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Numerable open covers and representability of topological stacks
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Abstract. In this note, we establish an analogue of the Brown–Gersten property for numerable open covers
of topological spaces: a simplicial presheaf on the site of topological spaces with numerable open covers
satisfies the homotopy descent property for all open covers if and only if it satisfies it for covers with two
elements and covers with pairwise disjoint elements. We apply this result to deduce a representability
criterion for stacks on topological spaces similar to arXiv:1912.10544. We also use this result to establish
new simple criteria for chain complexes of sheaves of abelian groups to satisfy the homotopy descent property.
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1 Introduction

The Brown–Gersten property allows one to verify the homotopy descent property for simplicial pre-
sheaves on Noetherian topological spaces of finite Krull dimension (the Zariski topology being the prime
example) by verifying it for the empty cover and for covers consisting of two elements, see Brown–Gersten
[1973, Theorem 4]. Morel–Voevodsky [1999, Proposition 1.16] extended this result to the Nisnevich topology,
where the role of pairs of open subsets is assumed by Nisnevich squares. Voevodsky [2008.c] developed an
abstract theory of completely decomposable topologies, which encompasses both cases.

These results allow one to drastically simplify the general homotopy descent condition, which involves
homotopy limits of cosimplicial objects (also known as homotopy totalizations), by a much easier pair of
conditions: F (∅) is weakly equivalent to the terminal object and the square

F (U ∪ V ) −−−→ F (U)




y





y

F (V ) −−−→ F (U ∩ V )

is homotopy cartesian for any open U and V (more generally, for any distinguished square in the completely
decomposable topology under consideration, see Voevodsky [2008.c]). This condition can be seen as the
homotopy coherent version of the Mayer–Vietoris property. Apart from the fact that homotopy pullbacks
are easier to manipulate, they also have better formal properties than homotopy totalizations. For exam-
ple, filtered homotopy colimits of simplicial presheaves commute with homotopy pullbacks, but not with
homotopy totalizations.

Recently, homotopy descent for the site of smooth manifolds (and related sites, such as the small site
of a fixed smooth manifold or the site of manifolds with open embeddings as morphisms) has been gaining
in importance in such fields as differential geometry and differential topology, with many examples, such as
(higher) bundle gerbes, twists for vector bundles, Lie∞-groupoids, and Lie∞-algebroids, being formulated in
this language, see, for example, the recent work of Sati–Schreiber–Stasheff [2008.b] and Fiorenza–Schreiber–
Stasheff [2010].
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One is naturally led to the question whether the Brown–Gersten property holds for the site of smooth
manifolds. However, the most obvious analogue fails in a very simple situation. Fix a set A and consider
the presheaf F of sets on the site of smooth manifolds that sends a smooth manifold M to the set of locally
constant functions M → A with finitely many distinct values. This presheaf satisfies descent for all finite
covers. However, it does not satisfy descent for the cover of a manifold with infinitely many connected
components by its connected components. Indeed, the relevant descent object consists of all locally constant
functions M → A, which can have infinitely many distinct values.

The goal of this note is to show that the above situation is the worst thing that can happen: if we have
homotopy descent for covers with two elements and covers of a disjoint union

∐

i Ui by its components Ui,
then we have descent for all open covers. This is the content of the main theorem, which is proved in greater
generality as Theorem 4.8:

Theorem 1.1. A simplicial presheaf on the site of smooth manifolds satisfies the homotopy descent property
for all open covers if and only if it satisfies descent for covers with two elements and covers with pairwise
disjoint elements.

Thus the general homotopy descent property is reduced to open covers with two elements (i.e., homotopy
pullbacks) and to open covers with disjoint elements (i.e., infinite homotopy products), which are much easier
to treat in practice than arbitrary homotopy totalizations.

More generally, Theorem 4.8 applies to arbitrary topological spaces as long as we work with numerable
covers (Definition 3.9), defined as covers that admit a subordinate partition of unity. They are also known as
normal covers. An even more general version for numerable sites (Definition 5.1) is given in Theorem 5.4. In
particular, it works for the site of all smooth manifolds, where morphisms can be taken to be either arbitrary
smooth maps, submersions, immersions, etale maps, or open embeddings. Instead of working with the site
of all smooth manifolds we can restrict to the small site of some fixed smooth manifold. In particular, if we
take open embeddings as morphisms we recover the usual notion of a sheaf on a manifold. The large site of a
fixed smooth manifold can also be used. Smooth manifolds can be replaced with piecewise linear manifolds
or topological manifolds.

Although the result appears to have a rather classical flavor, the author was unable to locate any
reference in the literature that contains or readily implies it, and such a reference appears to be unknown to a
nontrivial fraction of the mathematical community [2017.b]. Recent books like Amabel–Debray–Haine [2021,
Theorem 3.6.1] only cite a weaker result (see, for example, Berwick-Evans–Boavida de Brito–Pavlov [2019,
Theorem 5.1]), which shows that open covers with two elements and increasing chains of open embeddings
generate the Grothendieck topology on smooth manifolds.

As an application, we leverage the existing work of Berwick-Evans–Boavida de Brito–Pavlov [2019,
Theorem 5.1] to establish the following representability result for stacks on the site Top of topological spaces
with numerable open covers (Definition 3.16). See Theorem 8.5 for the full statement and details.

Theorem 1.2. Suppose
F :Topop → sSet

is a simplicial presheaf on the site Top. Define

CF :Topop → sSet, CF (X) = hocolim
n∈∆op

F (∆n ×X),

where ∆n ∈ Top denotes the n-simplex as a topological space and the homotopy colimit is modeled by the
diagonal of a bisimplicial set. If F satisfies the homotopy descent condition, then CF is representable in the
following sense: the natural map of Definition 8.3

CF (X) → Map(SingX, CF (∗))

is a weak equivalence whenever X is homotopy equivalent to a cofibrant topological space, e.g., X is a
CW-complex, a topological manifold, or a polyhedron. In particular, we have a natural bijection of sets

F [X ] → [SingX, CF (∗)],
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where F [X ] denotes concordance classes of the sheaf F over X .

The significance of this result is that it allows to easily establish Brown-type results about the existence
of classifying spaces and representability of stacks. For example, it can be used to give a very short proof
(Example 8.6) that for any topological group G the space BG classifies numerable principal G-bundles.
Likewise, for any abelian topological group A, the Eilenberg–MacLane space BdA classifies numerable A-
banded bundle (d− 1)-gerbes (Example 8.7).

As another application, we give the following criterion for acyclicity of sheaves of abelian groups, see
Corollary 6.2 for the proof. As shown in Corollary 6.7, the condition in this criterion is strictly more general
than the usual notions of flabby, supple, and fine sheaves, yet it is easy to verify in practice.

Theorem 1.3. Suppose Site is a numerable site (Definition 5.1) and F : Siteop → coCh is a presheaf of
cochain complexes such that in every cochain degree n the presheaf of abelian groups Fn: Site

op → Ab is a
sheaf and for any M ∈ Site and any covering family {U → M,V → M} of M the map

Fn(U)× Fn(V ) → Fn(U ∩ V ), (u, v) 7→ u|U∩V − v|U∩V

is surjective. Then F satisfies the homotopy descent property.

1.4. Acknowledgments

The author originally wrote up a proof of Theorem 4.8 for the paper Berwick-Evans–Boavida de Brito–
Pavlov [2019], after polling on MathOverflow [2017.b] revealed that the result is not present in the literature.
Subsequently, the authors of [2019] figured out a way to prove the main theorem of [2019] without this
intermediate step, using a weaker lemma [2019, Theorem 5.1], which resulted in the original argument being
split off as this note.

The author thanks Daniel Berwick-Evans and Pedro Boavida de Brito for helpful discussions.

2 Recollections on Grothendieck topologies

In this section we very briefly review the necessary definitions and facts about Grothendieck topologies.
By Toën–Vezzosi [2002.b, Definition 3.3.1] (see also Lurie [2017.a, Remark 6.2.2.3]), on an ordinary category
(as opposed to an ∞-category) Grothendieck topologies in the sense of ∞-categories coincide with ordinary
Grothendieck topologies. The ∞-categories that we consider are ordinary categories, so the usual notion of
a Grothendieck topology suffices for our purposes.

Definition 2.1. (Johnstone [2002.a, Definition C.2.1.1].) A coverage on a category C is an assignment to
every object X ∈ C of a collection of families of morphisms (known as generating covering families) with
codomain X such that for any such generating covering family {fi:Ui → X}i∈I and any morphism g:Y → X
there is a generating covering family {hj:Vj → Y }j∈J such that for any j ∈ J the morphism ghj factors
through the morphism fi for some i ∈ I. A site is a category with a coverage. Used in 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.5*, 2.6, 2.7,

3.0*, 3.15, 3.16, 3.17, 4.1, 5.1, 5.8.

Definition 2.2. A sieve on an object X in a category C is a collection S of morphisms with codomain X
such that f ∈ S implies fg ∈ S whenever fg is defined. Used in 2.3, 2.5, 5.8.

Definition 2.3. (Johnstone [2002.a, Definition C.2.1.8].) A Grothendieck topology (alias Grothendieck cov-
erage) on a category C is an assignment to every object X ∈ C of a collection of sieves on X (known as
covering sieves) that together form a coverage on C, and the following two saturation conditions are satisfied:
for any object X ∈ C the maximal sieve (comprising all morphisms with codomain X) is a covering sieve,
and if R is a covering sieve on X and S is a sieve on X such that f∗S = {g | fg ∈ S} is a covering sieve for
any f ∈ R, then S is also a covering sieve. Used in 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.5*, 4.0*, 4.1, 4.8, 4.9, 5.4, 5.8.

Definition 2.4. The Grothendieck topology on C generated by a collection of families of morphisms
{fk,i:Ui → Xk}k∈K,i∈Ik is the smallest Grothendieck topology (given by the intersection of all such topolo-
gies) for which the given families are contained in some covering sieves. In particular, we talk about the
Grothendieck topology and covering sieves of a site. Used in 4.0*, 4.8, 4.9, 5.4.

3



Definition 2.5. A covering family for a site C is a family of morphisms {fi:Ui → X}i∈I in C such that
the smallest sieve that contains this family is a covering sieve of C. Used in 2.5*, 2.6, 2.7, 4.0*, 4.2, 4.2*, 4.4, 4.4*, 4.5, 4.5*,

4.6, 4.6*, 4.7, 4.7*, 5.1, 5.2, 5.4, 5.4*, 5.8, 6.4.

The advantage of Grothendieck topologies is that passing from a Grothendieck topology to its category
of sheaves defines an injective map from the collection of Grothendieck topologies on C to the collection
of full subcategories of the category of presheaves on C. On the other hand, many different coverages can
have the same category of sheaves. The advantage of coverages is that the given generating covering families
can often be easier to work with than arbitrary covering sieves. For example, the coverage of Man (smooth
manifolds) consisting of good open covers (covers whose finite intersections are either empty or diffeomorphic
to Rn) enjoys many special properties not shared by arbitrary covering sieves.

We spell out explicitly the particular formulation of the saturation properties for covering families that
we will be using below.

Lemma 2.6. (cf. Johnstone [2002.a, Lemma C.2.1.6(i)].) Suppose C is a site. Given families of morphisms
{fi : Ui → X}i∈I and {gj : Vj → X}j∈J in C such that any fi factors through some gj , if the family f is a
covering family, then so is g. Used in 4.0*, 4.4*, 4.5*, 4.6*, 4.7*.

Lemma 2.7. (cf. Johnstone [2002.a, Lemma C.2.1.7(i)].) Suppose C is a site. Given a family {fi : Ui →
X}i∈I and an I-indexed collection of families {gi,j : Vi,j → Ui}j∈Ji

of morphisms in C, if the family f and
all of gi are covering families, then so is the family {figi,j : Vi,j → X}i∈I,j∈Ji

. Used in 4.0*, 4.2*, 4.5*, 4.6*, 4.7*.

3 Numerable covers

In this section we review the definition of the site Top of topological spaces, continuous maps, and
numerable open covers, i.e., open covers that admit a subordinate partition of unity. This site plays a
fundamental role in defining bundle-like structures, such as principal bundles, vector bundles, (higher) bundle
gerbes, etc., for which we say that a bundle is numerable if it is trivializable over a numerable open cover.

This is motivated by the fact that we typically expect or require that such bundle-like structures are
classified by a map to some classifying space. Numerable bundles are stable under base change because nu-
merable covers are stable under preimages (Tukey [1940, V.3.7]). Thus, if the universal bundle is numerable,
then any bundle classified by a map to the classifying space (i.e., the base space of the universal bundle)
must necessarily be numerable.

Indeed, the universal bundle over the classifying space of a topological group G such that G is a count-
able CW-complex is numerable because its base space is a CW-complex (Milnor [1956, Theorem 5.2]),
CW-complexes are paracompact Hausdorff spaces (Miyazaki [1952.b]), and any open cover of a paracompact
Hausdorff space is numerable (Michael [1953, Proposition 2]). The latter property of paracompact Hausdorff
spaces is the reason why paracompact Hausdorff spaces are sometimes used in expositions related to classi-
fying spaces. However, there is no need for such a restriction if one works with numerable covers, as we do
below.

We start by recalling some properties of partitions of unity on topological spaces. It will be convenient
to drop the normalization condition

∑

i∈I fi = 1 and instead require that this sum exists and is a strictly
positive continuous map. We refer to such families as positive partitions.

Definition 3.1. A positive partition on a topological space X is a family of continuous real-valued functions
{fi:X → [0,∞)}i∈I such that the map

∑

i∈I fi is everywhere defined and is a strictly positive continuous
map X → (0,∞). Used in 3.0*, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.7*, 3.8, 3.8*, 3.9, 3.10, 3.14*, 3.15*, 4.2*, 4.3*, 4.5*, 4.6*, 4.7*.

Remark 3.2. For any positive partition {fi:X → [0,∞)}i∈I and for any I ′ ⊂ I the sum
∑

i∈I′ fi is
everywhere defined and is a continuous map X → [0,∞).

Definition 3.3. The induced open cover of a positive partition {fi}i∈I on a topological space X is defined
as the open cover {f∗

i (0,∞)}i∈I of X . We say that a positive partition {fi:X → [0,∞)}i∈I is compatible
with an open cover {Ui}i∈I of X if f∗

i (0,∞) ⊂ Ui for all i ∈ I and subordinate to U if the closure of f∗
i (0,∞)

in X is a subset of Ui for all i ∈ I. Used in 1.1*, 3.0*, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7*, 3.8, 3.8*, 3.9, 3.10, 3.12, 3.14*, 4.2*, 4.3*, 4.5*, 4.6*, 4.7*, 5.5, 6.4,

6.7*.

Remark 3.4. The above definition could be extended to the case when the indexing sets of positive parti-
tions and open covers are different. For example, we could say that a positive partition {fi:X → [0,∞)}i∈I
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is compatible with an open cover {Uj}j∈J of X if there is a map of sets α: I → J such that f∗
i (0,∞) ⊂ Uα(i)

for all i ∈ I. However, in this case we can define a new positive partition {gj:X → [0,∞)}j∈J by setting
gj =

∑

i:α(i)=j fi. The resulting positive partition has the same indexing set as the open cover {Uj}j∈J and
is compatible with this open cover. This reindexing procedure works for all definitions and constructions
below, e.g., a locally finite open cover could be reindexed by taking unions indexed by α∗{j}, etc. Because
of this, our constructions use a fixed indexing set for simplicity.

Definition 3.5. A positive partition {fi}i∈I on a topological space X is locally finite if its induced open
cover is a locally finite open cover, i.e., the collection of open subsets V ⊂ X such that fi|V = 0|V for all
but finitely many i ∈ I forms an open cover of X . Used in 3.7*, 3.8, 3.8*, 3.10, 3.12, 3.14*, 5.5.

Remark 3.6. Occasionally, a weaker property is used. A positive partition {fi}i∈I on a topological space X
is point-finite if for any point x ∈ X there is only finitely many i ∈ I such that fi(x) 6= 0, i.e., any x ∈ X
belongs only to finitely many elements of the induced open cover of f . We make no use of this notion below.

Definition 3.7. A partition of unity is a positive partition such that
∑

i∈I fi = 1. Used in 1.1*, 3.0*, 3.7*, 3.8, 3.8*,

3.10, 3.12, 3.14*, 4.0*, 4.3*, 5.5, 6.5, 6.7*, 7.3*.

Often, the condition of local finiteness is included in the definition of a partition of unity. We will use
both versions below, so for us it is important to be able to distinguish between them.

The following proposition is due to Michael R. Mather, see Dold [1972.a, Proposition A.2.8]. It shows
that any positive partition f can be improved to a locally finite partition of unity g that is subordinate to
the induced open cover of f . Dold’s statement only claims compatibility, not subordination (i.e., does not
mention closure), but our stronger version follows from his proof.

Proposition 3.8. For any positive partition {fi:X → [0,∞)}i∈I on a topological space X we can find a
locally finite partition of unity {gi:X → [0,∞)}i∈I on X such that g is subordinate to the induced open
cover of f . Used in 3.10, 3.13*.

Proof. We normalize fi by dividing it by
∑

i∈I fi, which converts {fi}i∈I into a partition of unity. Set
µ = sup fi:X → (0, 1] and gi = max(0, 2fi − µ):X → [0, 1]. By construction, the family {gi}i∈I is a positive
partition. The collection of open sets VJ = h∗

J(0,∞), where hJ = µ/2 − 1 +
∑

i∈J fi for a finite subset
J ⊂ I, forms an open cover of X because

∑

i∈I fi = 1. We claim that the open cover {VJ}J exhibits the
local finiteness of the positive partition {gi}i∈I . Indeed, for any finite subset J ⊂ I and for any i ∈ I \ J we
have

fi|VJ
≤

∑

k∈I\J

fk = 1−
∑

k∈J

fk < µ|VJ
/2,

so gi|VJ
= 0, as desired.

Since 2fi − µ < 0 on an open subset of X , we must have 2fi − µ ≥ 0 on the closure of g∗i (0,∞). Since
µ > 0 everywhere, we have fi > 0 on the closure of g∗i (0,∞), so g is subordinate to the induced open cover
of f . Replacing gi with gi/

∑

i∈I gi, we obtain the desired locally finite partition of unity.

Thus, an open cover of a topological space admits a subordinate locally finite partition of unity if and
only if it admits a compatible positive partition. Such covers play a fundamental role in general topology,
where they are known as normal covers (introduced by John W. Tukey [1940, §V.2]), and in the theory of
classifying spaces, where they are known as numerable covers (following Dold [1963, Definitions 2.1]).

Definition 3.9. An open cover {Ui}i∈I of a topological space X is numerable if it admits a compatible
positive partition. Used in 1.1*, 3.0*, 3.8*, 3.10, 3.11, 3.13, 3.13*, 3.14, 3.14*, 3.15, 3.15*, 3.16, 3.17, 4.0*, 4.1, 4.2, 4.2*, 4.3, 4.3*, 4.4, 4.4*, 4.5,

4.5*, 4.6, 4.6*, 4.7, 4.7*, 4.8, 4.9, 5.5, 5.8.

Below we will also apply this definition to open covers of a subset X of some topological space Y , in
which case we pass to the induced topology on X first.

The following proposition is a combination of results of Arthur H. Stone [1948], Ernest Michael [1953],
and Kiiti Morita [1962, Theorem 1.2].

Recall that a cozero set is an (open) subset U ⊂ X such that U = f∗(0,∞) for some continuous map
f :X → [0,∞). Recall also that an open cover {Ui}i∈I is a star refinement of an open cover {Vj}j∈J if the
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open cover
{

⋃

k∈I:Uk∩Ui 6=∅
Uk

}

i∈I

refines V . A family {Ui}i∈I of open sets is discrete if there is an open cover {Vj}j∈J of X such that for every
j ∈ J we have Ui ∩ Vj 6= ∅ for at most one i ∈ I. (Any discrete family is in particular disjoint.)

Proposition 3.10. (Ernest Michael, Kiiti Morita, Arthur H. Stone, see Morita [1962, Theorem 1.2]; also
Derwent [1968].) For an open cover {Ui}i∈I of a topological space X the following properties are equivalent.
• U is a numerable cover, i.e., it admits a compatible positive partition;
• (Michael [1953, Proposition 2]; see Proposition 3.8.) U admits a subordinate locally finite partition of
unity;

• (Michael [1953, Proposition 1], Hoshina [1989, Theorem 1.1 and 1.2].) U can be refined by an open
cover given by the union of a countable collection of discrete families of cozero sets.

• (Michael [1953, Theorem 1], Morita [1964, Theorem 1.2].) U can be refined by an open cover given by
the union of a countable collection of locally finite families of cozero sets.

• (Stone [1948, Theorems 1 and 2].) U is a normal cover, meaning there is a sequence W0 = U , W1, W2,
. . . of open covers of X such that Wn+1 is a star refinement of Wn for all n ≥ 0;

• U can be refined by the inverse image of an open cover of Y under some continuous map X → Y , where
Y is a metrizable topological space;

• (Mardešić–Segal [1982.b, Lemma I.6.1].) U can be refined by the inverse image of an open cover of Y
under some continuous map X → Y , where Y is an absolute neighborhood retract, i.e., a metrizable
topological space Y such that any closed embedding Y → Z into a metrizable topological space Z factors
through an open subset U ⊂ Z such that there is a map U → Y for which the composition Y → U → Y
is identity;

• U can be refined by a locally finite normal open cover;
• U can be refined by a locally finite open cover consisting of cozero sets;

Used in 1.1*, 3.8*, 3.10, 3.13*, 3.16*.

Remark 3.11. We point out some incompatible definitions of normal and numerable covers in the literature.
Hurewicz [1955, §5] defines normal covers as open covers consisting of cozero sets. Hurewicz uses this property
in conjunction with local finiteness. Spanier [1966, the paragraph before Lemma 2.7.10] defines numerable
covers as locally finite normal covers in the sense of Hurewicz. May [1975, §1] defines numerable covers as
locally finite open covers consisting of cozero sets.

Remark 3.12. Normal spaces are precisely the topological spaces for which every finite open cover is normal
(Tukey [1940, Theorem V.4.1]). Likewise, paracompact (i.e., every open cover has a locally finite refinement)
Hausdorff spaces are precisely the topological spaces that satisfy the T1 axiom and for which every open
cover is normal (Stone [1948, Theorem 1]), or, equivalently, admits a locally finite compatible partition of
unity (Michael [1953, Proposition 2]).

Remark 3.13. Disjoint open covers are always numerable: take fi to be the characteristic function of Ui.
Used in 4.0*, 4.2, 4.2*, 4.4, 4.6, 4.7, 4.7*, 4.8, 4.9.

Most of Proposition 3.10 plays no role in what follows, except for the equivalence between first three
properties, which we prove separately as Proposition 3.8 and Proposition 3.14. Our proof of Proposition 3.14
follows Husemöller–Joachim–Jurčo–Schottenloher [2008.a, Proposition 7.1.2]. Although Proposition 3.14
holds for discrete families instead of disjoint families (with the same proof), the latter case is sufficient for
our purposes.

Proposition 3.14. (Michael [1953, Proposition 1]; Hoshina [1989, Theorem 1.1 and 1.2].) Any numerable
open cover {Ui}i∈I of a topological space X can be refined by a numerable open cover {Vj}j∈J for which
there is a map of sets λ: J → K, where K is countable and for any k ∈ K the family {Vj}λ(j)=k is disjoint.
Used in 3.13*, 3.16*, 4.0*, 4.7*.

Proof. Suppose {fi}i∈I is a locally finite partition of unity subordinate to {Ui}i∈I . Denote by J the collection
of all finite nonempty subsets of I. Denote by K the set {1, 2, 3, . . .} and by λ: J → K the map that computes
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cardinality. Define an open cover {Vj}j∈J of X by

Vj = {x ∈ X | fk(x) > fl(x) for all k ∈ j and l ∈ I \ j},

where Vj is open because for any x ∈ Vj we can find an open neighborhood W such that fl|W 6= 0 for only
finitely many l ∈ I \ j, so the condition fk(x) > fl(x) is an open condition. The family {Vj}j∈J is an open
cover of X . Define a positive partition {gj}j∈J exhibiting the numerability of V by

gj(x) = max

(

0, min
k∈j,l∈I\j

(fk(x) − fl(x))

)

.

Again, the minimum exists and gj is continuous because {fi}i∈I is locally finite. Also, Vj = g∗j (0,∞) and
Vj ∩ Vj′ = ∅ whenever j \ j′ 6= ∅ and j′ \ j 6= ∅, by construction. In particular, for a fixed cardinality of j,
all Vj are disjoint. Since Vj ⊂ Uk for any k ∈ j, the open cover V refines the open cover U , which completes
the proof.

Proposition 3.15. (Tukey [1940, V.3.7].) Numerable open covers form a coverage on the category of
topological spaces and continuous maps.

Proof. Suppose X is a topological space, {Ui}i∈I is a numerable open cover of X , and g:Y → X is a
continuous map. It suffices to show that {g∗Ui}i∈I is a numerable open cover of Y . Indeed, if {fi:X →
[0,∞)}i∈I is a positive partition on X such that f∗

i (0,∞) ⊂ Ui for all i ∈ I, then {fig:Y → [0,∞)}i∈I is a
positive partition on Y such that (fig)

∗(0,∞) = g∗(f∗
i (0,∞)) ⊂ g∗Ui.

Definition 3.16. Denote by Top the site of topological spaces and continuous maps, equipped with the
coverage of numerable open covers. Used in 1.1*, 5.0*.

We finish this section by defining another site to which our main theorem is applicable, the site of locales
and their morphisms. A locale is a poset that has finite infima and arbitrary suprema such that the map
b 7→ inf(a, b) = a ∧ b preserves suprema for any fixed a, and a morphism of locales is an order-preserving
map of posets in the opposite direction that preserves finite infima and arbitrary suprema. These properties
axiomatize the properties of the poset of open subsets of a topological space and the induced inverse image
map on open subsets associated to a continuous map. In particular, we have a functor from topological
spaces to locales. This functor becomes fully faithful on sober spaces, a large class of topological spaces that
includes all Hausdorff spaces. The book by Picado–Pultr [2012] is a comprehensive introduction to locales,
see, in particular, Theorem IX.2.3.4 there, which is a pointfree analogue of (a part of) Proposition 3.10. To
keep the paper accessible to a larger audience, we formulate our lemmas and propositions using topological
spaces. However, nothing in the statements or proofs depends on the availability of points, since all claims
are formulated using open sets only. In particular, the use of points in the proof of Proposition 3.14 is merely
a notational convenience.

Definition 3.17. Denote by Loc the site of locales and their morphisms, equipped with the coverage of
numerable open covers. Used in 4.1, 5.0*.
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4 Main theorem for topological spaces

In this section, we prove Theorem 4.8. The proof repeatedly uses Lemma 2.6 and Lemma 2.7 to show that
more and more numerable covers are covering families in the Grothendieck topology generated by disjoint
open covers (indexed by arbitrary sets) and numerable open covers with two elements. First, in Lemma 4.2
we show that ‘zigzag’ covers, i.e., covers P0, P1, . . . where the only nonempty intersections are Pk ∩ Pk+1,
are covering families. Next, using a trick with partitions of unity explained in Lemma 4.3, we can refine any
countable cover of the form U0 ⊂ U1 ⊂ · · · by a zigzag cover, which allows us to show that such increasing
chains of open subsets are covering families (Lemma 4.4). Lemma 4.5 shows that finite numerable covers
are covering families, by induction on the size of the cover. This is then used in Lemma 4.6 to show that
arbitrary countable covers are covering families, whereas Lemma 4.7 uses Lemma 4.6 and Proposition 3.14
to show that covers of arbitrary cardinality are covering families. Together with Remark 3.13, Lemma 4.7
implies Theorem 4.8.

Definition 4.1. Denote by C the category of topological spaces and continuous maps equipped with some
arbitrary Grothendieck topology (not necessarily the Grothendieck topology generated by the coverage of
numerable open covers). More generally, C can denote the category of locales, as in Definition 3.17, but
equipped with some arbitrary Grothendieck topology, not necessarily given by numerable open covers.

The following lemma and the underlying notion of a zigzag cover is essentially due to Greub–Halperin–
Vanstone (see the proof of Proposition I.II in [1972.b]).

Lemma 4.2. If countable disjoint open covers and numerable open covers with two elements are covering
families in C, then so is any zigzag cover, i.e., a numerable open cover {P0, P1, P2, . . .} of X such that
Pk ∩ Pl = ∅ whenever |k − l| > 1. Used in 4.0*, 4.3, 4.4*.

Proof. The only nontrivial intersections of elements of P are Pk ∩ Pk+1 for k ≥ 0. Take

A = P0 ∪ P2 ∪ P4 ∪ · · · ,

the (disjoint) union of even elements of P , and

B = P1 ∪ P3 ∪ P5 ∪ · · · ,

the (disjoint) union of odd elements of P . We have A ∪ B = X and A ∩ B equals the (disjoint) union of
Pk ∩ Pk+1 for all k ≥ 0. The open cover {A,B} of X is numerable: if fi:X → [0, 1] is a positive partition
compatible with P , then

∑

i≥0 f2i and
∑

i≥0 f2i+1 form a positive partition compatible with {A,B}. The nu-
merable open cover {A,B} of X is a covering family by assumption. The disjoint open covers {P0, P2, P4, . . .}
of A and {P1, P3, P5, . . .} of B are covering families by assumption. By Lemma 2.7, {P0, P1, P2, . . .} is a
covering family of X .

The following lemma constitutes the technical core of the proof. It shows that any increasing chain of
open subsets can be refined by a zigzag cover.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose U0 ⊂ U1 ⊂ U2 ⊂ · · · is an increasing sequence of open subsets of a topological spaceX
that forms a numerable open cover of X . Then there is a numerable open cover P = {P0, P1, P2, . . .} of X
such that Pi ⊂ Ui and Pi ∩ Pj = ∅ whenever |i − j| > 1. (Thus, P is a zigzag cover of X in the sense of
Lemma 4.2.) Used in 4.0*, 4.4*.

Proof. Choose a partition of unity {fi:X → [0, 1]}i≥0 compatible with U . Define a sequence {gi}i≥−2 of
functions

gi : X → [0, 1], gi =
∑

0≤k≤i

fk.

Fix some sequences α, β, and γ of real numbers such that

1 > αi > βi > γi > αi+1 > βi+1 > 0

for all i ≥ −2. Now take
Pi = g∗i−2[0, βi−2) ∩ g∗i (αi, 1]
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for i ≥ 0. (As one can see from the formula, here the boundary −2 used above becomes important.) Observe
that

Pi ⊂ g∗i (αi, 1] ⊂ g∗i (0, 1] ⊂
⋃

0≤k≤i

f∗
k (0, 1] ⊂

⋃

0≤k≤i

Uk = Ui.

Next we show that X =
⋃

i≥0 Pi, for which it suffices to show by induction on k that
⋃

0≤i≤k Pi =
g∗k(αk, 1], since

⋃

k≥0 g
∗
k(αk, 1] = X . The claim holds for k = −2 and k = −1 because the union is empty and

gk = 0. Thus, suppose
⋃

0≤i<k Pi = g∗k−1(αk−1, 1] for some k ≥ 0. We have to show that g∗k−1(αk−1, 1]∪Pk =
g∗k(αk, 1]. One inclusion is trivial and the other boils down to

g∗k(αk, 1] ⊂ g∗k−1(αk−1, 1] ∪ g∗k−2[0, βk−2),

which we strengthen to

g∗k(αk, 1] ⊂ g∗k−1(αk−1, 1] ∪ g∗k−1[0, βk−2) = g∗k−1((αk−1, 1] ∪ [0, βk−2)) = g∗k−2[0, 1] = X.

Now we demonstrate that Pi ∩ Pj = ∅ for all i ≥ 0 and j ≥ i + 2. Once we restrict to Pi ∩ Pj we have
the following inequalities: gi > αi, gi−2 < βi−2, gj > αj , gj−2 < βj−2. (Abusing notation, αk and βl denote
constant functions on Pi ∩ Pj with indicated values.) Thus

αi < gi ≤ gj−2 < βj−2 < αi

must hold on Pi ∩ Pj , which implies Pi ∩ Pj = ∅.
To show that the open cover P of X is numerable, we construct a positive partition that is compatible

with P . Take hi = 2−i ·max(0, βi−2− gi−2) ·max(0, gi−αi). By construction, Pi = h∗
i (0,∞). Thus,

∑

i≥0 hi

exists and is a strictly positive continuous map X → (0, 1] because P covers X and hi ≤ 2−i.

Lemma 4.4. If countable disjoint open covers and numerable covers with two elements are covering families
in C, then so is any numerable open cover

{U0, U1, U2, . . .}

of X such that U0 ⊂ U1 ⊂ U2 ⊂ · · ·. Used in 4.0*, 4.6*.

Proof. Using Lemma 4.3, we construct a numerable open cover {P0, P1, P2, . . .} of X such that Pk ⊂ Uk and
Pk ∩ Pl = ∅ whenever |k − l| > 1, so the only nontrivial intersections are Pk ∩ Pk+1 for k ≥ 0. We have
Pk ⊂ Uk and P is a covering family by Lemma 4.2. By Lemma 2.6 U is also a covering family.

Lemma 4.5. If the empty cover and numerable covers with two elements are covering families in C, then
so is any finite numerable open cover. Used in 4.0*, 4.6*.

Proof. We prove by induction on n that numerable open covers with fewer than n elements are covering
families. The empty cover (of the empty set) is a covering family by assumption, which establishes the base of
the induction. Suppose all numerable open covers with fewer than than n > 0 elements are covering families
and {U0, . . . , Un} is a numerable open cover of X with a positive partition {fi:X → [0,∞] | 0 ≤ i ≤ n}. Set
A = (

∑

i<n fi)
∗(0,∞) ∩

⋃

i<n Ui. The family {U0 ∩ A, . . . , Un−1 ∩ A} forms a numerable cover of A with a
positive partition consisting of the restrictions of f0, . . . , fn−1 because

∑

i<n fi > 0 on A. This family has
n− 1 elements, so it is a covering family by induction. The family {A,Un} is a numerable cover of X with
a compatible positive partition

∑

i<n fi and fn, hence a covering family by assumption. (The support of
∑

i<n fi need not be a subset of A, so we only require compatibility, not subordination.) By Lemma 2.7,
{U0 ∩ A, . . . , Un−1 ∩A,Un} is a covering family of X . Hence {U0, . . . , Un} is also a covering family of X by
Lemma 2.6.

Lemma 4.6. If countable disjoint open covers and numerable covers with two elements are covering families
in C, then so is any countable numerable open cover. Used in 4.0*, 4.7*.

Proof. Suppose {Vi}i≥0 is a countable numerable open cover of a topological space X with a compatible
positive partition {fi:X → [0,∞)}i≥0. Set

Ui = V0 ∪ V1 ∪ · · · ∪ Vi
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and

gi = f0 + · · ·+ fi:X → [0,∞)

for all i ≥ 0. Set Ai = g∗i (0,∞). We have A0 ⊂ A1 ⊂ A2 ⊂ · · · and
⋃

i≥0 Ai = X . Also {fi}i≥0 is a positive
partition compatible with the open cover {Ai}i≥0, so A is a numerable open cover of X . By Lemma 4.4, A
is a covering family of X .

Next, {V0 ∩ Ai, V1 ∩ Ai, . . . , Vi ∩ Ai} is a numerable open cover of Ai with a positive partition given
by the restrictions of f0, . . . , fi. By Lemma 4.5, {V0 ∩ Ai, V1 ∩ Ai, . . . , Vi ∩ Ai} is a covering family of Ai.
Thus, by Lemma 2.7, {Vi ∩ Aj}0≤i≤j is a covering family of X . This covering family refines the open cover
{Vi}i≥0, so by Lemma 2.6, {Vi}i≥0 is a covering family of X .

Lemma 4.7. If disjoint open covers indexed by arbitrary sets and numerable covers with two elements are
covering families in C, then so is any numerable open cover. Used in 4.0*, 4.7*.

Proof. By Proposition 3.14, any numerable open cover {Ui}i∈I of a topological space X can be refined by a
numerable open cover {Vj}j∈J for which there is a map of sets f : J → K, where K is countable and for any
k ∈ K the family {Vj}f(j)=k is disjoint. Choose a positive partition {hj :X → [0,∞)}j∈J compatible with V .
Set Wk =

⋃

j:f(j)=k Vj and hk =
∑

j:f(j)=k gj. Then {hk}k∈K is a positive partition compatible with W , so
W is a countable numerable open cover. By Lemma 4.6, W is a covering family of X . Furthermore, for every
k ∈ K the family {Vj}f(j)=k is a disjoint open cover of Wk, so also a covering family of Wk by assumption.
Thus, by Lemma 2.7, {Vj}j∈J is a covering family of X that refines U . Hence, by Lemma 2.6, {Ui}i∈I is
also a covering family of X .

Lemma 4.7 combined with Remark 3.13 immediately implies our main result.

Theorem 4.8. The Grothendieck topology of numerable open covers on Top is generated by disjoint open
covers (indexed by arbitrary sets) and numerable covers with two elements. Used in 1.0*, 1.1*, 1.4*, 4.0*, 4.8*, 5.0*, 6.0*,

6.1*, 8.2*.

All proofs in this section were carefully formulated to use only open sets, not individual points of X , and
they work equally well without any modification in the following generalization of Theorem 4.8 to locales.

Theorem 4.9. The Grothendieck topology of numerable open covers on Loc is generated by disjoint open
covers (indexed by arbitrary sets) and numerable covers with two elements. Used in 5.4*.
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5 Numerable sites

We would like to extend Theorem 4.8 to other sites, such as smooth manifolds. To this end we axiomatize
the needed properties in the notion of a numerable site.

The most general notion of a numerable site uses the localic site Loc (Definition 3.17). Readers not
familiar with locales can substitute the site Top (Definition 3.16) instead of Loc in Definition 5.1 without
losing any essential examples.

Definition 5.1. A numerable site is a site S equipped with a functor U:S → Loc such that U admits
cartesian lifts for all open inclusions and U creates covering families, meaning the U-image of a family f is
a covering family (Definition 2.5) in Loc if and only if f is a covering family in S. Used in 1.1*, 1.3, 5.0*, 5.2, 5.4, 5.4*,

5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 5.9, 6.1, 6.3*, 6.4, 6.5, 6.6, 6.6*, 6.7.

Remark 5.2. The first condition in Definition 5.1 means that for any object X in S and any open inclusion
V ⊂ U(X) there is a unique cartesian arrow h: V̂ → X that lifts V → U(X). The latter means that for any
morphism f :W → X in S such that the map U(f):U(W ) → U(X) factors through V , there is a unique
morphism g:W → V̂ such that hg = f and U(g) equals the map U(W ) → V .

As an example, if {U → M,V → M} is a covering family in S, then we can make define the intersection
U ∩ V together with inclusions U ∩ V → U , U ∩ V → V as the cartesian lift of U(U) ∩U(V ) → U(U), etc.
Used in 5.4*, 6.1, 6.7*.

Definition 5.3. A family {fi:Ui → X}i∈I of morphisms in a numerable site S is disjoint if the family
{U(fi) → U(X)}i∈I factors through disjoint open inclusions in Loc. Used in 5.4.

Theorem 5.4. If U:S → Loc is a numerable site, then the Grothendieck topology on S is generated by
covering families with two elements and disjoint covering families indexed by a set. Used in 1.1*.

Proof. Using Remark 5.2, the proof of Theorem 4.9 and its dependencies continues to work for numerable
sites: all constructions of covering families first take the U-image in Loc and construct the desired open
covers in Loc. Then, the above property allows us to lift the newly constructed open inclusions to S, and,
furthermore, ensure that morphisms whose image factors through the new open inclusion themselves factor
through the constructed lift.

Example 5.5. Normal Hausdorff topological spaces, continuous maps, and locally finite covers form a
numerable site. Indeed, any locally finite open cover of a normal Hausdorff topological space admits a
subordinate locally finite partition of unity (Bourbaki [1974, Proposition IX.4.3.3]), hence is a numerable
cover.

Example 5.6. Paracompact Hausdorff topological spaces (Dieudonné [1944.b, §1]), continuous maps, and
all open covers form a numerable site. Indeed, by Stone [1948, Theorem 1] the class of fully normal (i.e.,
every open cover is normal) Hausdorff spaces coincides with the class of paracompact (i.e., every open cover
has a locally finite refinement) Hausdorff spaces.

Example 5.7. Paracompact Hausdorff smooth, PL, or topological manifolds together with smooth (respec-
tively PL or continuous) maps, and all open covers form a numerable site.

Example 5.8. For a numerable site S and some object B ∈ S the slice category S/B inherits a Grothendieck
topology from S (a sieve is covering if and only if its image under the forgetful functor S/B → S is a covering
family). The resulting site is known as the big (gros) site of B. It is numerable because the forgetful
functor S/B → S creates covering families by construction, the functor U:S → Loc creates covering families
by definition, hence the composition S/B → S → Loc also creates covering families. Cartesian lifts for
S/B → Loc can be constructed by lifting to S, which automatically provides the desired map to B.

Example 5.9. For a numerable site S and some object B ∈ S the little (petit) site of B is the subcategory
of the slice category S/B consisting of objects given by morphisms in S whose image under U:S → Loc is
an open embedding and morphisms are commutative triangles in S whose image under U is a commutative
triangle of open embeddings. This subcategory is equipped with the induced Grothendieck topology from
S/B. This is a numerable site since cartesian lifts of open inclusions by definition are morphisms in the little
site.
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6 Homotopy descent for chain complexes of sheaves of abelian groups

In this section, we use Theorem 4.8 to establish a simple sufficient condition (Theorem 6.1, Corollary 6.2)
for a chain complex of sheaves of abelian groups to satisfy the homotopy descent property. The surjectivity
condition in Corollary 6.2 below implies that all of the sheaves Fn are acyclic (Remark 6.3), so the theorem
can be seen as an easy way to show that a sheaf of abelian groups is acyclic. On the other hand, the required
property is strictly weaker than being flabby or fine (see Corollary 6.7), so our result does not follow from
the classical theory.

Theorem 6.1. Suppose U: Site → Loc is a numerable site (Definition 5.1) and F : Siteop → coCh is a presheaf
of cochain complexes. Then F satisfies the homotopy descent property whenever the following conditions
are satisfied.
• In every cochain degree n the presheaf of abelian groups Fn: Site

op → Ab sends disjoint unions to
products.

• For any M ∈ Site and any covering family {U → M,V → M} of M the map

Fn(U)× Fn(V ) → Fn(U ∩ V ), (u, v) 7→ u|U∩V − v|U∩V

is surjective in every cochain degree n. (Here the map U ∩ V → U is constructed as the cartesian lift of
U(U) ∩U(V ) → U(U) and likewise for U ∩ V → V , see Remark 5.2.)

• For any M ∈ Site and any covering family {U → M,V → M} of M the map

F (M) → ker(F (U)× F (V ) → F (U ∩ V ))

is a quasi-isomorphism.

Used in 6.0*, 6.2*, 7.2*.

Proof. According to Theorem 4.8, the homotopy descent property for F is equivalent to the homotopy descent
property for disjoint covers and covers with two elements. The homotopy descent property for disjoint covers
holds because homotopy products of cochain complexes can be computed as ordinary products, and the latter
are computed degreewise, so we conclude by the first property in the statement.

The case of covers with two elements means that for any M ∈ Site and a cover {U, V } of M the
restriction map

F (M) → F (U)×h
F (U∩V ) F (V )

is a quasi-isomorphism. Computing the homotopy pullback as a homotopy equalizer, we reduce the problem
to showing that in the sequence

F (M) → F (U)× F (V ) → F (U ∩ V )

the left map (given by restrictions to U and V ) is the homotopy fiber of the right map (given by (u, v) 7→
(u|U∩V − v|U∩V )). The right map is surjective by assumption. Degreewise surjections are fibrations in the
projective model structure on cochain complexes, so the homotopy fiber can be computed as the kernel of
the right map. Thus, it remains to show that the map from F (M) to the kernel of the right map is a
quasi-isomorphism, which holds by assumption.

Corollary 6.2. Suppose Site is a numerable site and F : Siteop → coCh is a presheaf of cochain complexes
such that in every cochain degree n the presheaf of abelian groups Fn: Site

op → Ab is a sheaf and for any
M ∈ Site and any covering family {U → M,V → M} of M the map

Fn(U)× Fn(V ) → Fn(U ∩ V ), (u, v) 7→ u|U∩V − v|U∩V

is surjective. Then F satisfies the homotopy descent property. Used in 1.2*, 6.0*, 6.3.

Proof. We apply Theorem 6.1. The first property holds because Fn is a sheaf for any n. The second
property holds by assumption. The third property holds because Fn is a sheaf for any n, so the map under
consideration is an isomorphism.
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Remark 6.3. In the language of classical abelian sheaf cohomology, Corollary 6.2 says that a sheaf of abelian
groups F : Siteop → Ab is acyclic whenever for any M ∈ Site and any covering family {U → M,V → M}
of M the map

Fn(U)× Fn(V ) → Fn(U ∩ V ), (u, v) 7→ u|U∩V − v|U∩V

is surjective for every n. Used in 6.0*, 6.6*, 6.7*.

The following definition generalizes the notion of a fine sheaf to numerable sites. Instead of using the
original definition as a sheaf whose endomorphism sheaf is soft (which would require us to define soft sheaves
on numerable sites), we use an equivalent (for paracompact spaces) characterization in terms of partitions
of unity.

Definition 6.4. Suppose U: Site → Loc is a numerable site (Definition 5.1). A sheaf

F : Siteop → Ab

is fine if any covering family {U → M,V → M} in Site admits a partition of unity, defined as a pair of
endomorphisms of F (as a sheaf of abelian groups):

pU :F → F, pV = id− pU :F → F

subordinate to the covering family {U → M,V → M}. The subordination condition means that there is an
open inclusion u′ ⊂ U(M) such that U(U)∪u′ = U(M) and pU vanishes when restricted along the cartesian
lift U ′ → M of u′ → U(M). Likewise for pV and V . Used in 6.5, 6.7, 6.7*, 7.3*.

Remark 6.5. Suppose U: Site → Loc is a numerable site (Definition 5.1) and

F : Siteop → Ab

is a sheaf that admits a module structure over the sheaf of rings C ◦U, where

C: Locop → CRing

sends a locale L to the commutative ring C(L,R) of real functions on L. Then F is a fine sheaf (Definition 6.4).
Indeed, the endomorphisms pU and pV are given by multiplication by the elements of a partition of unity
(Definition 3.7) subordinate to the open cover {U(U),U(V )} of U(M). Analogous observations can be made
using smooth functions, or other types of functions, provided that U factors through smooth manifolds or
other appropriate categories. Used in 6.7.

The following definition is due to Bengel–Schapira [1978]. See there for interesting examples of supple
sheaves.

Definition 6.6. (Bengel–Schapira [1978].) Suppose U: Site → Loc is a numerable site (Definition 5.1). A
sheaf

F : Siteop → Ab

is supple if for any U ∈ Site, any V1, V2 → U whose images are open inclusions, and any x ∈ F (U) such that
x|V1∩V2

= 0, there are y1, y2 ∈ F (U) such that x = y1 + y2, y1|V1
= 0, y2|V2

= 0. Used in 6.7, 6.7*.

We point out an important special case in which the additional condition of Remark 6.3 is guaranteed
to hold. For topological spaces, this result is well known (see, for example, Bredon [1997, Theorems II.5.5,
II.9.11, II.9.16]), the novelty here is the generalization to arbitrary numerable sites and a shorter proof.

Corollary 6.7. Suppose U: Site → Loc is a numerable site (Definition 5.1). A sheaf F : Siteop → Ab is acyclic
(i.e., F [0]: Siteop → coCh satisfies the homotopy descent property) whenever any of the following conditions
hold.
• F is flabby (French: flasque), i.e., all restriction maps are surjections.
• F is supple (French: souple) in the sense of Definition 6.6.
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• F is fine (French: fin) in the sense of Definition 6.4. (For example, F admits a module structure like in
Remark 6.5.)

Used in 1.2*, 6.0*, 7.1*, 7.3*.

Proof. According to Remark 6.3, we have to show that the following property holds: for any M ∈ Site and
any covering family {U → M,V → M} of M , the map

F (U)⊕ F (V ) → F (U ∩ V ), (u, v) 7→ u|U∩V − v|U∩V

is degreewise surjective.
For a flabby sheaf this is true because the restriction map F (U) → F (U ∩ V ) is already surjective by

definition.
For a supple sheaf, pick an arbitrary section

s ∈ F (U ∩ V ).

Pick a partition of unity fU , fV :U(M) → [0, 1] subordinate to {U(U),U(V )}. Set U ′ = f∗
U (2/3, 1] and

V ′ = f∗
V (2/3, 1]. Denote by Û ′ and V̂ ′ the cartesian lifts of U ′ and V ′ (Remark 5.2). We have U ′∩V ′ = ∅ and

{U ′, V ′,U(U)∩U(V )} is an open cover of U(M). By Definition 6.6, we can find y1, y2 ∈ F (U ∩V ) such that
s = y1 + y2, y1|Û ′∩V

= 0, y2|V̂ ′∩U
= 0. Gluing y1 and the zero section over Û ′, we get x1 ∈ F (U). Likewise,

gluing y2 and the zero section over V̂ ′, we get x2 ∈ F (V ). By construction, x1|U∩V + x2|U∩V = y1 + y2 = s,
as desired.

For a fine sheaf this is established using a standard argument with a partition of unity, whose existence
is guaranteed by the definition of a fine sheaf. Throughout this entire proof, we only use those morphisms
in Site whose U-images are open inclusions in Loc. We adopt the convention that capital letters are used for
objects of Site, while small letters are used for their U-images in Loc. Thus, we write u = U(U). Sometimes,
we construct an open inclusion v → w = U(W ), in which case its cartesian lift is denoted by V → W . Also,
U ∩ V → M denotes the cartesian lift of U(U) ∩U(V ) → U(M). In particular, U(U ∩ V ) = U(U) ∩U(V ).

Using Definition 6.4, choose a partition of unity

pU :F → F, pV = id− pU :F → F

subordinate to the covering family {U → M,V → M}. The subordination condition means that pU and pV
are morphisms of sheaves of abelian groups and there is an open inclusion u′ ⊂ m such that u∪ u′ = m and
pU vanishes when restricted along the cartesian lift U ′ → M ; a similar condition is imposed on pV and V .

Pick an arbitrary section
s ∈ F (U ∩ V ).

Denote by t the supremum of all opens t → m such that the restriction of s along the cartesian lift of
t ∩ u ∩ v → m vanishes. Thus, the cartesian lift T → M can be seen as the complement of the support of s,
and the restriction of s along T → M vanishes.

Now construct a section qU ∈ F (U) by gluing the zero section over U ∩ T and the section pV (s) ∈
F (U ∩V ). These two sections are compatible because their restrictions to U ∩T ∩V are both 0, by definition
of T . Furthermore, U ∩ T → U and U ∩ V → U cover U because their U-images satisfy (u ∩ t) ∪ (u ∩ v) =
u ∩ (t ∪ v) = u ∩m = u, since t ∪ v = m by definition of t and pV (we can take v′ = t in the definition of
pV ). Symmetrically, construct qV ∈ F (V ) by gluing 0 over V ∩ T and −pU (s) over U ∩ V .

The image of (qU , qV ) under the map

F (U)⊕ F (V ) → F (U ∩ V ), (u, v) 7→ u|U∩V − v|U∩V

is s because qU and qV restrict to pV (s) respectively−pU (s) on U∩V by construction, and pV (s)−(−pU (s)) =
pV (s) + pU (s) = s.
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7 Example: classical cohomology theories on smooth manifolds

We illustrate the previous section by reproving the classical theorems on the equivalence of de Rham,
singular, Alexander–Spanier, and sheaf cohomology on smooth manifolds. In the formalism of simplicial
presheaves, the other classical cohomology theory, Čech cohomology, is equivalent to sheaf cohomology for
trivial reasons: the Čech nerve of an open cover of a smooth manifold M is weakly equivalent to M in the
local model structure on simplicial presheaves on the site of smooth manifolds, by definition.

The following theorem is due to Weil [1952.a], see also Bott–Tu [1982.a, Proposition 8.8]. Recall that
Ω(M) denotes the de Rham complex of differential forms on a smooth manifold M .

Proposition 7.1. The presheaf of cochain complexes

Ω:Manop → coCh, M 7→ Ω(M)

satisfies the homotopy descent condition on the site Man. In particular, the integration map yields a natural
weak equivalence

Ω(M) → C∗(M,R)

where C∗(M,R) denotes the real smooth singular cochain complex of M .

Proof. Differential n-forms form a sheaf of abelian groups for any n ≥ 0, which admits a module structure
over smooth functions via multiplication, so the first result follows from Corollary 6.7 using smooth partitions
of unity. For the second result, observe that both sides satisfy homotopy descent (see Proposition 7.2 for
the right side) and are R-invariant, i.e., send projection maps M ×R → M to weak equivalences. Thus, it
suffices to show the claim for the case M = R0, in which case both sides are R[0] and the map is identity.

Denote by C∗(M,A) the singular cochain complex with coefficients in an abelian group A on a smooth
manifold M . Singular n-simplices can be taken to be either continuous or smooth maps ∆n → M .

Proposition 7.2. For any abelian group A, the presheaf of cochain complexes

C∗:Manop → coCh, M 7→ C∗(M,A)

satisfies the homotopy descent condition. In particular, singular cohomology is naturally isomorphic to sheaf
cohomology. Used in 7.1*.

Proof. We invoke Theorem 6.1. The first property is satisfied because a singular cochain on a disjoint union
is a collection of singular cochains on individual terms. The second property is satisfied because the presheaf
F = C∗(−, A) is flabby: for any open embedding W → X , the restriction map C∗(X,A) → C∗(W,A) is
surjective because a singular cochain on W can be extended to a singular cochain on X by zeros.

The third property states that for any M and any cover {U, V } of M the restriction map

r:F (M) → ker(F (U)× F (V ) → F (U ∩ V ))

is a quasi-isomorphism. In our case, the kernel can be described as the cochain complex C∗({U, V }, A) of
singular cochains defined on singular simplices in X that factor through U or V . Recall (Eilenberg [1944.a,
Chapter IV]) that the iterated barycentric subdivision construction on singular simplices defines a cochain
map

Sd:C∗({U, V }, A) → C∗(M,A)

such that r ◦ Sd = id and id− Sd ◦ r = h ◦ d+ d ◦ h for a cochain homotopy h. Thus, the restriction map is
a quasi-isomorphism, which completes the proof.

Denote by AS(M,A) the Alexander–Spanier cochain complex with coefficients in an abelian group A on
a topological space M . In cochain degree n, these are given by germs of A-valued functions (not necessarily
continuous) on Un+1 around the diagonal U → Un+1.
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Proposition 7.3. The presheaf of cochain complexes

AS:Manop → coCh, M 7→ AS(M,A)

satisfies the homotopy descent condition. In particular, Alexander–Spanier cohomology is naturally isomor-
phic to sheaf cohomology.

Proof. The conditions of Definition 6.4 are satisfied: given an open cover {U, V } of M , pick a partition of
unity f, g:M → [0, 1] (so that f + g = 1) subordinate to {U, V }, set u′ = f∗[0, 1/3) and v′ = g∗[0, 1/3).
Finally, define pU :ASn → ASn by setting pU (s) to the germ of an A-valued function on Mn+1 equal to s
on (f∗(1/2, 1])n+1 and 0 everywhere else. Likewise for pV , using g∗ instead of f∗. The pullback of pU to
u′ = f∗[0, 1/3) vanishes and U ∪ u′ = M . Likewise for pV . By Corollary 6.7, we deduce that the sheaf ASn

is acyclic for all n. Hence, AS satisfies the homotopy descent condition.

8 Application: Classifying spaces for stacks over topological spaces

Definition 8.1. Suppose
F :Topop → sSet

is a simplicial presheaf on the site Top. Define

CF :Topop → sSet, CF (X) = hocolim
n∈∆op

F (∆n ×X),

where ∆n ∈ Top denotes the n-simplex as a topological space and the homotopy colimit is modeled by the
diagonal of a bisimplicial set.

The importance of the presheaf CF lies in the fact that π0CF (X) is precisely the set of concordance
classes of sections of F overX . Here two sections a, b ∈ F (X) are concordant if there is a section c ∈ F (R×X)
such that c|{0}×X ≃ a and c|{1}×X ≃ b, where ≃ means that the two given vertices of F (X) are in the same
connected component.

The following theorem can be seen as the analogue of Berwick-Evans–Boavida de Brito–Pavlov [2019,
Theorem 1.2] for arbitrary topological spaces.

Theorem 8.2. Suppose
F :Topop → sSet

is a simplicial presheaf on the site Top. If F satisfies the homotopy descent condition, then so does CF . Used

in 8.5*.

Proof. By Theorem 4.8, it suffices to show that CF satisfies the homotopy descent property for numerable
open covers with two elements and for covers with disjoint elements. These two cases are proved in Berwick-
Evans–Boavida de Brito–Pavlov [2019, Theorem 5.3 and Lemma 5.6]. Although the results are formulated
for manifolds, the constructions in their proofs rely exclusively on the existence of partitions of unity, and
continue to work unchanged in the setting of numerable open covers of topological spaces.

Definition 8.3. Suppose
F :Topop → sSet

is a simplicial presheaf on the site Top. The natural map

CF (X) → Map(SingX, CF (∗))

is defined as follows. Using the hom-product adjunction, it suffices to define a map

CF (X)× SingX → CF (∗).

Unfolding the definition of C as the diagonal of a bisimplicial set, it suffices to define a map of sets natural
in n ∈ ∆:

F (∆n ×X)n ×X∆
n

→ F (∆n)n.
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Indeed, given a map ∆n → X , we send the given element of F (∆n ×X) to an element of F (∆n ×∆n) and
then pull back along the diagonal map ∆n → ∆n ×∆n to get an element of F (∆n). Used in 1.2, 8.5.

Remark 8.4. Below, we use the notion of a cofibrant topological space in the Serre–Quillen model structure
on topological spaces. All CW-complexes, topological manifolds, and polyhedra are cofibrant topological
spaces.

Theorem 8.5. Suppose
F :Topop → sSet

is a simplicial presheaf on the site Top. If F satisfies the homotopy descent condition, then CF is representable
in the following sense: the natural map of Definition 8.3

CF (X) → Map(SingX, CF (∗))

is a weak equivalence whenever X is homotopy equivalent to a cofibrant topological space. Furthermore, if
F preserves weak equivalences, then the natural map

CF (X) → RMap(SingX, CF (∗))

is a weak equivalence for an arbitrary topological space X . Used in 1.1*, 8.6, 8.7.

Proof. The statement about RMap is an immediate consequence of the statement about Map and the fact
that every topological space X admits a weak equivalence to a cofibrant topological space.

By Theorem 8.2, the presheaf CF satisfies the homotopy descent condition. Furthermore, CF is ho-
motopy invariant, as already observed by Morel–Voevodsky (see, for example, Berwick-Evans–Boavida de
Brito–Pavlov [2019, Corollary 2.4]). The class of spaces X for which the natural map

CF (X) → Map(X, CF (∗))

is a weak equivalence is closed under retracts and transfinite compositions because weak equivalences of
simplicial sets are closed under retracts and transfinite compositions. It remains to show that for a map
Xn−1 → Xn that is a cobase change of the inclusion Sd−1 → Dd for some d ≥ 0, if Xn−1 belongs to the
class, then so does Xn. This follows from the descent property of CF with respect to the numerable open
cover {U, V } of Xn, where V is the interior of Dd inside Xn and U is the union of Xn−1 and a small open
band around Sd−1 inside Dd. The spaces U , V , and U ∩V are homotopy equivalent to Xn−1, D

d, and Sd−1,
which implies the desired result.

Example 8.6. Suppose G is a topological group and consider the simplicial presheaf BG on the site Top

that sends a topological space X to the nerve of the groupoid of numerable principal G-bundles over X . By
Theorem 8.5, concordance classes of numerable principal G-bundles over a cofibrant topological space X are
classified by the space

hocolim
n∈∆op

BG(∆n) ≃ Bhocolim
n∈∆op

G(∆n) ≃ B Sing(G),

i.e., the classifying space of the topological group G. Taking π0 on both sides, we recover the classification of
numerable principal G-bundles up to concordance (in this case, isomorphism), for an arbitrary topological
group G. Even better, Theorem 8.5 provides a statement on the level of spaces, not just π0: the space of
maps M → B Sing(G) is weakly equivalent to the space (CBG)(M) of numerable principal G-bundles on M
up to concordance. Used in 1.2*.

Example 8.7. Suppose d ≥ 0 and A is an abelian topological group. Consider the simplicial presheaf
BdA on the site Top that sends a topological space X to the simplicial set of numerable A-banded bundle
(d − 1)-gerbes over X . The latter can be defined most easily as the fibrant replacement (in the Čech-local
projective model structure on Top) of the simplicial presheaf that sends X to BdC(X,A), where C(X,A)
denotes the discrete abelian group of continuous maps X → A. By Theorem 8.5, concordance classes of such
gerbes over a cofibrant topological space X are classified by the space

hocolim
n∈∆op

BdA(∆n) ≃ Bd hocolim
n∈∆op

A(∆n) ≃ Bd Sing(A),
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i.e., the d-fold delooping of the topological group A. Taking π0 on both sides, we recover the classification of
numerable A-banded bundle (d − 1)-gerbes up to concordance (in this case, isomorphism), for an arbitrary
abelian topological group A:

BdA[M ] ∼= [M,Bd Sing(A)].

Even better, Theorem 8.5 provides a statement on the level of spaces, not just π0: the space of maps
M → Bd Sing(A) is weakly equivalent to the space (CBdA)(M) of numerable A-banded bundle (d−1)-gerbes
on M up to concordance. If A is a discrete abelian group, then [M,Bd Sing(A)] ∼= Hd(M,A) is the dth
singular cohomology group of M with coefficients in A. This provides a geometric interpretation for singular
cohomology groups of an arbitrary cofibrant topological space. Used in 1.2*.
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