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Abstract

A lift of a diagram D : J→ X in a category against a discrete opfibration π : E→
X can be interpreted as presenting a solution to a system of equations in X presented
by D. With this interpretation in mind, it is natural to ask if there is a notion of
equivalence of diagrams D ≃ D′ that precisely captures the idea of the two diagrams
“having the same solutions”. We give such a definition, and then show how the local-
isation of the category of all diagrams in X along such equivalences is isomorphic to
the localisation of the slice category Cat/X along the class of initial functors. Finally,
we extend this result to the 2-categorical setting, proving the analogous statement for
any locally presentable 2-category in place of Cat.
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1 Introduction

A diagram in a category can be viewed as a presentation of a system of equations given
by equating parallel paths in its image. For example, we can present the equation

y2 = x3 + x+ 1
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describing an elliptic curve in an affine plane A2 over a field k by the diagram

A2 k

y2

x3+x+1

.

What is crucial here is that this diagram does not commute. The locus on which the equation
y2 = x3 + x + 1 holds, which for a geometer is the variety determined by the system, is
given categorically by the equalizer; in general, the limit of a diagram in a category may
be viewed as the object of all solutions to the system of equations the diagram presents.

From previous work [PBHF22], we are motivated by partial differential equations, a
field in which mathematicians must in general study only points, or families of points, in
the solution space. An individual solution is given in familiar categories by a cone over
the diagram tipped by a terminal object or monoidal unit. More generally, a family of
solutions indexed by an arbitrary object x is given by a cone over the diagram tipped by
x. Thus we might, for instance, obtain a two-parameter family of solutions to a system of
differential equations using a cone tipped by R2.

The categorical framing allows us to generalize yet further. Letting D : J → X be
a diagram in a category X, we shift perspective to consider the choice of a cone over D
tipped by x as a lift of the functor D into the coslice category x/X:

x/X

J X
D

.

We are led to consider generalized solutions via lifting against functors into X. For
instance, if the spaces Rn are in our category X then, by considering lifts against the
canonical functor

∐
n(R

n/X) → X, we can reify the concept of “an n-parameter family
of solutions for some n.” If the interval [0, 1] is available in X then, by the same token,
by lifting against the projection C → X, where C is the coequalizer of the canonical
functors R1 × [0, 1]/X → R1/X, we reify the concept of “a homotopy equivalence class
of one-parameter families of solutions.” It is thus rather natural to close the family of
coslice projections x/X → X under arbitrary colimits and consider notions of solution
resulting from lifting against all of the resulting functors into X. The result of this colimit
closure is precisely the class of discrete opfibrations over X. (We recall the definition of
discrete opfibration below in Definition 2.6.) For reasons that will become clear following
Definition 2.9 below, it is infelicitous to continue generalizing to lifts against arbitrary
functors over X, and so we have found our basic setting. This was already the setting that
emerged from a recent study in applied category theory by Patterson, Baas, Hosgood,
and Fairbanks [PBHF22].
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To summarize thus far: we are interested in lifts of diagrams D : J→ X against discrete
opfibrations π : E → X. We take as our central question under what circumstances such
a diagram D admits “the same” lifts against all such discrete opfibrations—in equational
terms, the same solutions for every way of interpreting the variables when the diagram
is viewed as a system of equations—as another diagram D′ : J′ → X. Since we want to
allow the shape of the diagram to vary, we are led to consider the category Diag←(X)
of all diagrams in X. (See Section 2 for the details on this category; note for now that
it is not simply the slice Cat/X but incorporates a lax aspect in its morphisms.) The
category Diag←(X), as a suitable domain for a global limit functor, goes all the way back
to Eilenberg and Mac Lane [EM45]. It is nevertheless not very extensively studied (though
see [GV77] for a characterization of Diag←(X) as a lax cocompletion and [Mes23] for a
description of colimits in Diag←(X)), and the notion of limit is more often formalized
“locally,” one diagram shape at a time. The diagram category has nonetheless arisen
repeatedly in the short history of applied category theory thus far, both in the current
context and in the modeling of functorial data migrations [Spi23]; in both cases at the
heart of the usefulness of Diag←(X) is the fact that a diagram in X gives a convenient
presentation of a discrete opfibration over X—for computational purposes, importantly,
a presentation that might well be finite even when X is not.

Any morphism D → D′ in Diag←(X) induces a function from lifts of D against a
discrete opfibration π to lifts of D′ against π, and we can use this canonical function
to define a class of weak equivalences on Diag←(X) as those morphisms which induce
bijections of lifts against arbitrary discrete opfibrations over X. Such maps will be viewed
as isomorphisms of the systems of equations presented by the two diagrams. A very
similar class of weak equivalences was studied in Section 9 of [PBHF22].

The primary work of this paper, leading to Theorem 4.6, is to compute the localization
Diag←(X)[W−1], where W is the class of weak equivalences described above. The localiza-
tion (Definition 4.1) of a category at some class of morphisms universally adjoins inverses
to those morphisms [GZ67]. In particular, the localization Diag←(X)[W−1], universally
turning the equivalences of systems of equations into isomorphisms, can be thought of as
“the category of systems of equations in X.” From a theoretical point of view, we obtain
a completely satisfying answer:

The category Diag←(X)[W−1] of systems of equations in a category X is equivalent
to the full subcategory of the slice Cat/X spanned by the discrete opfibrations.

It was not at all obvious a priori to these authors that this theorem should hold,
although it is reads quite naturally after the fact. In particular, the proof includes some
technical work in establishing that the morphisms in the localization can all be represented
by strict maps in Cat/X.

So, the motto is that a “a system of equations in X is a discrete opfibration over
X." That said, we are especially interested in computationally tractable descriptions of
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this localization for future work in algorithmic rewriting for PDEs. The description of
the localization in terms of discrete opfibrations (or, equivalently, copresheaves) is not
appropriate for this purpose, due to the loss of the opportunity for finite presentation of
objects mentioned above. We thus expect to find more applications for the description of
the localization as the category whose objects are diagrams in X and whose morphisms
D → D′′ are the zigzags D ← D′ → D′′ with the reversed arrow determined by an
initial functor between the domains of D and of D′. Initial functors (Definition 5.5) can
be described either as functors, restriction along which does not change the limit of a
diagram, or as those left orthogonal to discrete opfibrations. The other key aspect of
the proof of our main theorem, in addition to the strictification mentioned above, is to
show that inverting diagram morphisms given by initial functors suffices to invert all
weak equivalences—even though not nearly all weak equivalences are themselves given
by initial morphisms.

Our first main result, Theorem 4.6, is not sufficiently general to apply to most systems
of interest in physics and engineering, including those in [PBHF22]. The reason is that
diagrams in a category without extra structure can only describe equations involving
unary operations, whereas equations in applied mathematics tend to involve operations
or differential operators of higher arity. Thus, one often prefers to take diagrams in a
categorical structure going beyond a bare category.

For instance, as simple an equation as B(x, y) = 0, where B is a bilinear form on a
vector space V , is most naturally modelled by considering the symmetric monoidal or
multicategorical structure on vector spaces. We generally prefer the latter, though we
address both, so that we would draw this equation diagrammatically like as

(V, V ) k

B

0

.

For various types of equations, we might prefer to work in multicategories, perhaps sym-
metric or cartesian or equipped with coproducts, or the analogous monoidal, symmetrical
monoidal, cartesian monoidal, or distributive monoidal categories. Motivated by these
many possibilities, the final Section 5 generalizes our main result from the 2-category of
categories to an arbitrary locally presentable 2-category. This setting directly includes
the multicategorical examples and indirectly includes the others, as we will explain later
using standard tricks from 2-monad theory.

To even state the broadened result, the concepts of discrete opfibration and initial
functor must be defined in a general 2-category. These concepts sometimes generalize in
more than one useful way; for our purposes, we propose a definition of discrete opfibra-
tion in an arbitrary 2-category that is inspired by Riehl and Verity’s treatment of formal
(∞-)category theory in a virtual equipment [RV22]. This definition reduces to the stan-
dard one in the 2-category of categories. We then define the initial morphisms to be the
class of morphisms left orthogonal to discrete opfibrations. Thus, what was a theorem
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for categories, the existence of Street and Walters’ comprehensive factorization [SW73], be-
comes essentially a definition, using standard features of factorization systems in locally
presentable categories.

With these definitions and a limited amount of groundwork, the proofs in Section 4
go through essentially without change to establish a wide generalization of our main
theorem:

For any locally presentable 2-categoryK containing an object x, the category of discrete
opfibrations over x, as a full subcategory of the slice K/x, is equivalent to the local-
ization of the diagram category Diag←(x) at a class of weak equivalences defined
just as in the case K = Cat.

The results of this paper illustrate how relatively deep categorical mathematics, includ-
ing localizations, 2-dimensional monad theory, and comprehensive factorization systems,
can be used to give a novel notion of sameness for systems of equations. In future work,
we intend to make use of these results to implement algorithms for the simplification of
such systems that would be essentially indescribable without the categorical formalism.

Conventions We write categories in sans-serif, e.g. X and J, functors and objects of
an arbitrary 2-category in serif capitals, e.g. D and X, morphisms of a category or a
2-category in serif lower case, e.g. f and g, and natural transformations and other 2-
morphisms in Greek script.

While we would philosophically lean toward diagrammatic order of composition, we
cannot bring ourselves to apply functions or functors on the left. So, in the Cat-centric first
four sections of the paper, the juxtaposition FG means to apply F after G, in the classical
order. In Section 5, however, we will be working in an abstract 2-category with no ability
to apply 1-morphisms to elements of their domain, and so we will use the diagrammatic
order of composition. We highlight the intent to compose diagrammatically with · but
sometimes suppress the · in more complicated composites when no ambiguity can arise.
We make no notational distinction between horizontal and vertical composition of 2-
morphisms, taking the perspective that both are just special cases of the fundamental
composition operation—that of pasting—on a 2-category.

Acknowledgments Arlin, Fairbanks, and Patterson acknowledge support from DARPA
Award HR00112220038. Hosgood thanks Evan Cavallo and Ivan di Liberti for helpful
conversations.

2 Diagram categories

Let X be an arbitrary category.
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Definition 2.1. The (oplax) category of diagrams inX, or diagram category, denoted Diag→(X),
is defined as follows:

• the objects are diagrams D : J→ X indexed by a small category J, which we denote
by (J, D) (or, more often, just D when J is implicit);

• the morphisms (J, D)→ (K, E) are pairs (R, ρ), where R : J→ K is a functor and
ρ : D ⇒ ER is a natural transformation. (See Figure 1.)

Dually, we define the contravariant category of diagrams Diag←(X) as Diag→(Xop). Thus
Diag←(X) has the same objects as Diag→(X), but have morphisms (J, D)→ (K, E) given
by pairs (R, ρ), where R : K→ J is a functor and ρ : DR⇒ E is a natural transformation.
(See Figure 1).

We say that a morphism (R, ρ) in Diag→(X) or Diag←(X) is pseudo1 if ρ is a natural
isomorphism and is strict if ρ is an identity; we write Diagps→(X) and Diagstrict→ (X) for the
wide subcategories consisting of pseudo and strict morphisms, respectively. ⌟

J K

X
D E

R

ρ
J K

X
D E

R

ρ

Figure 1: Left: a morphism in Diag→(X). Right: a morphism in Diag←(X).

Remark 2.2. The construction of the diagram categories is functorial: given a functor
F : X → Y, we get a functor Diag→(F ) : Diag→(X) → Diag→(Y) by post-composition
with F , sending (J, D) to (J, F ◦D) and acting on morphisms (R, ρ) by whiskering with
ρ. The same is true for Diag←.

It is possible to give Diag→ and Diag← a universal property as a kind of categorified
slice category. Much as an ordinary slice category may be seen as the limit of a span in the
2-category Cat, weighted by a certain span 1→ 2← 1 of categories, so can the diagram
category be seen as the limit of a span in V weighted by the same span 1 → 2 ← 1
viewed in V, where V is the category OpLaxGray of 2-categories enriched with the oplax
Gray tensor product. We shall make no use of this fact, but point it out as an amusing
reflection on the depth of vision of Eilenberg and Mac Lane’s original paper, and perhaps
as motivation for the work of this paper in getting out of the relatively mysterious diagram
category and into the more familiar slice Cat/X. ⌟

1One could also use the terminology “strong” but we opt for convention most common in the 2-categorical
literature.
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Note that the wide subcategory Diagstrict→ (X) consisting only of strict morphisms is
precisely the slice category Cat/X, and similarly for Diagstrict← (X) and (Cat/X)op. Thus
Diagstrict← (X) ∼= Diagstrict→ (X)op. We can generalise this correspondence to the case of
pseudo morphisms using the following definition.

Definition 2.3. The mate of a morphism (R, ρ) : D → E in Diagps→(X) is the morphism
(R, ρ−1) : E → D in Diagps←(X). We also refer to the inverse operation, which sends a
morphism (S, σ) in Diagps←(X) to the morphism (S, σ−1) in Diagps→(X), as the mate. ⌟

It is immediately observed that the identity-on-objects functorDiagps→(X)→ Diagps←(X)op

that sends a morphism (R, ρ) : D → E to its mate (R, ρ−1) : E → D induces an isomor-
phism of categories.

This gives us one general motivation for studying diagram categories: they are ex-
tensions of the slice category Cat/X that can describe more sensitive 2-categorical infor-
mation. Objects of the diagram categories are also useful as presentations for discrete
(op)fibrations, as we shall see. Furthermore, diagram categories are fundamental even at
the 1-categorical level, as shown by the following lemma.

Lemma 2.4. Let X be a complete category. Then giving a choice of limit for every diagram in X
it is equivalent to giving a functor

lim: Diag←(X) −→ X.

The dual statement for cocomplete categories also holds, giving a functor colim: Diag→(X)→ X.

Proof. An early version of this statement appears in Eilenberg and Mac Lane’s original
paper on category theory [EM45, §23]; a proof can also be found in [PBHF22, Proposi-
tion 4.2].

The interest in Diag→(X) and Diag←(X) in [PBHF22] was motivated by how diagrams
can be used to present systems of equations, and how lifts of diagrams then describe
solutions to these systems. We will briefly recall the relevant definitions, but we refer the
interested reader to loc.cit. for a more detailed discussion.

Definition 2.5. Given a diagram D : J→ X and a functor π : E→ X, a lift of D along π
is a functor D : J→ E making the triangle

E

J X
D

πD

commutes. We write Liftπ D for the set of lifts of D along π. ⌟
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There is indeed a natural notion of category of lifts along π, where morphisms lie over
idD, but for our purposes π will always be a discrete opfibration and thus the category of
lifts will be discrete.

While not all of the following definitions are standard, they are consistent with the
usual ones: a functor is a discrete opfibration (in the usual sense) precisely when it is a
discrete opfibration at every morphism in X.

Definition 2.6. Let π : E → X be a functor. For any object x ∈ X, we write Ex for the
fibre of E over x, defined as the set of all objects x ∈ E such that π(x) = x.

We say that π is a discrete opfibration at a morphism f : x→ y in X if, for every x ∈ Ex,
there exists a unique object y ∈ E and a unique morphism f : x→ y such that π(f) = f ;
we refer to f as the (unique) lift of the pair (x, f).

Similarly, π is said to be a discrete fibration at f if πop : Eop → Xop is a discrete opfi-
bration at f . If π is both a discrete fibration at f and a discrete opfibration at f , then we
say that it is a discrete bifibration at f . ⌟

x •

x y
f

f

π

Figure 2: A discrete opfibration π at f : x→ y. As the picture suggests, the codomain of
the lift f is not given, but is instead part of the existence and uniqueness statement.

Remark 2.7. An important consequence of the uniqueness of lifts is that discrete opfi-
brations give functorial lifts: given morphisms f : x→ y and g : y → z in X and an object
x in Ex, we can lift (x, f) to get f : x→ y, and then lift (y, g) to get g : y → z; by unique-
ness of lifts, it must be the case that g ◦ f = g ◦ f , since the former also defines a lift of
g ◦ f : x → z. This is at the heart of the proof that the Grothendieck construction gives
as equivalence between the category of copresheaves on X and the category of discrete
opfibrations over X. ⌟

Remark 2.8. We have so far used the word “lift” to mean two seemingly different things:
in Definition 2.5 it means a functor making a triangle commute, and in Definition 2.6
it means an object or morphism in the fibre of a functor. But the former is actually an
example of the latter, since finding a lift of D : J→ X along π : E→ X is exactly finding
an object in the fibre of (π ◦−) : [J,E]→ [J,X] over D. With this apology made, we shall
feel free to use the same overline notation for lifts in both senses. ⌟
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The perspective of diagrams presenting systems of equations leads to a question,
however, that remains largely invisible in standard algebraic notation for equations: there
can exist diagrams that are not isomorphic but which nonetheless present systems of
equations that have “the same” sets of solutions. The authors of [PBHF22] propose a
definition of a weak equivalence of diagrams, which aims to rectify this situation by defining
two diagrams to be weakly equivalent exactly when there is a pseudo map between them
inducing a bijection between sets of lifts against all discrete opfibrations. As discussed in
the introduction, these lifting sets are interpreted as the sets of solutions to the systems
of equations presented by the two diagrams.

In this paper we somewhat weaken this definition, allowed for weak equivalences
that aren’t necessarily pseudo, and avoiding dependence on the mate construction in the
definition. In the below definition we consider only weak equivalences in Diag←(X), as it
is this category whose morphisms induce functions between lifting sets against discrete
opfibrations.

Definition 2.9. We say that a morphism (R, ρ) : D → E in Diag←(X) is a weak equivalence
if, for every discrete opfibration π : E → X, the map R∗ : Liftπ D → Liftπ E induced by
(R, ρ) (see below) is a bijection. ⌟

The map R∗ is given by applying the discrete opfibration property of π to find a lift of
ρ whose codomain is the image of a lift of D, as we now explain in more detail, following
[PBHF22, Theorem 5.2]. A slightly different proof is given at a higher level of abstraction
in Section 5.

For any k ∈ K, the natural transformation ρ gives us a morphism

ρk : DR(k) −→ E(k)

in X. If we have some lift D : J → E of D : J → X along π, then we have the necessary
data to apply the discrete opfibration property: there exists a unique lift ρk of ρk, which
has a codomain we shall name E(k), as seen here:

DR(k) E(k)

DR(k) E(k)ρk

ρk

π

With that done, we define the functor E : K→ E on objects by E(k) = E(k). Then, given
a morphism g : k → k′ in K, we can apply the discrete opfibration property again: there

exists a unique lift E(g) of domain Ē(k). We call its codomain Ẽ(k′) :

E(k) Ẽ(k′)

E(k) E(k′)
E(g)

E(g)

π
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In order to define E(g) = E(g), we need to know that Ẽ(k′) = Ē(k′). This follows
directly from discrete opfibrations having functorial lifting (Remark 2.7), but for clarity
we explain the details in this case. We already know that ρk is the unique lift of ρk with
domain D̄R(k). Similarly, E(g) is by definition the unique lift of E(g) with domain Ē(k).

Together, this implies that E(g) ◦ ρk, which has codomain Ẽ(k′), is the unique lift of
E(g) ◦ ρk with domain DR(k). But the naturality of ρ says that E(g) ◦ ρk = ρk′ ◦DR(g),
and by a similar argument as above, the unique lift of ρk′ ◦DR(g) with domain DR(k)

has codomain E(k). Thus Ẽ(k′) = E(k′), as desired.

Remark 2.10. Note that this argument breaks down if R goes in the other direction: mor-
phisms in Diag→(X) do not necessarily induces maps of lifts against discrete opfibrations.
For this reason, here and in [PBHF22] we have been primarily interested in the category
Diag←(X). ⌟

In the above construction of R∗ : Liftπ D → Liftπ E, we have actually also constructed
a natural transformation ρ : DR ⇒ E by setting ρk = ρk, which gives us a morphism
(R, ρ) : D → E in Diag←(E). In fact, by the uniqueness of the maps constructed through-
out, we have actually established the following result.

Lemma 2.11 ([PBHF22, Theorem 5.2]). The functor Diag← preserves discrete opfibrations.
That is, let π : E→ X be a discrete opfibration. Then the post-composition functor

Diag←(π) : Diag←(E) −→ Diag←(X)

is also a discrete opfibration.

We can even express the definition of a weak equivalence in Diag←(X) purely in
terms of properties of the functor Diag←(π), avoiding explicit mention of lifts of diagrams
altogether. To do so, we need to give an alternative formulation of discrete opfibrations.

Definition 2.12. Let π : E → X be a discrete opfibration at some morphism f : x → y
in X. The discrete opfibration property of π induces a function between fibres which we
denote by

f∗ : Ex −→ Ey

x 7−→ y

that sends x to the codomain ȳ of the unique lift of f with domain x̄.
Dually, if π is a discrete fibration at f , then it induces a function

f∗ : Ey −→ Ex

y 7−→ x

that sends y to the domain of the unique lift f of f with codomain ȳ. ⌟
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Lemma 2.13. Let π : E → X be a discrete opfibration at some morphism f : x → y in X.
Then π is a discrete fibration (and thus a discrete bifibration) at f if and only if the induced map
f∗ : Ex → Ey is a bijection.

Proof. If π is also a discrete fibration at f , then we have the induced map f∗ : Ey → Ex

which sends y to the domain of the corresponding unique lift of f . But the uniqueness of
lifts implies that f∗f∗ = idEx and f∗f

∗ = idEy and so f∗ is a bijection.
Conversely, if f∗ is a bijection, then define f∗ : Ey → Ex by f∗(y) = f−1∗ (y). Then

f∗ gives us the necessary domain for the discrete fibration property: let y ∈ Ey and set
x = f∗(y); since f∗(x) = y by construction, the discrete opfibration property gives a
unique lift f : x→ y.

Corollary 2.14. A morphism (R, ρ) in Diag←(X) is a weak equivalence if and only if, for every
discrete opfibration π : E → X, the functor Diag←(π) : Diag←(E) → Diag←(X) is a discrete
fibration (and thus a discrete bifibration, by Lemma 2.11) at (R, ρ).

Proof. This follows simply by unravelling the definitions. First of all, to combine the
notation of Definitions 2.9 and 2.12, notice that the objects of Diag←(E)D are exactly the
elements of Liftπ D, and a morphism (R, ρ) : D → E in Diag←(X) induces the function
on fibres

R∗ : Diag←(E)D −→ Diag←(E)E

D 7−→ cod(R, ρ)

where ρ is constructed as in the proof of Lemma 2.11, and cod denotes the codomain.
Note that this map R∗ is exactly the map R∗ in Definition 2.9.

Then, by Lemma 2.13, we know that π is a discrete fibration at (R, ρ) if and only if
this map R∗ is bijective, but this is exactly the the definition of a weak equivalence.

Example 2.15. Every discrete opfibration over X can be constructed out of the “repre-
sentable” discrete opfibrations πx : x/X→ X, where x is an object of X, via colimits. As
described in the introduction, lifting a diagram D along πx can be interpreted as giving
an x-parameterized family of solutions to the system of equations presented by D. Since
this is the most familiar notion of solution to a system of equations, it is natural to ask
whether our notion of weak equivalence depends on the use of arbitrary discrete opfibra-
tions, and in particular on whether there are non-weakly-equivalent diagrams admitting
a map that does induce a bijection on lifts against representable discrete opfibrations.

Indeed, this can happen, intuitively because we are mapping into discrete opfibrations
when constructing lifts but discrete opfibrations are built from representables via colimits,
not via limits. For a minimal example, let X be the arrow category 2 = (0 → 1). Then
representable discrete opfibrations are given by the identity and by the inclusion 1: 1→
X. Every morphism of diagrams induces a bijection on lifts against the identity; for the
nontrivial representable discrete opfibration, a lift of D : J → X along 1 exists if and only
if D is constant at 1, in which case this lift is unique. Thus morphisms of diagrams in
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X which are either both constant at 1 or neither constant at 1 induce bijections on lifts
against representable discrete opfibrations. However, there is a unique diagram morphism
1→ 1 + 1 determined by the unique functor 1 + 1→ 1, and it certainly does not induce
a bijection on lifts against 1+ 1 itself, since 1+ 1 has four lifts along itself but 1 has only
two lifts along 1 + 1. ⌟

We now turn to the other diagram category, Diag→(X). As mentioned above, it is not
necessarily the case that a morphism in Diag→(X) induces a map on lifts along a discrete
opfibration, so we give a name to those that do.

Definition 2.16. We say that a morphism (R, ρ) in Diag→(X) is a weak equivalence if, for
any discrete opfibration π : E → X, the functor Diag→(π) : Diag→(E) → Diag→(X) is a
discrete opfibration at (R, ρ). ⌟

The dual version of Lemma 2.11 is true in a limited sense: if we consider only pseudo
morphisms, then Diag→ sends discrete opfibrations to discrete fibrations. More precisely,
we have the following lemma.

Lemma 2.17. Let π : E→ X be a discrete opfibration. Then

Diagps→(π) : Diagps→(E) −→ Diagps→(X)

is a discrete fibration.

Proof. The idea of the proof is rather simple — take the mate of a morphism in Diagps→(X)
and then apply the proof of Lemma 2.11.

We need to show that, given some (pseudo) morphism (S, σ) : (D, J) → (E,K) in
Diagps→(X) and a lift E of E along π, there exists a unique lift (S, σ) : (D, J)→ (E,K) in
Diagps→(E) of (S, σ). For any j ∈ J, we have the morphism

σj : D(j) −→ ES(j)

in X. By hypothesis, σ is a natural isomorphism, which means that σj is an isomorphism,
and thus we have an inverse morphism

σ−1j : ES(j) −→ D(j).

But now we are in exactly the same situation as in the proof of Lemma 2.11, just with the
roles of D and E swapped, and so we can apply exactly the same argument to obtain

(S, σ−1) : (E,K) −→ (D, J)

in Diagps←(E). Since σ−1 thus defined is a natural isomorphism, we can again take its
inverse in order to obtain

(S, σ) : (D, J) −→ (E,K)

in Diagps→(E), as desired.
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We now know that, if π : E → X is a discrete opfibration, then Diag←(π) (and thus
Diagps←(π), as we will explain in the proof of Corollary 2.19) is also a discrete opfibration,
and Diagps→(π) is a discrete fibration. It is natural to then ask if Diagps←(π) being a discrete
fibration is equivalent to Diagps→(π) being a discrete opfibration: do weak equivalences in
Diagps←(X) and weak equivalences in Diagps→(X) coincide, up to the mate isomorphism?
The following lemma and its corollary provides an affirmative answer to this question.

Lemma 2.18. Let π : E→ X be a discrete opfibration, and let (R, ρ) : D → E be a morphism
in Diagps←(X). Then Diagps←(π) is a discrete fibration at (R, ρ) if and only if Diagps→(π) is a
discrete opfibration at (R, ρ−1).

Proof. By Lemma 2.13, we know that Diagps←(π) is a discrete fibration at (R, ρ) if and only
if (R, ρ)∗ : LiftD π → LiftE π is a bijection. The dual statement of the same lemma tells
us that Diagps→(π) is a discrete opfibration at (R, ρ−1) if and only if (R, ρ−1)∗ : LiftD π →
LiftE π is a bijection. Thus we need only show that (R, ρ)∗ and (R, ρ−1)∗ are the same
function.

By definition, given D̄ ∈ LiftD π, the image (R, ρ)∗(D̄) is the codomain of the unique
lift of (R, ρ) with domain D̄, while (R, ρ−1)∗(D̄) is the domain of the unique lift of (R, ρ−1)
with codomain D̄. Since the discrete opfibration π is conservative, in a lift (R, ρ̄) : D̄ → Ē
of (R, ρ) we can be sure that ρ̄ is invertible. Thus the mate (R, ρ̄−1) : Ē → D̄ of the unique
such lift must also be the unique lift determining (R, ρ−1)∗. Thus (R, ρ)∗ and (R, ρ−1)∗

are the same function, as desired.

Corollary 2.19. A morphism (R, ρ) : D → E in Diagps←(X) is a weak equivalence in the sense
of Definition 2.9 if and only if its mate (R, ρ−1) : E → D in Diagps→(X) is a weak equivalence
in the sense of Definition 2.16.

Proof. We know from Corollary 2.14 that (R, ρ) is a weak equivalence if and only if,
for any discrete opfibration π : E → X, the discrete opfibration Diag←(π) : Diag←(E) →
Diag←(X) is also a discrete fibration at (R, ρ). But any lift (R, ρ) of (R, ρ) along π will be
a pseudo morphism in Diag←(E), since discrete opfibrations lift isomorphisms to isomor-
phisms (a consequence of functorial lifting, as in Remark 2.7) and so ρ will be a natural
isomorphism since ρ is. This means that Diag←(π) is a discrete fibration at (R, ρ) if and
only if Diagps←(π) is a discrete fibration at (R, ρ). But then Lemma 2.18 tells us that this
is equivalent to Diagps→(π) being a discrete opfibration at (R, ρ−1), which is exactly the
definition of (R, ρ−1) being a weak equivalence.

It turns out that there is a readily verifiable sufficient condition on the functor R
that ensures that a morphism (R, ρ) in Diag→ is a weak equivalence. That condition is
initiality, which we now review.
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3 Initial and relatively initial functors

In this section we will recall the definition of an initial functor in the context of orthogonal
factorisation systems, and then explain how this relates to the weak equivalences from
the previous section. This motivates a generalisation of initiality, leading to the definition
of relatively initial morphisms. Note that throughout this section we will be working
exclusively with Diag→, not Diag←.

Informally, a zigzag between two objects x and x′, denoted x ↭ x′, is a finite sequence
of morphisms x = x0 ↔ x1 ↔ x2 ↔ . . .↔ xn+1 = x′ in which each arrow is allowed to
point in either direction (“↔ ∈ {←,→}”). More formally:

Definition 3.1. A zigzag between objects x and x′ in a category X is a finite sequence of
spans {xi ← yi → xi+1}i=0,...,n in X such that x0 = x and xn+1 = x′. ⌟

We can recover the informal definition of a zigzag from the formal one by taking
some of the legs of the spans xi ← yi → xi+1 to be identities, so that the directions of
the arrows don’t appear to strictly alternate.

Definition 3.2. A functor R : J → K is initial if, for every object k ∈ K, the comma
category R/k is non-empty and connected, that is, for every k ∈ K,

• (non-empty) there exists at least one object j ∈ J along with a morphism f : Rj → k
in K; and

• (connected) given any two objects (j, f) and (j′, f ′) in R/k, there exists a zigzag
(j, f) ↭ (j′, f ′) in R/k.

More abstractly, a category X is connected if the right adjoint π0 : Cat → Set to the
chaotic/codiscrete category functor Set→ Cat sends X to a point. ⌟

A key way of thinking about initial functors is through following characterization, that
restricting along an initial functor does not modify a diagram’s limit.

Lemma 3.3. Let R : J → K be a functor. Then R is initial if and only if, for any category X
and any functor D : J→ X, the canonical morphism

lim
K

D −→ lim
J
(DR)

is an isomorphism whenever the limits involved exist. Furthermore, it is sufficient to establish this
in the case that X = Set.

Proof. See, for example, [Rie14, Lemma 8.3.4].

Two particularly useful sufficient conditions for initiality are the following.

Lemma 3.4. Let L : J→ K be a left adjoint. Then L is initial.
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Proof. One way of defining what it means for L to be a left adjoint is that the comma
category L/k has a terminal object εk : LRk → k for every k. Any category with a
terminal object is a fortiori connected.

Lemma 3.5. Let R : J→ K be a full and essentially surjective functor. Then R is initial.

Proof. This is [PBHF22, Lemma 9.8].

The fact that a morphism (R, ρ) in Diag→(X) is a weak equivalence if R is initial is
related to how initial functors and discrete opfibrations interact with each other. We can
make this more precise by recalling the so-called comprehensive factorization system.

Definition 3.6. Let L and R be classes of morphisms in a category C. We say that (L,R)
is an orthogonal factorisation system if

• every morphism f : c → d in C factors as f = r ◦ l for some morphism l ∈ L and
r ∈ R, and the factorisation is unique up to unique isomorphism:

e

c d

e′

l r

l′

∃!

r′

whenever r ◦ l = f = r′ ◦ l′;

• L and R contains all isomorphisms;
• L and R are closed under composition.

We refer to L as the left part of the factorisation system, and to R as the right part. ⌟

Remark 3.7. A well-known equivalent definition says that classes of morphisms (L,R) in
a category C form an orthogonal factorization system if:

• Every morphism in C factors in some way as an L-map followed by an R-map; and

• L and R are orthogonal in the sense that, whenever a solid square as below is given
with ℓ ∈ L and r ∈ R, there exists a unique diagonal morphism indicated by the
dashed arrow making both triangles commute.

c1 c2

d1 d2

ℓ r

The proof is straightforward. Assuming the assumptions just listed, if a morphism f : c1 →
d2 factors in two ways as an ℓ followed by an r, then that produces an orthogonality
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situation in two different ways, producing arrows d1 ⇆ c2 which are mutually inverse
isomorphisms by the usual arguments involving universal properties.

c1 c2

d1 d2

ℓ1 r1

ℓ2

r2

Conversely, assuming the conditions in Definition 3.6, when given an orthogonality situa-
tion as above, one factors the horizontal arrows to produce two factorizations of the path
around the square and then uses essential uniqueness of the factorization to produce the
desired diagonal filler. ⌟

The orthogonal factorisation system most relevant to us is the comprehensive factori-
sation [SW73], which will prove useful in the comparison between initial functors and
weak equivalences in Cat/X in Section 4.

Lemma 3.8. The category Cat admits an orthogonal factorisation system (L,R), known as the
comprehensive factorisation system, where L is the class of initial functors and R is the class
of discrete opfibrations.

Proof. This is [SW73, Theorems 3 and 4], but it is interesting to note that it also follows
from the proof of Lemma 3.12 (see [PBHF22, Theorem 9.12]). The idea of the factoriza-
tion is to use the Yoneda embedding to interpret R as a diagram of copresheaves on K
and take the colimit of this diagram, followed by the Grothendieck construction, to get
the canonical discrete opfibration over K through which R factors.

The following lemma provides the link between initial functors and weak equivalences
in Diag→, keeping Corollary 2.19 in mind.

Lemma 3.9. Let (R, ρ) be a morphism in Diag→(X). If R is an initial functor, then (R, ρ) is
a weak equivalence.

Proof. This is a special case of Lemma 3.12 stated below.

Although Lemma 3.9 tells us that initiality is a sufficient condition for a morphism
to be a weak equivalence, it is not necessary, as demonstrated by Example 3.13 below.
Indeed, this condition does not even make reference to the diagrams themselves, nor to
the transformation ρ, so it is not surprising that it is too strong.

This defect is partially remedied by a more subtle version of initiality that does take
into account both of these aspects.

Definition 3.10. Let (R, ρ) : (J, D)→ (K, E) be a morphism in Diag→(X), and let k be
an object of K. Then we define the relative comma category (R, ρ)/k as follows:
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• its objects are pairs (j, f), where j ∈ J and f : Rj → k in K;

• its morphisms (j, f)→ (j′, f ′) are morphisms h : j → j′ in J such that the diagram

Dj Dj′

ERj ERj′

Ek

Dh

ρj ρj′

Ef Ef ′

commutes.

We sometimes write the objects (j, f) simply as Rj
f−→ k. ⌟

The relative comma category (R, ρ)/k has the same objects as the comma category
R/k, but has, in general, more morphisms. Indeed, any morphism (j, f) → (j′, f ′) in
R/k, given by the data of a morphism h : j → j′ in J, defines a morphism (j, f)→ (j′, f ′)
in (R, ρ)/k, since the naturality of ρ : D ⇒ ER implies that the diagram

Dj Dj′

ERj ERj′

Ek

Dh

ρj ρj′

ERh

Ef Ef ′

commutes; however, the fact that the diagram

Dj ERj

ERj ERj′

Ek

ρj

ρj

ERh

Ef Ef ′

commutes (which is the case if h defines a morphism in (R, ρ)/k) does not imply that

Rj Rj′

k

Rh

f f ′
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commutes. The latter holds only under futher assumptions, such as E being faithful and
ρj being an epimorphism.

Definition 3.11. Let (R, ρ) : (J, D) → (K, E) be a morphism in Diag→(X). We say that
the functor R is initial relative to the transformation ρ (or that the diagram morphism
(R, ρ) is relatively initial) if, for all k ∈ K, the relative comma category (R, ρ)/k is non-
empty and connected. ⌟

Relative initiality is a proper generalisation of initiality: a functor R : J→ K is initial
if and only if the diagram morphism (R, idR) : (J, R) → (K, idK) is relatively initial,
whereas there exist morphisms (R, ρ) that are relatively initial but where the functor R is
not initial, such as in Example 3.13. A relatively initial morphism is still sufficient to give
a weak equivalence, as the following lemma shows.

Lemma 3.12. Let (R, ρ) be a relatively initial morphism in Diag→(X). Then (R, ρ) is a weak
equivalence.

Proof. This is [PBHF22, Theorem 9.12].

Relatively initial morphisms satisfy some standard useful properties: they are closed
under composition, and every isomorphism is relatively initial. Furthermore, relatively
initial morphisms preserve limits, in much the same sense that initial functors do. For
more details, see [PBHF22, Proposition 9.13 and Lemma 9.14].

Example 3.13. Let J be the walking arrow, or the category with two objects and one
non-identity morphism, and let K be the category with two objects and two parallel non-
identity morphisms:

J =
{
0

α→ 1
}

and K =

{
0

α
⇒
β

1

}
.

Let f : x → y be a morphism in some category X, and define diagrams D : J → X and
E : K→ X by

D(J) =
{
x

f−→ y
}

and E(K) =

{
x

f

⇒
f

y

}
.

If we define R : J → K to be the identity-on-objects functor implied by the naming
of the morphisms (i.e. R sends the unique morphism α : 0 → 1 in J to the morphism
α : 0→ 1 in J), then this defines a strict morphism of diagrams (R, id) : (J, D)→ (K, E)
in Diag→(X). Then the following three things are true:

1. R is not initial; but
2. (R, id) is a weak equivalence; and
3. R is initial with respect to id.
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The second point follows from the third point combined with Lemma 3.12, so it
remains only to justify the two concerning initiality.

That R is not initial follows by considering the comma category R/1, which is non-
empty but not connected: there is no morphism σ : 0 → 0 in K such that ασ = β or
α = βσ, so we can never hope to find a zigzag between α : R0→ 1 and β : R0→ 1.

However, (R, id) is relatively initial, since the identity morphism id : 0→ 0 in J gives
a morphism between α : R0→ 1 and β : R0→ 1, since the diagram

D0 D0

ER0 ER0

E1

D id

id ρ0

Eα Eβ

=

X X

X X

Y

id

id id

f f

commutes. This example illustrates how relatively initiality is “initiality evaluated in X.”
⌟

Importantly, although relative initiality is strictly more general than initiality and is
still a sufficient condition for a morphism of diagrams to be a weak equivalence, it is also
still not necessary.

Lemma 3.14. Let (R, ρ) be a morphism in Diag→(∗), where ∗ denotes the terminal category.
Then (R, ρ) is a weak equivalence if and only if R induces a bijection on connected components,
and is relatively initial if and only if it further satisfies the condition that every R/k is non-empty.

Proof. Since ∗ is the terminal category, there is an isomorphism Diag→(∗) ∼= Cat. So, a
diagram D : J → ∗ is just the information of the indexing category J, and we can view
any functor R : J→ K as a morphism (R, id) in Diag→(∗).

Now, a discrete opfibration over ∗ is precisely a discrete category, i.e., a set. This
means that, given a discrete opfibration π : E → ∗, a lift of D along π is simply an
arbitrary function of sets π0J → E, where π0J denotes the set of connected components
of J. So asking for a morphism (R, id) : J→ K to be a weak equivalence is thus precisely
asking that, for any set E and any function D : π0J → E, there exists a unique function
E : π0K → E such that D = E ◦ π0R. In particular, this must be true for the set E =
π0J and the function D = idπ0J. But this then says that π0R : π0J → π0K is a split
monomorphism with unique splitting, and thus π0R is a bijection. Conversely, if π0R is a
bijection, then (R, id) is a weak equivalence: given any function D : π0J→ E, we obtain
a lift E : π0K→ E simply by D with the inverse of π0R.

Now consider what it means for a morphism (R, id) : J→ K to be relatively initial: the
relative comma categories (R, id)/k need to be non-empty and connected for all k ∈ K.
But the morphisms in these relative comma categories are just the morphisms in J, since
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the diagram in Definition 3.10 consists of objects and morphisms in X, which is here the
trivial category ∗ and so this diagram commutes for any choice of morphism in J. In other
words, (j, f) and (j′, f ′) are in the same connected component of (R, id)/k if and only
if j and j′ are in the same connected component of J. So if π0 is a bijection and every
(R, id)/k is non-empty, then R is relatively initial. Conversely, if R is relatively initial
then every (R, id)/k is non-empty by definition, and thus π0R is surjective; but π0R is
also injective, since if j and j′ are in the same connected component of J then Rj and
Rj′ are in the same connected component of K.

4 Localisations of categories of diagrams

Motivated by the idea that diagrams present systems of equations, we have so far pro-
posed a notion of equivalence between diagrams, which we call a weak equivalence in
Diag←(X) (Definition 2.9); we showed that this is essentially equivalent to being a weak
equivalence in Diag→(X), at least for pseudo morphisms (Corollary 2.19); and we saw
that initiality and, more generally, relative initiality are sufficient (Lemma 3.12) but not
necessary (Example 3.13 and Lemma 3.14) conditions to have a weak equivalence.

Now, if we want to take seriously the consideration that two diagrams in the category
X should be “the same” whenever they are weakly equivalent, then we need to formally
invert the weak equivalences, i.e. freely turn them into isomorphisms. The tool to achieve
this is known as localisation [GZ67].

Definition 4.1. Let W be a class of morphisms in a category C. The localisation of C along
W is, if it exists, the data of a category C[W−1] along with a functor Q : C → C[W−1]
such that

i. for all morphisms f ∈W, the morphism Qf in C[W−1] is an isomorphism;

ii. any functor F : C → D such that Ff is an isomorphism for all f ∈ W factors
uniquely through Q : C→ C[W−1].

The universal property of the localisation makes C[W−1] the initial category in which all
morphisms in W become invertible. ⌟

The localisation is in general very complicated. One condition on the class of weak
equivalences that begins to make the localisation more manageable without being too
stringent is as follows.

Definition 4.2. Let C be a category and let W be a class of morphisms in C. We say that
W satisfies 2-out-of-3 if, for any pair of composable morphisms f, g in C, if any two of f ,
g, and gf are in W then so too is the third. ⌟
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Example 4.3. The prototypical class of morphisms that satisfies 2-out-of-3 is the class of
isomorphisms in any category.

Since weak equivalences in Diag← are defined in terms of families of bijections, they
also satisfy 2-out-of-3. The same thus holds, by Corollary 2.19, for weak equivalences in
Diagps→. ⌟

Remark 4.4. Example 3.13 shows that initial functors do not satisfy 2-out-of-3, in contrast
to weak equivalences.

Indeed, consider the unique identity-on-objects functor S : K → J, which sends both
α and β to α. Then one can show that S is initial, and SR = idJ is initial since identity
functors always are, but we already know that R is not initial. In particular, this shows
that the localisation of (Cat/X) along the class of initial functors contains isomorphisms
that do not arise directly from initial functors. This is an important point to keep in mind.

⌟

We now return to the specific case of categories of diagrams. As a preliminary remark,
recall that strict diagram categories are isomorphic to slices of Cat:

Diagstrict→ (X) ∼= Cat/X ∼= Diagstrict← (X)op.

Thus, we can talk about morphisms in Cat/X as weak equivalences in Diag→(X) or
Diag←(X) by regarding them as morphisms in the relevant diagram category.

Definition 4.5. Write N for the class of morphisms in Cat/X given by initial functors, W→
for the class of weak equivalences in Diag→(X), and W← for the class of weak equivalences
in Diag←(X).

We also write Wstrict
→ ⊂W→ and Wstrict

← ⊂W← for the subclasses of strict morphisms.
By the remark above, we can regard Wstrict

→ and Wstrict
← as classes of weak equivalences

in Cat/X and (Cat/X)op, respectively. ⌟

Our original motivation suggests that we are interested in the categoryDiag←(X)[W−1← ].
We know that initiality is a sufficient condition for being a weak equivalences, so this cat-
egory admits a canonical map from (Cat/X)[N−1]. The main theorem of this paper says
that, in fact, this map is an isomorphism.

Theorem 4.6. The inclusion of Cat/Xop into Diag←(X) induces an isomorphism

(Cat/X)op[N−1]
∼=−→ Diag←(X)[W−1← ]

from the localisation of Cat/Xop at the class N of initial functors to the localisation of Diag←(X)
at the class W← of weak equivalences.

Remark 4.7. Some remarks on the nature of the category on the left-hand side of the
isomorphism in Theorem 4.6 are in order. First, since Cat/X admits a lifted comprehen-
sive factorization system, where, as in Cat, the left part consists of initial functors and
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the right part of discrete opfibrations, we can express Cat/X[N−1] more simply as the
category of discrete opfibrations over X. Indeed, any diagram D : J→ X factors as π ◦ i,
where π is a discrete opfibration and i is initial, which means that once i is inverted, D
becomes isomorphic to the discrete opfibration π. Furthermore, any morphism in Cat/X
between discrete opfibrations is itself a discrete opfibration: if D,D′ : J, J′ → X are dis-
crete opfibrations and R : J→ J′ satisfies D′ ◦R = D, then if R were not itself a discrete
opfibration then factoring the initial part out of R would give a factorization of D with
nontrivial initial part, which contradicts the essential uniqueness of the comprehensive
factorization.

The conclusion is that Cat/X[N−1] is equivalent to the category Dopf/X, where Dopf is
the wide subcategory of Cat spanned by the discrete opfibrations. It is well-known that, via
the Grothendieck construction, Dopf/X is itself equivalent to the category of copresheaves
X→ Set. Thus the category of systems of equations in X (localised along initial functors)
can also be viewed simply as the category of copresheaves on X; in particular, this category
forms a topos, which demonstrates the exceptionally rich structure emerging from the
categorification process relative to the traditional conception of equations.

That said, we do not prefer to think of Cat/X[N−1] as the category of copresheaves
on X, since the objects of this category are difficult to specify in a finitary way in the
case where X is not itself finitely presented (which is our baseline). Instead, we prefer
to consider how to express Cat/X[N−1] most simply without changing the objects, since
diagrams in X are much more amenable to finite specification in practical cases. To that
end, we observe that the hom-set Cat/X[N−1](D : J → X, D′ : J′ → X) between any two
diagrams is in bijection with the hom-set Dopf/X(π : J̄→ X, π′ : J′ → X), where π andπ′

are the discrete opfibrations generated by D and D′ (respectively) via the comprehensive
factorization system. This bijection is naturally induced by composition with i, i′ : J →
J̄, J′ → J′ respectively, which are the initial parts of the same comprehensive factorisations.
Thus, each morphism in Cat/X[N−1](D : J→ X, D′ : J′ → X) may be canonically written
as the composite of i, a discrete opfibration over X, and (i′)−1; composing the first two
morphisms in Cat/X, we obtain a unique expression of such a morphism as a zigzag
D → π′ ← D′ : i′. Again, we shall often prefer not to calculate π′ explicitly, so that the real
import of this argument is that every morphism in Cat/X[N−1](D : J → X, D′ : J′ → X)
may be written in some manner as a zigzag D → D′′ ← D′, where the reversed arrow is
determined by an initial functor between the domains of D′′ and D′. It is this expression
that we expect to find most useful for applications. ⌟

The rest of this section will be dedicated to a proof of Theorem 4.6, which we break
down into four steps:

Step 1. In Cat/X, inverting initial functors is the same as inverting weak equivalences:

(Cat/X)[N−1]
∼=−→ (Cat/X)[(Wstrict

→ )−1]

Step 2. Inverting weak equivalences in Cat/X commutes with taking the opposite category:
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(Cat/X)[(Wstrict
→ )−1]op

∼=←− (Cat/X)op[(Wstrict
← )−1]

Step 3. Inverting (strict) weak equivalences in (Cat/X)op is the same as inverting them in
all of Diag←(X):

(Cat/X)op[(Wstrict
← )−1]

∼=−→ Diag←(X)[(Wstrict
← )−1]

Step 4. In Diag←(X), inverting strict weak equivalences is the same as inverting all weak
equivalences:

Diag←(X)[(Wstrict
← )−1]

∼=−→ Diag←(X)[W−1← ].

The composition of these four isomorphisms will give us a proof of Theorem 4.6.

Step 1. Initial functors and weak equivalences in Cat/X

The key technical observation for this step is the following.

Lemma 4.8. Let P : E → X and Q : F → X be discrete opfibrations. Suppose we have
R : E → F such that R : (E, P ) → (F, Q) is a weak equivalence in Cat/X. Then R is an
isomorphism of categories.

Proof. Since R is a weak equivalence, it induces a bijection R∗ : Liftπ P → Liftπ Q for
every discrete opfibration π over X. In particular we may consider π = Q and consider
the lift idF of Q through itself, shown below:

E F

F X
Q

Q
idF

R

S

Then, since R∗ is a bijection, we can find a unique S such that RS = idF (and, in this case
redundantly, PR = Q.) Thus R is a split epimorphism and S is a split monomorphism.
Now, since R and idF are weak equivalences, so is S by two-out-of-three, so that we can
repeat the same argument with S in place of R to show that S is also a split epimorphism.
Therefore, S is an isomorphism, and finally so is R.

We can now apply this lemma to prove the following.

Lemma 4.9. Let LN : Cat/X→ (Cat/X)[N−1] be the localisation functor that inverts the class
of initial functors. Then LN sends weak equivalences to isomorphisms.

Proof. Let R : (J, D)→ (K, E) be a weak equivalence in Cat/X.
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Using the comprehensive factorisation system (Lemma 3.8), we can factor E as PI,
with I : K→ L initial and P : L→ X a discrete opfibration. This gives us the commutative
diagram

J K L

X

R

D

I

E
P

Since I is initial, it is a weak equivalence, by Lemma 3.9, and R is a weak equivalence by
assumption; thus the composite IR is also a weak equivalence. It thus suffices to show that
the composite IR is initial, since then (IR)−1I will be an inverse for R in (Cat/X)[N−1].

If we again apply the comprehensive factorisation system to factor D : J → X as
QJ , with J : J → M initial and Q : M → X a discrete opfibration, then we obtain the
commutative square

J L

M X

IR

J P

Q

.

The unique lifting property of orthogonal factorisation systems tells us that the square
above has a unique diagonal filler F : M → L. In particular, we find that IR = FJ as
morphisms D → P in Cat/X:

J K

M L

X

J

R

D

I

E

F

Q P

.

Finally, since IR is a weak equivalence, and since J is initial and is thus a weak equiva-
lence, applying 2-out-of-3 again tells us F is also a weak equivalence. We can now apply
Lemma 4.8, which tells us that F : (M, Q) → (L, P ), as a weak equivalence between two
discrete opfibrations, is an isomorphism. But then IR = FJ is the composite of an initial
functor J with an isomorphism F , and so is also initial, as was to be shown.

Corollary 4.10. The canonical functor

(Cat/X)[N−1] −→ (Cat/X)[(Wstrict
→ )−1]

is an isomorphism.

Proof. We know from Lemma 3.9 that N ⊆ Wstrict
→ , so inverting Wstrict

→ will in particular
invert N. Conversely, Lemma 4.9 tells us that inverting N also inverts Wstrict

→ in the process.
All together then, inverting N is equivalent to inverting Wstrict

→ .
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Step 2. Weak equivalences in Cat/X and (Cat/X)op

In Corollary 2.19, we showed that taking mates induces a correspondence between weak
equivalences in Diagps→(X) and weak equivalences in Diagps←(X). In fact, the mate actually
gives an isomorphism of categories

Diagps→(X) ∼= Diagps←(X)op.

Corollary 2.19 then tells us that this induces an isomorphism of wide subcategories be-
tween pseudo morphisms that are weak equivalences in Diagps→(X) and pseudo morphisms
that are weak equivalences in Diagps←(X).

It follows immediately from the definition of localisation of categories that an iso-
morphism (C,A) ∼= (D,B) of pairs of a category and a wide subcategory induces an
isomorphism C[A−1] ∼= D[B−1] of localisations. Restricting from pseudo morphisms to
strict morphisms, this means that we have proved the following.

Corollary 4.11. The canonical functor

(Cat/X)op[(Wstrict
← )−1] −→ (Cat/X)[(Wstrict

→ )−1]op

is an isomorphism.

Step 3. Weak equivalences in Cat/X, strict weak equivalences in Diag←(X)

The key technical observations for this step are the following lemmas, where D : J → X
is an object of Cat/X throughout.

Given a cospan F : A→ C← B : G, we shall use the below notations for the comma
category and the components of its canonical cone:

F/G B

A C
F

GπF/

π/G

ωF/G

In the case that F = idC, we’ll write C/G and πC/, and similarly if G = idC .
For clarity and compatibility with the 2-categorical section later on, we work mainly

with the universal property of the comma category: namely, that for any cospan (F,G)
as above and for any D, the hom-category Cat(D, F/G) is canonically isomorphic to the
category whose objects are triples (A : D→ A, B : D→ B, γ : FA→ GB) and whose mor-
phisms (A,B, γ)→ (A′, B′, γ′) are pairs of natural transformations (α : A→ A′, β : B →
B′) such that the square below commutes:

FA GB

FA′ GB′

Fα Gβ

γ

γ′
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Specifically, this isomorphism is induced by sending a functor T : D→ F/G to the triple
(πF/T, π/GT, ωF/GT ) and a natural transformation τ : T ⇒ T ′ : D → F/G to the pair
(πF/τ, π/Gτ).

Lemma 4.12. The canonical inclusion of Cat/X into Diag→(X) has a right adjoint given on
objects by sending D : J→ X to the canonical projection functor πX/ : X/D → X.

Dually, the canonical inclusion of (Cat/X)op into Diag←(X) has a left adjoint given on
objects by sending D : J→ X to the canonical projection functor π/X : D/X→ X.

Proof. We want to construct a natural isomorphism

Diag→(X)
(
J

D−→ X,K
E−→ X

)
∼= Cat/X

(
J

D−→ X, (X/E)
πX/−−→ X

)
.

By the universal property described just above the statement of the lemma, to give
a functor S : J → (X/E) it is equivalent to specify the functors πX/S : J → X and
π/ES : J→ K, and the natural transformation ωX/ES : πX/S ⇒ Eπ/ES. Such an S gives
a morphism in Cat/X if and only if πX/S = D, so that a morphism in Cat/X(D,πX/) is
precisely given by a functor R = π/ES : J → K and a natural transformation D ⇒ ER,
which is the same as the data of a morphism on the left-hand side.

Lemma 4.13. Consider the functor ι/D : J→ X/D determined by

πX/ι/D = D, π/Dι/D = idJ, ωX/Dι/D = idD .

Then ι/D is right adjoint to π/D.
Dually, πD/ : D/X→ J has a left adjoint ιD/ that is a monomorphism that splits πD/ and

defines a strict morphism of diagrams (J, D)→ (D/X, π/X).

Before we begin the proof, note that by definition, ι/D is a split monomorphism split-
ting π/D. Furthermore, ι/D defines a strict morphism (J, D)→ (X/D, πX/) in Cat/X.

Proof. Define the counit π/Dι/D → idJ to be the identity of idJ, since π/D splits ι/D. Next,
the unit must be a map η : idX/D → ι/Dπ/D. First define π/Dη as idπ/D

. For πX/η, we
need a natural transformation πX/ → πX/ι/Dπ/D = Dπ/D; we are given such a natural
transformation in ωX/D. This determines a morphism η as desired since ωX/D idX/D =
ωX/D while ωX/Dι/D ◦ π/D = idπ/D

.
The triangle identities will now follow once we check that π/Dη and ηι/D are iso-

morphisms, see [RV22, B.4.2]. But we defined π/Dη as idπ/D . Meanwhile, ηι/D : ι/D ⇒
ι/D ◦ π/D ◦ ι/D : J → X/D will be an isomorphism as soon as its whiskerings with
π/D and πX/ are so. Again, the whiskering with π/D is invertible by assumption; finally
πX/ηι/D = ωX/Dι/D = idD, and the claim is proven.
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Of these two adjoint pairs, π/J ⊣ ι/J and ιJ/ ⊣ πJ/, we are interested in the latter.
This is because, although ι/J and ιJ/ both define strict morphisms of diagrams, it is only
the latter which is a left adjoint and thus initial (Lemma 3.4). This allows us to prove the
following.

Corollary 4.14. Every canonical projection functor πD/ : D/X → J is a weak equivalence, as
is its left adjoint ιD/ : J→ D/X.

Proof. Firstly, the fact that ιD/ is a weak equivalence follows from the fact that it is a left
adjoint, thus initial (Lemma 3.4), thus a weak equivalence (Lemma 3.9. Then, to show
that πD/ is a weak equivalence, note that πD/ιD/ = idJ. But idJ is a weak equivalence,
so 2-out-of-3 tells us that πD/ is also a weak equivalence.

The above lemmas allow us to prove the main result of this step using the following
approach.

Consider the commutative diagram

(Cat/X)op Diag←(X)

(Cat/X)op[(Wstrict
← )−1] Diag←(X)[(Wstrict

← )−1]

i

L M

i′

(A)

where L and M are the canonical localisation functors, i is the inclusion, and i′ is
the inclusion induced by i and functoriality of localisation. We want to show that i′

is actually an isomorphism of categories, and we will do so by constructing a functor
P : Diag←(X)→ (Cat/X)op[W−1strict] such that the diagram

(Cat/X)op Diag←(X)

(Cat/X)op[(Wstrict
← )−1] Diag←(X)[(Wstrict

← )−1]

i

L MP

i′

(B)

commutes. We will then show how this implies that P induces a functor P ′ that is inverse
to i′, i.e. such that

(Cat/X)op Diag←(X)

(Cat/X)op[(Wstrict
← )−1] Diag←(X)[(Wstrict

← )−1]

i

L MP

i′

P ′

(C)
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also commutes.

Lemma 4.15. There exists a functor P : Diag←(X) → (Cat/X)op[(Wstrict
← )−1] such that Di-

agram (B) commutes.

Proof. We proceed in three steps: first, we construct P as a morphism of graphs (i.e.
without checking for functoriality); second, we show that P is indeed functorial; finally,
we show that P does indeed make Diagram (B) commute. The main idea of the proof is
fairly simple: define P using the canonical factorisation given by the unit of the adjunction
ιJ/ ⊣ πJ/ from Lemma 4.12.

Step 1: P as a graph morphism
On objects, we define P : Diag←(X)→ (Cat/X)op[(Wstrict

← )−1] to be the identity, send-
ing D : J → X to itself. Now, given a morphism (R, ρ) : (J, D) → (K, E) in Diag←(X),
we want to define the associated morphism P (R, ρ) in Cat/X. As promised, we start by
factoring (R, ρ) through the unit of the adjunction ιJ/ ⊣ πJ/ from Lemma 4.12, via the
equality

J K

X

R

D E

ρ =

J D/X K

X

D E

πD/ ρ̂

π/X

ω

Since ιD/ defines a strict morphism D ← π/X (Lemma 4.13) that is also a weak equiva-
lence (Corollary 4.14), it is in Wstrict

← and thus inverted by M . The fact that ιD/ is also
split by πD/ (Lemma 4.13) then implies that M(ιD/, id)

−1 = M(πD/, ω), since splittings
are preserved by all functors and isomorphisms can be split only by their inverse.

Putting this all together and using also the facts that the image of i consists of the
strict morphisms in Diag←(X) and that Diagram (A) commutes, we see that2

M(R, ρ) = M(ρ̂, id)M(πD/, ω)

= M(ρ̂, id)M(ιD/, id)
−1

= Mi(ρ̂)Mi(ιD/)
−1

= i′L(ρ̂)i′L(ιD/)
−1.

With this in mind, if i′ is really to turn out as an isomorphism with M = i′P , we are
forced to finish the definition of P as:

P : Diag←(X) −→ (Cat/X)op[(Wstrict
← )op]

(J, D) 7−→ (J, D)

(R, ρ) 7−→ L(ρ̂)L(ιD/)
−1.

2Recall that we are working in Diag←(X), so although R = πD/ ◦ ρ̂ as a functor, as a diagram morphism
we write (R, ρ) = (ρ̂, id) ◦ (πD/, ω).
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Step 2: Checking that P is a functor
When (R, ρ) = (idJ, idD) is an identity morphism in Diag←(X), the associated functor

ρ̂ is simply ιJ/ itself, which shows that P preserves identities.
Now consider a composable pair of morphisms in Diag←(X), as displayed below.

J K L

X
D

R S

F
E

ρ σ

By definition, we must compare the two right-hand sides below:

P (S, σ)P (R, ρ) = L(σ̂)L(ιE/)
−1L(ρ̂)L(ιD/)

−1

P ((S, σ)(R, ρ)) = P (RS, σρ) = L(σ̂ρ) ◦ L(ιD/)
−1.

Cancelling the isomorphism L(ιD/)
−1, it suffices to show that

L(σ̂)L(ιE/)
−1L(ρ̂) = L(σ̂ρ).

Working now in Cat/X, rather than its opposite, we have the four functors

E/X

K L

D/X

ιE/

ρ̂

σ̂

σ̂ρ

and we want to show that the two paths from L to D/X, when we invert ιK/, are the same.
For this, it suffices to construct a morphism between these two cospans in Cat/X, i.e. a
functor T : E/X→ D/X such that

E/X

K L

D/X

T

ιE/

ρ̂

σ̂

σ̂ρ

commutes. Indeed, from TιE/ = ρ̂ we will conclude L(ρ̂)L(ιE/)
−1 = L(T ) and thus,

from T σ̂ = σ̂ρ, we’ll find L(ρ̂)L(ιE/)
−1L(σ̂) = L(T )L(σ̂) = L(σ̂ρ), as desired.
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We now define the necessary functor T as induced by the lax natural transformation

K J

X X

X X

E

R
Dρ

of spans, where unlabelled arrows are identities. Explicitly this means we have

πD/T = RπE/, π/XT = π/X, αD/XT = αE/Xρ,

as pictured below.

E/X X D/X

K X J

πE/ πD/idX

T

R

αE/X αD/X

ρ

To see that T indeed gives a morphism of cospans, note firstly that T σ̂ : L→ D/X is
induced by the pasting

K J

L X X

X X

E

R
D

S

F

ρ

σ
.

Thus we have πD/T σ̂ = RS, π/XT σ̂ = F , and αD/X ∗ (T σ̂) : DRS ⇒ F = σ(ρS), which
is precisely the definition of σ̂ρ.

The other commutative triangle is similar. We see that TιE/ is induced from the
pasting

K J

K X X

X X

E

R
D

E

ρ

,

which also yields ρ̂. Thus P is indeed a functor.
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Step 3: P lifts M across i′ and extends L along i
Finally we need to show that the functor P : Diag←(X)→ (Cat/X)op[(Wstrict

← )−1] thus
defined does indeed make Diagram (B) commute. We defined P exactly to get i′P = M ,
so it remains only to check that Pi = L.

If R : (J, D)→ (K, E) is a morphism in (Cat/X)op, then by definition of P we have

P (i(R)) = P (R, idE)

= L(îdE)L(ιD/)
−1.

So we want to show that L(R) = L(îdE)L(ιD/)
−1, or, equivalently, that

L(R)L(ιD/) = L(îdE).

But L(R)L(ιD/) = L(RιD/), and so it suffices to show that (switching to Cat from

(Cat/X)op) we have ιD/R = îdE as functors K→ D/X.

We know that îdE is determined by E,R, and idE . Meanwhile ιD/R is determined
by the following diagram:

J

K J X

X.

R

D

D

Since DR = E, we see îdE = ιD/R, as desired.

Corollary 4.16. The canonical functor

(Cat/X)op[(Wstrict
← )−1] −→ Diag←(X)[(Wstrict

← )−1]

is an isomorphism.

Proof. First of all, note that this canonical functor is exactly the functor i′ in Diagram (B).
Since P lands in (Cat/X)op[(Wstrict

← )−1], by definition it sends every morphism in Wstrict
←

to an isomorphism; by the universal property of localisations, it thus factors as P = P ′M ,
as in Diagram (C). It is then purely a matter of diagram chasing and abstract nonsense
(which we spell out below) to show that this P ′ is the inverse to i′, witnessing it as an
isomorphism.

We need to show that P ′i′ and i′P ′ are both identity functors, but, again by the
universal property of localisations, it suffices to show that P ′i′L = L and i′P ′M = M . By
the commutativity of Diagram (B) and the factorisation P = P ′M , we see that P ′i′L =
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P ′Mi = Pi; the factorisation P = P ′M also implies that i′P ′M = i′P . In summary
then, we need to show that

Pi = L

i′P = M

but both of these follow immediately from the commutativity of Diagram (B) (Lemma 4.15).

Step 4. Strict weak equivalences and weak equivalences in Diag←(X)

This step is handled rather anticlimactically relative to the previous one.

Corollary 4.17. The canonical functor

Diag←(X)[(Wstrict
← )−1] −→ Diag←(X)[W−1← ]

is an isomorphism.

Proof. Recall the canonical factorisation

J K

X

R

D E

ρ =

J D/X K

X

D E

πD/ ρ̂

π/X

ω

from the proof of Lemma 4.15. By Corollary 4.14, πD/ : D/X→ J is a weak equivalence,
so 2-out-of-3 for weak equivalences says that, if (R, ρ) is a weak equivalence, then so too
is (ρ̂, id). Since (ρ̂, id) is strict, to show that inverting strict weak equivalences inverts R,
it suffices to show that inverting strict weak equivalences inverts (πD/, ω). But this follows
immediately from the fact that πD/ is split by ιD/, which is strict (Lemma 4.13) and a
weak equivalence (Corollary 4.14).

5 The general 2-categorical story

We now recapitulate the argument of Section 4 in a more abstract setting. To start, we
recall how completeness and cocompleteness work for 2-categories.

Let K denote an arbitrary finitely bicomplete 2-category. We take limits and colimits
in 2-categories in the enriched sense, so that, for instance, for a product we require a
2-natural isomorphism of categories K(A,B × C) ∼= K(A,B) × K(A,C). Thus a pair of 1-
morphisms into B and C lift fully uniquely to a 1-morphism into B×C, and a 2-morphism
between f, g : A→ B ×C is uniquely determined by its whiskerings with the projections
to B and C.
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Finite completeness, in the enriched sense, amounts to the assumption that K has
finite products and equalisers as well as cotensors by the interval category 2 = 0→ 1. The
cotensor b2 is a representation of the arrow category of a hom-category: K(A,B2) ∼=
K(A,B)2. Thus a 1-morphism α : A → B2 corresponds uniquely to a 2-morphism
between 1-morphisms from A to B, which, by abuse of notation, we’ll also denote by
α : f ⇒ g : A→ B. Then a 2-morphism α⇒ β : A→ B2 corresponds to a commutative
square in K(A,B) as below:

f g

h k

α

β

Dually, K is finitely cocomplete when it has finite coproducts, coequalisers, and tensors
by 2, which by definition satisfy K(A⊗ 2, B) ∼= K(A,B)2.

Example 5.1. Many 2-categories of interest are finitely bicomplete. For example:

• Cat is finitely bicomplete, with tensors given by the cartesian product and cotensors
by the internal hom.

• The 2-categories of multicategories, symmetric multicategories, cartesian multicate-
gories, polycategories, etc. are also finitely bicomplete. Indeed, all these categories
are finitely locally presentable, since they are the categories of models of essentially
algebraic theories.

For instance, if X is a multicategory, then the cotensor X2 is the multicategory
whose objects are the unary morphisms of X and whose multimorphisms X2((f), g)
are commutative squares of the form

(x) z

(y) w

(f) .

It is interesting to note that the 2-category of multicategories is not monoidal closed
in any obvious way specializing to its cotensoring by categories.

• The 2-category of strict algebras for a reasonable 2-monad on a reasonable 2-
category (say, an accessible 2-monad on a locally presentable 2-category, see [BKP89,
Theorem 3.8]) and strict morphisms is finitely bicomplete. For instance, this in-
cludes the 2-category of monoidal categories and strict monoidal functors.

We are, naturally, more interested in 2-categories like that of monoidal categories and
strong monoidal functors, cartesian categories and functors preserving finite products in
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the usual sense, multicategories with finite products, and other examples of 2-categories
of algebras and pseudo morphisms over a 2-monad. Such 2-categories generally possess
only flexible limits and shrinkable colimits, in the sense of [BLV23].

For instance, there is no initial object in the 2-category of monoidal categories, nor
any equaliser of the two maps of cartesian categories from the terminal category to the
isomorphism category I. We shall later handle these cases by showing that we can cover
our intended applications while considering only the strict morphisms. ⌟

We now define a notion of discrete opfibration in an arbitrary 2-category that is gen-
erally quite useful.

Definition 5.2. A morphism p : E → B in a 2-category K is called a discrete opfibration
if, given a 2-morphism α : f ⇒ g : X → B and a 1-morphism f : X → E with f · p = f ,
there exists a unique 2-morphism α : f ⇒ g : X → E with α · p = α. ⌟

If K admits tensors with 2, then this definition can be re-expressed as the existence,
given the solid square below, of a unique 1-morphism with the signature of the dotted
arrow making both triangles commute:

X E

X ⊗ 2 B

f̄

i0 p

where the map i0 : X → X ⊗ 2 is induced by the inclusion 0 : 1→ 2 of the initial object
into 2.

In the language of factorisation systems, discrete opfibrations are thus precisely the
morphisms orthogonal on the right to every morphism i0 : X → X ⊗ 2. A few remarks
on this definition are in order.

Remark 5.3. i. It is easy to check that a discrete opfibration of categories in the
ordinary sense (Definition 2.6) induces a discrete opfibration in the abstract sense
above (Definition 5.2).

ii. We do not claim that Definition 5.2 is the best notion of discrete opfibration for
all purposes and all 2-categories K. A key 2-category of interest to us is that of
multicategories, and there there exists a natural stricter notion of discrete opfibra-
tion, allowing for lifts against multimorphisms with a lifted domain. However, the
notion used here suffices to prove our main theorem for multicategories. We thus
will be able to describe the localization of the category of diagrams in a multicat-
egory at weak equivalences defined with respect to this broader notion of discrete
opfibration; we leave open the question of whether there are interesting examples
of diagrams in a multicategory only weakly equivalent with respect to the stricter
discrete opfibrations.
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iii. While this notion of discrete opfibration for multicategories captures at least every-
thing we intend to capture, for other 2-categories it is well-known that discrete opfi-
brations capture very little of interest. If K = V-Cat for a non-cartesian symmetric
monoidal V, then, in general, discrete opfibrations do not fully capture V-functors
into V, which are instead modelled using discrete op-cofibrations, and therefore dis-
crete opfibrations and thus the result to be proven are of limited interest; in short,
the story of a diagram in such a V-category as a system of equations to be solved
by lifting against a discrete opfibration does not go through.

⌟

Let us exhibit the key general example of discrete opfibrations.

Proposition 5.4. Given any cospan 1
x−→ A

f←− B in a finitely complete 2-category K, the
projection from the comma object x/f → B is a discrete opfibration.

Proof. Recall that the comma object is the terminal inhabitant of the right-hand side of
the following situation:

C x/f 1

C ⊗ 2 A B

x

g

Given maps from C and C ⊗ 2 as shown, we must show there exists a unique lift
C ⊗ 2 → x/f. The given information amounts to a 2-morphism f : f0 ⇒ f1 : C → A
and a 2-morphism t :!C · x ⇒ f0 · g : C → B, where !C : C → 1 is the unique map
to the terminal object. The desired map will be uniquely determined, by the universal
property of x/f , by a 2-morphism !C⊗2 · x ⇒ f · g : C ⊗ 2 → B. Such a 2-morphism is
itself given, by the universal property of the tensor product, by a choice of 2-morphism
u :!C ·x⇒ f1 ·g such that the square below commutes. But such a choice is visibly unique
since the top leg of the square is an identity.

!C · x !C · x

g · f0 f1 · g

id

t

g·g

u

This result generalizes the analogous fact for coslice categories, where f = idB . How-
ever, the sense in which x/f generalizes a coslice category can be slightly unintuitive, so
let us explain it in more detail in the case of multicategories. The terminal multicategory
1 has a single object ⋆ and a single n-ary morphism (⋆) → ⋆ for every n. So if X is a
multicategory, a multifunctor x : 1→ X picks out a monoid in X, not just an object.
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If m is a monoid in X, then the objects of the coslice multicategory m/X are unary
morphisms m → a, and its multimorphisms (m/X)((m → a),m → b) are given by
morphisms (a) → b such that a square involving the monoid operation of m commutes.
In contrast, if a is a mere object of a multicategory, it is represented by a functor from the
multicategory 1⊥ with one object and no non-unary morphisms, and then the analogous
comma multicategory a/X also has no non-unary morphisms.

A particularly important example for applications is when X is a multicategory of
vector spaces, vector bundles, or sheaves of vector spaces on some manifold. In any
such case the standard notion of solution of a (system of) equation(s) corresponds to
lifting against the codomain projection out of R/X, where R represents respectively the
one-dimensional real vector space, the rank-one trivial bundle, or the sheaf of continuous
real-valued functions. In every case R is a monoid and so the full multicategorical slice
exists, allowing us to continue with the story of solving equations in terms of lifting against
discrete opfibrations.

From any notion of discrete opfibration, we immediately get a corresponding notion
of initiality:

Definition 5.5. A morphism f : X → Y in a 2-category K is called initial if it is left
orthogonal to all discrete opfibrations: thus if, given the solid square below in which p
is a discrete opfibration, there exists a unique diagonal lift as indicated, making both
triangles commute:

X E

Y B

f p

⌟

We are aiming to construct a comprehensive factorisation system on K, and this
property must hold for any putative class of initial maps — to ensure that this is the
case, we have simply baked it in to the definition. While this is less satisfying than the
independent definition for initial functors between categories, we can nevertheless show
that initial 1-morphisms have a familiar sufficient classification:

Proposition 5.6. Every left adjoint in a 2-category K is initial.

Proof. Let ℓ : X → Y be a left adjoint inK, so we can choose r : Y → X, η : 1X ⇒ ℓ·r, and
ε : r · ℓ⇒ 1Y satisfying the usual triangle equations. Consider also a discrete opfibration
p : E → B in K, and a commutative square

X E

Y B

ℓ p

f

g

36



We are going to construct unique a 1-morphism Y → E factoring ℓ through f , and
factoring g through p.

Uniqueness. Suppose we have two diagonal fillers k, k′, so that

X E

Y B

ℓ p

f

g

k′

k

In particular then, we have ℓk = ℓk′ = f , and thus rℓk = rℓk′ = rf . Since kp = k′p = g,
we have εkp = εk′p = εg : rlg ⇒ g. Since p is a discrete opfibration, there can exist only
one 2-morphism α of domain rf such that αp = εg. We have two candidates εk : rf ⇒ k
and εk′ : rf ⇒ k′ for such a 2-morphism, which implies that εk = εk′. In particular, the
codomains of these 2-morphisms must be equal, whence k = k′.

Existence. There is a 1-morphism Y → E ready to hand, namely, r · f . Unfortunately,
this is not quite sufficient, since the composite ℓrf need not coincide with f , nor rfp = rℓg
with g. Noting the irresistible fact that rf is correct “modulo” the unit and counit of the
adjunction, however, we look to deform rf into the desired filler.

To construct the filler, we apply the discrete opfibration property to the following
situation:

E

Y Y B

idY

rℓ

g

p

rf

ε

This produces a 2-morphism α : rf ⇒ k : Y → E such that αp = εg. In particular, the
codomain kp of αp must coincide with the codomain g of εg, and so we see that k already
satisfies the desideratum kp = g.

Now consider the following diagram:

X E

X B

f

ℓk

ℓrf

pidX

ℓg

ℓg

ℓrℓg

ηf

ℓα

ηℓg

ℓεg

By hypothesis, ηfp = ηℓg and ℓαp = ℓεg. That is, the diagram commutes serially.
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By the triangle identities, the vertical composite (ηℓg) · (ℓεg) is equal to idℓg. In other
words, the vertical composite in the upper half of the diagram is a lift of idℓg = idfp along
p with domain f . But idf itself is another such lift, and so, by the discrete opfibration
property, we conclude that idf = (ηf) · (ℓα). In particular, this implies that ℓk = f , and
since we already had kp = g, we have established that k gives the desired diagonal lifting.

If X is an object of any 2-category K, we can define the categories Diag→(X) and
Diag←(X) of diagrams in X, as well as their pseudo and strict variants, just as we did
for X ∈ Cat. We highlight that Diag→(X) is merely a category, not an object of K. The
formal properties of these categories are quite similar in this generality to what we saw in
Section 2. For instance:

Lemma 5.7. For any discrete opfibration p : E → X in a finitely bicomplete 2-category K, there
is an induced discrete opfibration Diag←(p) : Diag←(E)→ Diag←(X) of categories.

Proof. The functor itself is defined simply by whiskering, so we have only to show it is a
discrete opfibration.

As in the case that K = Cat, let d : J → X and d′ : J → X be diagrams in X, and let
(r, ρ) : d → d′ be a morphism in Diag←(X). Let d be a lift of d along p, so that we have
the diagram

J J ′

X

E

r

d d′

d p

ρ

We need to show that there exists a unique lift ρ : rd→ d′ of ρ.
But we have given a 2-morphism ρ : rd ⇒ d′ into X together with a lift rd of its

domain, so the unique existence of ρ is a direct application of the definition of discrete
opfibrations in K.

Given this result, we can define weak equivalences in X ∈ K just as we did in X ∈ Cat.

Definition 5.8. A morphism (r, ρ) : d → d′ in Diag←(X) is a weak equivalence if the
function d 7→ d′ constructed above is a bijection for every discrete opfibration p, and
similarly for pseudo morphisms in Diag→(X). ⌟

As before, it is straightforward to establish that pseudo morphisms in Diag←(X) are
weak equivalences if and only if their mates are also weak equivalences in Diag→(X).

The diagram categories also continue to enjoy the following property:
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Lemma 5.9. Let (r, ρ) : (J, d) → (J ′, d′) be a morphism in Diag→(X) such that r : J → J ′

is initial. Then (r, ρ) is a weak equivalence.

Proof. Given a lift d of d along some discrete opfibration p : E → X, we need to show
that there exists a unique lift d′ of d′ along p.

First, we lift ρ itself. Indeed, since we’re given a 2-morphism ρ : d ⇒ rd′ into X and
a lift d of its domain, there is a unique ρ : d⇒ s over ρ.

J J ′

E X

r

d d′
d̄

p

s ρρ̄

But now we have a square with edges r, d′, p, and s, and the definition of initiality
says precisely that there is a unique factorisation d′ : J ′ → E of s through r which lifts d′

along p.

As a final preparation for the main result of this section, we explain sufficient con-
ditions under which K admits a comprehensive factorisation system. Since initial mor-
phisms are left orthogonal to discrete opfibrations by definition, any factorization of a
morphism into an initial followed by a discrete opfibration will be unique up to unique
isomorphism; but to show that such factorizations exist, we require some stronger as-
sumptions on K, namely, local presentability.

Recall that local presentability of a 2-category is closely related, but not equivalent,
to local presentability of its underlying 1-category. To wit, a 2-category K is locally pre-
sentable as a 2-category when it is cocomplete and admits a small set G of objects which
jointly detects isomorphisms (not just equivalences) and which are finitely presentable in
the 2-categorical sense. This means that the representable 2-functor corresponding to any
object G ∈ G sends filtered colimits in K to filtered colimits in Cat. Since the forgetful
functor Cat → Set preserves filtered colimits, a locally presentable 2-category is locally
presentable as a 1-category. The converse holds in the context of 2-categories already
assumed cocomplete, but not in general.

In any event, all of our 2-categories of interest, amounting to the algebras and strict
morphisms for accessible 2-monads on categories, multicategories, or symmetric multi-
categories, are locally presentable, and indeed every specific example of interest is locally
finitely presentable.

Lemma 5.10. If K is locally presentable, then it admits a factorisation system whose left class
is the class of initial morphisms and whose right class is the class of discrete opfibrations.

Proof. This argument is well-known to experts, particularly in the unenriched case, but we
give the argument for convenience. Let K be locally λ-presentable. The class of discrete
opfibrations, having been defined in terms of a right orthogonality property, is closed
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under all limits in the arrow 2-category K2. Furthermore, any morphism i0 : J → J ⊗ 2
may be written as a λ-filtered colimit of the i0s corresponding to λ-presentable objects.

This implies that a morphism p : E → B in K is a discrete opfibration if and only
if it has the discrete opfibration property with respect to the morphisms i0 : J → J ⊗ 2
such that J is λ-presentable. Indeed, the class of morphisms left orthogonal to p is closed
under all colimits in the arrow category, not just λ-filtered ones.

Now we can see that discrete opfibrations are closed under λ-filtered colimits in K2,
since, given a square

J E

J ⊗ 2 B

i0 p

with J λ-presentable and p a λ-filtered colimit of discrete opfibrations, the whole square
can be factored through one of the members of the λ-filtered colimit.

Since the class M of discrete opfibrations is closed in K2 under limits and λ-filtered
colimits, we conclude that M is a reflective subcategory of K2. It is then straightforward
to check that the unit of the reflection gives the desired factorisation.

We are now in a position to reiterate the proof of Theorem 4.6 in the current more
general situation.

Theorem 5.11. Given a locally presentable 2-category K containing an object X , let N be the
class of morphisms in K/X determined by an initial morphism in K. If W← denotes the weak
equivalences in Diag←(X), then the canonical functor (K/X)[N−1]→ Diag←(X)[W−1← ] is an
isomorphism.

Proof. We follow the same four steps as in Section 4 for the proof of Theorem 4.6.
Step 1 really applies to any factorisation system in any category. In particular, since

K is locally presentable, there is a comprehensive factorisation system, and so Step 1 goes
through as desired.

Step 2 is handled as in Section 4.
For Step 3, we first note that the properties given in Lemma 4.12 follow just from the

universal property of the comma object, and not on its concrete description in Cat. The
same is true for Lemma 4.13. Once more, the proof of Lemma 4.15 makes no use of the
fact that, there, we had K = Cat.

For Step 4, again, there is nothing new to say.

To close, we explain why the above result, which computes the localisations of the
diagram categories in a locally presentable 2-category, actually can be extended to han-
dle every 2-categories like that of categories with chosen finite products and functors
preserving these up to isomorphism, which is by no means locally presentable.

40



In all these examples, we are interested in the 2-category of algebras for an accessible
2-monad T on a locally presentable 2-category K (namely, K is either Cat or some flavor
of multicategory.) As is well-known, in this case, the 2-category T -Algstrict of T -algebras
and strict morphisms is again locally presentable. Thus Theorem 5.11 applies perfectly
well to T -Algstrict.

Really, we are interested in T -Alg itself, where the morphisms may only be pseudo.
However, under the present assumptions there is a left 2-adjoint to the inclusion of
T -Algstrict into T -Alg, sending an algebra A to an algebra A′ such that the category
of strict morphisms A′ → B is isomorphic to the category of pseudo morphisms A→ B.
(See [BKP89, Theorem 3.13].) Thus, when considering the category of diagrams d : J →
X in an object X of T -Alg, we can replace d with its strict adjunct d : J ′ → X and proceed
using the results for T -Algstrict. As a practical matter, we will often have specified d to be
strict in any case. Therefore the results in the strict case suffice to classify the objects of
the diagram category even in the pseudo case.
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