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8. #hile writing down the notes yester: lay,and this morning still while
pondering a little more, there has been tne ever increasiag faelin that

I "was burning®™, namely turning around something very close, very sinple-
minded too surely, without quite getting hold of it yet. In such a2 situa-
tion, it is next to impossible just to lezve it at that and come to the
"ordre du jour" (namely stacks) - and even %;%Eééffection" I was atout

to write down last night (but it was rezlly too late then %o g0 on) will
have to wait I gusss, sabout the "geometric reaiization functors", as I
feel it is getting me off rather, maybe just a little, Zfrom where it is

"burning" !

There was one question f3arring up yesterday (p.27) which I nearly
dismissed as kind of silly, namely whether two localization funchors
(%) M —>(Hot)
obtaired in such and such a way were isomorphic (maybe even canonically
so ??) provided they defined the same notion of "weak equivalences", name—
ly arrows transformed into isomorphisms by the localization functors. Now
this maybe isnt so silly after all, in view of the following ‘+
Assumption: Tge category of equivalences of (Hot) with itsel?, and/matu-
ral isomorphisms (possibly even any morphisms) between such, is eguivalent
to the one point category.

This medns l) any equivalence (Hot)-;( Hot) 4is isomorphic to the
identity functer, and 2) any automorphism of the identity functor (pos-
8ibly even any endomorphism®?) is the identity.

Maybe these are facts well-known to the experts, maybe not - 5. is
not my business here anyhow to set out to prove such kind of things. It
looks pretty plausible, because if there was any non trivial aussequiva -
lence of‘@ht), or automorphism of its identity functor, I guess I would
kave heard about it)or something of the sort would flip to my mind. I%
would not be so if we abelianized (Hot) some way or other, as there would
be the loop and suspension func4ors, and homotheties by -1 {J“ky).

This désumption now can be raphrdsed, by stating that a localization
functor &= (=) from any catecory M into ‘Hot) i3 well determined, up to
a unique isomorphism, when the correstonding class WePL(i) of weak equi-

valences is known, in positive response o yestefday!s silly question!

Such gituation (®) se:ms to me %o merit a name. As the word "model
catezory" has already been used in a2 scmewhat different and more sopnisti-

cated sense by Quillen, in the con%text of homotopy, I rather use another



