
surjective on objects.
(a) The proof that ξ is full and faithful follows the same lines of the
proof that the functor ε : GeoMor[B, [Aop, set]] −→ Filt[A,B] intro-
duced in Corollary 111 is fully faithful, once we have underlined that
both the categories Loc[B, [Aop, set]] and Filt∗[A,B] are full subcat-
egories of GeoMor[B, [Aop, set]] and Filt[A,B], respectively.
(b) It only remains to show, then, that ξ is essentially surjective on
objects. Let F : A −→ B be a functor verifying Conditions (A), (B)
and (F3). Since the category B is cocomplete, we can always define
a pair of adjoint functors B(F (−),−) : B −→ [Aop, set], which as-
signs to any object B ∈ B the set-valued functor B(F (−), B), and
LanYA(F ) : [Aop, set] −→ B, which is given by the left Kan exten-
sion of F along the Yoneda embedding YA. By Proposition 110, the fact
that the functor F is filtering is equivalent to the left Kan extension
LanYA(F ) being left exact. Moreover, by Lemma 116, the fact that F
satisfies Condition (A) and (B) implies that the functor B(F (−),−) is
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full and faithful. Therefore, we get a localization

B [Aop, set]
oo

LanYA (F )

B(F (−),−)
//⊥

which, in particular, satisfies the condition F ' LanYA(F ).YA, since YA
is fully faithful. Namely, ξ(LanYA(F )) ' F and this ends the proof of
the functor ξ being essentially surjective on objects.

A sheaf-theoretical proof

It is a well-known fact that all localizations of the category [Cop, set]
of presheaves are obtained, up to equivalence, as categories of sheaves
Sh(T ), for Grothendieck topologies T on C (see [25, 34, 36]). A category
equivalent to such a category of sheaves is called a Grothendieck topos
and the celebrated Giraud Theorem gives an intrinsic characterisation
of Grothendieck toposes. We want to present here a new proof of Co-
rollary 121, which makes use of sheaf-theoretic techniques. The main
difference with the previous one, then, will be the total abandonment of
the notion of filtering functor and exact completion, to dive in a more
“topological” context. We recall, first, the axioms for a Grothendieck
topology on a small category. Roughly speaking, the notion of Grothen-
dieck topology describes the behaviour of hereditary open covers in a
topological space.

Definition 123 Let C be a small category. A Grothendieck topology T
on C is given by specifying for any object C in C a collection T (C) of
subfunctors of C(−, C) in [Cop, set], satifying the following axioms:

(T1) C(−, C) ∈ T (C);

(T2) for R ∈ T (C) and an arrow f : D −→ C in C, the pullback f∗(R)
in [Cop, set] of R along C(−, f) : C(−, D) −→ C(−, C) is in T (D);

(T3) consider S ∈ T (C) and an arbitrary subfunctor R of C(−, C), if,
for any D in C and for any f ∈ S(D), the pullback f∗(R) is in
T (D), it follows that R is in T (C).

It can been easily proved that, for any object A ∈ C, the pullback’s
component at A is given by f∗(R)(A) = {a : A −→ D|f.a : A // D

// C is in R(A)}.

Definition 124 Let T be a Grothendieck topology on C. A presheaf
functor F ∈ [Cop, set] is said to be a sheaf (for T ) if, for any object
C ∈ C and any subfunctor r : R // // C(−, C) in T (C), the inclusion r
induces a bijection Nat(C(−, C), F ) ' Nat(R,F ).
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Stated otherwise, F ∈ [Cop, set] is a sheaf if, for any C ∈ C, for any
R ∈ T (C) and for any R-compatible family (fh)h∈R (that is, a fam-
ily {fh ∈ F (Ch)|h : Ch −→ C in R} in set such that, for any arrow
c : C ′h −→ Ch of C, F (c)(fh) = fh.c), there exists a unique element
f ∈ F (C) satisfying F (h)(f) = fh, for any h ∈ R.
Given a Grothendieck topology T on a small category C, the sheaves for
T form a category Sh(T ), where the maps are the natural transforma-
tions, namely maps of presheaves. So, i : Sh(T ) // // [Cop, set] is a full
subcategory. Moreover, the inclusion i has a left adjoint a : [Cop, set]

// Sh(T ), called the associated sheaf functor, which preserves finite
limits. In other words, i : Sh(T ) // // [Cop, set] is a localization of the
presheaf category [Cop, set].

Theorem 125 Let C be a small category, E a cocomplete, exact and
extensive category and k : C −→ E a functor. The following conditions
are equivalent:

1. the functor k′ : E −→ [Cop, set], defined by the assignment X 7→
E(k(−), X), is a localization;

2. the functor k satisfies the Conditions (A), (B) and (C).

Proof. 1 ⇒ 2. Suppose the functor k′ : E −→ [Cop, set] is a localiza-
tion of the functor category [Cop, set], whose left exact left adjoint we
denote by L. In fact, L is nothing but the left Kan extension of the
functor k along the Yoneda embedding YC : C −→ [Cop, set]. We have
already proved in Theorem 117, that this implies the functor k satisfying
Conditions (A) and (B). It only remains to show, then, that the functor
k satisfies the additional Condition (C). For it, let f, g : A −→ B be
a pair of arrows in C and consider the equalizer of the corresponding
natural transformation C(−, f) and C(−, g) in [Cop, set]:

Ω // ω // C(−, A)
C(−,f) //

C(−,g)
// C(−, B)

Since limits are computed pointwise in [Cop, set], for any object C ∈ C,
each component ωC of ω is the equalizer of the pair (C(C, f), C(C, g)) in
set, as follows:

Ω(C) // ωC // C(C,A)
C(C,f) //

C(C,g)
// C(C,B)

that is, the set Ω(C) = {h : C −→ A|f.h = g.h}. We point out,
explicitly, that we make no notational distinction between the functor Ω
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and the set-theoretic union of all Ω(C), when C varies in C. Moreover,
L being left exact, we get that the morphism L(ω) is the equalizer in E
of the pair (k(f), k(g)), as follows:

L(Ω) // L(ω) // k(A)
k(f) //

k(g)
// k(B)

(here we use the definition of L = LanYC(k) as the left Kan extension of
k along Yoneda: since YC is fully faithful, we derive k ' L.YC). Suppose,
then, that k(f) = k(g). We need to prove that the family Rf&g of arrows
in C

{ci : Ci −→ A|f.ci = g.ci}

is k-epimorphic. Since k(f) = k(g), the equalizer L(ω) is isomorphic to
the identity 1k(A) on k(A). By considering all morphisms h ∈ Ω, that
is, arrows h : Ch −→ A in C such that f.h = g.h, we get an induced
canonical map r′ in [Cop, set], by the universal property of the coproduct:

∐
h∈Ω

C(−, Ch) C(−, A)r′ //
∐
h∈Ω

C(−, Ch)

C(−, Ch)

OO

σh

C(−, A)

C(−, Ch)

::

C(−,h)
vvvvvvvvvvvvvv

The morphism r′ is unique with the property that r′.σh = C(−, h), for
any h ∈ Ω, where the morphisms σh denote the coproduct injections.
We wish to show that the regular epi-mono factorisation in [Cop, set] of
r′ is precisely Ω. For it, for any h ∈ Ω, namely an arrow h : Ch −→ A
in C such that f.h = g.h, we get C(−, f).C(−, h) = C(−, g).C(−, h).
Since ω : Ω −→ C(−, A) is the equalizer of such a pair of arrows, there
exists a unique map ϕh : C(−, Ch) −→ Ω such that ω.ϕh = C(−, h),
for any h ∈ Ω, and therefore, by the universal property of coproduct,
there exists a unique morphism ϕ :

∐
h∈Ω C(−, Ch) −→ Ω satisfying

ϕ.σh = ϕh, for any h ∈ Ω. That is, for any arrow c : C −→ Ch, for
some h ∈ Ω(Ch), ϕC(c) is precisely h.c ∈ Ω(C). It is easy to verify, by
composing with the coproduct injections σh, that ω.ϕ = r′. Moreover,
the map ϕ is a regular epimorphism, or, equivalently, for any C ∈ C,
ϕC :

∐
h∈Ω C(C,Ch) −→ Ω(C) is a surjection in set. For it, consider

an element c ∈ Ω(C), then, taking h = c and Ch = C reveals the
identity 1C on C as an element of the coproduct and, clearly, we have
ϕC(1C) = c.1C = c, as desired. Therefore, we get a regular epi-mono
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factorisation in [Cop, set]:∐
h∈Ω

C(−, Ch)

Ω
ϕ "" ""EE

EE
EE

∐
h∈Ω

C(−, Ch) C(−, A)r′ // C(−, A)

Ω

<<

ω<<yy
yy

yy
yy

y

and applying the functor L, which is exact, to this diagram gives in E :∐
h∈Ω

k(Ch)

L(Ω)
L(ϕ) "" ""EE

EE
E

∐
h∈Ω

k(Ch) k(A)
L(r′) // k(A)

L(Ω)

<<

L(ω)<<yy
yy

yy
yy

where L(r′) is the canonical map induced by the arrows k(h), for h ∈ Ω,
since we do have L(r′).ρh = L(r′).L(σh) = L(r′.σh) = L(C(−, h)) '
k(h). (Here the morphisms ρh denote the corresponding coproduct in-
jections in E .) From the fact that L(ω) is an isomorphism, it follows
that L(r′) is a regular epimorphism. By Lemma 115, we derive this is
equivalent to the subfunctor ω : Ω // // C(−, A) being k-epimorphic.
But Ω, regarded as the set-theoretic union over C ∈ C of all sets
Ω(C) = {h : C −→ A|f.h = g.h}, is nothing but the collection Rf&g,
and the property of Ω being a k-epimorphic subfunctor evolves to Rf&g

being a k-epimorphic family. Namely, the functor k satisfies Condition
(C).

2 ⇒ 1. Suppose the functor k satisfies Conditions (A), (B) and (C).
We have already proved in Lemma 116 that Conditions (A) and (B) are
sufficient for the functor k′ to be fully faithful. We should show now
that, under the additional Condition (C), the fully faithful inclusion
k′ : E −→ [Cop, set] is, in fact, a localization. This is where sheaf theory
will come to hand. Since the length of this proof is quite remarkable,
we prefer to clearly divide it into a sequence of steps, each constituting
a self-contained result on its own.

Step 1. The collection T = {r : R // // C(−, C) k-epimorphic |C ∈
C} of all k-epimorphic subfunctors of representable functors gives rise
to a Grothendieck topology on C.
Proof. Axiom (T1) is satisfied. For it, we need to show that, for any
C ∈ C, the representable functor C(−, C) is k-epimorphic . If we regard
the functor C(−, C) as the set-theoretic union of all sets C(D,C), for
D varying in C, we get the collection of all arrows in C with codomain
C, that is, S = {h : D −→ C|D ∈ C}. For any pair of arrows u, v :
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k(C) −→ U in C such that u.k(h) = v.k(h), for any h ∈ S, we obtain
the equality u = v just by taking, in particular, h = 1C . This proves
that S is a k-epimorphic family.
Axiom (T2) is satisfied. For it, let r : R // // C(−, C) be a k-epimorphic
subfunctor and f : D −→ C a morphism of C and compute the pullback
of r along C(−, f) in [Cop, set], as follows:

C(−, D) C(−, C)
C(−,f)

//

f∗(R)

C(−, D)

��

r∗

��

f∗(R) R// R

C(−, C)

��

r

��

We wish to prove that r∗ : f∗(R) // // C(−, D) is a k-epimorphic sub-
functor, that is, the set-theoretic union of all collections f∗(R)(A) =
{a : A −→ D|f.a ∈ R(A)} of arrows in C, for A varying in C, consti-
tutes a k-epimorphic family in C. For it, denote by R the collection
{h : Ch −→ C|h ∈ R(Ch), Ch ∈ C} and consider the canonical map λR
induced by all arrows k(h), via the universal property of the coproduct,
as follows: ∐

h∈R
k(Ch) k(C)

λR // //
∐
h∈R

k(Ch)

k(Ch)

OO

σh

k(C)

k(Ch)

::

k(h)
vvvvvvvvvvvvvv

namely, λR is the unique map in E satisfying λR.σh = k(h), for any
h ∈ R. The fact that R is a k-epimorphic subfunctor precisely means
that the family R is k-epimorphic, that is, λR is an epimorphism, in
fact, a regular epimorphism by Proposition 95, the category E being
exact and extensive. For any h ∈ R, the pullback Ph in E of k(h) (which
is equal to λR.σh) along k(f) factors through the pullback PR of λR
along k(f), as displayed in the following diagram:

k(D) k(C)
k(f)

//

PR

k(D)

µR

����

PR
∐
h∈R

k(Ch)
ρR //

∐
h∈R

k(Ch)

k(C)

λR
����

k(D)
1k(D) //

Ph

µh

��

k(Ch)
ρh //

σh

��

νh

$$

(1)

(2)
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where νh is the comparison morphism given by the universal property of
the pullback (1). Since both the outer square and the inner right-hand
square (1) are pullbacks, it follows that (2) is a pullback and, therefore,
E being an extensive category, we can derive

∐
h∈R Ph ' PR. Therefore,

for any h ∈ R, we get a span k(Ch) oo ρh
Ph

µh // k(D) in E , to which
we can apply Condition (B) and obtain that the collection Rρh,µh

of all
morphisms of E{

ci : k(Ci) −→ Ph

∣∣∣∣{ ρh.ci = k(li)
µh.ci = k(mi)

for someCh oo li
Ci

mi // D

}
is epimorphic. Consider, then, the collection S = {g : Ci −→ D|k(g) =
µh.ci , h ∈ R , ci ∈ Rρh,µh

}. Note that λR being a regular epi-
morphism and E being a regular category imply µR is a regular epi-
morphism and, obviously, we have µh = µR.νh. First, we show the
family S is k-epimorphic. For it, let u, v : k(D) −→ U be a pair
of arrows in E such that u.k(g) = v.k(g), for any g ∈ S, that is,
u.µh.ci = v.µh.ci, for any h ∈ R and for any ci ∈ Rρh,µh

. Equival-
ently, we have u.µR.νh.ci = v.µR.νh.ci, for any h ∈ R and for any
ci ∈ Rρh,µh

, from which it follows that u.µR.νh = v.µR.νh, for any
h ∈ R, the family Rρh,µh

being epimorphic. This condition is equivalent
to u.µR = v.µR, since we have just shown PR is, indeed, the coproduct∐
h∈R Ph (with coproduct injections given precisely by the morphisms

νh). Finally, we can derive u = v, µR being an epimorphism. When
taking an arrow g : Ci −→ D in S, we have k(g) = µh.ci, for some
h : Ch −→ C in R and some ci : k(Ci) −→ Ph in Rρh,µh

, so, in par-
ticular, we also have ρh.ci = k(lh,i), for some arrow lh,i : Ci −→ Ch.
Then, by definition of the pullback Ph of k(h) along k(f), we obtain
k(f.g) = k(f).k(g) = k(f).µh.ci = k(h).ρh.ci = k(h).k(lh,i) = k(h.lh,i).
From this last equality it follows, by Condition (C), that the collec-
tion of arrows Rf.g&h.lh,i

= {x : Cx −→ Ci|f.g.x = h.lh,i.x} in C is
k-epimorphic. So, by taking all composites of the kind g.x we get a
k-epimorphic family, which is, in fact, contained in f∗(R). For it, let

S ′ = {Cx x // Ci
g // D|g ∈ S, x ∈ Rf.g&h.lh,i

} be the family of all these
composites in C and consider a pair of arrows u, v : k(D) −→ U satisfy-
ing u.k(g).k(x) = v.k(g).k(x), for any g ∈ S and for any x ∈ Rf.g&h.lh,i

.
This amounts to saying that u.k(g) = v.k(g), for any g ∈ S, Rf.g&h.lh,i

being k-epimorphic, which is further equivalent to u = v, since S is also
k-epimorphic. Then, it only remains to prove that S ′ ⊆ f∗(R). Con-
sider an arbitrary g.x, where g ∈ S and x ∈ Rf.g&h.lh,i

; this composite
satisfies f.g.x = h.lh,i.x, where h : Ch −→ C is in R(Ch). Therefore, by
definition of R as a subfunctor of C(−, C), we get that the composite
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h.lh,i.x is in R(Cx), namely f.g.x ∈ R(Cx); in other words, g.x belongs
to f∗(R)(Cx), as desired. We conclude, by Lemma 113, that the sub-
functor r∗ : f∗(R) // // C(−, D), which does contain a k-epimorphic
family, namely S ′, is itself k-epimorphic.
Axiom (T3) is satisfied. For it, let S ∈ T (C), that is, S is a k-epimorphic
subfunctor of C(−, C), R // // C(−, C) be a subfunctor such that, for
any object D ∈ C and for any morphism f ∈ S(D), the pullback f∗(R)
is in T (D). We need to show, then, that R ∈ T (C). For any morphism
f : D −→ C in S(D), the pullback f∗(R) is given by the set-theoretic
union of all f∗(R)(A) = {a : A −→ D|f.a ∈ R(A)}, for A varying in
C. Consider the collection of all such composites f.a in C, which we
denote by S = {f.a : A −→ C|f ∈ S, a ∈ f∗(R)}: this represents a
k-epimorphic family. For it, let u, v : k(C) −→ U be a pair of arrows
in E such that u.k(f).k(a) = v.k(f).k(a), for any f ∈ S and for any
a ∈ f∗(R). This amounts to saying that u.k(f) = v.k(f), since f∗(R)
// // C(−, D) is a k-epimorphic subfunctor, which is further equivalent

to u = v, S // // C(−, C) being itself a k-epimorphic subfunctor. There-
fore, the family S is k-epimorphic and, moreover, it is contained in R, by
definition of the pullback f∗(R). By Lemma 113, we can derive, then,
that R is a k-epimorphic subfunctor of C(−, C), that is, R ∈ T (C), as
desired.

This ends the proof of

T : C 7→ T (C) = {R // // C(−, C)|R k-epimorphic subfunctor}

being a Grothendieck topology on C. We consider the full subcategory
Sh(T ) of the functor category [Cop, set] given by the T -sheaves, which,
as we have already recalled, gives rise to a localization:

Sh(T ) [Cop, set]
oo a

//
i

//⊥

We wish to prove that the inclusion k′ : E −→ [Cop, set] factors through
an equivalence of categories ς : E −→ Sh(T ), as follows:

E

Sh(T )

ς
""

E [Cop, set]// k′ // [Cop, set]

Sh(T )

<<

i<<yy
yy

yy
yy

where the associated sheaf functor a : [Cop, set] −→ Sh(T ) is given by
C(−, C) 7→ E(k(−), k(C)). This will end our proof of k′ : E ' Sh(T )
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// // [Cop, set] being a localization.

Step 2. Let r : R // // E(k(−), X) be an epimorphic subfunctor
and f ′ : k(D) −→ X an arrow of E. Then, the pullback r∗ : f ′∗(R) // //

C(−, D) in [Cop, set] of r along E(k(−), f ′) is a k-epimorphic subfunctor.
Proof. We recall that f ′∗(R) is defined to be the set-theoretic union
of all collections f ′∗(R)(Ch) = {h : Ch −→ D|f ′.k(h) ∈ R(Ch)} of
morphisms in C, for Ch varying in C. This proof is analogous to the one
of Axiom (T2) in Step 1. Denote by R the collection {h : k(Ch) −→
X|h ∈ R(Ch), Ch ∈ C} and consider the canonical map λR induced by
all arrows h, via the universal property of the coproduct, as follows:

∐
h∈R

k(Ch) X
λR // //

∐
h∈R

k(Ch)

k(Ch)

OO

σh

X

k(Ch)

::

h

vvvvvvvvvvvvvv

namely, λR is the unique arrow with the property λR.σh = h, for any
h ∈ R. The fact that R is an epimorphic subfunctor precisely means
that the family R is epimorphic, that is, λR is an epimorphism, in fact,
a regular epimorphism by Proposition 95, the category E being exact
and extensive. For any h ∈ R, the pullback Ph in E of h (which is equal
to λR.σh) along f ′ factors through the pullback PR of λR along f ′, as
displayed in the following diagram:

k(D) X
f ′

//

PR

k(D)

µR

����

PR
∐
h∈R

k(Ch)
ρR //

∐
h∈R

k(Ch)

X

λR
����

k(D)
1k(D) //

Ph

µh

��

k(Ch)
ρh //

σh

��

νh

$$

(1)

(2)

where νh is the comparison morphism given by the universal property of
the pullback (1). Since both the outer square and the inner right-hand
square (1) are pullbacks, it follows that (2) is a pullback and, therefore,
E being an extensive category, we can derive

∐
h∈R Ph ' PR. Therefore,

for any h ∈ R, we get a span k(Ch) oo ρh
Ph

µh // k(D) in E , to which
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we can apply Condition (B) and obtain that the collection Rρh,µh
of all

morphisms of E

{
ci : k(Ci) −→ Ph

∣∣∣∣{ ρh.ci = k(li)
µh.ci = k(mi)

for someCh oo li
Ci

mi // D

}

is epimorphic. Consider, then, the collection S = {g : Ci −→ D|k(g) =
µh.ci , h ∈ R , ci ∈ Rρh,µh

}. Note that λR being a regular epi-
morphism and E being a regular category imply that µR is a regular
epimorphism and, obviously, we have µh = µR.νh. First, we show
the family S is k-epimorphic. For it, let u, v : k(D) −→ U be a
pair of arrows in E such that u.k(g) = v.k(g), for any g ∈ S, that is,
u.µh.ci = v.µh.ci, for any h ∈ R and for any ci ∈ Rρh,µh

. Equivalently,
we have u.µR.νh.ci = v.µR.νh.ci, for any h ∈ R and for any ci ∈ Rρh,µh

,
from which it follows that u.µR.νh = v.µR.νh, for any h ∈ R, the family
Rρh,µh

being epimorphic. This condition is equivalent to u.µR = v.µR,
since we have just shown PR is the coproduct

∐
h∈R Ph (with coproduct

injections given precisely by the morphisms νh). Therefore, we derive
u = v, µR being an epimorphism. When taking an arrow g : Ci −→ D
in S, we have k(g) = µh.ci, for some h : k(Ch) −→ X in R(Ch) and some
ci : k(Ci) −→ Ph in Rρh,µh

, so, in particular, we also have ρh.ci = k(lh,i),
for some arrow lh,i : Ci −→ Ch. Then, by definition of the pullback Ph
of h along f ′, we obtain f ′.k(g) = f ′.µh.ci = h.ρh.ci = h.k(lh,i). Since
R is a subfunctor of E(k(−), X), from the fact that h ∈ R(Ch) it fol-
lows that the composite h.k(lh,i) ∈ R(Ci), namely f ′.k(g) ∈ R(Ci); in
other words, g belongs to f ′∗(R)(Ci). Therefore, we have just proved
that the family S is contained in f ′∗(R). We conclude, by Lemma 113,
that the subfunctor r∗ : f ′∗(R) // // C(−, D), which does contain the
k-epimorphic family S, is itself k-epimorphic .

Step 3. Let r : R // // E(k(−), X) be an epimorphic subfunctor.
Then, its image a(r) through the associated sheaf functor a is an iso-
morphism in Sh(T ).
Proof. First of all, we wish to point out that, for any natural trans-
formation ω : C(−, C) −→ E(k(−), X), the pullback in [Cop, set] of r
along ω produces an element of the topology T (C). For it, consider a
natural transformation ω : C(−, C) −→ E(k(−), X) and the pullback in
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[Cop, set] of r along ω, as follows:

C(−, C) E(k(−), X)ω
//

P

C(−, C)

��

p

��

P R
ω′ // R

E(k(−), X)

��

r

��

By the Yoneda Lemma, any natural transformation ω : C(−, C) −→
E(k(−), X) corresponds to a morphism f ′ : k(C) −→ X in E ; more pre-
cisely, the correspondence is given by ω ' E(k(−), f ′). Then, by Step
2, the pullback p : P // // C(−, C), which is nothing but f ′∗(R) = {h :
Ch −→ C|f ′.k(h) ∈ R(Ch), Ch ∈ C}, is a k-epimorphic subfunctor. In
other words, P belongs to T (C).
Therefore, for any F sheaf (for the topology T ) and for any pair of
arrows α, β : E(k(−), X) −→ F in [Cop, set] satisfying α.r = β.r, by pre-
composing with ω′, we get α.r.ω′ = β.r.ω′, that is, α.ω.p = β.ω.p. Since
P ∈ T (C), from this last equality it follows, by definition of the sheaf
F , that α.ω = β.ω. So, the natural transformations α and β coincide
when pre-composed with any ω : C(−, C) −→ E(k(−), X), whenever
they coincide when pre-composed with r. In fact, we want to show that
if they coincide when pre-composed with r, then they always coincide.
For it, in order to prove that α, β : E(k(−), X) −→ F are the same
natural transformation, we need to show that, for any object A ∈ C
and for any arrow h : k(A) −→ X in E , αA(h) = βA(h). But as just
remarked, by the Yoneda Lemma, any such an arrow h : k(A) −→ X
corresponds to a natural transformation ω : C(−, A) −→ E(k(−), X),
via ωA(1A) = h. Then, for any such a morphism ω, we already know
that α.ω = β.ω : C(−, A) −→ F . In particular, when evaluated at A,
applying this equality to the identity 1A on A gives the same element
αA(ωA(1A)) = βA(ωA(1A)) of F (A), that is, αA(h) = βA(h), as de-
sired. We can derive that α = β. Hence, we have just shown that any
pair of natural transformations α, β : E(k(−), X) −→ F , from the func-
tor E(k(−), X) into a sheaf F (for the topology T ), coincide whenever
α.r = β.r.
Since the associated sheaf functor a is left exact, the image a(r) of
the monomorphism r : R // // E(k(−), X) is always a monomorph-
ism in Sh(T ); hence, it only remains to prove that a(r) : a(R) −→
a(E(k(−), X)) is an epimorphism, because in Sh(T ), which is an exact
and extensive category, epimorphisms coincide with regular epimorph-
isms, by Proposition 95. For it, let λ, µ : a(E(k(−), X)) −→ F be a
pair of morphisms in Sh(T ), namely just two natural transformations,
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and suppose that λ.a(r) = µ.a(r). Via the adjunction a a i, the map
λ.a(r) : a(R) −→ F corresponds to a map R −→ i(F ), which is defined
as the composite i(λ.a(r)).ζR = i(λ).i(a(r)).ζR, where ζ : 1[Cop,set] −→
i.a is the unit for the adjunction a a i. By naturality of the transform-
ation ζ relative to the morphism r, we have i(a(r)).ζR = ζE(k(−),X).r;
so that, the identity λ.a(r) = µ.a(r) is equivalent to i(λ).ζE(k(−),X).r =
i(µ).ζE(k(−),X).r, where i(λ).ζE(k(−),X), i(µ).ζE(k(−),X) : E(k(−), X) −→
i(a(E(k(−), X))) −→ i(F ) are morphisms in [Cop, set]. Then, by ap-
plying our criteria concerning natural transformations from the functor
E(k(−), X) into a sheaf F (for the topology T ), we derive i(λ).ζE(k(−),X)

= i(µ).ζE(k(−),X), since they already agree when pre-composed with r.
The last equality corresponds to εF .a(i(λ)).a(ζE(k(−),X)) =
εF .a(i(µ)).a(ζE(k(−),X)) : a(E(k(−), X)) −→ F , via the adjunction a a i,
where we denote by ε : a.i −→ 1Sh(T ) the counit for the adjunction,
which is actually an isomorphism, since i is fully faithful. This is pre-
cisely the equality λ = µ, by using the triangular identities for the
adjunction. This ends the proof of a(r) being an epimorphism, and,
therefore, an isomorphism in Sh(T ).

Step 4. Let k′ : E −→ [Cop, set] be the functor defined by X 7→
E(k(−), X). Then, for any object X ∈ E, k′(X) = E(k(−), X) is a sheaf
for the topology T on C.
Proof. Let C be an object of C and consider a k-epimorphic subfunctor
r : R // // C(−, C) and a natural transformation α : R −→ E(k(−), X).
We wish to show that there exists a unique natural transformation
β : C(−, C) −→ E(k(−), X), namely an arrow b ∈ E(k(C), X) such
that E(k(−), b) ' β, satisfying β.r ' α, that is, E(k(−), b) ' α. The
collection R of all morphisms {h : Ch −→ C|h ∈ R(Ch), Ch ∈ C} in C
induces a canonical map λR, by the universal property of the coproduct,
as follows: ∐

h∈R
k(Ch) k(C)

λR //
∐
h∈R

k(Ch)

k(Ch)

OO

σh

k(C)

k(Ch)

::

k(h)
vvvvvvvvvvvvvv

Namely, λR is the unique arrow with the property λR.σh = k(h), for any
h ∈ R, where we denote by σh the canonical coproduct injection in E .
The fact that the subfunctor R is k-epimorphic means that the family
R is k-epimorphic, that is, λR is an epimorphism, in fact, a regular epi-
morphism by Proposition 95, the category E being exact and extensive.
So, following the same reasoning as in the proof of Lemma 116, we can
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prove that the kernel pair N(λR) of λR, of which λR is the coequalizer,
is given by the coproduct of all pullbacks P (h, h′) of k(h) along k(h′) in
E , over all pairs of arrows (h, h′) ∈ R×R, as in the diagram:

∐
(h,h′)∈R×R

P (h, h′) ' N(λR)
λ0 //

λ1

//
∐
h∈R

k(Ch)
λR // // k(C)

where

k(Ch′) k(C)
k(h′)

//

P (h, h′)

k(Ch′)

ph′

��

P (h, h′) k(Ch)
ph // k(Ch)

k(C)

k(h)

��

is the above-mentioned pullback of k(h) along k(h′) in E . For any
h ∈ R, that is, an arrow h : Ch −→ C in C belonging to R(Ch),
the natural transformation α : R −→ E(k(−), X) produces a morph-
ism αCh

(h) : k(Ch) −→ X; moreover, all these maps αCh
(h) induce a

canonical morphism µR in E , by the universal property of the coproduct,
as follows: ∐

h∈R
k(Ch) X

µR //
∐
h∈R

k(Ch)

k(Ch)

OO

σh

X

k(Ch)

::

αCh
(h)

vvvvvvvvvvvvvv

Explicitly, µR is the unique map satisfying µR.σh = αCh
(h), for any

h ∈ R. Suppose that µR.λ0 = µR.λ1. Since λR is the coequalizer of the
pair (λ0, λ1), we obtain a unique morphism b : k(C) −→ X such that
b.λR = µR, that is, b.λR.σh = µR.σh for any h ∈ R. This condition is
equivalent to E(k(Ch), b)(h) = b.k(h) = b.λR.σh = µR.σh = αCh

(h), for
any morphism h : Ch −→ C inR, by definition of the arrows λR and µR.
This is precisely E(k(−), b) ' α, as desired. So, it only remains to show
that µR.λ0 = µR.λ1, or, equivalently, that µR.λ0.s(h,h′) = µR.λ1.s(h,h′),
for any pair (h, h′) ∈ R × R, where the maps s(h,h′) : P (h, h′) −→
N(λR) '

∐
(h,h′)∈R×R P (h, h′) are the canonical coproduct injections in

E . In other words, we need to prove that αCh
(h).ph = αCh′ (h

′).ph′ , for
any (h, h′) ∈ R×R, by definition of the morphisms s(h,h′) (they are the
unique ones such that λ0.s(h,h′) = σh.ph and λ1.s(h,h′) = σh′ .ph′) and
µR. Consider, then, for any (h, h′) ∈ R×R, the span in E :

k(Ch) oo ph
P (h, h′)

ph′ // k(Ch′)
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By Condition (B), the family Rph,ph′ of all arrows in E :{
ci : k(Ci) −→ P (h, h′)

∣∣∣∣{ ph.ci = k(f)
ph′ .ci = k(g)

for someCh oo f
Ci

g // Ch′

}
is epimorphic. Explicitly, this means that the arrows αCh

(h).ph and
αCh′ (h

′).ph′ coincide if and only if the identity αCh
(h).ph.ci =

αCh′ (h
′).ph′ .ci holds, for any ci ∈ Rph,ph′ . Using the naturality of the

transformation α : R −→ E(k(−), X), relative to the map f : Ci −→ Ch
and the map g : Ci −→ Ch′ in C, respectively, we get:

αCh
(h).ph.ci = αCh

(h).k(f) = αCi(h.f)
αCh′ (h

′).ph′ .ci = αCh′ (h
′).k(g) = αCi(h

′.g)

for any ci ∈ Rph,ph′ , since h ∈ R(Ch) and h′ ∈ R(Ch′). Then, it
only remains to show that αCi(h.f) and αCi(h

′.g) coincide, for any
ci ∈ Rph,ph′ . Since k(h.f) = k(h).k(f) = k(h).ph.ci = k(h′).ph′ .ci =
k(h′).k(g) = k(h′.g), for any ci ∈ Rph,ph′ , by Condition (C), we know
that the family of arrows Rh.f&h′.g = {x : Cx −→ Ci|h.f.x = h′.g.x}
in C is k-epimorphic. The naturality of the transformation α relat-
ive to any element x ∈ Rh.f&h′.g, namely a map x : Cx −→ Ci in C,
gives αCi(h.f).k(x) = αCx(h.f.x), when applied to the composite h.f ∈
R(Ci), and αCi(h

′.g).k(x) = αCx(h′.g.x), when applied to h′.g ∈ R(Ci).
Therefore, the pair of morphisms αCi(h.f), αCi(h

′.g) : k(Ci) −→ X, for
any ci ∈ Rph,ph′ , coincide if and only if αCi(h.f).k(x) = αCi(h

′.g).k(x),
for any x ∈ Rh.f&h′.g, since the collection Rh.f&h′.g is k-epimorphic.
This last equality obviously holds by the naturality of α applied to the
maps x ∈ Rh.f&h′.g, which, by definition, satisfy h.f.x = h′.g.x. This
ends the proof of E(k(Ch), b)(h) being equal to αCh

(h), for any arrow
h : Ch −→ C in R; in other words, we have E(k(−), b) ' α for a unique
arrow b : k(C) −→ X of E , as desired.

Step 5. For any object C ∈ C, ηC : C(−, C) −→ E(k(−), k(C)) is
a map in the presheaf category [Cop, set] (that is, ηC is a natural trans-
formation) and, moreover, the pair (E(k(−), k(C)), ηC) is a reflection of
C(−, C) along the inclusion i : Sh(T ) −→ [Cop, set].
Proof. For any object C ∈ C, the map ηC : C(−, C) −→ E(k(−), k(C))
is defined, at any A ∈ C, as (ηC)A : C(A,C) −→ E(k(A), k(C)), via
the assignment f 7→ k(f). We know, by Step 4, that each functor
E(k(−), k(C)) is a sheaf (for the topology T ), since k(C) ∈ E . First, we
wish to show that ηC : C(−, C) −→ E(k(−), k(C)) is a natural trans-
formation, that is, for any morphism a : A −→ A′ in C, the equality
k(f).k(a) = k(f.a) holds, for any f ∈ C(A′, C): but this is just the
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condition on k of being a functor. Concerning the second part of the
statement, consider a sheaf F (for the topology T ) and a natural trans-
formation α : C(−, C) −→ F ; we wish to prove that there exists a unique
natural transformation β : E(k(−), k(C)) −→ F making the following
triangle:

C(−, C)

F

α
""EE

EE
EE

EE
EE

C(−, C) E(k(−), k(C))
ηC // E(k(−), k(C))

F

β
||

commute. Defining such a β is defining, at any object A ∈ C, a map
βA : E(k(A), k(C)) −→ F (A), which associates with any morphism
f : k(A) −→ k(C) in E an element of F (A). Let f : k(A) −→ k(C)
be such an arrow in E and Rf be the collection of all maps in C given by
{ci : Ci −→ A|f.k(ci) = k(gi) for some gi : Ci −→ C}. By Lemma 120,
since the functor k satisfies Condition (B), it has to satisfy Condition
(B’), we get that the family Rf is k-epimorphic. Consider, then, the
subfunctor corresponding to this collection, which we still denote by
Rf // // C(−, A) and is k-epimorphic; in other words, Rf belongs to
T (A). Moreover, for any morphism gi : Ci −→ C corresponding to
an arrow ci in Rf , the natural transformation α : C(−, C) −→ F
produces an element αCi(gi) ∈ F (Ci). We claim that the collection
F := {αCi(gi) ∈ F (Ci)|ci : Ci −→ A in Rf} is an Rf -compatible fam-
ily. For it, let θ : Cj −→ Ci be an arrow in C, we wish to show that
F (θ)(αCi(gi)) = αCj (gi.θ), where F (θ) : F (Ci) −→ F (Cj) is a map in
set, and that αCj (gi.θ) is an element of the family F . By naturality of
the transformation α relative to the morphism θ : Cj −→ Ci of C, we
obtain the commutativity of the following square:

C(Cj , C) F (Cj)αCj

//

C(Ci, C)

C(Cj , C)

C(θ,C)

��

C(Ci, C) F (Ci)
αCi // F (Ci)

F (Cj)

F (θ)

��

Applying this commutativity to the morphism gi : Ci −→ C of C gives,
precisely, the desired equality F (θ)(αCi(gi)) = αCj (gi.θ). Moreover,
since Rf // // C(−, A) is a subfunctor, from the fact that ci ∈ Rf (Ci), we
can derive that ci.θ ∈ Rf (Cj). In fact, the arrow ci.θ : Cj −→ A is such
that f.k(ci.θ) = f.k(ci).k(θ) = k(gi).k(θ) = k(gi.θ), where the composite
gi.θ : Cj −→ C is in C. Namely, αCj (gi.θ) ∈ F (Cj), for ci.θ in Rf , as
desired. Therefore, F being a sheaf (for the topology T ), there exists a
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unique element ϕ ∈ F (A) satisfying F (ci)(ϕ) = αCi(gi), for any ci in Rf .
We can, then, define β, at A ∈ C, of the morphism f ∈ E(k(A), k(C))
as βA(f) := ϕ. First of all, the transformation β : E(k(−), k(C)) −→ F ,
defined by this assignment, is natural. For it, let h : B −→ A be an
arrow in C and consider the following square:

E(k(B), k(C)) F (B)
βB

//

E(k(A), k(C))

E(k(B), k(C))

E(k(h),k(C))

��

E(k(A), k(C)) F (A)
βA // F (A)

F (B)

F (h)

��

It commutes if and only if, for any morphism a : k(A) −→ k(C) in E , we
get F (h)(βA(a)) = βB(a.k(h)). Since a.k(h) : k(B) −→ k(C) is an arrow
in E , we can consider the family Ra.k(h), which is given by {cx : Cx −→
B|a.k(h).k(cx) = k(gx) for some gx : Cx −→ C} and we know that
βB(a.k(h)) ∈ F (B) has be defined to be the unique element satisfying
F (cx)(βB(a.k(h))) = αCx(gx), for any cx ∈ Ra.k(h). Then, for any cx ∈
Ra.k(h), consider F (cx)(F (h)(βA(a))) = F (h.cx)(βA(a)): from the fact
that cx ∈ Ra.k(h), it follows that a.k(h.cx) = a.k(h).k(cx) = k(gx), where
gx : Cx −→ C is an arrow in C; therefore, h.cx : Cx −→ A is an arrow in
Ra = {dy : Dy −→ A|a.k(dy) = k(ly) for some ly : Dy −→ C}. By defin-
ition, the element βA(a) ∈ F (A) is the unique such that F (dy)(βA(a)) =
αDy(ly), for any dy ∈ Ra. So, we do have F (h.cx)(βA(a)) = αCx(gx),
for any cx ∈ Ra.k(h), and, therefore, F (h)(βA(a)) and βB(a.k(h)) must
coincide, as desired. Secondly, the natural transformation β satisfies the
condition β.ηC ' α. For it, for any object A ∈ C, we need to show that
βA.(ηC)A(f), which is βA(k(f)), coincides with αA(f), for any morph-
ism f : A −→ C in C. Consider the corresponding collection of maps
Rk(f) = {ci : Ci −→ A|k(f).k(ci) = k(gi) for some gi : Ci −→ C},
which, in this peculiar case of a map of the kind k(f) : k(A) −→ k(B),
coincides with the family of all arrows in C with codomain A, namely
{ci : Ci −→ A|Ci ∈ C}. By definition, βA(k(f)) ∈ F (A) is the unique
element such that F (ci)(βA(k(f))) = αCi(f.ci), for any ci : Ci −→ A.
From the naturality of the transformation α relative to such a morph-
ism ci : Ci −→ A, it follows that F (ci)(αA(f)) = αCi(f.ci), where
αA(f) ∈ F (A). By uniqueness of the element βA(k(f)) with such a
property, we do have βA(k(f)) = αA(f), as desired. Finally, the natural
transformation β is unique with the property β.ηC ' α. For it, suppose
there exists another natural transformation β′ : E(k(−), k(C)) −→ F
verifying β′.ηC ' α, that is, for any object A ∈ C and for any morphism
f : A −→ C in C, we have β′A(k(f)) = αA(f). By definition of β, the ele-
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ment βA(k(f)) ∈ F (A) is the unique one satisfying, for any ci ∈ Rk(f),
the condition F (ci)(βA(k(f))) = αCi(f.ci), and therefore, we have just
shown, βA(k(f)) coincides with αA(f), by naturality of α. Therefore,
β and β′, whose components agree at any morphism f : A −→ C in C,
have to be the same natural transformation, as desired.

So, by Step 4, there is a functor ς : E −→ Sh(T ), defined by the
assignment X 7→ E(k(−), X), which satisfies i.ς ' k′. Since both func-
tors i and k′ are fully faithful, it follows that ς is full and faithful. In
order to show that ς is an equivalence of categories, it only remains to
prove, then, that ς is essentially surjective. To this aim, we devote the
following steps.

Step 6. The functor ς : E −→ Sh(T ) preserves coproducts.
Proof. Let (Xi)i∈I be a collection of objects of E and consider their
coproduct

∐
i∈I Xi in E , with coproduct injections denoted by σi :

Xi −→
∐
i∈I Xi. For any of these arrows σi, we get a functor E(k(−), σi) :

E(k(−), Xi) −→ E(k(−),
∐
i∈I Xi) in [Cop, set]; otherwise written, k′(σi):

k′(Xi) −→ k′(
∐
i∈I Xi). These functors induce a canonical morphism

λ :
∐
i∈I E(k(−), Xi) −→ E(k(−),

∐
i∈I Xi) in [Cop, set], by the universal

property of the coproduct, as follows:

∐
i∈I

E(k(−), Xi) E(k(−),
∐
i∈I

Xi)
λ //

∐
i∈I

E(k(−), Xi)

E(k(−), Xi)

OO

ρi

E(k(−),
∐
i∈I

Xi)

E(k(−), Xi)

77

E(k(−),σi)ooooooooooooo

Namely, λ is the unique arrow satisfying λ.ρi = E(k(−), σi), for any
i ∈ I, where we denote by ρi the canonical coproduct injection in
[Cop, set]. Note that, since i : Sh(T ) −→ [Cop, set] is fully faithful, the
counit for the adjunction a a i is an isomorphism, that is a.i ' 1Sh(T );
moreover, by definition of ς, we have i.ς ' k′. Therefore, we get
a.k′ ' a.i.ς ' ς. Applying the functor a : [Cop, set] −→ Sh(T ), which
preserves coproducts, being a left adjoint, to the previous diagram gives
in Sh(T ): ∐

i∈I
ς(Xi) ς(

∐
i∈I

Xi)
a(λ) //

∐
i∈I

ς(Xi)

ς(Xi)

OO

δi'a(ρi)

ς(
∐
i∈I

Xi)

ς(Xi)

77

ς(σi)
oooooooooooooooo
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To prove that ς preserves coproducts is to show, then, that a(λ) is an
isomorphism in Sh(T ). First, we show that λ :

∐
i∈I E(k(−), Xi) −→

E(k(−),
∐
i∈I Xi) is a monomorphism in [Cop, set], that is, for any A ∈ C,

the map λA :
∐
i∈I E(k(A), Xi) −→ E(k(A),

∐
i∈I Xi), defined on an

arrow f : k(A) −→ Xi in E as λA((ρi)A(f)) = σi.f , is an injection in set.
For it, take two elements x, y ∈

∐
i∈I E(k(A), Xi), that is, an element

xi ∈ E(k(A), Xi), for some i ∈ I, and an element yj ∈ E(k(A), Xj),
for some j ∈ I, such that (ρi)A(xi) = x and (ρj)A(yj) = y. Suppose
that λA(x) = λA(y), namely σi.xi = σj .yj , by definition of λA. The
category E being extensive, two cases are possible: either i = j and we
conclude immediately that xi = yi, since the coproduct injection σi is
a monomorphism, by Proposition 93; or i 66= j and, since coproducts
in E are disjoint, the pair (xi, yj) factors through the pullback of σi
along σj , which is given by the initial object 0 of E . So, there exists an
unique arrow ϕ : k(A) −→ 0 which, moreover, is an isomorphism, since
initial objects are strict in an extensive category. Applying the functor
E(k(A),−) : E −→ set, which preserves finite limits, to the pullback in
E of σi along σj , gives:

E(k(A), Xj) E(k(A),
∐
i∈I

Xi)//
E(k(A),σj)

//

E(k(A), 0)

E(k(A), Xj)

��

��

E(k(A), 0) E(k(A), Xi)// // E(k(A), Xi)

E(k(A),
∐
i∈I

Xi)

��

E(k(A),σi)

��

which is a pullback in set. From the fact that, by Proposition 93, σi
is a monomorphism, for any i ∈ I, follows easily that E(k(A), σi) is a
monomorphism, for any i ∈ I. But we know that the pullback of two
injections in set is given by their intersection, so, we get E(k(A), Xi) ∩
E(k(A), Xj) ' E(k(A), 0) ' {∗}, k(A) being isomorphic to 0, from which
we can conclude that xi and yj have to coincide, since they do belong
to the intersection. This ends the proof of λ being a monomorphism in
[Cop, set]; in other words, λ :

∐
i∈I E(k(−), Xi) // // E(k(−),

∐
i∈I Xi) is

a subfunctor. It only remains to prove, then, that λ is an epimorphic
subfunctor; then, by Step 3, we derive that a(λ) is an isomorphism in
Sh(T ). Proving that λ is an epimorphic subfunctor is to prove that the
set-theoretic union of all collections

I(A) =

{
x : k(A) −→

∐
i∈I

Xi|∃i ∈ I and x′ : k(A) −→ Xi : x = σi.x
′

}
of arrows of E , for A varying in C, call it I, is an epimorphic fam-
ily. For it, consider, for any i ∈ I, all composites of the kind σi.h,
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of the coproduct injection σi with the arrows h, for h ∈ RXi = {h :
k(Ch) −→ Xi|Ch ∈ C}. Denote by S the collection {σi.h : k(Ch) −→∐
i∈I Xi|i ∈ I, h ∈ RXi} of morphisms in E arising in this way. S is

epimorphic: let u, v :
∐
i∈I Xi −→ U be a pair of arrows in E such that

u.σi.h = v.σi.h, for any i ∈ I and for any h ∈ RXi . This amounts to say-
ing that u.σi = v.σi, for any i ∈ I, RXi being an epimorphic family by
Condition (A). By definition of the coproduct, the last identity is equi-
valent to u = v. Moreover, S is contained in I, by mere definition of any
composite σi.h : k(Ch) −→

∐
i∈I Xi. We conclude, by Lemma 113, that

the subfunctor λ :
∐
i∈I E(k(−), Xi) // // E(k(−),

∐
i∈I Xi), which does

contain an epimorphic family, namely S, is itself epimorphic. Therefore,
it follows from Step 3 that a(λ) is an isomorphism, that is, the functor
ς preserves coproducts.

Step 7. The functor ς : E −→ Sh(T ) is exact.
Proof. First of all, ς preserves all limits, since we have i.ς ' k′, where
both the functors i and k′, being right adjoints, preserve all limits and
i, being fully faithful, reflects them too. Then, it only remains to prove
that ς : E −→ Sh(T ) preserves regular epimorphisms. For it, let f :
X −→ Y be a regular epimorphism in E and consider the corresponding
functor E(k(−), f) : E(k(−), X) −→ E(k(−), Y ), which is defined by
composition with f . Explicitly, for any A ∈ C, it associates with any
morphism a : k(A) −→ X in E its composite f.a with the arrow f .
Consider the regular epi-mono factorisation of E(k(−), f) in [Cop, set]:

E(k(−), X)

I
"" ""EEEEEEEEEE

E(k(−), X) E(k(−), Y )
E(k(−),f) // E(k(−), Y )

I

<<

r
<<yyyyyyyyy

This is computed pointwise in set, namely, for any A ∈ C, the image
of the map E(k(A), f) : E(k(A), X) −→ E(k(A), Y ) is defined as the set
I(A) = {y : k(A) −→ Y |∃x : k(A) −→ X such that f.x = y}. We denote
by I the set-theoretic union of all families I(A), for A varying in C:
the collection I is an epimorphic family. For it, consider all composites
f.h, for any morphism h in RX = {h : k(Ch) −→ X|Ch ∈ C}: they
form a collection S = {f.h : k(Ch) −→ Y |h ∈ RX} of morphisms in
E . S is epimorphic: let u, v : Y −→ U be a pair of arrows in E such
that u.f.h = v.f.h, for any h ∈ RX , which is an epimorphic family by
Condition (A). So, the previous equality is equivalent to u.f = v.f , from
which it follows that u = v, f being an epimorphism. Moreover, S is
contained in I, by mere definition of any composite f.h : k(Ch) −→ Y .
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We conclude, by Lemma 113, that the collection I, which does contain
an epimorphic family, namely S, is itself epimorphic. This precisely
means that the corresponding r : I // // E(k(−), Y ) is an epimorphic
subfunctor. Then, by Step 3, we obtain that the image a(r) of r through
the associated sheaf functor a is an isomorphism. As shown in Step 6,
the equivalence a.k′ ' ς holds, so, applying the functor a to the regular
epi-mono factorisation of the morphism E(k(−), f), otherwise written,
k′(f) : k′(X) −→ k′(Y ), gives in Sh(T ):

ς(X)

a(I)
"" ""EE

EE
EE

EE
E

ς(X) ς(Y )
ς(f) // ς(Y )

a(I)

<<

a(r)<<yy
yy

yy
yy

The arrow a(r) being an isomorphism, it implies that ς(f) is a regular
epimorphism, as desired.

Step 8. For any object C ∈ C, there exists an isomorphism δC :
a(C(−, C)) ' E(k(−), k(C)) in Sh(T ).
Proof. Let ζ : 1[Cop,set] −→ i.a be the unit for the adjunction a a i
and, for any C ∈ C, consider the sheaf a(C(−, C)) in Sh(T ). In Step
5, we establish that ηC is a reflection of C(−, C) along i : Sh(T ) −→
[Cop, set]; by the universal property of ηC , there exists a unique natural
transformation γC : E(k(−), k(C)) −→ a(C(−, C)) making the following
diagram in Sh(T ):

C(−, C)

a(C(−, C))
ζC(−,C) ""EE

EE
EE

EE
E

C(−, C) E(k(−), k(C))
ηC // E(k(−), k(C))

a(C(−, C))

γC
||

commute. On the other hand, by the universal property of ζ being
the unit for the adjunction a a i, there exists a unique natural trans-
formation δC : i(a(C(−, C))) ' a(C(−, C)) −→ i(E(k(−), k(C))) '
E(k(−), k(C)) making the following triangle in [Cop, set]:

C(−, C)

E(k(−), k(C))

ηC
""EE

EE
EE

EE
E

C(−, C) a(C(−, C))
ζC(−,C) // a(C(−, C))

E(k(−), k(C))
δC||

commute. It is easy to verify that the two equalities γC .δC ' 1a(C(−,C))

and δC .γC ' 1E(k(−),k(C)) hold, simply by definitions of γC , as the unique
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map satisfying γC .ηC ' ζC(−,C), and of δC , as the unique one such that
δC .ζC(−,C) ' ηC , respectively. Therefore, we get that δC : a(C(−, C)) '
E(k(−), k(C)) is an isomorphism of functors, for any C ∈ C, as desired.

So, having i : Sh(T ) −→ [Cop, set] a localization of the presheaf cat-
egory [Cop, set] with associated sheaf functor a, and, knowing that the
small set G = {C(−, C)|C ∈ C} is a (strong) generator for [Cop, set], we
derive, from Lemma 68, that aG = {a(C(−, C))|C ∈ C} is a (strong) gen-
erator for Sh(T ); but this small set is precisely {E(k(−), k(C))|C ∈ C},
by Step 8. More explicitly, for any sheaf F (for the topology T ), which
can be regarded, in particular, as a presheaf i(F ) ' F : Cop −→ set, it
is well-known that we can write i(F ) as the coequalizer in [Cop, set] of
the pair arrows of e0 and e1, in a canonical way, as follows:

C(−, s(f)) C(−, t(f))
C(−,f)

//

∐
f∈Elts(i(F ))

C(−, D)

C(−, s(f))

OO
ρf

∐
f∈Elts(i(F ))

C(−, D)
∐

C∈Elts(i(F ))

C(−, C)
e0 // ∐

C∈Elts(i(F ))

C(−, C)

C(−, t(f))

OO
σt(f)

e1
// i(F )

q // //

σs(f)jjjjjjj

55jjjjjjj

where, for any morphism f : s(f) −→ t(f) in C, e0 is defined as the
unique map satisfying e0.ρf = σ(s(f)), whereas, e1 is defined as the
unique map such that e1.ρf = σt(f).C(−, f). Obviously, the categories
Elts(i(F )) and Elts(F ) coincide. So, applying the associated sheaf func-
tor a, which is a left adjoint, and, hence, it preserves colimits, to the
previous diagram, gives in Sh(T ):

a(C(−, s(f))) a(C(−, t(f)))
a(C(−,f))

//

∐
f∈Elts(F )

a(C(−, D))

a(C(−, s(f)))

OO
a(ρf )

∐
f∈Elts(F )

a(C(−, D))
∐

C∈Elts(F )

a(C(−, C))
a(e0) // ∐

C∈Elts(F )

a(C(−, C))

a(C(−, t(f)))

OO
a(σt(f))

a(e1)
// a(i(F )) ' F

a(q)// //

a(σs(f))jjj

55jjj

We underline the fact that the morphisms a(ρf ) are precisely the cop-
roduct injections a(C(−, s(f))) −→

∐
f∈Elts(F ) a(C(−, D)), since a pre-

serves coproducts; and analogously, for the maps a(σC), which are the
coproduct injections a(C(−, C)) −→

∐
C∈C a(C(−, C)). The isomorph-

isms δC : a(C(−, C)) ' E(k(−), k(C)), given at Step 8, induce two canon-
ical arrows

∐
f∈Elts(F ) δD and

∐
C∈C δC , defined by the commutativity
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of the following diagram:

a(C(−, s(f))) E(k(−), k(s(f)))
δs(f)

//

∐
f∈Elts(F )

a(C(−, D))

a(C(−, s(f)))

OO
a(ρf )

∐
f∈Elts(F )

a(C(−, D))
∐

f∈Elts(F )

E(k(−), k(D))
‘
δD //

∐
f∈Elts(F )

E(k(−), k(D))

E(k(−), k(s(f)))

OO
ς(ρ′f )

(and analogously for
∐
C∈C δC). Clearly, these two maps

∐
f∈Elts(F ) δD

and
∐
C∈C δC are isomorphisms themselves. On the other hand, we recall

that, by definition of the functor ς, ς(k(C)) = E(k(−), k(C)), for any
object C ∈ C; so, we can consider in Sh(T ):

∐
f∈Elts(F )

ς(k(D))
ς(l0) //

ς(l1)
//
∐

C∈Elts(F )

ς(k(C))

which are the images through the functor ς of pair of arrows l0 and l1 in
E . (Note that we have used here that, by Step 6, ς preserves coproducts.)
In details, for any morphism f : s(f) −→ t(f) in C, the morphism l0 is
defined as the unique map such that l0.ρ′f = σ′s(f), whereas l1 is defined
as the unique arrow satisfying l1.ρ

′
f = σ′t(f).k(f), as displayed in the

following diagram in E :

k(s(f)) k(t(f))
k(f)

//

∐
f∈Elts(F )

k(D)

k(s(f))

OO
ρ′f

∐
f∈Elts(F )

k(D)
∐

C∈Elts(F )

k(C)
l0 // ∐

C∈Elts(F )

k(C)

k(t(f))

OO
σ′

t(f)

l1
// X

p // //

k(s(f))

∐
C∈Elts(F )

k(C)

σ′
s(f)jjjjjjjjj

55jjjjjjjjj

The same remark concerning coproduct injections holds for the morph-
isms ς(ρ′f ) and ς(σ′C): ς preserving coproducts, they are, respectively, the
coproduct injections ς(k(s(f))) −→

∐
f∈Elts(F ) ς(k(D)) and ς(k(C)) −→∐

C∈C ς(k(C)). We wish to show that, for any f : s(f) −→ t(f) in C, we
have an isomorphism of functors δt(f).a(C(−, f)) ' E(k(−), k(f)).δs(f) :
a(C(−, s(f))) −→ E(k(−), k(t(f))). For it, it suffices to notice, first of
all, that the transformation ηC : C(−, C) −→ E(k(−), k(C)), introduced
at Step 5, is, in fact, natural in C, that is, for any morphism c : C −→ C ′

in C, we have E(k(−), k(c)).ηC = ηC′ .C(−, c), which follows directly by
the fact that k is a functor. Then, by the universal property of the unit
ζ for the adjunction a a i, there exists a unique arrow θ making the
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following triangle commute:

C(−, s(f))

E(k(−), k(t(f)))
ηt(f).C(−,f) ""EE

EE
EE

EE
E

C(−, s(f)) a(C(−, s(f)))
ζC(−,s(f)) // a(C(−, s(f)))

E(k(−), k(t(f)))
θ||

It is easy to verify that both morphisms δt(f).a(C(−, f)) and
E(k(−), k(f)).δs(f) do so, and, therefore, they have to coincide. As a
consequence, the isomorphism ς(l0).

∐
f∈Elts(F ) δD '

∐
C∈C δC .a(e0) is

established, just by composing with the coproduct injections; and, ana-
logously, ς(l1).

∐
f∈Elts(F ) δD '

∐
C∈C δC .a(e1) holds. Since E is cocom-

plete, we can always consider the coequalizer p :
∐
C∈Elts(F ) k(C) −→ X

in E of the pair (l0, l1). By Step 7, ς being exact, we get that ς(p) is
the coequalizer of the pair (ς(l0), ς(l1)), as in the following diagram in
Sh(T ):

ς

 ∐
f∈Elts(F )

k(D)

 ς(l0) //

ς(l1)
// ς

 ∐
C∈Elts(F )

k(C)

 ς(p) // // ς(X)

Therefore, we obtain that ς(p) = coeq(ς(l0), ς(l1)) ' coeq(a(e0), a(e1))=
a(q); in other words, we have ς(X) ' F , where X is the coequalizer in E
of the pair (l0, l1). This ends the proof of the functor ς being essentially
surjective.

Finally, we have established an equivalence of categories ς, making
the following triangle:

E

Sh(T )

ς
""EEEEEEEEEEE [Cop, set]//
k′

// [Cop, set]

Sh(T )

ayy
yy

||yyy
y

<<

i
yy

yy

<<yy
y

oo L

commute; namely i.ς ' k′. Stated otherwise, the category E is equival-
ent to the Grothendieck topos Sh(T ), and, therefore, E is a localization
of the presheaf category [Cop, set], as desired.
Moreover, we can prove that the associated sheaf functor a, in fact, is
given by the assignment C(−, C) 7→ E(k(−), k(C)) For it, we have to es-
tablish, for any C ∈ C, that a(C(−, C)) ' ς.L(C(−, C)), since, YC being
fully faithful, the universal arrow for the left Kan extension L of k along
Yoneda is an isomorphism, namely k ' L.YC , and we know that k′ ' i.ς.
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That is, we want to show that a ' ς.L: this amounts to showing that
ς.L is left adjoint to i : Sh(T ) −→ [Cop, set], by uniqueness (up to iso-
morphism) of the left adjoint functor. This follows immediately by the
universal property of (E(k(−), k(C)), ηC) being a reflection of C(−, C)
along i, as claimed in Step 5. In fact, ηC : C(−, C) −→ E(k(−), k(C))
turns out to be the component at C of the unit for the adjunction a a i.
Finally, we can extend the definition of a to an arbitrary F ∈ [Cop, set],
by its property of preserving existing colimits.

This concludes the proof of the Theorem 125 (2 ⇒ 1).



4

On geometric morphisms and

localizations of algebraic

categories

The project of characterising localizations and classifying geo-
metric morphisms undertaken in the previous chapter finds
here its natural continuation: the theorem concerning local-
izations of (one sorted) algebraic categories is achieved. In
order to state it, we develop the theory of “special filtering”
functors - as opposed to filtering functors - in the particular
case of algebraic theories and relate this notion to the exact
completion of the full subcategory of the category of models
given by the free ones.

4.1 Algebraic theories and algebraic categories

All definitions and results contained in this section can be found in
[11, 30].

Definition 126 By an algebraic theory (also called Lawvere theory) C
we mean a category C with a denumerable set of distinct objects
{0T, 1T, 2T, ..., nT, ...}, where n is a natural number and each nT is the
n-th coproduct of the object T = 1T .

In particular, we assume that 0T = 0 is the initial object of C.

Definition 127 Let C be an algebraic theory. A model of C is a functor
F : Cop −→ set which preserves finite products.

We write Mod(C) for the category of C-models and natural transform-
ations between them. Categories of this form are called algebraic cat-
egories or finitary varieties. The reason why we choose the additive
notation for an algebraic theory will be enlightened in Section 4.4.

121
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Lemma 128 Let C be an algebraic theory and α : F −→ G a morphism
in Mod(C). Then, the following square commutes:

F (T )n G(T )n
(αT )n

//

F (nT )

F (T )n

'

��

F (nT ) G(nT )
αnT // G(nT )

G(T )n

'

��

where the isomorphisms involved are the canonical ones given by the
universal property of finite products in set.

Given an algebraic theory C, we can always consider the canonical func-
tor

U : Mod(C) −→ set

of evaluation at T , that is, U associates with any model F its value
F (T ) ∈ set at T . In fact, the functor U has a few interesting features,
as stated in the following:

Proposition 129 The functor U : Mod(C) −→ C satisfies the follow-
ing properties:

1. U is a representable functor, represented by C(−, T );

2. U is faithful;

3. U reflects isomorphisms;

4. C(−, T ) is a strong generator for Mod(C).

On the other hand, a lot can be said concerning limits and colimits in
algebraic categories and we list here their major properties:

Proposition 130 Let C be an algebraic theory. The category Mod(C)
is complete and limits are computed pointwise. Moreover, the forgetful
functor U : Mod(C) −→ set preserves and reflects limits.

Proposition 131 Let C be an algebraic theory. The category Mod(C)
has filtered colimits and these are computed pointwise. Moreover, the
forgetful functor U : Mod(C) −→ set preserves and reflects filtered
colimits.

Proposition 132 Let C be an algebraic theory. In the category Mod(C),
finite limits commute with filtered colimits.
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Moreover, Mod(C) = Finprod[Cop, set] can be shown to be a full re-
flective subcategory of the corresponding category of presheaves, as es-
tablished in the following:

Proposition 133 Let C be an algebraic theory. The category Mod(C)
is reflective in the presheaf category [Cop, set], and, therefore, it is both
complete and cocomplete.

Together with the forgetful functor U, there is also a “natural way” of
associating with any set a C-model, which is described in the following:

Proposition 134 Let C be an algebraic theory. The forgetful functor
U : Mod(C) −→ set admits a left adjoint F : set −→ Mod(C). Expli-
citly, the functor F is defined on any set X as

F(X) =
∐
x∈X

C(−, T )

We call F the free model functor.

Amongst the properties the free model functor satisfies, we recall the
following:

Proposition 135 Let C be an algebraic theory. The free model functor
F : set −→ Mod(C) preserves monomorphisms.

By a free C-model or free algebra we mean (up to isomorphism) a model
of the form F(X), for some set X. In particular, when n is a finite set,
we refer to F(n) as a finitely generated free model. Whereas, by a finitely
presentable C-model we mean a model F which can be obtained via a
coequalizer diagram in Mod(C), as follows:

F(m) //// F(n) // // F

where m and n are finite sets, that is, a coequalizer of a pair of arrows
between finitely generated free models. The relation between free models
and finitely generated free models is made clear in the following:

Lemma 136 Every free model F(X) can be written as a filtered colimit

F(X) = colim
n⊆X

F(n)

where n runs through the finite subsets of X.

In particular, one can prove that, when n is a finite set, there is an
isomorphism F(n) ' C(−, nT ) in Mod(C), as follows:
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Proposition 137 For any finite set n, the free model functor F evalu-
ated at n is isomorphic in Mod(C) to the representable functor C(−, nT ),
namely

∐
n C(−, T ) ' nC(−, T ) ' C(−, nT ).

Proof. Clearly, the representable C(−, nT ) is a functor in Mod(C). It
suffices to show, then, that for any finite set n and for any model G of C,
there is a bijection Nat(C(−, nT ), G) ' set(n,U(G)), natural in both
the variables n and G, since the adjunction F a U is established. For it,
we have:

Nat(C(−, nT ), G) ' G(nT ) (1)
' G(T )n (2)
' set({1, 2, ..., n}, G(T ))
' set({1, 2, ..., n},U(G))

(where (1) is just an instance of the Yoneda Lemma and (2) follows from
the fact that G ∈ Mod(C)).

Therefore:

Proposition 138 An algebraic theory C is equivalent to the dual of the
full subcategory of Mod(C) given by finitely generated free models.

We point out the projective objects in Mod(C):

Proposition 139 The free models of an algebraic theory C are project-
ive in Mod(C).

We write η : 1set −→ U.F and ε : F.U −→ 1Mod(C), respectively, for the
unit and the counit for the adjunction F a U.

Proposition 140 For any C-model F , the counit component εF :F.U(F )
−→ F at F is a regular epimorphism in Mod(C).

We recall that εF is defined as the canonical morphism induced in
Mod(C) by all natural transformations α ∈ Nat(C(−, T ), F ), as in the
following diagram: ∐

α∈Nat(C(−,T ),F )

C(−, T ) F
εF // //

∐
α∈Nat(C(−,T ),F )

C(−, T )

C(−, T )

OO
τα

F

C(−, T )

88

α

qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

where the τα denote the canonical coproduct injections in Mod(C).
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Proposition 141 Let C be an algebraic theory. The category Mod(C)
is regular and exact.

Proposition 142 Let C be an algebraic theory. The forgetful functor
U : Mod(C) −→ set preserves and reflects regular epimorphisms.

4.2 A miscellany of preliminary results

Given an algebraic theory C, we consider the Yoneda embedding YC :
C −→ [Cop, set]. For any object C ∈ C, the functor C(−, C) : Cop −→ set
preserves finite products, since we have C(nT,C) ' C(T,C)n. So, the
Yoneda embedding, in fact, factors through the full subcategory of the
presheaf category [Cop, set] given by finite product-preserving functors,
namely through the algebraic category Mod(C) = Finprod[Cop, set],
as displayed in the following commutative diagram:

C

Mod(C)
ỸC ��

C [Cop, set]YC // [Cop, set]

Mod(C)

??

i��
��

��
�� Diagram 4.2

As a consequence of i : Mod(C) // // [Cop, set] being a full reflective
subcategory of [Cop, set], whose left adjoint we denote by r, we get the
following result (we refer to [33], for the notion of dense functor):

Lemma 143 The restricted Yoneda embedding ỸC : C −→ Mod(C) is a
dense functor.

Proof. By definition of dense functor (see Definition 98), for any ob-
ject F ∈ Mod(C), we need to show that the colimit of the composite
diagram:

ỸC ↓F
ΓF // C ỸC // Mod(C) , (C, γ : ỸC(C) −→ F ) 7→ ỸC(C)

is precisely (F, (γ)(C,γ)∈ỸC↓F ), where ΓF denotes the canonical forgetful
functor. The Yoneda embedding YC being dense, we know that the
functor i(F ) ∈ [Cop, set] can be written as a colimit of the canonical
diagram:

YC ↓ i(F )
Γi(F ) // C YC // [Cop, set] , (A,α : YC(A) −→ i(F )) 7→ YC(A)

Since the counit for the adjunction r a i is, at each component, an
isomorphism, from the commutativity of Diagram 4.2, we can derive



126 On localizations of algebraic categories

that ỸC ' riỸC ' rYC and, moreover, r preserving all existing colimits,
we get the functor F ' ri(F ) is isomorphic to:

r

(
colim

(A,α)∈YC↓i(F )
YC(A)

)
' colim

(A,α)∈YC↓i(F )
rYC(A) ' colim

(A,α)∈YC↓i(F )
ỸC(A)

Clearly, the adjunction r a i gives:

Nat(YC(A), i(F )) ' Nat(rYC(A), F ) ' Nat(ỸC(A), F )

for any object A ∈ C, which, in particular, implies that the two slice
categories ỸC ↓ F and YC ↓ i(F ) coincide. Therefore, we obtain F '
colim(A,α)∈ỸC↓F ỸC(A), as desired.

With abuse of notation, we will denote the factorisation ỸC also by

YC : C −→ Mod(C)

and call it the (restricted) Yoneda embedding. Moreover:

Lemma 144 Let C be an algebraic theory. The restricted Yoneda em-
bedding YC : C −→ Mod(C) does preserve finite coproducts.

Proof. This result can be seen as a special instance of Proposition 32
in Chapter 1, when we choose as D the doctrine of finite products and
as A the dual category Cop.

For a complete treatment of the restricted Yoneda embedding see [11].

We present some facts concerning copowers (for the definition of a set-
indexed copower see Section 2.3):

Lemma 145 Let E be a category with coproducts. For any object X ∈ E,
the representable functor E(X,−) : E −→ set has a left adjoint, which
is the copower functor − ◦X : set −→ E.

Proof. It is easy to check there is an isomorphism E(A ◦ X,Y ) '
set(A, E(X,Y )), natural in both the variables A ∈ set and Y ∈ E , given
by pre-composing with the coproduct injections ia : X −→

∐
a∈AX =

A ◦X.

As a corollary of this result, in any category E with coproducts, taking an
object X ∈ E , we obtain, for any set A which can be obviously regarded
as a (filtered) colimit of its finite subsets S ⊆ A, that the copower A◦X
can be thought of as a filtered colimit, as follows:

A ◦X = (colim
S⊆A

S) ◦X ' colim
S⊆A

(S ◦X)
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since, − ◦X, being left adjoint, preserves all colimits which happen to
exist in set.

Remark 146 It is a well-known fact that, for any set A, the category
A = {S|S ⊆ A finite} is filtered, and, hence, connected. This is the
reason why, by taking a constant diagram H : A = {S|S ⊆ A finite} −→
E into a cocomplete category E , which associates with any S ∈ A the
object X ∈ E , and considering the colimit over the category A of the
constant functor H, we obtain:

colim
S⊆A

H(S) = colim
S⊆A

X ' X.

We refer to [33] for what concerns copowers.
As a direct consequence of Proposition 135, let us mention:

Lemma 147 Let A be a set and S ⊆ A be a finite subset of A. If S is
not the empty set, then, the corresponding colimit injection:

jS :
∐

a∈S⊆A
C(−, T ) // //

∐
a∈A

C(−, T )

is a monomorphism in Mod(C).

Proof. For any finite non empty subset S ⊆ A, the inclusion iS :
S // // A is a monomorphism in set, that is, a split monomorphism.
Namely, there exists a retraction r : A −→ S such that r.iS = 1S .
Therefore, since, by Proposition 135, the free model functor F : set −→
Mod(C) preserves monomorphisms, the colimit injection

jS ' F(iS) :
∐
a∈S

C(−, T ) = F(S) // //
∐
a∈A

C(−, T ) = F(A)

is a monomorphism in Mod(C).

4.3 Some more conditions our functors might satisfy

Let C be an algebraic theory and k : C −→ E a finite coproduct-
preserving functor into an arbitrary category E with coproducts. Fol-
lowing the suggestion of Section 3.1, we reformulate Condition (A)reg in
terms of such a functor k defined on an algebraic theory:

(Areg) For an object X ∈ E , consider the collection RX of all maps {h :
k(T ) −→ X} in E . The functor k satisfies (Areg) if and only if, for
any object X ∈ E , the family RX is regular epimorphic.
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Namely, the unique arrow λ in E , induced by the universal property
of the coproduct, making the following diagram:∐

h∈RX

k(T ) X
λ // //

∐
h∈RX

k(T )

k(T )

OO
σh

X

k(T )

88

h

qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

commute, for any h ∈ RX , is a regular epimorphism in E . (Here
the σh denote the canonical coproduct injections in E .)

We introduce new conditions which will allow us to treat the case of
localizations of algebraic categories:

(B̃) For a pair of arrows X
x0 //
x1

// k(nT ) in E , consider the collection

Mx0,x1 of all maps{
g : k(T ) −→ X

∣∣∣∣{ x0.g = k(f0)
x1.g = k(f1)

for someT
f0 //

f1
// nT in C

}

in E . The functor k satisfies (B̃) if and only if, for any such a pair
(x0, x1), the family Mx0,x1 is epimorphic.

Remark 148 A useful remark we point out, once for all, is that, when
considering arrows of E into an object X ∈ E , we just need to take
under consideration morphisms defined on k(T ), and not on an arbitrary
k(nT ), where nT is an arbitrary finite coproduct of the object T in C.
This follows immediately from the universal property of the coproduct,
provided k : C −→ E is a coproduct-preserving functor, as displayed:

k(nT ) ' nk(T ) X//k(nT ) ' nk(T )

k(T )

OO

σi

X

k(T )

66

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

The notion of filtering functor (recall Definition 96) needs to be refined
in terms of the domain category C, which is an algebraic theory in the
current situation. That is where the following conditions come from.
Note that, here, we work under the further assumption on the category
E of finite completeness.
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(SF1) Let 1 be the terminal object of the category E and consider the
unique arrow ! : k(T ) −→ 1 in E . The functor k satisfies (SF1) if
and only if the map ! is a regular epimorphism of E .

(SF2) For a pair of objects nT,mT ∈ C, consider the collection Sn,m of
all arrows

{< k(u), k(v) >: k(T ) −→ k(nT )× k(mT )|nT oo u
T

v // mT}

in E . The functor k satisfies (SF2) if and only if, for any such
a pair (nT,mT ), the family Sn,m is regular epimorphic. (Here
< k(u), k(v) > is the unique map in E satisfying π1. < k(u), k(v) >
= k(u) and π2. < k(u), k(v) >= k(v), obtained by the universal

property of the product k(nT ) oo π1
k(nT )× k(mT )

π2 // k(mT )
in E .) In other words, the canonical map λ induced by all pairs of
arrows nT oo u

T
v // mT in C, as in the following commutative

diagram: ∐
u,v

k(T ) k(nT )× k(mT )λ // //
∐
u,v

k(T )

k(T )

OO
σu,v

k(nT )× k(mT )

k(T )

88

<k(u),k(v)>

qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

is a regular epimorphism in E .

(SF3) For a pair of arrows nT
u //
v

// mT in C, consider the collection Su&v
of all arrows

{ew : k(T ) −→ Eu,v|T w // nT
u //
v

// mT such that u.w = v.w}

in E . The functor k satisfies (SF3) if and only if, for any such a pair
(u, v), the family Su&v is regular epimorphic. (Here (Eu,v, l) is the

equalizer Eu,v // l // k(nT )
k(u) //

k(v)
// k(mT ) of the pair (k(u), k(v))

in E and ew is the unique map in E satisfying l.ew = k(w), for
any such an arrow w, obtained by the universal property of the
equalizer.) In other words, the canonical map µ induced by all
pairs of arrows w : T −→ nT in C satisfying u.w = v.w, as in the
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following commutative diagram:∐
w|u.w=v.w

k(T ) Eu,v
µ // //

∐
w|u.w=v.w

k(T )

k(T )

OO
σw

Eu,v

k(T )

88

ew

qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

is a regular epimorphism in E .

Remark 149 Obviously, Condition (SF1) is a special instance of Con-
dition (Areg), when we choose as X the terminal object 1 of E .

We might want to give a name to such a functor k, as in the following:

Definition 150 Let C be an algebraic theory and E a finitely complete
category with coproducts. A functor k : C −→ E is said to be special
filtering if k satisfies the above-mentioned Conditions (SF1), (SF2) and
(SF3).

As suggested by Robert Paré, while considering for E = set, the
notion of special filtering functor and that of flat functor coincide, as
shown in the following:

Proposition 151 For any algebraic theory C, a functor k : C −→ set
is special filtering if and only if it is flat.

Proof. Recall from Section 1.1 the definition of flat functor. We wish
to show that the dual category Elts(k)op of the category of elements of
k is filtered. For it, Condition (SF1) precisely says that the set k(T )
is not empty and, therefore, Elts(k) is not empty, since there always
exists a pair (T, x) ∈ Elts(k). Given a pair of objects (nT, x) and
(mT, y) of Elts(k), namely x ∈ k(nT ) and y ∈ k(mT ), Condition (SF2)
claims that the canonical arrow λ :

∐
u,v k(T ) // // k(nT ) × k(mT ),

from the coproduct over all spans nT oo u
T

v // mT in C into the
binary product of k(nT ) and k(mT ), is a regular epimorphism in set.
Therefore, given (x, y) ∈ k(nT )×k(mT ), there exist arrows u : T −→ nT
and v : T −→ mT in C and an element z ∈ k(T ) such that x = k(u)(z) ∈
k(nT ) and y = k(v)(z) ∈ k(mT ). In other words, we get a cospan

(nT, x) u // (T, z) oo v (mT, y)

in Elts(k)op, as desired.
Finally, consider a pair of arrows s, t : (nT, x) −→ (mT, y) in Elts(k)op,
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namely a pair of arrows s, t : mT −→ nT in C, such that k(s)(y) =
x = k(t)(y). Condition (SF3) states that the canonical morphism µ :∐
w|s.w=t.w k(T ) // // Es,t, from the coproduct over all maps w : T −→

mT in C satisfying s.w = t.w, into the equalizer Es,t // // k(mT ) in set
of the pair (k(s),k(t)), is a regular epimorphism in set. Therefore, given
y ∈ k(mT ), which, in particular, sits inside Es,t, there exist an arrow
w : T −→ mT , satisfying s.w = t.w, and an element z ∈ k(T ), such that
k(w)(z) = y. In other words, we get a morphism w : (mT, y) −→ (T, z)
in Elts(k)op with the property s.w = t.w, since it is easy to verify that
k(w.s)(z) = x = k(w.t)(z).

4.4 The coproduct completion and the exact completion
in the case of an algebraic theory

Let C be an algebraic theory and let F(C) denote the full subcategory
of Mod(C) consisting of free algebras, that is, functors of the kind∐
x∈X C(−, T ), for some set X. Consider the embedding ιC : C −→ F(C),

defined via the assignment nT 7→ nC(−, T ), for any natural number n.
In particular, we have ιC(T ) = C(−, T ). Note that, by Proposition 137,
we clearly have ιC(nT ) = nC(−, T ) ' C(−, nT ).

Proposition 152 For any algebraic theory C, ιC : C −→ F(C) is a free
coproduct completion of C, conservative with respect to finite coproducts.

Proof. First of all, the category F(C) clearly has coproducts and the
functor ιC preserves finite coproducts, since one can easily show that
ιC(nT+mT ) ' ιC((n+m)T ) = (n+m)C(−, T ) ' nC(−, T )+mC(−, T ) =
ιC(nT ) + ιC(mT ). Concerning the universal property of the coproduct
completion, let k : C −→ E be a finite coproduct-preserving functor into
a category E with coproducts, and define a functor k′′ : F(C) −→ E , at
any object

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) of F(C), as k′′(

∐
x∈X C(−, T )) =

∐
x∈X k(T ).

In particular, we have k′′(C(−, T )) = k(T ). To define the functor
k′′ at morphisms f :

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) −→

∐
y∈Y C(−, T ) of F(C), con-

sider the composite f.τx : C(−, T ) −→
∐
y∈Y C(−, T ), for any x ∈ X,

where the morphisms τx : C(−, T ) −→
∐
x∈X C(−, T ) denote the ca-

nonical coproduct injections in F(C). For any such a composite f.τx,
since, by Lemma 136,

∐
y∈Y C(−, T ) is a filtered colimit of all cop-

roducts
∐
y∈S⊆Y C(−, T ), over all finite subsets S of Y , and C(−, T ) is

finitely presentable in Mod(C), there exists a morphism f̃x : C(−, T ) −→∐
y∈S C(−, T ) in F(C), for some finite subset S of Y , satisfying jS .f̃x =
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f.τx, as displayed:

C(−, T )
∐
x∈X

C(−, T )
τx //

∐
y∈Y

C(−, T )
f //

∐
y∈S

C(−, T ) ' C(−,mT )

jS

OO
f̃x

**

' colim
S⊆Y

∐
y∈S

C(−, T )

where m denotes the cardinality of the finite subset S ⊆ Y . (Note that
we made use here of Proposition 137.) By the Yoneda Lemma, such
a morphism f̃x corresponds to a unique element fx ∈ C(T,mT ), such
that C(−, fx) = f̃x. Then, taking the unique map α in E induced by all
images k(fx), for x varying in the set X, as in the diagram:

k(T ) = k′′(C(−, T )) k(mT ) = k′′(C(−,mT ))
k(fx)

//

∐
x∈X

k(T ) = k′′(
∐
x∈X

C(−, T ))

k(T ) = k′′(C(−, T ))

OO

σx'k′′(τx)

∐
x∈X

k(T ) = k′′(
∐
x∈X

C(−, T ))
∐
y∈Y k(T ) = k′′(

∐
y∈Y

C(−, T ))α //
∐
y∈Y k(T ) = k′′(

∐
y∈Y

C(−, T ))

k(mT ) = k′′(C(−,mT ))

OO

k′′(jS)

gives the value of the functor k′′ at f . It only remains to verify that
k′′ is well-defined on arrows. For it, note that if there exists another
morphism g̃x : C(−, T ) −→

∐
y∈S′ C(−, T ) in F(C), for another finite

subset S′ of Y , satisfying jS′ .g̃x = f.τx, then by considering the union
of the finite sets S and S′, we obtain the following commutative square:

∐
y∈S′

C(−, T )
∐

y∈S∪S′
C(−, T )//

ρS′
//

C(−, T )

∐
y∈S′

C(−, T )

g̃x

��

C(−, T )
∐
y∈S

C(−, T )
f̃x //

∐
y∈S

C(−, T )

∐
y∈S∪S′

C(−, T )

��
ρS

�� ∐
y∈Y

C(−, T )// jS∪S′ //

since composing with the arrow jS∪S′ , which is a monomorphism in F(C)
by Lemma 147, gives jS∪S′ .ρS .f̃x = jS .f̃x = f.τx = jS′ .g̃x = jS∪S′ .ρS′ .g̃x.
The commutativity of the above square is precisely the condition on
the functor k′′ of being well-defined. Finally, to check that the functor
k′′ does preserve coproducts, we just need to look at how these are
constructed in F(C). For any small discrete category I and for any
functor H : I −→ F(C), which assigns to any object I ∈ I the free
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algebra
∐
x∈XI

C(−, T ), by taking the colimit of the diagram H, we get:∐
I∈I

∐
x∈XI

C(−, T ) '
∐

x∈∪̇XI

C(−, T )

where ∪̇I∈IXI denotes the disjoint union of all sets XI in set. The pre-
servation of these coproducts by the functor k′′ is, then, straightforward.
Moreover, the functor k′′ makes the triangle:

C

E
k

��?
??

??
??

??
C F(C)ιC // F(C)

E
k′′����

��
��

��
�

commute (up to isomorphism). For it, for any natural number n, we have
k′′.ιC(nT ) = k′′(nC(−, T )) = k′′(

∐
n C(−, T )) =

∐
n k(T ) = nk(T ) =

k(nT ), since the functor k preserves finite coproducts. In fact, the func-
tor k′′ is essentially unique with the property k′′.ιC = k, since, by defini-
tion, k′′ is entirely determined by its value on the representable C(−, T ),
via its property of preserving coproducts.

Remark 153 For any algebraic theory C and k : C −→ E a finite
coproduct-preserving functor into a category E with coproducts, its cop-
roduct extension k′′ : F(C) −→ E needs to be defined only on the
representable C(−, T ). In fact, the definition of k′′ on an arbitrary
object

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) follows directly from the property of preserving

coproducts and its value at C(−, T ).

We underline, first, a useful feature characterising the injections relative
to these coproducts in E , via the following:

Lemma 154 Let C be an algebraic theory and k : C −→ E a finite
coproduct-preserving functor into a category E with coproducts. Consider
a set A and a finite subset of it S ⊆ A. If S is not the empty set, then,
the corresponding colimit injection:

j̃S :
∐

a∈S⊆A
k(T ) // //

∐
a∈A

k(T )

is a monomorphism in E.

Proof. As pointed out in Lemma 147, for any finite subset S ⊆ A, the
colimit injections in F(C) are jS ' F(iS) :

∐
a∈S C(−, T ) = F(S) −→
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a∈A C(−, T ) = F(A). Applying the functor k′′, which preserves cop-

roducts, to these arrows gives in E :

k′′(F(iS)) ' j̃S : k′′(F(S)) =
∐
a∈S

k(T ) −→ k′′(F(A)) =
∐
a∈A

k(T )

Since we are assuming that the subset S is not-empty, the inclusion iS :
S −→ A is a split monomorphism in set, that is, there exists a retraction
r : A −→ S satisfying r.iS = 1S . Therefore, by applying the composite
functor k′′.F to this identity, we can deduce that k′′(F(r)).k′′(F(iS)) =
1
k′′(F(S))

and, further, that k′′(F(iS)) ' j̃S is a monomorphism in E , as
desired.

Lemma 155 Let C be an algebraic theory and consider its coproduct
completion ιC : C −→ F(C) conservative with respect to finite coproducts.
For any finite coproduct-preserving functor k : C −→ E into a category E
with coproducts, the coproduct extension k′′ : F(C) −→ E of k coincides
with the left Kan extension of k along the embedding ιC, that is, k′′ '
LanιC(k).

Proof. By definition of the coproduct completion, k′′ : F(C) −→ E is
the essentially unique coproduct-preserving functor satisfying k′′.ιC ' k,
as shown:

C

E
k

��?
??

??
??

??
C F(C)ιC // F(C)

E
G

��

k′′

����
��

��
��

�

Let G : F(C) −→ E be a functor and γ : k −→ G.ιC be a natural
transformation, whose component at T , is, in particular, a morphism
γT : k(T ) −→ G(C(−, T )) of E . We want to show there exists a unique
natural transformation α : k′′ −→ G, such that α.ιC ' γ. Define
α, at the arbitrary object

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) of F(C), as the unique map

α‘
x∈X C(−,T ) in E induced by all composites G(τx).γT , for x varying in

the set X, as in the diagram:∐
x∈X

k(T ) G(
∐
x∈X

C(−, T ))
α‘

x∈X C(−,T )
//

∐
x∈X

k(T )

k(T )

OO

σx

G(
∐
x∈X

C(−, T ))

k(T )

66

G(τx).γT
lllllllllllllllll

where the morphisms τx : C(−, T ) −→
∐
x∈X C(−, T ) denote the ca-

nonical coproduct injections in F(C) and the morphisms σx ' k′′(τx) :
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k(T ) −→
∐
x∈X k(T ) those in E . Clearly, by construction, we have

that α.ιC ' γ, since the coproduct reduces to one single term. So, the
non-trivial part of the proof is to show that the transformation α, just
defined, is natural. For it, let f :

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) −→

∐
y∈Y C(−, T ) be

an arrow in F(C). For any S finite subset of Y , note that, if m de-
notes its cardinality, then, the isomorphisms

∐
y∈S⊆Y k(T ) ' k(mT )

and
∐
y∈S⊆Y C(−, T ) ' C(−,mT ) are established, the functors k and ιC

preserving finite coproducts, respectively. Consider the following dia-
gram in E :

k(mT ) G(C(−,mT ))α‘
y∈S C(−,T )

//

∐
y∈Y

k(T )

k(mT )

OO

k′′(jS)'j̃S

∐
y∈Y

k(T ) G(
∐
y∈Y

C(−, T ))
α‘

y∈Y C(−,T )
// G(

∐
y∈Y

C(−, T ))

G(C(−,mT ))

OO

G(jS)

//

∐
x∈X

k(T )

k′′(f)
��

∐
x∈X

k(T ) G(
∐
x∈X

C(−, T ))
α‘

x∈X C(−,T )
// G(

∐
x∈X

C(−, T ))

G(f)
��

//

k(T )

σx

��

k(T ) G(C(−, T ))
γT // G(C(−, T ))

G(τx)

��

(3)

(2)

(1)

where, for any finite subset S ⊆ Y , jS :
∐
y∈S C(−, T ) −→

∐
y∈Y C(−, T )

in F(C) and k′′(jS) ' j̃S :
∐
y∈S k(T ) −→

∐
y∈Y k(T ) in E still de-

note the corresponding colimit injections (note that the functor k′′ pre-
serves coproducts). Commutativity of square (1) is just the definition
of the transformation α. In fact, to prove naturality of α is to prove
the commutativity of square (2), that is, by definition of the coproduct,
G(f).α‘

x∈X C(−,T ).σx = α‘
y∈Y C(−,T ).k

′′(f).σx, for any element x ∈ X.
Consider, then, the composite f.τx : C(−, T ) −→

∐
y∈Y C(−, T ) in F(C),

for any x ∈ X. Since, by Lemma 136,
∐
y∈Y C(−, T ) is a filtered co-

limit of all coproducts
∐
y∈S⊆Y C(−, T ) over all finite subsets S of Y ,

and C(−, T ) is finitely presentable in Mod(C), there exists a morphism
f̃x : C(−, T ) −→

∐
y∈S C(−, T ) in F(C), for some finite subset S of Y ,
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satisfying jS .f̃x = f.τx, as displayed:

C(−, T )
∐
x∈X

C(−, T )
τx //

∐
y∈Y

C(−, T )
f //

∐
y∈S

C(−, T ) ' C(−,mT )

jS

OO
f̃x

**

' colim
S⊆Y

∐
y∈S

C(−, T )

Diagram 4.4

where m denotes the cardinality of the finite subset S ⊆ Y . By the
Yoneda Lemma, such a morphism f̃x corresponds to a unique element
fx ∈ C(T,mT ), such that C(−, fx) = f̃x. So, using the naturality of the
transformation γ relative to the arrow fx : T −→ mT in C, we obtain
G(f̃x).γT = G(C(−, fx)).γT = γmT .k(fx) and, therefore, by definition
of f̃x and commutativity of square (1), we have G(f).α‘

x∈X C(−,T ).σx =
G(f).G(τx).γT = G(f.τx).γT = G(jS .f̃x).γT = G(jS).G(f̃x).γT =
G(jS).γmT .k(fx). On the other hand, since α.ιC ' γ holds and γ is
a natural transformation, we already know that α‘

y∈S C(−,T ) ' γmT .
Then, applying the coproduct-preserving functor k′′ to the Diagram 4.4,
gives k′′(f).σx ' k′′(f).k′′(τx) = k′′(jS).k′′(f̃x) ' j̃S .k(fx). There-
fore, we have obtained α‘

y∈Y C(−,T ).k
′′(f).σx ' α‘

y∈Y C(−,T ).j̃S .k(fx).
It only remains to prove, then, that square (3) commutes in order
to have the desired inner square (2) being commutative. For it, the
composites α‘

y∈Y C(−,T ).k
′′(jS) and G(jS).γmT coincide if and only if

their pre-compositions with the coproduct injections k(δy) : k(T ) −→∐
y∈S⊆Y k(T ) ' k(mT ) coincide, where the morphisms δy : T −→ mT

are themselves coproduct injections in C, the functor k being finite
coproduct-preserving. So, using that the functors k and k′′ preserve fi-
nite coproducts and coproducts, respectively, the definition of the trans-
formation α and the naturality of the transformation γ relative to the
arrow δy : T −→ mT in C, we can derive α‘

y∈Y C(−,T ).k
′′(jS).k(δy) '

α‘
y∈Y C(−,T ).ρy ' G(νy).γT ' G(jS).G(ιC(δy)).γT ' G(jS).γmT .k(δy);

here we denote by ρy : k(T ) −→
∐
y∈Y k(T ) and νy : C(−, T ) −→∐

y∈Y C(−, T ) the corresponding canonical coproduct injections in E and
in F(C). This is precisely the commutativity of square (3), from which
it follows that of square (2), that is, the naturality of α. Finally, α is
the unique natural transformation with the property α.ιC ' γ. For it,
suppose there exists another one; call it β : k′′ −→ G. By the simple
fact that α and β agree when pre-composed with ιC , it follows they co-
incide, since α is entirely determined by its naturality, once we know its



4.4 The coproduct completion and the exact completion 137

component at T (and so is β), as shown:

k(T ) = k′′(C(−, T )) G(C(−, T ))αC(−,T )

//

∐
x∈X

k(T ) = k′′(
∐
x∈X

C(−, T ))

k(T ) = k′′(C(−, T ))

OO

σx'k′′(τx)

∐
x∈X

k(T ) = k′′(
∐
x∈X

C(−, T )) G(
∐
x∈X

C(−, T ))
α‘

x∈X C(−,T )
// G(

∐
x∈X

C(−, T ))

G(C(−, T ))

OO

G(τx)

This ends the proof of the coproduct extension k′′ being the left Kan
extension of k along ιC .

On the other hand, we write ζF(C) : F(C) −→ (F(C))ex for the exact
completion of the full subcategory F(C) of Mod(C) given by the free
algebras. As recalled in the previous chapter (see Section 3.1), for any
left covering functor k′′ : F(C) −→ E into an exact category E , the
unique (up to isomorphism) exact extension k̂′′ : F(C)ex −→ E of k′′ is
precisely the left Kan extension of k′′ along the inclusion ζF(C), namely
k̂′′ ' LanζF(C)

(k′′). Moreover, by putting together Proposition 139 and
Proposition 140, we can derive that F(C) is a projective cover of Mod(C)
and, therefore, we deduce that:

• F(C)ex ' Mod(C) (see Theorem 107);

• Ex[F(C)ex, E ] ' Lco[F(C), E ], by the universal property of the
exact completion.

Hence, we can summarise the current situation via the following dia-
gram:

C F(C)ιC //C

E

k

%%KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK F(C) F(C)ex
ζF(C) //F(C)

E

k′′

��

F(C)ex

E

L

yyssssssssssssssss
' Mod(C)

Note, first of all, that the composite ζF(C).ιC is nothing but the restricted
Yoneda embedding YC : C −→ Mod(C). If we assume, moreover, that
the category E is cocomplete and we denote, as usual, by L the left Kan
extension of the functor k along the Yoneda embedding YC , we have L =
LanYC(k) ' LanζF(C).ιC(k) ' LanζF(C)

(LanιC(k)) ' LanζF(C)
(k′′) ' k̂′′,

using Lemma 155. Obviously, the functor L is a left adjoint to k′ :
E −→ Mod(C), defined by the assignment X 7→ E(k(−), X). Therefore,
since the equivalence of categories Ex[F(C)ex, E ] ' Lco[F(C), E ] holds,
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we already know that the functor L, which we wish to prove (for later
purposes) to be left exact, is exact if and only if the coproduct extension
k′′ of k is a left covering functor. So, our aim is now to find out conditions
on the functor k which reveal its coproduct extension k′′ as a left covering
functor. We recall that the category F(C), being a projective cover
of category Mod(C) of models, has weak limits. We wish to describe
explicitly some of them in order to enlighten the notion of a left covering
functor defined on F(C).

Proposition 156 Let C be an algebraic theory and consider the full
subcategory F(C) of Mod(C) consisting of the free C-models. Then:

1. C(−, T ) is a weak terminal object of F(C);

2. ∐
nT oo u

T
v //mT

C(−, T )

is a weak binary product in F(C) of the objects C(−, nT ) and
C(−,mT ), coming from C;

3. ∐
T

w //nT , u.w=v.w

C(−, T )

is a weak equalizer in F(C) of the pair of arrows C(−, nT )
C(−,u) //

C(−,v)
//

C(−,mT ), coming from C.

Proof. Condition 1 follows directly from the universal property of the
coproduct. For any object

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) of F(C), there exists a unique

arrow ϕ :
∐
x∈X C(−, T ) −→ C(−, T ) in F(C) making the triangle:∐

x∈X
C(−, T ) C(−, T )

ϕ //
∐
x∈X

C(−, T )

C(−, T )

OO

τx

C(−, T )

C(−, T )

::

1C(−,T )

vvvvvvvvvvvvvv

commute, for any x ∈ X. The arrow ϕ :
∐
x∈X C(−, T ) −→ C(−, T )

suffices to claim that C(−, T ) is a weak terminal object in F(C).
Concerning Condition 2, let

∐
u,v C(−, T ) be the coproduct in F(C)

over all spans nT oo u
T

v // mT in C. For any such a span, we
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can define two unique arrows π1 :
∐
u,v C(−, T ) −→ C(−, nT ) and π2 :∐

u,v C(−, T ) −→ C(−,mT ) satisfying π1.τu,v = C(−, u) and π2.τu,v =
C(−, v), respectively, where the maps τu,v : C(−, T ) −→

∐
u,v C(−, T )

denote the canonical coproduct injections in F(C). Moreover, for any
other object

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) of F(C) and for any other pair of arrows

f :
∐
x∈X C(−, T ) −→ C(−, nT ) and g :

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) −→ C(−,mT )

in F(C), by pre-composing f and g with the coproduct injection τx :
C(−, T ) −→

∐
x∈X C(−, T ), for any element x ∈ X, we get two morph-

isms f.τx : C(−, T ) −→ C(−, nT ) and g.τx : C(−, T ) −→ C(−,mT ),
which correspond, by the Yoneda Lemma, to two elements fx ∈ C(T, nT )
and gx ∈ C(T,mT ), via C(−, fx) = f.τx and C(−, gx) = g.τx. There-

fore, for any x ∈ X, we obtain a span nT oo fx
T

gx // mT in C,
which provides a coproduct injection τfx,gx : C(−, T ) −→

∐
u,v C(−, T )

in F(C). Then, by the universal property of the coproduct, we get a
unique map ϕ :

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) −→

∐
u,v C(−, T ) in F(C), such that

ϕ.τx = τfx,gx , for any element x ∈ X. Moreover, the morphism ϕ sat-
isfies π1.ϕ = f , since pre-composing with τx, for any x ∈ X, gives
π1.ϕ.τx = π1.τfx,gx = C(−, fx) = f.τx, by definition of the morphisms ϕ
and π1; analogously, the equality π2.ϕ = g holds. This ends the proof
of
∐
u,v C(−, T ) being a weak binary product of C(−, nT ) and C(−,mT )

in F(C).
Finally, about Condition 3, let u, v : nT −→ mT be a pair of arrow
in C and consider the coproduct

∐
w|u.w=v.w C(−, T ) over all morphisms

w : T −→ nT in C satisfying the condition u.w = v.w. By its univer-
sal property, we can define a unique arrow e :

∐
w|u.w=v.w C(−, T ) −→

C(−, nT ) in F(C) making the following triangle:∐
w|u.w=v.w

C(−, T ) C(−, nT )e //
∐

w|u.w=v.w

C(−, T )

C(−, T )

OO
τw

C(−, nT )

C(−, T )

77

C(−,w)
ooooooooooooooooo

C(−,mT )
C(−,u) //

C(−,v)
//

commute, namely the map e is such that C(−, w) = e.τw, for any morph-
ism w verifying u.w = v.w. In fact, the morphism e satisfies C(−, u).e =
C(−, v).e, since, for any such an arrow w, by pre-composing both of these
composites with τw, we obtain C(−, u).C(−, w) and C(−, v).C(−, w),
which coincide because of u.w = v.w. Moreover, for any other object∐
x∈X C(−, T ) of F(C) and for any other arrow f :

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) −→

C(−, nT ) of F(C) satisfying C(−, u).f = C(−, v).f , the composite f.τx :
C(−, T ) −→ C(−, nT ) of f with the coproduct injection τx : C(−, T ) −→∐
x∈X C(−, T ), for any x ∈ X, corresponds, by the Yoneda Lemma, to an
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element fx ∈ C(T, nT ), via C(−, fx) = f.τx. Therefore, for any x ∈ X,
we have C(−, u.fx) = C(−, u).C(−, fx) = C(−, u).f.τx = C(−, v).f.τx =
C(−, v).C(−, fx) = C(−, v.fx), from which we can derive u.fx = v.fx,
the embedding ιC being faithful. The morphism fx : T −→ nT provides,
then, a coproduct injection τfx : C(−, T ) −→

∐
w|u.w=v.w C(−, T ) in

F(C), for any x ∈ X. By the universal property of the coproduct,
we get a unique map ϕ :

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) −→

∐
w|u.w=v.w C(−, T ) in

F(C), such that ϕ.τx = τfx , for any element x ∈ X. Clearly, the
morphism ϕ verifies e.ϕ = f , since, by pre-composing both of these
composites with the coproduct injection τx, for any x ∈ X, we get
e.ϕ.τx = e.τfx = C(−, fx) = f.τx, by definition of the morphisms ϕ and
e. This ends the proof of

∐
w|u.w=v.w C(−, T ) being a weak equalizer of

the pair (C(−, u), C(−, v)) in F(C).

One last preliminary result concerning regular epimorphisms needs to
be mentioned:

Lemma 157 Let E be a finitely complete and cocomplete category in
which filtered colimits commute with finite limits. Consider a collection
{λi : Xi −→ Yi|i ∈ I} of regular epimorphisms in E, where the index i
varies in a filtered category I. Then, the canonical map λ in E, induced
by the universal property of the colimit, as in the following diagram:

Xi Yi
λi

// //

colim
i∈I

Xi

Xi

OO

ρi

colim
i∈I

Xi colim
i∈I

Yi
λ // colim

i∈I
Yi

Yi

OO

δi

is a regular epimorphism in E. Namely,λ is the unique arrow in E satis-
fying λ.ρi = δi.λi, for any i ∈ I. Here the maps ρi and δi stand for the
corresponding colimit injections in E. We usually denote this map λ by
colimi∈I λi.

Proof. For any i ∈ I, the arrow λi : Xi −→ Yi is a regular epimorphism
in E and, therefore, the coequalizer of its kernel pair (mi, ni) in E . Take
a (filtered) colimit of all kernel pairs N(λi) of all morphisms λi, for i
varying in I. Since in the category E filtered colimits commute with
finite limits, we obtain the kernel pair of λ (which exists, the category
E being finitely complete) as the filtered colimits of such kernel pairs,
that is:

N(λ) ' colim
i∈I

N(λi)
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(Here we made use of Remark 146.) By the universal property of the co-
limit, we get two canonical arrows m,n : colimi∈I N(λi) −→ colimi∈I Xi,
unique with the properties m.σi = ρi.mi and n.σi = ρi.ni, respectively,
for any i ∈ I. More explicitly, we get the following commutative diagram
in E :

N(λi) Xi

mi //

colim
i∈I

N(λi)

N(λi)

OO

σi

colim
i∈I

N(λi) colim
i∈I

Xi

m // colim
i∈I

Xi

Xi

OO

ρi

n
//

ni

//

colim
i∈I

Yi
λ //

Yi
λi

// //

δi

OO

where the morphisms σi denote the canonical colimit injections in E .
We wish to show that λ is the coequalizer of the pair (m,n) in E . For
it, proving λ.m = λ.n amounts to proving that λ.m.σi = λ.n.σi, for
any i ∈ I, which is equivalent to λ.ρi.mi = λ.ρi.ni, for any i ∈ I, by
definition of the arrows m and n. This equality is further equivalent to
δi.λi.mi = δi.λi.ni, for any i ∈ I, by mere definition of the morphism
λ. Finally, the last equality follows immediately by the fact that each
λi is a coequalizer of its kernel pair (mi, ni). Concerning the univer-
sal property of the coequalizer, consider any other object Z ∈ E and
any other morphism z : colimi∈I Xi −→ Z in E satisfying z.m = z.n,
namely z.m.σi = z.n.σi, for any i ∈ I. This condition is equivalent to
z.ρi.mi = z.ρi.ni, for any i ∈ I. Therefore, by the universal property of
λi being the coequalizer of the pair (mi, ni) in E , there exists a unique
arrow ϕi : Yi −→ Z in E such that ϕi.λi = z.ρi, for any i ∈ I. These
morphisms ϕi determine a unique map ϕ : colimi∈I Yi −→ Z satisfy-
ing ϕ.δi = ϕi, for any i ∈ I, by the universal property of the colimit.
Clearly, we have ϕ.λ = z, just by mere definition of the morphisms ϕi,
once pre-composed the previous equality with the colimit injections ρi.
This ends the proof of λ being the coequalizer in E of the pair (m,n),
which is its kernel pair. Hence, λ is a regular epimorphism in E .

The peculiar choice of the name “special filtering functor” in Defini-
tion 150 will make sense in light of the following:

Proposition 158 Let C be an algebraic theory and consider its cop-
roduct completion ιC : C −→ F(C) conservative with respect to finite
coproducts. Let k : C −→ E be a finite coproduct-preserving functor into
a finitely complete category E with coproducts and take its coproduct
extension k′′ : F(C) −→ E, which is the unique (up to isomorphism)
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functor k′′ preserving coproducts and making the triangle:

C

E
k

��?
??

??
??

??
C F(C)ιC // F(C)

E
k′′����

��
��

��
�

commute. Then, the functor k is special filtering if and only if k′′ is left
covering with respect to the weak terminal object, weak binary products
of objects coming from C and weak equalizers of parallel arrows coming
from C.

Proof. Let 1 be the terminal object of the category E and consider
C(−, T ), which we have shown, in Proposition 156, is a weak terminal
object of F(C). To say that the functor k′′ is left covering with respect
to the weak terminal object of F(C) is to say that the canonical arrow
! : k′′(C(−, T )) = k(T ) −→ 1 is a regular epimorphism in E : this is pre-
cisely Condition (SF1), since, by definition of the coproduct completion,
k′′.ιC = k holds.
Let nT,mT be a pair of objects of C and consider the coproduct∐
u,v C(−, T ) over all spans nT oo u

T
v // mT in C: we proved, in Pro-

position 156, this is a weak binary product of C(−, nT ) and C(−,mT )
in F(C). To say that k′′ is left covering with respect to weak bin-
ary products of objects coming from C is to say that the induced map
λ : k′′(

∐
u,v C(−, T )) −→ k′′(C(−, nT ))×k′′(C(−,mT )), into the product

of k′′(C(−, nT )) and k′′(C(−,mT )) in E , is a regular epimorphism of E ;
namely, the unique morphism λ making the following triangle:

k′′

(∐
u,v

C(−, T )

)
=
∐
u,v

k(T ) k(nT )× k(mT )λ //k′′

(∐
u,v

C(−, T )

)
=
∐
u,v

k(T )

k(T )

OO
σu,v

k(nT )× k(mT )

k(T )

44

<k(u),k(v)>

jjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjj

commute, for any span nT oo u
T

v // mT in C, is a regular epimorph-
ism. (Here we used that the functor k′′ preserves coproducts and is
defined on representables by k′′.ιC ' k.) The map λ being a regular
epimorphism is precisely Condition (SF2).
Let u, v : nT −→ mT be a pair of arrows in C and consider the coproduct∐
w|u.w=v.w C(−, T ) over all arrows w : T −→ nT in C such that u.w =

v.w: we have shown, in Proposition 156, that e :
∐
w|u.w=v.w C(−, T ) −→

C(−, nT ) //// C(−,mT ) is a weak equalizer of C(−, u) and C(−, v) in
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F(C). Let l : Eu,v // // k(nT ) // // k(mT ) be the equalizer of the pair
(k′′(C(−, u)), k′′(C(−, v))) in E . To say that the functor k′′ is left cov-
ering with respect to equalizers of parallel arrows coming from C is to
say that the canonical map p : k′′(

∐
w|u.w=v.w C(−, T )) −→ Eu,v, into

the equalizer in E of the pair (k(u), k(v)), is a regular epimorphism of E ;
namely, the unique morphism p in E , satisfying l.p ' k′′(e), as shown:

Eu,v k(nT )// l //Eu,v

k′′

 ∐
w|u.w=v.w

C(−, T )

 =
∐

w|u.w=v.w

k(T )

OO
p

k(nT )

k′′

 ∐
w|u.w=v.w

C(−, T )

 =
∐

w|u.w=v.w

k(T )

77

k′′(e)ooooooooooo
k(mT )

k(u) //

k(v)
//

obtained via the universal property of the equalizer, is a regular epi-
morphism in E . (Once again, we used that the functor k′′ preserves
coproducts and is defined on representables by k′′.ιC ' k.) On the other
hand, Condition (SF3) states that the canonical map µ :

∐
w|u.w=v.w k(T )

−→ Eu,v, induced by all arrows w : T −→ nT in C such that u.w = v.w,
is a regular epimorphism in E . Explicitly, µ is the unique morphism in
E making the following diagram:∐

w|u.w=v.w

k(T ) Eu,v
µ //

∐
w|u.w=v.w

k(T )

k(T )

OO
σw

Eu,v

k(T )

88

ew

qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

commute, where ew is defined, for any such an arrow w, by the condition
l.ew ' k(w), via the universal property of the equalizer, and σw denotes
the canonical coproduct injection in E . It suffices to prove, then, that
the morphisms p and µ coincide; in other words, that they coincide
when pre-composed with the coproduct injection σw, for any arrow w.
For it, the map l being a monomorphism in E , we just need to show
that l.p.σw ' l.µ.σw. We have l.p.σw = k′′(e).σw = k′′(e).k′′(τw) =
k′′(e.τw) = k′′(C(−, w)) ' k(w) ' l.ew ' l.µ.σw, by definition of the
morphisms p, e, ew, µ, respectively, and the fact that the functor k′′

preserves coproducts. Therefore, Condition (SF3) is equivalent to the
functor k′′ being left covering with respect to equalizers of parallel arrows
coming from C, as desired.

Proposition 159 Under the conditions of Proposition 158 and assum-
ing, moreover, that the category E is cocomplete and has filtered colimits
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commuting with finite limits, if the coproduct extension k′′ is left cover-
ing with respect to weak binary products and weak equalizers of objects
and arrows coming from C, then, k′′ is left covering with respect to weak
binary products and weak equalizers.

Proof. We underline that, in light of Lemma 136, any object F =∐
x∈X C(−, T ) of F(C) can be thought of as a filtered colimit of rep-

resentable functors of the form C(−,mT ), for some natural number m;
more precisely, we have:

F =
∐
x∈X

C(−, T ) = colim
S⊆X

∐
x∈S

C(−, T ) ' colim
S⊆X

C(−,mT )

where the filtered colimit is taken over all finite subsets S of X and m
denotes the cardinality of such a S. Therefore, we proceed by induction
on the cardinality m of these finite subsets S ⊆ X.
Concerning binary products, we suppose, for any free algebra F =∐
x∈X C(−, T ) and for any natural number m, the canonical map λS :

k′′(F × C(−,mT )) // // k′′(F ) × k′′(C(−,mT )) = k′′(F ) × k(mT ) is a
regular epimorphism in E . We wish to show, then, that the canon-
ical map ν : k′′(F ×

∐
y∈Y C(−, T )) −→ k′′(F ) × k′′(

∐
y∈Y C(−, T )) =

k′′(F ) ×
∐
y∈Y k(T ) is a regular epimorphism in E . The idea is to re-

gard
∐
y∈Y C(−, T ) as the filtered colimit over all finite subsets S ⊆ Y ,

namely
∐
y∈Y C(−, T ) = colimS⊆Y

∐
y∈S C(−, T ) ' colimS⊆Y C(−,mT ),

where m is the cardinality of S. In F(C), for S varying over the finite
subsets of Y , we get an induced arrow ψ, making the following triangle:

colim
S⊆Y

(F × C(−,mT )) F × (colim
S⊆Y

C(−,mT ))
ψ //colim

S⊆Y
(F × C(−,mT ))

F × C(−,mT )

OO

ρS

F × (colim
S⊆Y

C(−,mT ))

F × C(−,mT )

55

1F×jS
jjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjj

commute, where jS : C(−,mT ) −→ colimS⊆Y C(−,mT ) denotes the
canonical colimit injection in F(C). On the other hand, we can consider
the canonical arrow φ in E induced, via the universal property of the
colimit, by all morphisms k′′(ρS), for S varying over the finite subsets
of Y , as follows:

colim
S⊆Y

k′′(F × C(−,mT )) k′′(colim
S⊆Y

(F × C(−,mT )))
φ //colim

S⊆Y
k′′(F × C(−,mT ))

k′′(F × C(−,mT ))

OO

γS

k′′(colim
S⊆Y

(F × C(−,mT )))

k′′(F × C(−,mT ))

55

k′′(ρS)
jjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjj
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where the maps γS denote the corresponding colimit injections in E .
Finally, we take the canonical arrow θ in E , obtained by the universal
property of the colimit, making the following diagram:

colim
S⊆Y

(k′′(F )× k(mT )) k′′(F )× (colim
S⊆Y

k(mT ))θ //colim
S⊆Y

(k′′(F )× k(mT ))

k′′(F )× k(mT )

OO

δS

k′′(F )× (colim
S⊆Y

k(mT ))

k′′(F )× k(mT )

55

1k′′(F )×j̃Sjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjj

commute, for any S. (Once again, we denote by j̃S ' k′′(jS) : k(mT ) −→
colimS⊆Y k(mT ) the corresponding colimit injection in E .) The arrow θ
is, moreover, an isomorphism, since filtered colimits commute with finite
limits in E . Explicitly, we have:

colim
S⊆Y

(k′′(F )× k(mT )) ' colim
S⊆Y

k′′(F )× colim
S⊆Y

k(mT ) (1)

' k′′(F )× colim
S⊆Y

k(mT ) (2)

(where (1) follows from the fact that filtered colimits commute with
binary products in E and (2) is an instance of Remark 146). Therefore,
we get a diagram in E , as follows:

colim
S⊆Y

k′′(F × C(−,mT )) colim
S⊆Y

(k′′(F )× k(mT ))
colimS⊆Y λS

// //

k′′(F ×
∐
y∈Y

C(−, T )) = k′′(F × (colim
S⊆Y

C(−,mT )))

colim
S⊆Y

k′′(F × C(−,mT ))

k′′(F ×
∐
y∈Y

C(−, T )) = k′′(F × (colim
S⊆Y

C(−,mT )))k′′(F )× colim
S⊆Y

k(mT )ν
// k′′(F )× colim

S⊆Y
k(mT )

colim
S⊆Y

(k′′(F )× k(mT ))

OO

θk′′(colim
S⊆Y

F × C(−,mT ))

φ

OO

k′′(ψ)
OO

where colimS⊆Y λS is the canonical map in E induced by all morphisms
λS , via the universal property of the colimit. This square is commutative
since, by pre-composing with the colimit injections γS , for any finite
subset S ⊆ Y , we get:

ν.k′′(ψ).φ.γS ' ν.k′′(ψ).k′′(ρS)
= ν.k′′(ψ.ρS)
' ν.k′′(1F × jS)
' (1k′′(F ) × j̃S).λS (1)
' θ.δS .λS
' θ. colimS⊆Y λS .γS (2)
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(where (1) follows by definition of the canonical arrows 1F × jS and
1k′′(F )× j̃S and (2) is just the definition of the morphism colimS⊆Y λS).
From Lemma 157, since for any finite subset S ⊆ Y , the correspond-
ing arrow λS is a regular epimorphism in E , it follows that the map
colimS⊆Y λS is a regular epimorphism in E . Therefore, by the commut-
ativity of the previous diagram, in which the arrow θ is, in particular, an
isomorphism, we get ν.k′′(ψ).φ ' colimS⊆Y λS , from which it follows im-
mediately that ν is a regular epimorphism in E , the arrow colimS⊆Y λS
being so. This ends the proof of k′′ being left covering with respect to
weak binary products.
Now, concerning equalizers, let f, g :

∐
x∈X C(−, T ) = colimS⊆X

∐
x∈S

C(−, T ) ' colimS⊆X C(−, nT ) ////
∐
y∈Y C(−, T ) be a pair of morph-

isms in F(C), where S varies over the finite subsets of X and n denotes
its cardinality. Take any such a finite subset S ⊆ X and consider the
two composites f.jS , g.jS : C(−, nT ) −→

∐
y∈Y C(−, T ), with the colimit

injection jS :
∐
x∈S C(−, T ) ' C(−, nT ) −→

∐
x∈X C(−, T ): they factor

in F(C) through some finite subsets A and B of Y , the object C(−, nT )
being finitely presentable in F(C) and

∐
y∈Y C(−, T ) being a filtered co-

limit of all coproducts
∐
y∈S′ C(−, T ) taken over the finite subsets S′ of

Y . In fact, we can always assume f.jS and g.jS factor through the same
component S′ ⊆ Y , by taking as S′ the set-theoretic union of A and B,
if necessary, which is still a finite subset of Y . Moreover, we suppose
that the set Y is infinite, and, therefore, there always exists a non-empty
subset S′ ⊆ Y , through which f.jS and g.jS factor. In this way, we have
two commutative triangles in F(C):

C(−, nT )
∐
y∈Y

C(−, T )
f.jS //C(−, nT )

∐
y∈S′

C(−, T ) ' C(−,mT )

fS

((

∐
y∈Y

C(−, T )

∐
y∈S′

C(−, T ) ' C(−,mT )

OO
j′
S′

g.jS
//

gS

((

where m is the cardinality of the subset S′ ⊆ Y and the two conditions
j′S′ .fS = f.jS and j′S′ .gS = g.jS hold. Let eS : ES −→ C(−, nT ) ////

C(−,mT ) be a weak equalizer in F(C) of the pair (fS , gS) in F(C), which
are two parallel morphisms coming from C. By taking the equalizer
dS : DS

// // k(nT ) //// k(mT ) in E of the pair (k′′(fS), k′′(gS)), we
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get a comparison morphism pS , as shown:

DS k(nT )// dS //DS

k′′(ES)

OOOO

pS

k(nT )

k′′(ES)

77

k′′(eS)
ooooooooooooooooo

k(mT )
k′′(fS) //

k′′(gS)
//

satisfying dS .pS = k′′(eS). By hypothesis, the functor k′′ is left cover-
ing with respect to parallel arrows coming from C; in other words, pS
is a regular epimorphism in E . Finally, let e : E −→

∐
x∈X C(−, T )

////
∐
y∈Y C(−, T ) be a weak equalizer in F(C) of the pair (f, g). Since

the equality fS .eS = gS .eS holds, we can derive f.jS .eS = j′S′ .fS .eS =
j′S′ .gS .eS = g.jS .eS . So, by the universal property of the weak equal-
izer of (f, g), there exists a morphism ΣS : ES −→ E in F(C), sat-
isfying e.ΣS = jS .eS . Clearly, this construction can be accomplished
for any finite subset S ⊆ X. Then, by considering the filtered co-
limit colimS⊆X ES of all weak equalizers of the pairs (fS , gS), over
all finite subsets S of X, we obtain a unique comparison map Σ :
colimS⊆X ES −→ E in Mod(C), such that Σ.εS = ΣS , for any finite
subset S ⊆ X. Here by εS : ES −→ colimS⊆X ES we denote the canon-
ical colimit injection in Mod(C). Our aim is to prove that the canonical
morphism p in E , induced by the universal property of the equalizer d : D
// //

∐
x∈X k(T ) // //

∐
y∈Y k(T ) of the pair of arrows (k′′(f), k′′(g)) in

E , as follows:

D
∐
x∈X

k(T )// d //D

k′′(E)

OO

p

∐
x∈X

k(T )

k′′(E)

77

k′′(e)
oooooooooooooooo

∐
y∈Y

k(T )
k′′(f) //

k′′(g)
//

is a regular epimorphism in E . Namely, p is the unique map in E satisfy-
ing d.p = k′′(e). First of all, we point out that, since, by Lemma 154, the
colimit injection k′′(j′S′) ' j̃′S′ : k(mT ) −→

∐
y∈Y k(T ) is a monomorph-

ism in E , the equalizer (DS , dS) of the pair (k′′(fS), k′′(gS)) is, in fact,
the equalizer of the pair (k′′(f.jS), k′′(g.jS)) as well, since k′′(f.jS) =
k′′(j′S′ .fS) = k′′(j′S′).k

′′(fS) ' j̃′S′ .k
′′(fS) and, analogously, for k′′(g.jS).

It suffices to prove, then, the universal property of the equalizer. For
it, consider any other object Z ∈ E and any other morphism z : Z −→
k(nT ) in E , satisfying k′′(j′S′).k

′′(fS).z = k′′(j′S′).k
′′(gS).z; from the fact

that k′′(j′S′) is a monomorphism, it follows immediately that k′′(fS).z =
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k′′(gS).z. Therefore, by the universal property of (DS , dS) being the
equalizer in E of (k′′(fS), k′′(gS)), there exists a unique arrow ϕ : Z −→
DS in E , such that dS .ϕ = z, as desired. As a consequence of (DS , dS) be-
ing the equalizer of the pair (k′′(f.jS), k′′(g.jS)), we have k′′(f).k′′(jS).dS
= k′′(g).k′′(jS).dS , and, by the universal property of the equalizer (D, d)
of (k′′(f), k′′(g)), we get a unique arrow θS : DS −→ D in E , veri-
fying d.θS = k′′(jS).dS . In fact, since this fact holds for any finite
subset S ⊆ X, provided ρS : DS −→ colimS⊆X DS denotes the co-
limit injection in E , there exists a unique map θ : colimS⊆X DS −→ D
in E , such that θ.ρS = θS , for any such a finite subset S of X. We
know that the coproduct

∐
x∈X k(T ) is the filtered colimit of all cop-

roducts
∐
x∈S k(T ), over all finite subsets S of X, and that in E , by

hypothesis, filtered colimits commute with finite limits; therefore, the
comparison map θ : colimS⊆X DS −→ D is, in fact, an isomorph-
ism of E , (DS , dS) and (D, d) being the equalizers in E of the pairs
(k′′(j′S′).k

′′(fS), k′′(j′S′).k
′′(gS)) and (k′′(f), k′′(g)), respectively. The fol-

lowing diagram summarises the current situation in E :

DS k(nT )//
dS

//DS

k′′(ES)

OOOO

pS

k(nT )

k′′(ES)

77

k′′(eS)ooooooooooooo
k(mT )

k′′(fS) //

k′′(gS)
//

D
∐
x∈X

k(T )//
d

//

k′′(E)

D

p

��

k′′(E)

∐
x∈X

k(T )

k′′(e)

''OOOOOOOOOOOO

∐
y∈Y

k(T )
k′′(f) //

k′′(g)
//

θS

OO

k′′(jS)

OO
OO k′′(j′S′ )
OO

colim
S⊆X

k′′(ES) oo
δS

colim
S⊆X

DS

colim
S⊆X

k′′(ES)

OOOO
colimS⊆X pS

colim
S⊆X

DS
oo

ρS

θ

77oooooooooooooooo

L(colim
S⊆X

ES)
L(Σ) //

L(εS)

ZZ

Ω

@@

where the morphisms δS : k′′(ES) −→ colimS⊆X k
′′(ES) denote the ca-

nonical colimit injections in E . Note that the filtered colimit
colimS⊆X ES of all equalizers ES in F(C) is an object of the category
Mod(C), which is equivalent to F(C)ex. Therefore, we can only take its
image through the functor L = LanζF(C)

(k′′) : F(C)ex −→ E , instead
of its image through k′′. Recall that, since ζF(C) is fully faithful, the
universal arrow for the left Kan extension is an isomorphism, namely
k′′ ' L.ζF(C). The same remark holds for the morphisms εS and Σ of
Mod(C). Moreover, the arrows L(εS) : k′′(ES) −→ L(colimS⊆X ES), for
any finite subset S ⊆ X, induce a unique map Ω : colimS⊆X k

′′(ES) −→
L(colimS⊆X ES) in E , by the universal property of the colimit, satisfying
Ω.δS = L(εS), for any such a S. In order to prove that p is a regular epi-
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morphism in E , it suffices, then, to show that p.L(Σ).Ω ' θ. colimS⊆X pS ,
since the last composite is, in particular, equivalent to colimS⊆X pS , θ
being an isomorphism, and we know, by Lemma 157, that the fact that
pS is a regular epimorphism in E , for any finite subset S ofX, implies the
arrow colimS⊆X pS is a regular epimorphism in E ; hence, p is so. Further-
more, we need to prove that d.p.L(Σ).Ω ' d.θ. colimS⊆X pS , the arrow
d being a monomorphism, that is, d.p.L(Σ).Ω.δS ' d.θ. colimS⊆X pS .δS ,
by pre-composing with the colimit injection δS , for any finite subset
S ⊆ X. For it, using commutativity of all squares and triangles involved
in the previous diagram in E , we get, for any finite subset S ⊆ X:

d.p.L(Σ).Ω.δS ' k′′(e).L(Σ).Ω.δS
' k′′(e).L(Σ).L(εS) (1)
' k′′(e).L(Σ.εS)
' k′′(e).k′′(ΣS) (2)
' k′′(e.ΣS)
' k′′(jS .eS) (3)
' k′′(jS).k′′(eS)
' k′′(jS).dS .pS
' d.θS .pS
' d.θ.ρS .pS
' d.θ. colimS⊆X pS .δS

(where (1) follows from the definition of the morphism Ω, (2) follows
from the definition of the morphism Σ and from the fact L.ιF(C) ' k′′

and (3) follows from the definition of the morphism ΣS). To end this
proof, let us just remark that in the case of a set Y which is finite, the
reasoning remains the same, by taking as S′ the whole set Y and as j′S′
the identity 1Y on Y . Therefore, there is actually no restriction at all in
assuming, as we did, that Y is infinite. We have just shown, then, that
k′′ is left covering with respect to weak equalizers.

Corollary 160 If, moreover, the category E is regular and k′′ is left
covering with respect to the weak terminal object, then k′′ is left covering.

Proof. The proof is the one of Proposition 27 contained in [16].

In analogy to the presheaf case, the result which “justifies” the notion
of special filtering functor is stated in the following Proposition: special
filtering functors “induce” left exact functors.

Proposition 161 Let C be an algebraic theory and YC : C −→ Mod(C)
its restricted Yoneda embedding. Let E be a cocomplete and exact cate-
gory in which filtered colimits commute with finite limits and k : C −→ E
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be a finite coproduct-preserving functor. Consider the following diagram:

C F(C)ιC //C

E

k

%%KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK F(C) F(C)ex
ζF(C) //F(C)

E

k′′

��

F(C)ex

E

LanYC (k)

yyssssssssssssssss
= Mod(C)

The functor k is special filtering if and only if its left Kan extension
along Yoneda L := LanYC(k) is (left) exact.

Proof. The proof proceeds in two steps.
Step 1. We prove that k : C −→ E is special filtering if and only if

its coproduct extension k′′ : F(C) −→ E is left covering. (Remark that
here it suffices the regularity of the category E .)
By putting together the results in Proposition 158, Proposition 159 and
Corollary 160, we can claim that the functor k is special filtering if and
only if k′′ is left covering with respect to the weak terminal object, weak
binary products of objects coming from C and weak equalizers of parallel
arrows coming from C if and only if k′′ is left covering.

Step 2. We prove that the coproduct extension k′′ of k is left cover-
ing if and only if the functor LanYC(k) is exact.
The requirement of L being left exact coincides, in fact, with L be-
ing an exact functor, since LanYC(k) has always a right adjoint, given
by E(k(−),−) : E −→ Mod(C). Moreover, the composite ζF(C).ιC co-
incides with the restricted Yoneda embedding YC : C −→ Mod(C).
So, we get L = LanYC(k) ' LanζF(C).ιC(k) ' LanζF(C)

(LanιC(k)) '
LanζF(C)

(k′′) ' k̂′′, by using Lemma 155; namely the functor L coincides
with the exact extension k̂′′ of the coproduct extension k′′. Therefore, by
the universal property of the exact completion, we get that the functor
L is exact if and only if k′′ is left covering.

Let C be an algebraic theory and E a cocomplete and exact category
in which filtered colimits commute with finite limits. We denote by
GeoMor[E ,Mod(C)] the category of geometric morphisms between E
and Mod(C) and geometric transformations between those (see Defin-
ition 84). Whereas, we denote by SFilt[C, E ] the category of special
filtering functors which preserve finite coproducts from C into E and all
natural transformations between them. The following result enlightens
the relation between these two notions, namely geometric morphisms
can be classified by special filtering functors:
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Corollary 162 Let C be an algebraic theory and E a cocomplete and
exact category in which filtered colimits commute with finite limits. The
functor

ε : GeoMor[E ,Mod(C)] −→ SFilt[C, E ]

defined by pre-composing with the restricted Yoneda embedding YC :
C −→ Mod(C), gives an equivalence of categories.

Proof. Let

E Mod(C)
oo L

R
//⊥

be a geometric morphism and consider the pre-composition L.YC of its
left adjoint L with Yoneda YC : C −→ Mod(C). First of all, we need
to show that the functor L.YC : C −→ E is special filtering. By Pro-
position 161, this is equivalent to prove that the left Kan extension
LanYC(L.YC) of the composite L.YC along Yoneda is left exact, as in the
following diagram:

C

E
L.YC

""EEEEEEEEEEEC Mod(C)YC // Mod(C)

E
LanYC (L.YC)

||yyyyyyyyyy

Since YC is fully faithful, the universal arrow for such a left Kan exten-
sion is an isomorphism, namely L.YC ' LanYC(L.YC).YC . Moreover, the
restricted Yoneda embedding YC being a dense functor, by Lemma 143,
and the functors L and LanYC(L.YC) preserving all existing colimits, we
can derive that L ' LanYC(L.YC) and we know, by hypothesis, that L
preserves finite limits. It only remains to show, then, that L.YC does
preserve finite coproducts: this property follows immediately from the
fact that, L, being a left adjoint functor, preserves all existing colimits
and the restricted Yoneda embedding YC is a finite coproduct-preserving
functor, as established in Lemma 144. This ends the proof of L.YC being
an object of SFilt[C, E ]. In order to prove that ε is an equivalence of
categories, we need to verify it is (a) fully faithful and (b) essentially
surjective on objects.
(a) ε is full and faithful. Let R1, R2 : E −→ Mod(C) be two geometric
morphisms and take their images through the functor ε. Consider a nat-
ural transformation α : L1.YC −→ L2.YC between these images, where L1

and L2 denote the left adjoint functors to R1 and to R2, respectively. We
want to show there exists a unique natural transformation β : L1 −→ L2

such that ε(α) = β, namely β.YC = α. We have just proved that, given
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a geometric morphism R : E −→ Mod(C), with left adjoint L, we get
L ' LanYC(L.YC). Therefore, concerning the two geometric morphisms
R1 and R2, we have L1 ' LanYC(L1.YC) and L2 ' LanYC(L2.YC) and
we can derive:

Nat(L1, L2) ' Nat(LanYC(L1.YC),LanYC(L2.YC)) (1)
' Nat(L1.YC ,LanYC(L2.YC).YC) (2)
' Nat(L1.YC , L2.YC) (3)

(where (1) is just the above-mentioned property, (2) is the universal
property of the left Kan extension of L1.YC along YC and (3) follows
from the fact that, YC being fully faithful, the universal arrow for the
left Kan extension LanYC(L2.YC) is an isomorphism). In this way, we
have achieved a bijection between the sets of natural transformations:
for any α : L1.YC −→ L2.YC , there exists a unique β : L1 −→ L2, satis-
fying β.YC ' α, as desired.
(b) ε is essentially surjective on objects. Let k : C −→ E be a spe-
cial filtering functor which preserves finite coproducts. Since the cat-
egory E is cocomplete, we can always define a pair of adjoint functors
E(k(−),−) : E −→ Mod(C), which assigns to any object X ∈ E the
set-valued functor E(k(−), X), and LanYC(k) : Mod(C) −→ E , which is
given by the left Kan extension of k along the restricted Yoneda embed-
ding YC . Note that the functor E(k(−), X) : Cop −→ set does preserve
finite products, since E(k(nT ), X) ' E(nk(T ), X) ' E(k(T ), X)n, k be-
ing a finite coproduct-preserving functor. Then, by Proposition 161,
the fact that the functor k is special filtering is equivalent to the left
Kan extension LanYC(k) being left exact. Therefore, we get a geometric
morphism

E Mod(C)
oo

LanYC (k)

E(k(−),−)
//⊥

which, in particular, satisfies the condition k ' LanYC(k).YC , since YC is
fully faithful. Namely, ε(LanYC(k)) ' k and this ends the proof of the
functor ε being essentially surjective on objects.

4.5 The localizations of (one sorted) algebraic categories

Let k : C −→ E be a finite coproduct-preserving functor from an algeb-
raic theory C into a cocomplete category E . We can always define a new
functor k′ : E −→ Mod(C) from k, by assigning to any object X ∈ E
the set-valued functor E(k(−), X) : Cop −→ set, which, in fact, preserves
finite products, since E(k(nT ), X) ' E(nk(T ), X) ' E(k(T ), X)n. Ana-
logously, the functor k′ associates with any morphism f : X −→ Y in E
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the corresponding natural transformation E(k(−), f) : E(k(−), X) −→
E(k(−), Y ) given by post-composing with f . Moreover, E being cocom-
plete, the functor k′ has always a left adjoint, defined by taking the
left Kan extension of k along the restricted Yoneda embedding YC , as
follows:

C Mod(C)YC //C

E

k

��

Mod(C)

E

LanYC (k)

zz

Therefore, provided L := LanYC(k), we have L a k′.
Our purpose is to give necessary and sufficient conditions on the functor
k to realise E as a localization of the algebraic category Mod(C). We
need a preliminary result concerning subfunctors of the representable
functor C(−, T ):

Lemma 163 Let C be an algebraic theory, E a cocomplete and exact
category and k : C −→ E a finite coproduct-preserving functor. Sup-
pose the functor k′ : E −→ Mod(C), defined on an object X ∈ E as
E(k(−), X), is a geometric morphism, whose left exact left adjoint we
denote by L : Mod(C) −→ E. Let r : R // // C(−, T ) be a subfunctor in
Mod(C). If the image L(r) through L of the monomorphism r is an iso-
morphism in E, then the subfunctor R evaluated at T is k-epimorphic,
that is, R(T ) ⊆ C(T, T ) is a k-epimorphic family.

Proof. The collection of morphisms f ∈ R(T ) ⊆ C(T, T ) induces a
canonical map r′ :

∐
f∈R(T ) C(−, T ) −→ C(−, T ) in Mod(C), by the

universal property of the coproduct, as follows:∐
f∈R(T )

C(−, T ) C(−, T )r′ //
∐

f∈R(T )

C(−, T )

C(−, T )

OO
τf

C(−, T )

C(−, T )

88

C(−,f)
qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

namely, r′ is the unique map satisfying r′.τf = C(−, f), for any arrow
f : T −→ T in R(T ). (Here we denote by τf the canonical coproduct
injection in Mod(C).) We wish to show that the regular epi-mono fac-
torisation of the morphism r′ in Mod(C) is given by:∐

f∈R(T )

C(−, T )

R
εR "" ""EEEEE

∐
f∈R(T )

C(−, T ) C(−, T )r′ // C(−, T )

R

<<

r<<yy
yy

yy
yy

y
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where εR is the component at R of the counit ε : F.U −→ 1Mod(C)
for the adjunction F a U, where F denotes the free model functor (see
Proposition 134). More explicitly, εR is defined, at any C-model F , as
the canonical map in Mod(C) induced by all natural transformations
α ∈ Nat(C(−, T ), F ), as displayed:∐

α∈Nat(C(−,T ),F )

C(−, T ) F
εF // //

∐
α∈Nat(C(−,T ),F )

C(−, T )

C(−, T )

OO
τα

F

C(−, T )

88

α

qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

By Proposition 140, the map εR is a regular epimorphism in Mod(C).
It only remains to check, then, that the composite r.εR is equal to r′, r
being a monomorphism. In other words, we need to show that r.εR.τf =
r′.τf = C(−, f), for any morphism f in R(T ). By the Yoneda Lemma,
there exists a bijection Nat(C(−, T ), R) ' R(T ), which associates with
any element f ∈ R(T ) a natural transformation γ(f) : C(−, T ) −→ R,
defined at any object nT ∈ C as γ(f)nT : C(nT, T ) −→ R(nT ), via
h 7→ R(h)(f). Moreover, the definition of εR gives εR.τγ(f) = γ(f),
for any such an arrow f in R(T ). We assume to make no distinction
between the coproduct injections τγ(f) and τf . Therefore, to prove that
r.εR.τf = C(−, f) is to prove that r.γ(f) = C(−, f), or, equivalently,
for any object nT ∈ C and for any morphism h : nT −→ T , that
R(h)(f) = f.h. This last equality follows directly by the naturality of
the inclusion r : R // // C(−, T ) relative to the arrow h. hence, the
morphism r′ admits r.εR as regular epi-mono factorisation in Mod(C).
As already remarked, L is nothing but the left Kan extension of the
functor k along the restricted Yoneda embedding YC : C −→ Mod(C).
This is the reason why, YC being fully faithful, we have the isomorphism
k ' L.YC ; in particular, for T ∈ C, we get k(T ) ' L.C(−, T ). So,
applying the exact functor L to the regular epi-mono factorisation of
the morphism r′ in Mod(C) gives the following triangle in E :∐

f∈R(T )

k(T )

L(R)
L(εR)

"" ""EEE
EE

∐
f∈R(T )

k(T ) k(T )
L(r′) // k(T )

L(R)

<<

L(r)<<yy
yy

yy
yy

where L(r) is a monomorphism and L(εR) is a regular epimorphism.
Moreover, L(r′) is precisely the canonical map induced by all arrows
k(f), for f varying in R(T ), since r′ is the canonical map induced by
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the morphisms C(−, f) and L preserves coproducts. By hypothesis, L(r)
is an isomorphism in E , which implies that L(r′) ' L(εR), where L(εR)
is a regular epimorphism, εR being so. This means that the arrow L(r′),
as in the following diagram:∐

f∈R(T )

k(T ) k(T ) ' L(R)
L(r′)'L(εR) //

∐
f∈R(T )

k(T )

k(T )

OO
σf

k(T ) ' L(R)

k(T )

66

k(f)

lllllllllllllllllllll

is a regular epimorphism in E . In other words, R(T ) is a k-epimorphic
family. For it, for any pair of morphisms u, v : k(T ) −→ U in E , satisfy-
ing u.k(f) = v.k(f), for any f ∈ R(T ), we have u.L(r′).σf = v.L(r′).σf ,
for any f ∈ R(T ), which implies that u.L(r′) = v.L(r′), by definition
of the coproduct

∐
f∈R(T ) k(T ). It follows from L(r′) being a (regular)

epimorphism that u = v, as desired.

In order to make our presentation of the classifying Theorem for local-
izations of algebraic categories, easier to read, we prove separately the
following preliminary fact:

Lemma 164 Let C be an algebraic theory, E a cocomplete and exact cat-
egory in which filtered colimits commute with finite limits and k : C −→ E
a finite coproduct-preserving functor. Suppose k satisfies Conditions
(Areg) and (B̃), then the functor k′ : E −→ Mod(C), defined by the
assignment X 7→ E(k(−), X), is full and faithful.

Proof. Let X,Y be two objects of E and α : E(k(−), X)−→E(k(−), Y )
a morphism in Mod(C). Namely, for any natural number n, we have
a map αnT : E(k(nT ), X) −→ E(k(nT ), Y ), which is just a morph-
ism <αT>: E(k(T ), X)n −→ E(k(T ), Y )n in set, since E(k(nT ), X) '
E(nk(T ), X) ' E(k(T ), X)n holds for any n. The map < αT > is
defined, on any arrow f : k(nT ) ' nk(T ) −→ X, via the assignment
(f.σi)i 7→ (αT (f.σi))i, where the arrows σi : k(T ) −→ nk(T ) denote the
canonical coproduct injections in E . It is clear that it suffices to consider
n = 1 and the corresponding arrow αT : E(k(T ), X) −→ E(k(T ), Y ), in
order to get all arbitrary components of α, via its naturality. We want
to show there exists a unique morphism b : X −→ Y of E such that
E(k(−), b) = α; namely, for any element f ∈ E(k(T ), X), the equality
b.f = αT (f) holds. Once again, note that it is sufficient to establish
this equality at T , then, it will follow at any object nT , by the universal
property of the finite coproduct and the naturality of α. Consider, then,
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the collection RX = {h : k(T ) −→ X} of all maps into X in E and the
canonical morphism λ in E induced by these arrows h ∈ RX , because of
the universal property of the coproduct, as follows:

∐
h∈RX

k(T ) X
λ //

∐
h∈RX

k(T )

k(T )

OO
σh

X

k(T )

::

h

vvvvvvvvvvvvvv

Namely, λ is the unique arrow satisfying λ.σh = h, for any h ∈ RX .
(Once again, we denote by σh the canonical coproduct injection in E .)
Condition (Areg) states that the family RX is regular epimorphic; in
other words, λ is a regular epimorphism in E . By taking the kernel pair
(λ0, λ1) of λ in E :

N(λ)
λ0 //

λ1

//
∐
h∈RX

k(T ) λ // // X

we already know that, λ, being a regular epimorphism, is the coequalizer
of its kernel pair (λ0, λ1). When considering any finite subset S ⊆ RX ,
we can define the canonical map λS , induced by the arrows just in S,
and its corresponding kernel pair (mS , nS) in E , as in the diagram:

∐
h∈S⊆RX

k(T ) X
λS //

∐
h∈S⊆RX

k(T )

k(T )

OO
ρh

X

k(T )

99

h

ssssssssssssssssN(λS)
mS //
nS

//

that is, λS :
∐
h∈S k(T ) −→ X is the unique map satisfying λS .ρh = h,

for any h ∈ S. Obviously, in set we have RX = colimS⊆RX
S, for S

running through all finite subsets of RX ; moreover, this is a filtered
colimit. Therefore, the coproduct

∐
h∈RX

k(T ) is the filtered colimit of
all coproducts

∐
h∈S k(T ), for S varying over all finite subsets of RX , as

established in Lemma 145, and since filtered colimits commute in E with
finite limits, by hypothesis, we obtain the kernel pair of λ as a filtered
colimits of the kernel pairs of all morphisms λS , that is:

N(λ) ' colim
S⊆RX

N(λS)
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(Here we made use of Remark 146.) More explicitly, we get the following
commutative diagram:

N(λS)
∐

h∈S⊆RX

k(T )
mS //

N(λ)

N(λS)

OO

ĵS

N(λ)
∐
h∈RX

k(T )
λ0 // ∐

h∈RX

k(T )

∐
h∈S⊆RX

k(T )

OO
j̃S

λ1

//

nS

//

X
λ // //

λS

99sssssssssssssss

where we denote by the morphisms ĵS and j̃S the corresponding colimit
injections in E . Note that, for any h ∈ RX , which is nothing but an arrow
h : k(T ) −→ X in E , the natural transformation α : E(k(−), X) −→
E(k(−), Y ) produces a morphism αT (h) : k(T ) −→ Y . All these maps
αT (h) induce, in fact, a canonical morphism µ in E , by the universal
property of the coproduct, as follows:∐

h∈RX

k(T ) Y
µ //

∐
h∈RX

k(T )

k(T )

OO
σh

Y

k(T )

::

αT (h)

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

that is, µ is the unique map in E satisfying µ.σh = αT (h), for any
element h ∈ RX . As before, we can consider the coproducts just over a
finite subset S ⊆ RX , for S varying over all such subsets, and define the
corresponding induced morphisms µS in E , as displayed:∐

h∈S⊆RX

k(T ) Y
µS //

∐
h∈S⊆RX

k(T )

k(T )

OO
σh

Y

k(T )

::

αT (h)

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

But S being a finite set, we get
∐
h∈S k(T ) ' k(

∐
h∈S T ) ' k(mT ),

where m denotes the cardinality of S. Moreover, the coproduct injec-
tions ρh are nothing but the images k(ih) through the functor k of the
canonical coproduct injections ih : T −→ mT = T + T + ... + T (m
times) in C. Therefore, in the definitions of the morphisms λS and µS ,
we can replace the coproduct injections ρh and obtain λS .k(ih) = h
and µS .k(ih) = αT (h), for any h ∈ S, respectively. By naturality of
the transformation α relative to the morphism ih : T −→ mT in C, we
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can derive that αT (h) = αmT (λS).k(ih): in particular, it follows that
µS = αmT (λS), from the uniqueness of the arrow µS satisfying such a
property. Suppose that µ.λ0 = µ.λ1.

∐
h∈RX

k(T ) X
λ // //

∐
h∈RX

k(T )

Y

µ
""DD

DD
DD

DD
D

X

Y

b

��

N(λ)
λ0 //

λ1

//

Since λ is the coequalizer of the pair (λ0, λ1), we obtain a unique map
b : X −→ Y , such that b.λ = µ, namely b.λ.σh = µ.σh, for any element
h ∈ RX . This condition is equivalent to E(k(T ), b)(h) = b.h = b.λ.σh =
µ.σh = αT (h), for any morphism h : k(T ) −→ X in E , by definition
of the arrows λ and µ, respectively. This is precisely fully faithfulness
of the functor k′. So, it only remains to show that µ.λ0 = µ.λ1, or,
equivalently, that µ.λ0.ĵS = µ.λ1.ĵS , for any finite subset S ⊆ RX , since
we have just proved that N(λ) is the filtered colimit of all kernel pairs of
the kind N(λS). In other words, we need to prove that µS .mS = µS .nS ,
for any finite subset S ⊆ RX , since we have µ.λ0.ĵS = µ.j̃S .mS = µS .mS

and µ.λ1.ĵS = µ.j̃S .nS = µS .nS , by definition of the morphisms ĵS , j̃S
and µS . So, we get a pair of arrows mS , nS : N(λS) −→ k(mT ) in
E , where m is the cardinality of S. By Condition (B̃), the collection
MmS ,nS of arrows in E{

g : k(T ) −→ N(λS)
∣∣∣∣{ mS .g = k(f0)

nS .g = k(f1)
for someT

f0 //

f1
// mT

}

is an epimorphic family. This precisely means that the arrows µS .mS

and µS .nS coincide if and only if the identity µS .mS .g = µS .nS .g holds,
for any element g ∈MmS ,nS . Using the naturality of the transformation
α, relative to the maps f0 : T −→ mT and f1 : T −→ mT in C, we get,
for any g ∈MmS ,nS :

µS .mS .g = µS .k(f0)
= αT (λS .k(f0)) (1)
= αT (λS .k(f1)) (2)
= µS .k(f1) (3)
= µS .nS .g

(where (1) and (3) are instances of the naturality of α and (2) follows
from the definition of (mS , nS) as the kernel pair of the morphism λS



4.5 The localizations of (one sorted) algebraic categories 159

and the fact that g ∈MmS ,nS ). This ends the proof of E(k(T ), b)(h) be-
ing equal to αT (h), for any arrow h : k(T ) −→ X in E ; in other words,
we have shown that E(k(−), b) = α for a unique morphism b : X −→ Y
of E , as desired.

We can, finally, state our Theorem which classifies the localizations of
algebraic categories:

Theorem 165 Let C be an algebraic theory, E a cocomplete and exact
category in which filtered colimits commute with finite limits and k :
C −→ E a finite coproduct-preserving functor. The following conditions
are equivalent:

1. the functor k′ : E −→ Mod(C), defined by the assignment X 7→
E(k(−), X), is a localization;

2. the functor k satisfies the Conditions (Areg), (B̃), (SF2) and (SF3).

Proof. Note, first of all, that we can omit Condition (SF1) in the state-
ment of the Theorem in light of Remark 149.
1 ⇒ 2. Suppose the functor k′ : E −→ Mod(C), defined by X 7→
E(k(−), X), is a localization of the algebraic category Mod(C), whose
left adjoint we denote by L : Mod(C) −→ E ; so we have that k′ is fully
faithful, L preserves finite limits and L a k′. As we know, since E is
cocomplete, there always exists the left Kan extension of k along the
restricted Yoneda embedding YC , which produces a left adjoint functor
LanYC(k) to k′. By uniqueness (up to isomorphism) of the left adjoint
functor, we have L ' LanYC(k). Moreover, note that k′ being fully
faithful is equivalent to the counit ξ for the adjunction L a k′ being
an isomorphism, that is L.k′ ' 1E . On the other hand, we denote by
η : 1Mod(C) −→ k′.L the unit for the adjunction. Since the restricted
Yoneda embedding YC is fully faithful, the universal arrow for the left
Kan extension L of k along Yoneda is an isomorphism, namely k ' L.YC ,
that is L.C(−,mT ) ' k(mT ), for any object C = mT ∈ C; in par-
ticular, when evaluated at some representable functor F = C(−,mT ),
the component of η is the natural transformation ηmT : C(−,mT ) −→
E(k(−), k(mT )), defined on any object nT ∈ C as the application of func-
tor k, by the assignment C(nT,mT ) −→ E(k(nT ), k(mT )) : f 7→ k(f).
Clearly, it suffices to consider n = 1 and the corresponding component
ηT : C(−, T ) −→ E(k(−), k(T )) of the natural transformation η, since
all other components can be derived by its naturality. Therefore, the
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current situation can be summarised as in the following diagram:

C F(C)ιC //C

E

k

%%KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK F(C) F(C)ex
ζF(C) //F(C)

E

k′′

��

F(C)ex

E

L

yyssssssssssssssss
= Mod(C)

where the relation between these functors is established in Proposi-
tion 161, since the category E is exact and has filtered colimits com-
muting with finite limits. Explicitly, k is special filtering if and only if
k′′ is left covering if and only if L is left exact. Then, it only remains to
prove Conditions (Areg) and (B̃) on the functor k.
k satisfies Condition (Areg). For it, consider an object X ∈ E and the
collection RX = {h : k(T ) −→ X} of all arrows of E into X. We want
to prove that RX is a regular epimorphic family, that is, the canonical
morphism λ, induced by the universal property of the coproduct, as
follows: ∐

h∈RX

k(T ) X
λ //

∐
h∈RX

k(T )

k(T )

OO
σh

X

k(T )

88

h

qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

is a regular epimorphism in E . Explicitly, λ is the unique arrow satis-
fying λ.σh = h, for any h ∈ RX (here we denote by σh the canonical
coproduct injection in E). As recalled in Proposition 140, when con-
sidering the free model functor F : set −→ Mod(C), which is the left
adjoint to the forgetful functor U : Mod(C) −→ set, the counit ε for
the adjunction F a U has the extra feature that each of its compon-
ent is a regular epimorphism in Mod(C). Namely, for any C-model F ,
εF : F.U(F ) −→ F , defined as the canonical morphism induced by all
natural transformations α ∈ Nat(C(−, T ), F ), as in the following dia-
gram: ∐

α∈Nat(C(−,T ),F )

C(−, T ) F
εF // //

∐
α∈Nat(C(−,T ),F )

C(−, T )

C(−, T )

OO
τα

F

C(−, T )

88

α

qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

(here the morphisms τα denote the canonical coproduct injections in
Mod(C)) is a regular epimorphism in Mod(C). Then, applying the left
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exact left adjoint functor L to the previous diagram gives:

∐
α∈Nat(C(−,T ),F )

k(T ) L(F )
L(εF ) // //

∐
α∈Nat(C(−,T ),F )

k(T )

k(T )

OO

L(τα)'σα

L(F )

k(T )

88

L(α)

qqqqqqqqqqqqqqqq

where L(εF ) is a regular epimorphism in E , εF being such in Mod(C)
and L being exact. So, when taking as F the representable functor
E(k(−), X), the last diagram becomes:

∐
α∈Nat(C(−,T ),E(k(−),X))

k(T ) L(E(k(−), X)) ' X
L(εE(k(−),X)) // //

∐
α∈Nat(C(−,T ),E(k(−),X))

k(T )

k(T )

OO

L(τα)'σα

L(E(k(−), X)) ' X

k(T )

44

L(α)

iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii

where L(εE(k(−),X)) is a regular epimorphism in E . (Here we made
use of the isomorphism L.k′ ' 1E .) The coproduct in the previous
diagram is taken over all elements α ∈ Nat(C(−, T ), E(k(−), X)) =
Nat(C(−, T ), k′(X)) ' Nat(L(C(−, T )), X) ' Nat(k(T ), X) = RX ,
using the Yoneda Lemma, the adjunction L a k′ and the fact that,
YC being fully faithful, the universal arrow for the left Kan extension
is an isomorphism (that is, k ' L.YC) respectively. More precisely,
any morphism α : C(−, T ) −→ k′(X) corresponds to a unique arrow
h : L(C(−, T )) ' k(T ) −→ X, via ξX .L(α) = h, where ξ, which still
denotes the counit for the adjunction L a k′, is an isomorphism, so that
we have L(α) = h. Therefore, L(εE(k(−),X)) is precisely the canonical
map induced by all arrows h, namely, L(εE(k(−),X)) has to be equal to
λ, and this ends the proof of λ being a regular epimorphism in E .
k satisfied Condition (B̃). For it, consider an object X ∈ E , a pair of ar-
rows x0, x1 : X −→ k(nT ) in E and the corresponding collection Mx0,x1

of maps in E{
g : k(T ) −→ X

∣∣∣∣{ x0.g = k(f0)
x1.g = k(f1)

for someT
f0 //

f1
// nT in C

}

We want to show that Mx0,x1 is an epimorphic family. Let RX be the
collection {h : k(T ) −→ X} of all maps of E into X, which is regular
epimorphic by Condition (Areg), and, for any h ∈ RX , consider, first,
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the composite x0.h : k(T ) −→ k(nT ) in E . Take the pullback of the unit
component ηnT along the composite k′(x0.h).ηT in Mod(C), as follows:

C(−, T ) E(k(−), k(nT ))

Px0.h

C(−, T )

p

��

Px0.h C(−, nT )// C(−, nT )

E(k(−), k(nT ))

ηnT

��
E(k(−), k(T ))ηT

//
k′(x0.h)

//

Recall, from Proposition 130, that in Mod(C) limits are computed point-
wise; therefore, the previous pullback is given at T by the collection
Px0.h(T ) = {(g, f) ∈ C(T, T )× C(T, nT )|x0.h.k(g) = k(f)}. Take, then,
the regular epi-mono factorisation of the morphism p in Mod(C), which
is regular, as in the diagram:

Px0.h

Rx0.h

e "" ""EEEEEEEEE
Px0.h C(−, T )

p // C(−, T )

Rx0.h

<<

r<<yyyyyyyy

We wish to prove that the image Rx0.h evaluated at T is precisely the
image of the morphism p(T ) in set. For it, to evaluate the previous
diagram at T is to apply the forgetful functor U : Mod(C) −→ set to it,
and we know that U preserves both monomorphisms, by Proposition 130,
and regular epimorphisms, by Proposition 142. Therefore, r(T ) being
a monomorphism and e(T ) being a regular epimorphism, we get the
following commutative triangle in set:

Px0.h(T )

Rx0.h(T )
e(T ) "" ""EE

EE
EE

EE
E

Px0.h(T ) C(T, T )
p(T ) // C(T, T )

Rx0.h(T )

<<

r(T )<<yy
yy

yy
yy

which gives the unique (up to isomorphism) regular epi-mono factorisa-
tion of the arrow p(T ) in set; in other words, Rx0.h(T ) = {g : T −→
T |x0.h.k(g) = k(f) for some f : T −→ nT}, as desired. Now, since
k′ is fully faithful, we have already remarked that the counit ξ for the
adjunction L a k′ is an isomorphism and this, in particular, implies that
L(ηnT ) is an isomorphism. Therefore, since both the pullback and the
regular epi-mono factorisation are preserved by the exact functor L, we
get that L(p) is an isomorphism, and so is L(r). Therefore, the subfunc-
tor r : Rx0.h

// // C(−, T ) is such that its image L(r) through the functor
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L is an isomorphism in E : from Lemma 163, it follows that the family
Rx0.h(T ) = {g : T −→ T |x0.h.k(g) = k(f) for some f : T −→ nT} ⊆
C(T, T ) is k-epimorphic. So, for any element g ∈ Rx0.h(T ), consider now
the composite x1.h.k(g) : k(T ) −→ k(T ) −→ X −→ k(nT ) in E . By
the same reasoning, one can prove that the family Rx1.h.k(g)(T ) = {t :
T −→ T |x1.h.k(g).k(t) = k(s) for some s : T −→ nT} is k-epimorphic.
By composing together all arrows of the kind g in Rx0.h(T ) with all ar-
rows of the kind t in Rx1.h.k(g)(T ), we obtain a collection (depending on
h ∈ RX) Sh = {k(g).k(t) = k(g.t) : k(T ) −→ k(T )|g ∈ Rx0.h(T ), t ∈
Rx1.h.k(g)(T )} of morphisms of E , which we wish to prove to be an epi-
morphic family itself. For it, let u, v : k(T ) −→ U be a pair of ar-
rows in E satisfying u.k(g).k(t) = v.k(g).k(t), for any g ∈ Rx0.h(T ) and
t ∈ Rx1.h.k(g)(T ). Since the family Rx1.h.k(g)(T ) is k-epimorphic, this
amounts to u.k(g) = v.k(g), for any g ∈ Rx0.h(T ) and using now that
Rx0.h(T ) is k-epimorphic, this last statement is further equivalent to
u = v, as desired. In other words, we have just shown that the family of
morphisms {g.t : T −→ T |g ∈ Rx0.h(T ), t ∈ Rx1.h.k(g)(T )} in C, which we
still denote by Sh, is k-epimorphic. Moreover, using that g ∈ Rx0.h(T ),
we have x0.h.k(g.t) = x0.h.k(g).k(t) = k(f).k(t) = k(f.t) = k(f ′), for
some f ′ : T −→ nT and, using that t ∈ Rx1.h.k(g)(T ), we also have
x1.h.k(g.t) = x1.h.k(g).k(t) = k(s), for some s : T −→ nT . So, we have
just shown that the collection Sh is contained in the family of maps{

w : T −→ T

∣∣∣∣{ x0.h.k(w) = k(f0)
x1.h.k(w) = k(f1)

for someT
f0 //

f1
// nT

}

in C. In particular, for any of these arrows w ∈ Sh, the composite
h.k(w) : k(T ) −→ X does belong to the family Mx0,x1 , by definition of
Sh. So, by considering the collection of all arrows obtained in this way,
we form a subcollection of Mx0,x1 ; call it N = {h.k(w) : k(T ) −→ X|h ∈
RX , w ∈ Sh}. Finally, it suffices to prove that N is an epimorphic
family. For it, let u, v : X −→ U be a pair of arrows in E such that
u.h.k(w) = v.h.k(w), for any h ∈ RX and w ∈ Sh. Since the family Sh
is k-epimorphic, this is equivalent to u.h = v.h, for any h ∈ RX , and
using now that RX is (regular) epimorphic, by Condition (Areg), the
last statement is further equivalent to u = v, as desired. Therefore, N
is an epimorphic family which is contained in Mx0,x1 : it follows, then,
from Lemma 113 that Mx0,x1 is epimorphic, that is, Condition (B̃) is
verified.

2 ⇒ 1. Suppose the functor k satisfies the Conditions (Areg), (B̃),
(SF2) and (SF3). As mentioned above, the category E being cocomplete,
there always exists the left Kan extension of the functor k along the
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restricted Yoneda embedding YC : C −→ Mod(C), call it L := LanYC(k),
which is left adjoint to k′. By Proposition 161, we know that k being
special filtering is equivalent to the functor L being left exact, that
is, L preserves finite limits. Concerning the functor k′, we have just
shown in Lemma 164 that if the functor k satisfies Conditions (Areg)
and (B̃), then k′ is fully faithful. Hence, we have just shown that k′

is a fully faithful functor with a left exact left adjoint. This ends the
proof of k′ : E −→ Mod(C) being a localization of the algebraic category
Mod(C).

Remark 166 When assuming k′ : E −→ Mod(C) is a localization of
the algebraic category Mod(C), an alternative proof of the fact that the
functor k satisfies Condition (Areg) can be given as follows. Clearly,
k′ : E −→ Mod(C) is a full reflective subcategory of Mod(C), whose left
adjoint functor we denote by L. Knowing that the small set {C(−, T )}
is a regular generator for Mod(C), we derive, from Lemma 68, that
{L(C(−, T )) ' k(T )} is a regular generator for E . This is exactly the
condition on λ :

∐
h∈E(k(T ),X)=RX

k(T ) −→ X of being a regular epi-
morphism in E . Note that we can use Lemma 68, which is originally
formulated in terms of a strong generator, precisely because in a regular
category strong and regular epimorphisms coincide.

Let C be an algebraic theory and E a cocomplete and exact category
in which filtered colimits commute with finite limits. We denote by
Loc[E ,Mod(C)] the full subcategory of GeoMor[E ,Mod(C)] given by
all localizations between E and the algebraic category Mod(C). Whereas,
we denote by SFilt∗[C, E ] the category of functors from C into E which
are finite coproduct-preserving, special filtering and satisfy Conditions
(Areg) and (B̃) (or, equivalently, which are finite coproduct-preserving
and satisfy Conditions (Areg), (B̃), (SF2) and (SF3)) and all natural
transformations between them. The following result relates these two
notions, namely localizations can be classified by functors belonging to
categories of the kind SFilt∗:

Corollary 167 Let C be an algebraic theory and E a cocomplete and
exact category in which filtered colimits commute with finite limits. The
functor

ξ : Loc[E ,Mod(C)] −→ SFilt∗[C, E ]

defined by pre-composing with the restricted Yoneda embedding YC :
C −→ Mod(C), gives an equivalence of categories.

Proof. Let

E Mod(C)
oo L

//
i

//⊥
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be a localization and consider the pre-composition L.YC of its left adjoint
L with Yoneda YC : C −→ Mod(C). First of all, we need to show that the
functor L.YC : C −→ E verifies Conditions (Areg), (B̃), (SF2) and (SF3).
By Proposition 161, to prove L.YC being special filtering is equivalent to
prove that the left Kan extension LanYC(L.YC) of the composite L.YC
along the restricted Yoneda is left exact, as in the following diagram:

C

E
L.YC

""EEEEEEEEEEEC Mod(C)YC // Mod(C)

E
LanYC (L.YC)

||yyyyyyyyyy

Since YC is fully faithful, the universal arrow for such a left Kan extension
is an isomorphism, namely L.YC ' LanYC(L.YC).YC . Moreover, YC being
a dense functor, by Lemma 143, and L and LanYC(L.YC) preserving all
existing colimits, we can derive that L ' LanYC(L.YC). Clearly, the
functor LanYC(L.YC) is left adjoint to the functor E(L.YC(−),−) : E −→
Mod(C) and, therefore, by uniqueness (up to isomorphism) of the right
adjoint, E(L.YC(−),−) is isomorphic to i, which is a right adjoint functor
to L. In particular, then, E(L.YC(−),−) ' i is full and faithful, which
means that

E Mod(C)
oo

LanYC (L.YC)

E(L.YC(−),−)
//⊥

is a localization of the algebraic category Mod(C). Then, from The-
orem 165, it follows immediately that the functor L.YC does satisfy
Conditions (Areg), (B̃), (SF2) and (SF3), as desired. It only remains
to show, then, that L.YC does preserve finite coproducts: this property
follows immediately from the fact that, L, being a left adjoint functor,
preserves all existing colimits and the restricted Yoneda embedding YC is
a finite coproduct-preserving functor, as remarked in Lemma 144. This
ends the proof of L.YC being an object of SFilt∗[C, E ]. In order to prove
that ξ is an equivalence of categories, we need to verify it is (a) fully
faithful and (b) essentially surjective on objects.
(a) The proof that ξ is full and faithful follows the same lines of the
proof that the functor ε : GeoMor[E ,Mod(C)] −→ SFilt[C, E ] intro-
duced in Corollary 162 is fully faithful, once we have underlined that
both the categories Loc[E ,Mod(C)] and SFilt∗[C, E ] are full subcat-
egories of GeoMor[E ,Mod(C)] and SFilt[C, E ], respectively.
(b) It only remains to show, then, that ξ is essentially surjective on
objects. Let k : C −→ E be a finite coproduct-preserving functor
verifying Conditions (Areg), (B̃), (SF2) and (SF3). Since the cate-
gory E is cocomplete, we can always define a pair of adjoint functors
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E(k(−),−) : E −→ Mod(C), which assigns to any object X ∈ E the
set-valued functor E(k(−), X), and LanYC(k) : Mod(C) −→ E , which is
given by the left Kan extension of k along the restricted Yoneda embed-
ding YC . Note that the functor E(k(−), X) : Cop −→ set does preserve
finite products, since E(k(nT ), X) ' E(nk(T ), X) ' E(k(T ), X)n, k be-
ing a finite coproduct-preserving functor. Then, by Proposition 161, the
fact that the functor k is special filtering is equivalent to the left Kan
extension LanYC(k) being left exact. Moreover, by Lemma 164, the
fact that k satisfies Condition (Areg) and (B̃) implies that the functor
E(k(−),−) is full and faithful. Therefore, we get a localization

E Mod(C)
oo

LanYC (k)

E(k(−),−)
//⊥

which, in particular, satisfies the condition k ' LanYC(k).YC , since YC is
fully faithful. Namely, ξ(LanYC(k)) ' k and this ends the proof of the
functor ξ being essentially surjective on objects.

4.6 The link with other characterisation theorems for
localizations of algebraic categories

It is widely known that one can compare categories of C-models, for an
algebraic theory C, and classical categories of T-algebras for a monad T
(see [31]). We review quickly some basic notions in order to introduce
the setting.

Definition 168 A monad T = (T, υ, µ) on a category A consists of a
functor T : A −→ A and two natural transformations υ : 1A −→ T and
µ : TT −→ T , which make the following diagrams commute:

TT Tµ
//

TTT

TT

µT

��

TTT TT
Tµ // TT

T

µ

��

T TT
υT //T

T

1T

""DD
DD

DD
DD

DD
DD

DD
TT Too Tυ
TT

T

µ

��

T

T

1T

||zz
zz

zz
zz

zz
zz

zz

Proposition 169 Let A and B be two categories. Every adjunction
F a G, where the functors are F : A −→ B and G : B −→ A, gives rise
to a monad on the category A.

Proof. Just take the composite T = G.F : A −→ A as endofunctor,
the unit for the adjunction as υ and the natural transformation given
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by the composite G.ε.F as µ, provided ε : F.G −→ 1B is the counit for
the adjunction F a G.

Definition 170 Let T = (T, υ, µ) be a monad on a category A. A T-
algebra (A, a) is a pair consisting of an object A ∈ A and an arrow
a : TA −→ A of A, which makes both the diagrams:

TA Aa
//

TTA

TA

µA

��

TTA TA
Ta // TA

A

a

��

A TA
υA //A

A

1A

��?
??

??
??

??
??

? TA

A

a

��

commute. A morphism of T-algebras f : (A, a) −→ (B, b) is an arrow
f : A −→ B of A, which renders commutative the diagram:

TB B
b

//

TA

TB

Tf

��

TA A
a // A

B

f

��

In fact, the collection of T-algebras (and morphisms of T-algebras) form
a category, as established in the following:

Proposition 171 Let T = (T, υ, µ) be a monad on a category A. Then,
the collection of all T-algebras and their morphisms forms a category,
which is usually denoted by AT. Moreover, there is an adjunction FT a
GT, where the functors FT : A −→ AT and GT : AT −→ A are defined
by the following assignments:

FT : A 7→ (TA, µA)
GT : (A, a) 7→ A

where µA : TTA −→ TA is the morphism in A satisfying the T-algebra
axioms. The monad arising on A from this adjunction is the given
monad T = (T, υ, µ).

For a complete treatment of monads and their algebras, we refer to
[33, 36].

Definition 172 A monad T = (T, υ, µ) on set has finite rank if the
functor T : set −→ set preserves filtered colimits.

We recall the last preliminary result:
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Theorem 173 Let A be an algebraic category, with associated forgetful
functor U : A −→ set and free model functor F : set −→ A. Consider
the following diagram:

set A
F //

set

setT

FT

��

A

setT

K

{{wwwwwwwwwwwwwwOO

GT

oo
U
⊥

a

where T is the monad on set defined by the adjunction F a U. Then,
there is a unique (up to isomorphism) comparison functor K : A −→
setT satisfying GT.K ' U and K.F ' FT.

Therefore, the theorem relating monadic categories over set with algeb-
raic categories can be stated in the following terms (see [7, 11]):

Theorem 174 Let C be an algebraic theory, then there exists a monad
T on set with finite rank such that the equivalence of categories setT '
Mod(C) is established. Conversely, let T be a monad on set with finite
rank, then there exists an algebraic theory C satisfying the equivalence
Mod(C) ' setT.

Proof. We just sketch the two constructions. In one direction, given
an algebraic theory C, we can always consider the free model functor
F : set −→ Mod(C), which is the left adjoint to the forgetful U :
Mod(C) −→ set. The adjunction F a U, as any other adjunction,
gives rise to a monad T on set, by taking as T the composite U.F.
Moreover, one can prove that the monad T has finite rank, using that,
by Proposition 131, the functor U reflects filtered colimits. In the other
direction, given a monad T on set, we can always construct the canonical
adjunction:

set setT
FT

//
oo

GT
⊥

and consider the full subcategory F of setT spanned by the finitely
generated free algebras FT(n), where n is a finite set. Then, by taking
its dual category Fop, we define an algebraic theory C, with T = FT(1),
since we have FT(n) =

∐
n F

T(1). (Here 1 denotes the one element set.)
By considering the adjunction:

set Mod(C)
F //

oo
U
⊥
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provided by the free model functor F, and computing the induced monad
T′, defined via the composite U.F, we obtain an equivalence of catego-
ries setT′ ' Mod(C). Note that T′ has, in fact, finite rank. Then, one
can prove that the two monads T and T′ are equivalent, precisely by
using that both of them have finite rank.

Finally, we can present the celebrated Lawvere characterisation Theorem
for algebraic categories (see [30]):

Theorem 175 A locally small category A is equivalent to a (one sorted)
algebraic category if and only if:

1. A is exact;

2. A has a regular projective regular generator G;

3. G is finitely presentable in A.

We recall that an object G ∈ A is called a regular generator if G ad-
mits all copowers and, for any object A ∈ A, the canonical morph-
ism γA :

∐
f∈A(G,A)G −→ A, induced by the universal property of

the coproduct, is a regular epimorphism in A. Whereas, G ∈ A is
said to be regular projective if the corresponding representable functor
A(G,−) : A −→ set preserves regular epimorphisms. We point out that
this definition is nothing but the 1-element version of the definition of
(strong) generator G, analysed in Section 2.3.

Now, moving back to our topic for this chapter, some work has already
been done concerning localizations of algebraic categories by Vitale in
[41, 42]. The starting point is the following characterisation of an algeb-
raic category, which is equivalent to the one contained in Theorem 175
and for which we still refer to [30]. We should mention that, in fact,
the following Theorem was the original one introduced by Lawvere in
his Ph.D. thesis. Whereas, Theorem 175 appeared only afterwards and
became the reference for Lawvere’s characterisation of algebraic cate-
gories, because of the more popular definition of finitely presentable
objects. Here is the result:

Theorem 176 A locally small category A is equivalent to a (one sorted)
algebraic category if and only if:

1. A is exact;

2. A has finite colimits;

3. A has a regular projective regular generator G;
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4. G is abstractly finite.

We recall that an object A ∈ A is said to be abstractly finite if any
arrow A −→ S ◦A factors through some arrow S′ ◦A −→ S ◦A, induced
by the inclusion S′ ↪→ S, for some finite subset S′ ⊆ S (provided the
object A admits all copowers and S ◦A denotes the S-indexed copower
of A). Clearly, any finitely presentable object is abstractly finite. The
converse is only true in presence of the other axioms for an algebraic
category. The idea of the previous Theorem can be carried out to in-
vestigate localizations of algebraic categories and leads to the following
characterisation Theorem (see [42]):

Theorem 177 A locally small category B is equivalent to a localization
of a (one sorted) algebraic category if and only if:

1. B is exact;

2. B has a regular generator G;

3. filtered colimits exist and commute with finite limits in B.

Proof. We only sketch the construction in one direction, since the
other one is trivial: just remark that any algebraic category satisfies
Condition 1, 2 and 3 and these are stable under localizations.
Therefore, suppose B is an exact category with a regular generator G
and with filtered colimits commuting with finite limits. It suffices that
B satisfies Conditions 1 and 2 to deduce, from Proposition 2.1 in [41],
B is equivalent to a localization of a monadic category over set; more
explicitly, B is equivalent to a localization of setT, where the monad T is
determined by the adjunction −◦G a B(G,−), namely the endofunctor
T is the composite B(G,− ◦G). In particular, the proof of Proposition
2.1 establishes that, when taking as C the full subcategory of B given
by all copowers S ◦ G of G, for S varying in set, we get B ' Cex. In
order to prove that B is, in fact, a localization of an algebraic category,
we need to construct a new monad T′, the finitary part of T, show that
T′ has finite rank and B is still a localization of setT′ . For it, consider
the subcategory D of C having the same objects of C and for morphisms
f : R ◦G −→ S ◦G those arrows of C (that is, of B) such that, for each
element r ∈ R, the composite f.σr : G −→ S ◦ G factors through the
arrow S′ ◦G −→ S ◦G, induced by the inclusion S′ ↪→ S, for some finite
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subset S′ ⊆ S, as follows:

G R ◦Gσr // S ◦Gf //

S′ ◦G

OO

f ′r

((

where σr : G −→ R ◦ G denotes the rth coproduct injection in B. We
underline that D is obviously not a full subcategory of C. We obtain,
then, a new adjunction −◦G a D(G,−) and a corresponding new monad
T′ on set, by computing the composite T ′ = D(G,− ◦G). The monad
T′ has finite rank: this property follows from the simple fact that the
object G is abstractly finite in D, although the proof is far from being
evident. Therefore, we have:

B setT
// //

oo
setT′

//
oo

⊥ ⊥ ' Dex

where the first pair is a localization and the second one an adjunction.
Under the further assumption that the category B verifies Condition 3,
one can prove that the composite B −→ setT′ is a fully faithful functor
and its left adjoint setT′ −→ B is nothing but the exact extension of
the (not full) inclusion D −→ B, which still is a left covering functor,
and, therefore, its exact extension is left exact. In other words, we have
just proved that the category B is a localization of the monadic category
setT′ , where the monad T′ has finite rank, that is, setT′ is an algebraic
category, by Proposition 174 and B is a localization of it.

Our present aim is to obtain Theorem 177 as a corollary of our character-
isation Theorem 165. We need to explicitly describe, then, the algebraic
theory C and the finite coproduct-preserving functor k : C −→ B which
will realise the category B as a localization of the category Mod(C) of
C-models. Given an exact category B with a regular generator G and
with filtered colimits commuting with finite limits, we can always define
the subcategory D of B having for objects all copowers S ◦ G of G, for
S varying in set, and for morphisms f : R ◦G −→ S ◦G those arrows f
in B such that, for any element r ∈ R, the composite f.σr : G −→ S ◦G
factors in B through the morphism S′ ◦ G −→ S ◦ G, induced by the
inclusion S′ // // S, for some finite subset S′ of S, as in the following



172 On localizations of algebraic categories

diagram:

G R ◦Gσr // S ◦Gf //

S′ ◦G

OO

f ′r

((

where σr : G −→ R ◦ G denotes the rth coproduct injection in B.
Obviously, D is not a full subcategory of B. Then, we can take the
full subcategory C of D given by only those copowers n ◦G, for n some
finite set. We make no notational distinction between n ◦ G and nG,
which means that we denote, at the same time, by n the finite set and
the natural number corresponding to its cardinality (where this doesn’t
lead to any confusion). In fact, C is an algebraic theory with T = G.
Call k : C −→ B the (not full) inclusion. This is the setting which
enables us to state the desired result:

Proposition 178 Let B be an exact category with a regular generator
G and with filtered colimits commuting with finite limits. Let k : C −→ B
be the (not full) inclusion of the subcategory C determined by the finite
copowers nG of G, for any finite set n. Then, the functor k : C −→
B preserves finite coproducts and satisfies the Conditions (Areg), (B̃),
(SF2) and (SF3).

Proof. Clearly, the inclusion k preserves finite coproducts. We simply
treat the case of binary ones. For it, let nG and mG be two objects of
C, namely n and m are finite sets, and consider their coproduct in C,
which is isomorphic to (n + m)G, provided n + m denotes the disjoint
union in set of n and m. Then, we have k(nG+mG) ' k((n+m)G) =
(n+m)G ' nG+mG = k(nG) + k(mG).
k satisfies Condition (Areg). For it, consider an object X ∈ B and the
collection RX = {g : G −→ X} of all arrows of B into X, that is,
RX = B(G,X). We want to prove that RX is a regular epimorphic
family, that is, the canonical morphism λ, induced by the universal
property of the coproduct, as follows:∐

g∈RX

G ' B(G,X) ◦G X
λ //

∐
g∈RX

G ' B(G,X) ◦G

G

OO
σg

X

G

77

g

oooooooooooooooooooooo

is a regular epimorphism in B. This is precisely the condition on G of
being a regular generator for B. Note that we only need to take under
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consideration morphisms into X with domain G, since any arbitrary
arrow f : nG −→ X in B, for an arbitrary object nG of C, can be
entirely determined by its pre-composites with the coproduct injections
σi : G −→ nG in C.
k satisfies Condition (B̃). For it, consider an object X ∈ B, a pair
of arrows x0, x1 : X −→ nG in B, where n is a finite set, and the
corresponding collection of maps in B

Mx0,x1 =

{
g : G −→ X

∣∣∣∣{ x0.g = k(f0)
x1.g = k(f1)

for someG
f0 //

f1
// nG in C

}

We want to show that Mx0,x1 is an epimorphic family. Note that the
arrows f0, f1 : G −→ nG not only are in C but actually in B, since, n
being a finite set, they always factor through a finite subset of n, namely
n itself. Therefore, their images via the inclusion k coincide with the
arrows f0 and f1 themselves. Then, for any morphism g : G −→ X in
B, the composites x0.g and x1.g satisfy the condition of being arrows in
C, since n is a finite set and, then, this condition reduces to just being
arrows of B. It follows that Mx0,x1 = B(G,X). From G being a regular
generator in B, we derive that the canonical morphism λ, induced by
the universal property of the coproduct, as follows:∐

g∈Mx0,x1

G ' B(G,X) ◦G X
λ // //

∐
g∈Mx0,x1

G ' B(G,X) ◦G

G

OO
σg

X

G
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is a regular epimorphism in B. Explicitly, λ is the unique map in B
verifying λ.σg = g, for any arrow g in Mx0,x1 . In particular, we get that
Mx0,x1 is an epimorphic family. For it, let u, v : X −→ U be a pair of
arrows in B satisfying u.g = v.g, for any g ∈ Mx0,x1 , or, equivalently
u.λ.σg = v.λ.σg, for any g ∈ Mx0,x1 . The last equality implies that
u.λ = v.λ, by definition of the coproduct

∐
g∈Mx0,x1

G. It follows from
λ being a (regular) epimorphism that u = v, as desired.
k satisfies Condition (SF2). For it, let nG and mG be a pair of objects
in C and consider the collection Sn,m of all arrows

{< u, v >: G −→ nG×mG|nG oo u
G

v // mG in C}

in B. We want to prove that the family Sn,m is regular epimorphic. The
map < u, v > is the unique one in B satisfying π1. < u, v >= u and
π2. < u, v >= v, obtained by the universal property of the product nG
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oo π1
nG×mG π2 // mG in B. Note that the morphisms u : G −→ nG

and v : G −→ mG not only are in C but actually in B, since, n and
m, being finite sets, always factor through a finite subset of n and m,
respectively, namely n and m themselves. Therefore, for any morphism
g : G −→ nG × mG in B, the composites π1.g and π2.g satisfy the
condition of being arrows in C, since n and m are finite sets and, then,
this condition reduces to just being arrows of B. It follows that the
morphism g can be identified with < π1.g, π2.g >∈ Sn,m; in other words,
we have just shown that Sn,m = B(G,nG×mG). From G being a regular
generator in B, we derive that the canonical morphism λ, induced by
the universal property of the coproduct, as follows:∐

g∈Sn,m

G ' B(G,nG×mG) ◦G nG×mG
λ // //

∐
g∈Sn,m

G ' B(G,nG×mG) ◦G

G

OO
σg

nG×mG

G

55

g
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is a regular epimorphism in B. This is precisely the condition on the
family Sn,m of being regular epimorphic, as desired.
k satisfies Condition (SF3). For it, let u, v : nG −→ mG be a pair of
arrows in C and consider the collection Su&v of all arrows

{ew : G −→ Eu,v|G w // nG
u //
v

// mG in C such that u.w = v.w}

in B. We want to prove that the family Su&v is regular epimorphic. Here

(Eu,v, l) is the equalizer Eu,v // l // nG
u //
v

// mG of the pair (u, v) in B and

ew is the unique map in B satisfying l.ew = w, for any such an arrow w,
obtained by the universal property of the equalizer. Therefore, Su&v is
nothing but the collection {ew : G −→ Eu,v|l.ew = w : G −→ nG in C}.
Moreover, any such composite l.ew = w : G −→ nG is an arrow in B,
since n is a finite set. Therefore, for any morphism g : G −→ Eu,v in B,
the composite l.g : G −→ nG is an arrow in C such that u.l.g = v.l.g,
since (Eu,v, l) is the equalizer of the pair (u, v) in B. It follows, hence,
that Su&v = B(G,Eu,v). From G being a regular generator in B, we
derive that the canonical morphism µ, induced by the universal property
of the coproduct, as follows:∐

ew∈Su&v

G ' B(G,Eu,v) ◦G Eu,v
µ // //

∐
ew∈Su&v

G ' B(G,Eu,v) ◦G

G

OO

σw

Eu,v

G

77

ew

oooooooooooooooooooo
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is a regular epimorphism in B. This is precisely the condition on the
family Su&v of being regular epimorphic, as desired.

Therefore, as direct consequence of our Theorem 165, we derive:

Corollary 179 Any cocomplete, exact category, with a regular gener-
ator and with filtered colimits commuting with finite limits, is a localiz-
ation of a (one sorted) algebraic category.

The converse of this Corollary is always true since any localization of
an algebraic category verifies these conditions. In fact, in any algebraic
category filtered colimits commute with finite limits and the condition
is stable under localizations.
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to thank the Mathematics Department for having provided me with
the means to realise this satisfactory and overwhelming project and,
moreover, all my students: the time I spent with them was precious,
refreshing and ... fun.



Bibliography
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