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We investigate a class of combinatory algebras, called ribbon combinatory algebras, in which we can interpret both
the braided untyped linear lambda calculus and framed oriented tangles. Any reflexive object in a ribbon category
gives rise to a ribbon combinatory algebra. Conversely, From a ribbon combinatory algebra, we can construct a ribbon
category with a reflexive object, from which the combinatory algebra can be recovered. To show this, and also to
give the equational characterisation of ribbon combinatory algebras, we make use of the internal PRO construction
developed in Hasegawa’s recent work. Interestingly, we can characterise ribbon combinatory algebras in two different

ways: as balanced combinatory algebras with a trace combinator, and as balanced combinatory algebras with duality.

1 INTRODUCTION

Since the 1980s, there has been a huge amount of research focusing on the graphical formulations of the
lambda calculus and related systems, both from theoretical and practical sides. Major themes include term
graphs and graph reductions [31], proof nets [9], and Geometry of Interaction [10]. Most of them are
combinatorial, in the sense that they concern the graph-theoretic formalism and techniques. On the other
hand, the geometric perspective has been less studied. For instance, one could ask: how can we implement
such graphical structures in the three-dimensional space? Do they form meaningful geometric entities?
As an example, let us consider the combinator C = Afxy.f y x, that can be represented, under the rooted

trivalent graph interpretation developed in [41-43] as
fyx

Ay.fyx fy

Axy.fyx f
Afxyfyx
where the lambda abstraction and application are expressed by the nodes @ and @ respectively (see the

pictures below left), which obey the f-rule (below right).
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In the three-dimensional space, the graph of C can have several implementations which are topologically

different. For example:
(c*?

S

This three dimensional nature of C was formalised by Hasegawa [14] as braided terms of a new lambda

calculus, called a braided lambda calculus. In that work, variables are realised as wires, and permuta-
tions/exchanges of variables are realised by appropriate braids [1, 25]. Two terms are identified modulo
the fn-equality which includes continuous deformations of such wires. Thus terms are regarded as enti-
ties of low-dimensional topology.

In the subsequent work [15], Hasegawa developed a general approach to combinatory algebras, where
it is shown that any planar, linear, braided and classical combinatory algebra validating the fn-theory of
the corresponding lambda calculus gives rise to an internally defined monoidal category equipped with a
reflexive object, and the combinatory algebra induced by the reflexive object is isomorphic to the original
combinatory algebra. The key idea is the notion of arity, which determines the structure of the monoidal
category in a canonical way. Now combinators get a geometric reading via the string diagram of the inter-
nally defined monoidal categories, which subsumes the case of the braided lambda calculus. Furthermore,
as noted in [15], we could have a non-standard combinator Tr with the following graph, which does not

correspond to the usual lambda term:

Tr, if combined with braided terms, can be used for creating knots: f-reductions on Tr (Tr (C*)*) produce

GEE ()

Here, the application of the non-standard combinator Tr implements a (partial) braid closure, or more

a trefoil knot.

generally an abstract trace [24].
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Following these results, in this paper, we make a further step towards the geometric reading of terms /
combinators by investigating the structure of ribbon categories in combinatory algebras. Ribbon categories
[37], also known as tortile categories [35], are monoidal categories with braids, twists and duality which
can model the framed tangles (ribbons) [35, 40], just in the same way that cartesian closed categories can
model the simply typed lambda calculus [29]. In [15] Hasegawa considered braids and symmetry. In this
paper, we deal with twist, trace and duality.

As a result, we get a situation in which tangles and lambda terms/combinators can be freely mixed,
which has not been studied before. Our results are theoretical and we do not claim that they have some
practical application (at least immediately). Nevertheless, we think that this approach exhibits the less-
known geometric perspectives of combinatory logic which deserve further study, and they might lead to
some practical applications (e.g., low-level physical implementation models such as topological quantum
computation [28, 38]). Also, we shall point out that some of the key ideas were already present in Curry’s
pioneering work [3, 4]; it seems that Curry had a clear geometric reading of combinators in mind, which
we believe is not very far from ours.

In addition, in the presence of braids, twists and trace/duality, we find that combinatory algebras offer
a much simpler formalism than lambda calculi in which we cannot avoid quite complicated substitution

mechanisms as observed in [14].

Organisation. The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we recall monoidal categories
and related structures to be used throughout this work. In Section 3, we study how monoidal categories
can be derived from combinatory algebras, following Hasegawa’s approach. Section 4 is devoted to the
study of reflexive objects in ribbon categories. Using the results of Section 3 and 4, we introduce ribbon
combinatory algebras in Section 5. In Section 6 we compare a ribbon category with a reflexive object and
the internal PROB of the ribbon combinatory algebra derived from the reflexive object. In Section 7 we
discuss related work, including Curry’s classical work. We conclude this paper with a summary and some

future work in Section 8.

2 MONOIDAL CATEGORIES

Notations. In most cases, we write f;g for the composition of arrows f: A — Bandg: B — Cin a
category. On the other hand, we write a o b for the composition B a b in combinatory algebras and their
internal PROs (Section 3). Note that, in an internal PRO, a: [ - mand b: m — nimplyaob:l — n

(Lemma 3.6), which is a; b in the other cases and is the opposite of the conventional use of the symbol o.

2.1 Monoidal categories

A monoidal category (also called tensor category) [23, 30] is a category C equipped with a functor ® : CxC —
C (tensor product), an object I € C (tensor unit) and natural isomorphisms as pc: (A®B)®C — A®(B®C),

h:I® A 5 Aand ra:A®I SA subject to the standard coherence axioms. It is said to be strict if a, [, r
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are identity morphisms. Whenever convenient, we will pretend as if our monoidal categories are strict; the
coherence theorem [23, 30] ensures that nothing goes wrong in doing so.

In the sequel, we will make use of the string diagrams: the graphical presentation of morphisms in
monoidal categories [22, 34]. A morphism f: A ® A, ® ---® A, —» B; ® B, ® --- ® B, in a monoidal
category will be drawn as (to be read from left to right):

Am Bp
Az f By
Ax By

The composition and tensor of morphisms are depicted as follows.

figiA—>C fi®fr: A1® Ay — B; ® By

PROs. A PRO, meaning a "PROduct category”, is a strict monoidal category generated by a single object.
We identify objects of a PRO with natural numbers N; the tensor product of objects m and n is the addition
m + n, while the tensor unit I is 0. Thus a PRO C can be defined as an N2-indexed family C(m, n) with the

following constructs

o the identity id, € C(n,n)
e the composition f; g € C(I,n) for f € C(I,m), g € C(m, n)
o the tensor fi + fo € C(m; + my, ny + ny) for f; € C(my, n;)

which are subject to the following axioms.

idm; f=f=f;id, (f €C(m,n))

(f;9):h=1f:(g:h) (f € C(I,m), g € C(m,n), h € C(n,p))
f+id0 =f=id0+f

itf)+fi=fit(a+f)

idmy + id,, = idpman

(i+f)i(g1+92) = (fi;91) + (f2592)  (fi € C(Li,my), gi € C(my,ny))

From these axioms, we have the interchange law

(f +idw); (idn+g) = f+g = (idm +g); (f + idw)

for f € C(m,n) and g € C(m’,n’). Indeed, instead of f + g for arrows f and g, we may use f + m (=
f+idy) and m + f (= id,, + f) as primitive constructs, with slightly simplified axioms f +0 = f =0+ f,
(m+f)+m =m+(f+m'), (m+m )+ f=m+(m +f), (f+m)+m’ = f+ (m+m’) and the interchange
law (f+m’); (n+g) = (m+ g); (f + n’) for defining PROs. f + g is then defined either as (f + m’); (n+g)
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or (m+ g); (f + n’). This alternative characterisation will be useful in developing PROs in combinatory

algebras.

2.2 Braids and twists

A braid [23] in a monoidal category is a natural isomorphism c45: A® B = B® A such that both ¢ and

1

o1 satisfy the following “bilinearity” or “Hexagon Axiom" (the case for ¢™! is omitted):

A4AB,C OAB&C

(A®B)®C AQ(B®CQC) (B®CO)®A
oaB®C ap,c.A
(BA)®C aBAc B® (A®C) Boonn B® (C®A)

A braided monoidal category is a monoidal category equipped with a braid.

A twist or balance [23, 35] for a braided monoidal category is a natural isomorphism 64: A 5 A satis-
fying Oaep = 0aB; (08 ® 64); 0B a. A balanced monoidal category is a braided monoidal category with a
twist.

The braids and twists will be depicted in the string diagrams (oriented from left to right) as follows (cf.

[12]).

-1 -1
oX,Y O-X,Y 9)( 9X
YN X XN\/Y %) Q_
XKY ka X—=X X=X

A braid o is called a symmetry when it satisfies oy}, = oy,x for all X and Y, which will be depicted as

Y~ X
XXY . A symmetric monoidal category is a monoidal category equipped with a symmetry. Note that a

balanced monoidal category is symmetric exactly when its twist is the identity.

PROPs and PROBs. A PROP, meaning a "PROduct and Permutation category”, is a PRO equipped with a
symmetry, thus a strict symmetric monoidal category generated by a single object. In a PROP, its symmetry
o is determined by its (1, 1)-component 71 : 2 — 2 as the Hexagon axiom implies 07 n4n = (01m +n); (m+
O1n) and Omin1 = (M + 0n1); (Om1 + n). We may define a PROP as a PRO equipped with o: 2 — 2 such
that the Coxter relations o;0 = id; and (1+0);(c+1);(1+0)=(c+1);(1+0);(c+1)

o= 6K

hold and 6, ,: m+n — n+ m induced by o = o1 satisfies the naturality (f + g); onn = Omm; (9 + f).
Similarly, a PROB is a PRO equipped with a braid, i.e., a strict braided monoidal category with a single

generating object. It can be defined as a PRO equipped with ¢*, 07 : 2 — 2 subject to the Coxter relations

(or Reidemeister move Il and Ill) 6*; 0¥ = idy and (1 + 0*); (65 +1);(1+0*) = (6* +1); (1 +0%); (6 +1)
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and the naturality of oy n: m +n — n+ m determined from o1; = ™.
In addition, we can talk about balanced PROB: it is a PROB equipped with 6*,67: 1 — 1 satisfying
0%;0% = id; and the naturality of 0,,: m — m determined by 8y = idy, 6; = 6% and Oy, = O (0, +

m); onm; (Om + n).

2.3 Duality and trace

Duality. In a monoidal category, a dual pairing between two objects A and B is a pair of morphisms

n: I — A® B, called unit, and ¢: B® A — I, called counit, depicted in the string diagrams as follows
n

C, D

which are subject to the snake equations:

In such a dual pairing, B is called the left dual of A while A is the right dual of B. For any object, its left (or
right) dual, if exists, is unique up to isomorphism. A left autonomous category is a monoidal category C in
which every object X has a (chosen) left dual X* with unit x: I — X® X" and counit ex: X*®X — I. The
map X — X" extends to a contravariant functor (_)*: C°? — C. A symmetric left autonomous category

is called a compact closed category [27].

Ribbon categories. A ribbon category [37], also called a tortile monoidal category [35], is a balanced monoidal
category which is left autonomous and satisfies (6x)* = 60x-. Ribbon categories are of great importance
in low-dimensional topology and representation theory of quantum groups, since the free ribbon category
is equivalent to the category of (oriented framed) tangles [35, 40], and many useful ribbon categories are
obtained as categories of representations of quantum groups [13, 37, 40]. Compact closed categories are

ribbon categories whose braid is symmetric and whose twist is the identity.

Trace. A (right) trace on a balanced monoidal category C is a family of maps Trfg 5 C(A®X,B®X) —
C(A, B) subject to a few coherence axioms [24]. A traced monoidal category is a balanced monoidal category
equipped with a trace.

If C is a ribbon category, it has a unique trace [12, 24] given by

Try 5(f) = (A®na); (f ® X*); (B® (ox.x; (X" ® Ox);56x)).
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e . GO
A B A B A

Hence a ribbon category is also a traced monoidal category. While not all traced monoidal categories

are ribbon, any traced monoidal category can be embedded in a ribbon category [24]. Specifically, given
a traced monoidal category C, one can construct a ribbon category IntC with a fully faithful structure-
preserving functor from C to IntC. So traced monoidal categories can be characterised as the monoidal full

subcategories of ribbon categories.

2.4 Closed structure and reflexive objects

We say a monoidal category C is closed when the functor (_)®A: C — ChasarightadjointA — (_): C —
C, hence C(X ® A, B) = C(X, A — B). In particular, left autonomous categories and ribbon categories are
closed with A - B=B® A".

In a monoidal category C (which does not have to be closed), we say an object A is (strictly) reflexive
when the functor C(_® A, A) is represented by A itself, thus there exists a natural isomorphism cur: C(_®
A A) 5 C(_,A). When C is closed, A is a reflexive object if and only if A is isomorphic to A — A.
Using a reflexive object, we can model the abstraction and application in the untyped lambda calculus
as follows. For f: X ® A — A, its currying cur(f): X — A amounts to the lambda abstraction. For the
application, we have app = cur™!(ids): A® A — A. Then the S-rule (cur(f) ® X);app = f holds for
cur (cur(f)) = f and the naturality of cur. The n-rule is immediate as cur(cur~!(g)) = g. Alternatively,
a reflexive object can be defined as an object A equipped with a morphism app: A ® A — A such that,
for any f: X ® A — A, there exists a unique cur(f): X — A satisfying (cur(f) ® A);app = f. Note that
the naturality h; cur(f) = cur((h® A); f) (h: X > Y, f: Y ® A — A) follows from the uniqueness of the
currying.

(In the literature, it is more common to define a reflexive object to be an object A such that A —o Ais a
retract of A, which can model the -theory of the lambda calculus. In this paper, we focus on the extensional

(i.e., Bn) cases, and by a reflexive object we mean a strict one as defined above.)

Reflexive PROs. We are particularly interested in PROs in which 1 is a reflexive object, which gives a neat
setting to discuss the untyped lambda calculus and combinatory algebras. We call such a PRO a reflexive
PRO. Thus a reflexive PRO is a PRO equipped with app: 2 — 1 and a unique cur(f): n — 1 satisfying
(cur(f)+1);app = f for f: n+1 — 1.In particular, for any f: n — 1, cur®(f): 0 — 1is a unique element
such that (cur®(f) + n); (app + (n — 1));...; (app + 1); app = f holds.

In this paper ribbon categories with a reflexive object will play a central role. For a concrete nontrivial
(non-symmetric) example of such a ribbon category, we refer to [14]. A combinatory algebra arising from

such an example will be described in Example 5.7.
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3 MONOIDAL STRUCTURES IN COMBINATORY ALGEBRAS

Hasegawa [15] has shown that a combinatory algebra arises from a reflexive object in a monoidal category
if and only if it has a monoidal category with a reflexive object internally defined in the combinatory
algebra itself. The basic idea follows from the standard practice of encoding tuples of terms M;, ..., M, by
Af.f My ... M, in the lambda calculus [2, 17]: we use a combinator corresponding to the closed lambda
term of the form
Afxy. .. xXm f My ... M,

as a morphism with m inputs and n outputs, where the variable f, expressing the evaluation context or the
continuation of the process, is not free in M;’s. Intuitively, such a combinator takes a continuation f and
inputs x1, . .. X, and returns the outputs M, ..., M, to the continuation. We say that such a combinator a
is of arity m — n and express this as a: m — n. While not all combinators have arity (e.g., the combinator
corresponding to Axy.y x), several standard combinators do have arity, including B = Afxy.f (xy): 2 — 1,
I=Aff:0 > 0,C=Afxyfyx:2 > 2,S =Afxyfy(xy):2 > 2,K =Afx.f:1 > 0,and W =
Afx.fxx:1— 2. Also, for any combinator a (which may not have an arity), Af.f a is of arity 0 — 1. We

can depict these combinators with arity using string diagrams as follows:
yB: 2—>1 yC 12— }2(
The central findings of [15] are

e algebraic characterisation of arities: a combinator a with arity m — n can be characterised as

the one satisfying an equation expressing that the following interchange law

==l S0 a)

¢ internal PRO: combinators with arity form a strict monoidal category generated by a single object
1 (the internal PRO);

o reflexive object: 1 is a reflexive object in the internal PRO, with the application B: 2 — 1; and

holds for any b;

e internal representation: the combinatory algebra derived from the reflexive object is isomorphic

to the original combinatory algebra,

provided the combinatory algebra validates the fn-theory of the lambda calculus (i.e., they are Curry alge-
bras). They immediately imply a version of Scott’s theorem [32]: any such combinatory algebra arises via
a reflexive object in a monoidal category. Also, we can systematically derive axioms for such combinatory
algebras from these results: axioms directly follow from those of PROs and reflexive objects. Below we
first recall the most basic case of the combinatory algebras corresponding to the planar lambda calculus;

as shown in [15], cases with symmetry (the linear lambda calculus), braids (the braided lambda calculus),
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copying and discarding (the lambda calculus) are covered by adding appropriate constructs to the planar
case. In the remaining part of this section, We shall explain how we can introduce and axiomatise braids,
symmetry and twists in combinatory algebras. The main contribution of the present paper is then to show
that this story can be carried out for the case with duality, i.e., ribbon categories, which will be done in the

following sections.

3.1 Combinatory algebras

Let us recall some basics on applicative structures and combinatory algebras [2, 17, 33] which will be used
in the rest of this paper. A applicative structure (A, -) is a set A equipped with a binary map (_) - (_) :
A X A — A called application. As is customary, applications are assumed to be left associative, and the
infix - is often omitted. Thus a b c means (a- b) - ¢ while a (bc) is a- (b - ¢). In the literature, a combinatory
algebra often refers to an SK-algebra, which is an applicative structure equipped with elements S and K
satisfying Sabc = (ac) (bc) and K ab = a. However, combinatory algebras can also be characterised more
conceptually by the combinatory completeness [3, 4]. For an applicative structure A, let A[xy, ..., x,] be the
set of expressions (polynomials) generated by elements of A and indeterminates x;, . . ., x, and application
-. We say A is combinatory complete if, for any p € A[xy,...,x,, x], there exists A*'x.p € A[xy,...,x,]
such that (A*x.p) - x = p holds; and then a combinatory algebra can be defined as a combinatory com-
plete applicative structure. It is well-known that these two definitions of combinatory algebras coincide:
combinatory completeness implies existence of S and K, while it is standard to define A*x.p using S and K
[2, 17].

In this paper, we will deal with more general classes of combinatory algebras than those recalled above.
By focusing on combinatory completeness concerning linear polynomials (in which each indeterminate
is used exactly once), we have the linear variant of combinatory algebras, which are BCI-algebras with
elements B, C and I satisfying Babc =a(bc), Cabc = acb and I a = a. Similarly, by further restricting
our attention to planar polynomials (in which each indeterminate is used exactly once in the prescribed
order), we have a planar variant of combinatory algebras, which will be recalled below. Hasegawa [15]
argues that the notion of operads (one-object multicategories) gives a uniform foundation handling these

variations and more (the braided case in particular).

3.2 Planar combinatory algebras and their internal PROs

The planar lambda calculus [15, 36, 41] is an untyped linear lambda calculus in which no exchange of
variables is allowed. Its terms are generated by the following rules for variables, lambda abstractions and

applications:
ILx+M 'rM I'"+ N

Xk X T+ Ax.M ILT/!+MN
Planar terms are closed under fn-conversions. The most important planar terms include B = Afxy.f (xy),

I =Af.f and M* = Af.f M for closed planar M. On the other hand, C = Afxy.f y x is not planar.
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Tomita [36] introduced BI(_)*®-algebras as the combinatory algebras corresponding to the planar lambda

calculus.

Definition 3.1. [36] A BI(_)®-algebra is an applicative structure A with elements B, I and a® for a € A,
satisfying Babc=a(bc),Ia=aanda®*b=ba.

Tomita has shown that a BI(_)®-algebras is planar combinatory complete: for a planar term p with its
rightmost variable x, there is A*x.p satisfying (A*x.p) x = p. A*x.p which can be given by

NMxx = 1

AMx.pq = Bq® (A*xp) (xfreeinp)

Mxpq = Bp(A*x.q) (xfreeinq).

BI(_)°®-algebras are central in Tomita’s theory of non-symmetric realizability: the assemblies of a BI(_)®-
algebra form a closed multicategory [36] which models the implicational fragment of the non-commutative

multiplicative intuitionistic linear logic.

Extensionality axioms and the internal PRO. As is well-known, combinatory completeness alone is not
sufficient for interpreting the fn-theory of the lambda calculus in combinatory algebras, and the same is the
case for the planar lambda calculus and BI(_)*-algebras. Hasegawa [15] identified additional extensionality
axioms for BI(_)®-algebras making them sound and complete for the planar lambda calculus with fn-
theory. (This notion of extensionality differs from the standard terminology [2, 17] where an applicative
structure A is said to be extensional when a x = b x implies a = b for all elements x of A. Our extensionality

agrees with the notion of Curry-algebras; see [15, 33] for relevant discussions.)

Definition 3.2. A BI(_)®-algebra is extensional when it satisfies the following axioms, where a o b is an

abbreviation for Bab.

BI = I (BI)
(ab)* = b*o(a®oB) (eapp)
B*o(Bo(BoB)) = (BB)oB (arityg)
I'oB = BI (arity;)
a**oB = (Ba®)oB (arity,.)

It is routine to check that reflexive objects in monoidal categories give extensional BI(_)®-algebras:

PROPOSITION 3.3. Suppose that A is a reflexive object in a monoidal category C. Then C(I, A) is an ex-
tensional BI(_)*-algebra with a - b = (a ® b);app, B = cur(cur(cur((A ® app);app))), I = cur(ida) and
a® = cur((A® a);app).

We will soon see that all extensional BI(_)®-algebras arise in this way (Cor. 3.9).
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LEMMA 3.4. In an extensional BI(_)®-algebra, (aob) oc =ao (boc) andaol = a = I oa hold. Moreover,
BI=IandB(aob)=(Ba)o (Bb) hold.

ProoF. B(aob)=((BB)oB)ab=(B*c(Bo(BoB))ab=(Ba)o(Bb).(acb)oc=B(aob)c=
((Ba)o (Bb))c=ao (boc). O

For an element a of a BI(_)*-algebra, let a° = I and a"*! = a 0 a".

Definition 3.5. An element a of an extensional BI(_)®-algebra is said to be of arity m — n (notation:
a: m — n) when it satisfies
a®* o B™! = (Ba) o B" (arity,).

In the combinatory algebra of closed terms of the Ag,-calculus, a term is of arity m — n if and only if it
equals a term of the form Afx; ... xp.f M; ... M, with no free f in M;’s [15].

LEMMA 3.6. In an extensional BI(_)*®-algebra, the following results hold.
(1) Fora: m — nandb, (B™b)oa=ao (B"b) holds.
2) B:2—1,I:0—>0anda": 0 > 1 foranya € A.
3) Ifa:m > n,thenBa: m+1— n+1.

5) Ifa:m — n,thena: m+1 —> n+1.

(
(
4) Ifa:l > mandb: m — n,thenaob: [ — n.
(
(6) a: m —> 1iffa=(al)® o B™.

PrOOF. (1) (B"b)oa=(a"oB™)b=((Ba)oB")b=ao(B"b).
(2) Immediate from the axioms of extensionality.
(3) (Ba)*oB™2 =g*0B*oB™3 =3"0(BB)oB™!=Boa®oB™!=Bo(Ba)oB"=(Ba)oB"!.
(4) (aob)*oB"*! =b*o (Ba)® oB"*? =b*o(B(Ba))oB™! = (Ba)ob®oB™' = (Ba)o(Bb)oB" =
(B(aob))oB"
(5) Immediate.
(6) Ifa: m — 1,then (al)*oB™ =1"0a*oB™! =I*0(Ba)oB=aoI*oB=aol =a. Conversely,

ifa=(aIl)*oB™,a: m — 1because (al)*: m > m+1land B": m+1 — 1.

From Lemma 3.4 and 3.6 and discussions on PRO in Section 2.1 we have:

PROPOSITION 3.7. Given an extensional BI(_)*-algebra A, the following data determine a PRO 1 4.

Ta(mn)={acA|a: m— n}.

Fora:l - mandb: m - n,a;b=aob: 1l — n.

idp=I1:m—> m.
e Fora:m—nl+a=Ba:l+m—l+n.

e Fora:m—na+l=a: m+1—>n+l.
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Note the asymmetry between n + (_) and (_) + n; the former is given by applying B n-times, while
the latter we do not need to do anything because of the extensionality. To help with the intuition, it
might be useful to look at the case of the closed term model of the Aﬂq-calculus where we have, for
a=Afx;...xmfM...My: m—>n,

1+a = Afxoxy ... Xm-f xo My ... My
=5  (Afxy.f (xy)) (Afxy...xm.f My... My)
= Ba
a+l = Afxy .o XmXmar f My ... My X1
=1 AMxi...xmfM...M,
= a

This difference between left-tensor and right-tensor in internal PROs cannot be ignored even in the braided
or symmetric cases. In particular, we will later discuss left traces on internal PROBs which are much easier
to describe than right traces because of this asymmetry.

Another possible source of confusion would be that B plays multiple important roles in this story: it
gives the composition ao b = B a b, the left-tensor 1+a = B g, as well as an element of arity 2 — 1 serving
as the application. This complexity is already present in the calculus of B studied by Ikebuchi and Nakano
[19].

PROPOSITION 3.8. 14 defined as above is reflexive, withapp = B: 2 — 1 andcur(a) = (aI)*oB™: m — 1
fora: m+1 — 1. Moreover, I7(0,1) = {a € A|a: 0 - 1} = {a* | a € A} = A°® has a BI(_)*-algebra
structure witha -+ b =boao B, Bge = B®*, I 5o = I°, and a*** = a®. This BI(_)®-algebra is isomorphic to

A, with isomorphisms a — a*: A 5 A® andav— al: A° 5 A.

COROLLARY 3.9. Every extensional BI(_)®-algebra is isomorphic to one arising from a reflexive object in a

monoidal category.

A pleasant consequence of having the internal PRO is that we can use the string diagrams of monoidal
categories for expressing and reasoning about combinators with arity. This makes the lengthy and dry
equational reasoning on combinators much easier and more accessible. Let us draw )— forB:2 — 1
and @— fora®: 0 — 1. For example, the arity axioms can be drawn (keeping in mind that adding a lower

wire amounts to applying B while nothing to do for adding an upper wire) as follows.

B*ocBoBoB (BB)oB

>y

®
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I*oB BI a*oB (Ba")oB

o o

Thus they have very natural graphical meaning, from which it is immediate to see that A*® forms a BI(_)*-
algebra.
It is natural to ask if every reflexive PRO arises as the internal PRO of an extensional BI(_)®-algebra.

The answer is no; a simple counterexample is as follows.

Example 3.10. Let C be the PRO such that C(0,0) = {0,1} and C(m,n) = {0} for m + n > 0, with
composition and tensor of f and g given by the multiplication f - g, and idy = 1 while id,,, = 0 for m > 0.
Thus C is trivial except C(0,0). It is reflexive as C(m + 1,1) = C(m,1) = {0}. A = C(0,1) is the trivial
BI(_)®-algebra, and its internal PRO 4 is the trivial PRO (Z#(m,n) = {0} for any m and n). (In this
example, C(0, 0) can be replaced by any commutative monoid with an absorbing element 0. Hence there

are infinitely many reflexive PROs giving rise to the trivial BI(_)®-algebra.)

3.3 Adding braids and symmetry

We have seen that, for an extensional BI(_)®-algebra A, 74 is a reflexive PRO. Now suppose that 74 has
a braid, i.e., it is a reflexive PROB. Following the discussion on PROBs (Section 2.2), we need elements C*

and C~ which are of arity 2 — 2 and satisfy the Coxter relations

Cto(C”
(BC*) o C* o (BCH)

B(BI)
C*o (BC*) oC*

such that the family of elements ,,,: m+n — n+ m given by

o1 = I Om+11 = (BUm,l)OCJr

Omo = I Omn+l = Om10© (B O—m,n)~

is natural in m and n. It turns out that naturality follows from just the following instances:

(1+B)oo’ii = o’féo(B+1)
(1+a%)oof] = a*+1

or equivalently
(BB)oC* = C*o(BC*)oB

(Ba®)oC* = a°

By drawing X and X for C + and C~ respectively, these naturality with respect to B and a® can
be depicted as follows.

(BB)oC* C*o(BC*)oB (BB)oC~ C o(BC)oB

2 xS DX S
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(Ba®)oC* a® (Ba®) o C~
O - - O

Note the naturality with respect to a® implies C* abc = acb as well as C* I a = a®* and more generally

C*ba = a®ob.Soitis possible to axiomatise algebras with braid without using (_)* as a primitive construct.

The equation a® o B™! = (B a) o B" for characterising the arity m — n (Definition 3.5) can be replaced by
(C*Ba)oB™ = (Ba) o B"
in the braided setting. As a result, we obtain extensional BC*I-algebras [15]:

Definition 3.11. An extensional BC*I-algebra is an applicative structure with elements B, C*, C™ and I

satisfying the following axioms.

Babc = a(bco) (B)
C*abc = ach (©)
Ia = a 0))
Ctab = C ab (€2)
BI =1 (1)
C*BI = BI (p)
(C*BB)o(BoB) = (BB)oB (@)
C*oC* = B(BI) (coxy)
(C*BC*)o(BoB) = (BC*)o(BoB) (cox3)
(BC*)o (C*o(BC*)) = C*o((BC*)oC*) (coxs)
(BB)oC* = C*o((BC*)oB) (be)

The double signs + and F in an equation should be taken as appropriately linked, while * indicates an

arbitrary choice of + or —. (As we have (C2), assuming just an instance of x suffices.)

PROPOSITION 3.12. Suppose that A is a reflexive object in a braided monoidal category C. Then C(I, A) is

an extensional BC*I-algebra with (in addition to the constructs from Proposition 3.3)
C* = cur(cur(cur((A® oilA); (app ® A); app))).

PROPOSITION 3.13. For an extensional BC*I-algebra A, its internal PRO 14 is braided (i.e., a PROB) with
the braid o. I 4 is reflexive, and T#(0,1) = A* forms an extensional BC*I-algebra which is isomorphic to A.

Proor. The most non-trivial point is the naturality of o. Naturality with respect to elements of arity
m — 1 easily follows from that with respect to B and a® as they can be expressed as a® o B™ for some a.

Naturality for general h: m — n is reduced to that w.r.t. (Bh) o B*: m+1 — 1. ]
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COROLLARY 3.14. Every extensional BC*I-algebra is isomorphic to one arising from a reflexive object in a

braided monoidal category.

Similarly, we can characterise extensional BCI-algebras as extensional BC*I-algebras in which C* agrees
with C~. For the resulting axiomatisation, we refer to [15]. The internal PRO 74 of an extensional BCI-
algebra A is symmetric (i.e., a PROP), and its reflexive object 1 induces an extensional BCI-algebra A*

which is isomorphic to A.

3.4 Adding twists

Now we shall add a twist to the internal PROB Z 4 of an extensional BC*I-algebra A following the discus-

sions on balanced PROB in Section 2.2.

Definition 3.15. An extensional BC*I-algebra is balanced when it has elements 8* and 0~ satisfying the

following axioms.

(BO*)oB = (C*BO*)oB (61)
6*00% = BI (62)
C*0*a = C*Ia (65)

BobB*f = 6*oC*0h*cC*oB (0,

(61) says 6 and 0~ are of arity 1 — 1. (6,) says 8* and 0~ are inverse to each other. (63) implies
a® o 0* = a® (naturality of the twist for a®). It also implies 6* ab = ab. (6,) is the naturality of the twist
for B. By drawing 9_ and _Q_ for 6" and 07, (6,) is depicted as follows.

Bofo* 0 oCto0*oC*oB

0= = s Lo X

PROPOSITION 3.16. Suppose that A is a reflexive object in a balanced monoidal category C. Then C(I, A)
is a balanced extensional BC*I-algebra with (in addition to the constructs from Prop. 3.3 and 3.12) 0% =
cur(cur((A® 6%'); app)).

Note that an extensional BCI-algebra is an extensional balanced BC*I-algbera with C* = C~ and 6* =
0" =1.

Similarly to the case of braids, the naturality of 6* for B and a® is sufficient to ensure the naturality of
the induced twist. Thus the internal PROB is balanced:

PROPOSITION 3.17. The internal PROB of a balanced extensional BC*I-algebra is balanced with the twist

0m: m — m determined by 0y =1, 0; = 0" and 01 = 0" 0 61y 0 0y 0 Oy 1.

COROLLARY 3.18. Every balanced extensional BC*1-algebra is isomorphic to one arising from a reflexive

object in a balanced monoidal category.



16 Hasegawa and Lechenne

4 RIBBON CATEGORIES WITH A REFLEXIVE OBJECT

Starting with combinatory algebras which give rise to reflexive PROs, we have enriched our algebras with
braids and twists. The next step is to add trace and/or duality. But before doing that, it is useful to look at
the situation from the categorical side. Specifically, we consider ribbon categories with a reflexive object
and figure out what the combinatory algebra arising from the reflexive object looks like. Most interestingly,
we will see that these combinatory algebras have an element whose application sends elements of arity

1+ m — 1+ nto its (left) trace of arity m — n.

4.1 Reflexive objects in ribbon categories
Suppose that A is an object of a ribbon category C with an isomorphism ¢: A® A* 5 A, ie., Aisareflexive
object. Define app: A® A — Aand lam: A - A® Aby
igA
app = AeAL S A 0A S A

A -1 -1 A
AL AgapA 222 oA A 22 A ar A A A

A A
AL AgaeA 2% Ao aeA 2% Anar A A A

= o
= O - O

Using lam and trace, we can express the currying

lam

cur(f) = Tr’;}’A(f;lam) =(X®n4a); (fOA);p: X > A

T - G

LEMMA 4.1. The following equations hold.

forf: X®A— A

o The f-equality: (lam ® A); (A® o;jé); (app®A) =A®0,': A— A

e —

o The n-equality: Trg’A(app; lam) = id4: A — A.

w —

lam
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The f-equality above corresponds to the f-rule of the trivalent graph representation of lambda terms

mentioned in the introduction. Note that the usual fn-equalities

(cur(f) @ A);app=f (f: X®A—> A)

app —

cur((g® A);app) =g (g: X = A)

R - -

easily follow from Lemma 4.1. A useful reformulation of the f-equality of Lemma 4.1 is

ProrosiTION 4.2. Forf: A® B— A®C,
(lam ® B); (A® f); (app® C) = A® Tri(f): A® B— A®C

holds, where the left trace TrL]);,C: C(X®B,X®C) — C(B,C) is given by TrLgc(f) = Trg’c(a)_(’g;f; ocx)-

T o

By letting f be o', in Proposition 4.1, we recover the f-equality of Lemma 4.1. Proposition 4.2 will be

useful for defining the trace combinator below. As an iterated version of this, we have:
COROLLARY 4.3. For f: A*™ ® B — A®™ ® C,
(lam,, ® B); (A® f); (app,, ® C) =A@ Tri"" (f): A® B— A®C
wherelam,,: A — A®(™V js defined bylam, = ids andlam,,;; = lam,,; (lam® A®™), and app,,: A®"! —

A byapp, = ida and app,,,, = (app ® A®"); app,,.

=
—Jlame a2 L Q

Remark on the trivial loop on a reflexive object. Let

O=T(idp): I - I

which we may call the trivial loop on A (or the dimension of A). In general, O may not agree with id; —

for example, the PRO in Example 3.10 is actually compact closed, in which O = 0 while id; = 1. Since we
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assumed A® A* = A, (by noting that X** = X and (X ® Y)* = Y* ® X* hold in ribbon categories) we have
A= A" = A® A. Explicitly, the isomorphism between A and A ® A can be given as follows.
p= T&.A®A((A ® lam); (app®lam)): A > A® A

Trﬁ@AA((lam ® app); (A®app)): A®A — A

e g

From this, we have Tr(id4) = Tr (p; p~!) = Tr*®4(p~L; p) = Tr*®A (idaga) = Tr(ida) ® Tr(id,). Thus
the trivial loop O is idempotent (O = O ® O = O; Q) and it does not make sense to count the number of

occurrences of Q. In Section 6, O will play an important role.

Duality on reflexive objects. In the sequel, we will write C|4 for the monoidal full subcategory of C whose
objects are tensor products of A. Since A* = A, C|4 itself is a ribbon category. The dual of A is A itself with
unit and counit given by

a= TrfA®A(lam; (A@lam)): I - AQ A

= Triga(A®app);app): A® A — I
w8 s
Then we have (@ ® ida); (ida ® f) = (ida ® a); (f ® ids) = ids. The observation below is useful for
simplifying calculation on duality:
LEMMA 4.4. The following equations hold.

a=a;(ids ® 035"); crAA =o; (05" ® ida); crAA

B =03l (ida®605); B =03y; (03 ® ida);

In particular, in the symmetric (i.e., compact closed) case, @ = a; 04 4 and f = caa; f hold.

— Y
Proor. For the first equation El: = ElD_K , see below:
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ﬁ = lam =

lam

The first step is by sliding and vanishing, and the second by tightening, superposing and yanking of the

trace [24]. Other cases are similar. O

4.2 The balanced extensional BC*lalgebra on a reflexive object
Let A = C(I, A) and define the application (_) - (_): A% — A by f - g = (f ® g); app. Thanks to Prop. 3.16,

we know that A is a balanced extensional BC*I-algebra. Spelling out its detail, we have:

THEOREM 4.5. (A, -) is a balanced extensional BC*1-algebra with B,C*,C~, 1,0 and 0~ given in Figure

In Figure 1, F denotes the strict monoidal functor from C|4 to the internal PROB 74 sending f: A®™ —
A®" (emphasised with the greyed area in Figure 1) to

Tri'y (A lamn, goimet) RO, jo(ne) 2000 A®A)

of Z#(m,n). For instance, f: A® A > AQ® Ais sent to

of 77(2,2). Foroaa: A®QA — A®A, wehave F(o4.4) = Ct € 14(2,2). Similarly, F(O'/;A) =C~ € 14(2,2),
F(app) = B € T#(2,1), F(id;) = I = Tr*(lam) € 74(0,0) and F(a) = a* = Tr*((lam ® a); app) € 7#(0,1)
fora: I — A. We shall note that these can be seen as a reconstruction of the trivalent graph representations
of combinators in [15] in ribbon categories.

On the other hand, F(lam) € Z#(1,2) does not correspond to any conventional combinator used in

combinatory logic. This is the trace combinator to be discussed below.

4.3 Combinators for duality and trace

Figure 1 contains additional ingredients: @ = F(«), f = F(f) and T = F(lam). Since a: I - A® A and
p: A® A — I form a duality in C|4 and F: C|4 — I strictly preserves the balanced monoidal structure,

o = F(a) and B = F(p) form a duality in Z4. So it is not surprising to see:
PROPOSITION 4.6. The internal PROB 14 is a ribbon category with duality oc: 0 — 2 and f: 2 — 0.

Being a ribbon category, 74 also has a unique trace [12, 24]. For f: 1+ m — 1 + n, its left trace
Trip,n(f): m — nis a o (B f) o B. Thanks to combinatory completeness, this is equal to (A*f.a o (B f) o
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a-b=(a®b);app

B =F(app): 2 —> 1

I=F(id)):0—>0

c* =F(O’A,A): 2—>2

C™ =F(o}):2—>2

a®*=F(a): 0> 1

0" =F0):0—>1

0 =FOH:0—1

Tr = F(lam): 1 — 2

a=F(a):0—>2

B=F(p):2—>0

Fig. 1. The ribbon combinatory algebra A = C(I, A)
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B)f=(B°oBo (Ba)oB) f. Indeed,
(B*oBo(Ba)oB)f

B (B(Ba (B))
B(Ba (Bf)) B
o (Bf)op.

Fortunately, this combinator ° o B o (B &) o B can be simplified as follows.

LemMMA 4.7. * o Bo (B @) o B = F(lam) holds.

ProoF. The left-hand side is, by unfolding the definition of each combinator, equal to F((F(f)®A); app; (A®
a); (app ® A)). Then

(F(B) ® A);app; (A® a); (app ® A)

(cur(lam; (lam ® A); (A® f)) ® A);app; (A® a); (app ® A)
lam; (lam ® A); (A® f); (A® «); (app ® A)

lam; (A ® TFL%’2 (B; )

= lam

by Lemma 4.1 and Proposition 4.2. O
Thus we have:

ProrosiTION 4.8. LetTr € 1#(1,2) beF(lam). Then, fora € I 7(14m,1+n),Tr-a = TrL,ln’n(a) € Ix(m,n)
holds.

So the left trace allows a particularly simple description: just the application of Tr. On the other hand,
we also have the right trace on 74, which however is harder to describe because of the asymmetry of the
left-tensor and right-tensor in internal PROBs.

Somewhat surprisingly, we can recover the duality o and B from the trace combinator Tr as « and f are
defined by app, lam and trace on C. We will discuss this for general balanced extensional BC*I-algebras in

the next section.

5 RIBBON COMBINATORY ALGEBRAS

Definition 5.1. A traced extensional BC*I-algebra is a balanced extensional BC*I-algebra with an element

Tr satisfying the following axioms.

(C*BTr)o B (BTr) o B? (Left Tightening)
(BTr) o (C*BB)oB BoTr (Right Tightening)
rc* = 6* (Yanking)
Tr?oc (C*BC )o (BCY) = Ti? (Exchange)
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(Left Tightening), saying that Tr is of arity 1 — 2, implies
ao(Trf)=((C*BTr)oB)af =((BTr)oB*)af =Tr ((Ba) o f).
Similarly, (Right Tightening) says
Tr (fo (Bb)) = ((BTr) o (C*BB)oB) fb=(BoTr) fb=(Tr f) ob.
Thus they imply Tr ((Ba) o f o (Bb)) =ao (Tr f) o b.

__

L

(Yanking) would not need any explanation. In the symmetric case, it is simply Tr C = B I. Finally, (Ex-
change) says

Tr (Tr (C* o f o C7)) = (Tr? o (C*BC™) o (BCY)) f = Tr (Tr f)
[ []

which is motivated by the axiomatisation of trace in [12]. We have

PROPOSITION 5.2. For a traced balanced extensional BC*I-algebra A, its internal PROB I# is a traced

balanced monoidal category.

In fact, we will see that 74 is not only traced but also ribbon. First, we shall define the notion of duality

on combinatory algebras:

Definition 5.3. A duality in an extensional BI(_)®-algebra is a pair of elements & and f satisfying the

following axioms.

a*oB = (Ba)oB? (Arity,)

poB* = BB (Arityp)
ao(Bf) = BI (Duality,)
(Ba)of = BI (Duality,)

A ribbon extensional BC*I-algebra is a balanced extensional BC*I-algebra with a duality satisfying the

following axiom.

ao0* = ao(BO*) (Duality,)
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The axiom (Arity,,) says e is of arity 0 — 2, while (Arity) says B is of arity 2 — 0. (Duality,) and

(Duality,) state they form a duality. Finally, (Duality,) ensures §* = 6 required for ribbon categories.
PROPOSITION 5.4. For a ribbon extensional BC*I-algebra A, its internal PROB I 4 is a ribbon category.

As we already observed for reflexive objects in ribbon categories, we can derive duality from the trace.
The key insight is that the trace combinator Tr can be used not only for defining trace but also as the mor-
phismlam: A — A®A in the previous section, and the lambda-node@in the trivalent graph representation

in the introduction.

PROPOSITION 5.5. a traced balanced extensional BC*I-algebra has a duality given by

Tr (Tro (BTr) o (BC*)oC*) : 0—>2
Tr (C*o(BC*)o(BB)oB) : 2—0

e

On the other hand, a ribbon extensional BC*I-algebra is traced with Tr = (C* B ) o (B &) o B. Thus we

have:

04

THEOREM 5.6. A balanced extensional BC*I-algebra is traced if and only if it is ribbon.

In the sequel, by a ribbon combinatory algebra we mean a traced balanced extensional BC*I-algebra, or

equivalently a ribbon extensional BC*I-algebra.

Example 5.7. We describe a ribbon combinatory algebra of infinite binary trees labelled by the elements
of a group, which was originally given as a model of the braided lambda calculus [14] in the ribbon category
of crossed G-sets [13]. Fix a group G = (G, e, ()"} and let D = {f: {c,d}* = G| f(w) = f(cw) -
f(dw)~'}. Define —: D? — D by (fi = fi)(e) = fale) - fi(e)™", (i = fo)(dw) = fi(w) and (fi —
f2)(cw) = fo(w). There is a G-action e: G x D — D given by (g e f)(w) = g- f(w) - ¢g”}, and a map
|_|: © — G defined by |f| = f(¢). We say a subset a of D is equivariant if, forany f € aand g € G, |f| = e
and g e f € a hold. Let A be the set of equivariant subsets. A is a ribbon combinatory algebra with

ab = {y|3x (x—oy) €ca&x € b}

B = {(y—~z)o((x—oy) —<(x—o2)|xyzeD}

C* = {((Ix| ey) = (x—2)) = (x—=(y—2) | xy,z€ D}
C™ = {(y—=((lyI"' e x) =2)) = (x = (y—~2)) | x,y,z € D}
I = {x—ox|xeD}

0" = {((Ix] e x) oy) = (x—~y) | x,y € D}

0~ = {((|x]"'ex) ~y) = (x—oy) | x,y € D}

Tr = {((x—oy)—=(x—oz))—o(y—z)|[xyzecD}
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When G is abelian, A is symmetric because g ® f = f for any g € G.

We conclude this section by showing that a ribbon combinatory algebra is symmetric (i.e., C* = C~ and

0% = 0~ =1)iff 6" = I. Thus having a non-trivial twist is essential.
PROPOSITION 5.8. A ribbon combinatory algebra is symmetric whenever 0% = I holds.

PrOOF. p = Tr o (BB): 2 — 1 has an inverse p~! = (Ba&) o B: 1 — 2. The naturality of the twist
implies p o 8, = 0, o p. On the other hand, 8* = I implies 8, = C* o C" and 6, = I. Hence C* o C* = I by

pre-composing p~!, and we have C* = C™. O

6 RIBBON COMBINATORY ALGEBRAS VS RIBBON CATEGORIES

From the results of the previous sections, we have:

THEOREM 6.1. Every ribbon combinatory algebra is isomorphic to the one arising from a reflexive object in

the ribbon category obtained as the internal PROB.

However, not every reflexive ribbon PROB arises as an internal PROB. In general, given a ribbon category
C with a reflexive object A, the internal PROB 7 # of the ribbon combinatory algebra A = C(I, A) is not
isomorphic to the ribbon PROB Cl|4, as the simple counterexample of Example 3.10 shows. Nevertheless,
the presence of the structure-preserving functor F: C|4 — 7z suggests they are closely related; we shall

look at this situation in more detail.

6.1 Almost full

We show that F is almost full: the map C|4(A®™, A®") — I5(m,n) on morphisms is surjective except in
the caseof m =n = 0.

First, the following partial result with codomain 1 is easily derivable; it is obtained essentially as a corol-
lary to the equivalence between closed operads and extensional combinatory algebras (which was stated

as an adjunction [15] but later turned out to be an equivalence [16]).
LEMMA 6.2. For anya: m — 1 in Ig, there exists f: A*™ — A in C| such that a = Ff holds.

Proor. By Lemma 3.6 (6), any a: m — 1is equal to b*oB™ where b = al € A. Let f = (b®A®™); app,),
As F(app,,) = B™, we have Ff = Fb o F(app,,) =b®* o B™ = a. O

This result extends to the cases with non-zero domain or codomain:
LEMMA 6.3. Foranya: m — 1+ n in I, there exists f: A®™ — A®(*M) in C|4 such that a = Ff holds.

Proor. Let f be

m ®n
A®m (aB,)@A"" 8an A®(1+m+2n) PPy ®A A®(1+n)
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where a,: I — A®(" is defined by a; = a and ¢y = a; (A ® a, ® A). Similarly define f,: A®?") — I,
and let @, = Fay: 0 — 2nand B, = FB,: 2n — 0. Then F((af,) ® A®™ ® ay,) is equal to

F(A®™ @ an) 0 F((af,) ® A°™*) = (B™ atp) 0 (a B,)*
while F(app,,,, ® A®") = B™" and we have

Ff

(B™ ay) o (ap,)” o B™™
— (Bm an) ° ﬂ;z 0qg® o B1+m+n

= (B"a,)oBo(Ba)oB™" (a:m—>n+1)

= (B™ay)oaoc B 0B (Br:0—>1)

= ao(B"™ ay)o B o BI*" (a:m—>n+1)

= ao(B™ano(BB,)  (Bin—0)

= aoB((B"ay)of,) ((Bu) o (Bo) = B (u00))
- 4o (BD) (B"a)of,=D)

= a

LEMMA 6.4. Fora: m+1 — 0 in Iz, there exists f: A1) — [ in C|4 such that a = Ff holds.

PrOOF. Letb = ((B"a@)oa)I = (B"a) (al)and f = (b ® A®™*');app,,; . Then Ff =b* o B™ o ff =
(B"a)oao B =(B"a)o (B™'B)oa=(B"(@¢oBB))oa=a. O

So just the case of 0 — 0 remains. This seemingly harmless case turns out to be surprisingly difficult:

LEMMA 6.5. For any a: 0 — 0 in Iq, there exists f: I — I in C|g such that O;a = Ff holds, where
O =Tr(ida): I - I.

PRrROOF. Let f = Tr*((a ® A);app): I — I. Since a: 0 — 0, a® o B = B a holds. This implies

(A®a® A); (A® app);app = (a® app);app: A®A — A

CH Eh

in C|4. By pre-composing lam: A — A ® A to both sides of the equation and by applying Proposition 4.2,

we have

A® (Tr*((a® A);app) = ((a ® A);app) ® (Tri(ida)): A — A.
Hence A® f = ((a ® A);app) ® O: A — A holds. By currying this, we have cur(A® f) = cur(((a ®
A);app) ® O). The left-hand side is F f, while the right-hand side is O; a. m]

Therefore the idempotent element O is the obstacle in showing fullness, and we only have the following

partial result:
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PROPOSITION 6.6. Suppose O = id;. Then F is full.

6.2 Almost faithful
Fora: m — n, let a: A®(m+D) 5 A®(n+1) pe

(lam, ®6%,,,); (a®0;' @ A®™™); (app@ b yon); (TF ((A® (0 yom3 Tbm 41)); (aPP,, ®A); 54.4) ®A®")
m D_D n n

/
006

app;;, L

app

We show that (_) serves as an "almost" inverse to F:
PROPOSITION 6.7. For any f: A®™ — A®" F(f) = AQ f holds.
Proor. From Proposition 4.2, we can derive

(Ff® 9/;1);app = Tr*((A ® lamy,); (og’h); (A®app,)):A— A

Using Corollary 4.3 we have

=]

Hence F(f) is equal to

m___ 9.9 ry T
Ve L F

—/ lam,, apPm, L
By applying Corollary 4.3 again and by some simplification, this turns out to be equal to A ® f. O

COROLLARY 6.8. The map C|4(A®™, A®™) — I x(m,n) on morphisms is bijective whenever m # 0 orn # 0.

Proor. Consider f,g: A®™ — A®" with m # 0 and assume F(f) = F(g). Then A® f = F(f) = F(g) =
A®g,and f = (01 @A™ 1) Tri ((04a®A™ 1) (A® ) = (0, ®A™ 1) Trr((04a ® A™1); (A®Q)) = g.

The case of n # 0 is similar. O
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So again the case of 0 — 0 is the obstacle. Proposition 6.7 implies
PROPOSITION 6.9. If the functor A® (_): C|a — C|4 is faithful, F is faithful.

When O = Tr(ida) = id;, A® (-) is faithful, as A® f = A® gimplies f = O® f = Tr.(A® f) =
Tr(A® g) = O ® g = g. Hence we have, by Proposition 6.6 and 6.9,

THEOREM 6.10. Suppose O = idr. Then F is full and faithful, and gives an equivalence between C|4 and
Iq.

We do not know if O = id; is a necessary condition for the equivalence.

7 RELATED WORK
7.1 Curry’s Combinatory Logic

In 1931, Curry [5] introduced the notion of order and degree for regular combinators, which are combinators
corresponding to closed lambda terms of the form Afx; ... xp.f M; ... M, with no lambda abstraction nor
f in M;’s. In his terminology, such a combinator is of order m and degree n; it is of arity m — n in our
context. In [5], Curry has shown that a regular combinator U is of order m and degree n if and only if it
satisfies

C(B™)U = (BU) o B"

which agrees with the definition of the arity m — n (Definition 3.5)
U* oBm+1 — (BU) o B"

and also the characterisation
(CBa) oB™ = (Ba) o B"

in Section 3.3, because C ab = b® o a holds in extensional BCI-algebras. Curry also has shown items 1 to 5
of Lemma 3.6 for regular combinators, thus he was aware of the compositional nature of the arity (order
and degree). Moreover, he has given an axiomatisation of combinatory logic [3], reproduced in Figure 2
(except the standard axioms Babc = a(bc), Cabc = acb,Wab = abband Kab = g; I was WK in
[3]), which is very close to Hasegawa’s axioms of extensional BCIWK-algebras in [15]. The commutative
axioms state the arity B: 2 —» 1,C: 2 > 2,W:1 — 2, K: 1 — 0and I: 0 — 0. Axioms (CC), are the
Coxter relations of C, and (BC),(CW) and (CK) are the naturality of C with respect to B, W and K. (WC),
(WW) and (WK) say (1, W, K) forms a commutative co-monoid, and B is a co-monoid homomorphism by
(BW) and (BK). For instance, (BW) can be depicted as follows (with W = ).
BoW (BW)oW o (BC)o (B°B)oB

S~
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Commutative Axioms (Kommutative Axiome)

C(B*B = (BB)oB (Ax. B.)
C(B>»C = (BC)oB? (Ax. C.)
C(BH)W = (BW)oB? (Ax. W)
C(BH)K = (BK)ol (Ax. K.)

CBI = (BI)oI (Ax. 1.)

Transmutative Axioms (Transmutative Axiome)

BoC = (BC)oCo(BB) (Ax.(BC).
BoW = (BW)oWo(BC)o(B?B)oB
(Ax. (BW).)
BoK = KoK (Ax. (BK).)
CoC = BI (Ax. (CC)1)
(BC)oCo(BC) = Co(BC)oC (Ax. (CC)3.)
CoW = (BW)oCo(BC) (Ax.(CW))
CoK = BK (Ax. (CK).)
WoC = W (Ax. (WC).)
WoW = Wo (BW) (Ax. (WW).)
WoK = BI (Ax. (WK).)
Other Axiom (Andere Axiome)
BI = 1 (Ax. I.)

Fig. 2. Curry’s axioms of combinatory logic

In a sense, Curry identified the PROP of regular combinators — long before monoidal categories were
invented. It seems that, throughout his early work on combinatory logic [3-6], Curry had certain geometric
intuition, which we believe was not far from the string diagrams of internal PROs. However, non-regular
combinators such as a®* = CIa= Af.fa: 0 — 1 were not included in Curry’s study, and this is the crucial
difference from Hasegawa’s approach.

Unfortunately, Curry never used these notions of order and degree in his later work (except the book
[7] which contains slightly different definitions of order and degree used for unrelated purposes), and we

are not aware of any subsequent work developing Curry’s early ideas further.

7.2 Semantics of lambda calculi and operads

Our work is closely related to Hyland’s approach using semi-closed operads as semantic models of the A-
calculus [18], though its emphasis was more on algebraic theory rather than geometric reading. Hasegawa’s
approach using closed operads [15] is largely the same as ours using reflexive PROs; the only difference
is that [15] focuses on the internal operad Z#(_, 1) rather than whole of the internal PRO 7 4. We looked
at PROs more seriously because they are more suitable for studying trace and duality. Although we con-
sidered only the extensional case in this paper, Hasegawa [16] recently generalised his approach to the

non-extensional case, which can be applied to ribbon combinatory algebras.
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7.3 Knot theory and semantics

Classical results on braids [1, 25] and quantum topology [37, 40] are of great importance in our approach.
Also, studies on knotted graphs [26, 39] are relevant to our study. For instance, as noted in [15], the Reide-

meister Move IV for trivalent graphs [26]
T g
- / \
corresponds to the naturality of the braid with respect to B: 2 — 1 (depicted in Sec. 3.3).

A braided version of relational semantics is developed in [13] using results from quantum topology, from

which the ribbon combinatory algebra in Example 5.7 is derived.

8 SUMMARY AND FUTURE WORK

Summary. We have seen that a reflexive object in a ribbon category gives rise to a ribbon combinatory al-
gebra, whose internal PROB is a ribbon category which is almost equivalent to the appropriate subcategory
of the original ribbon category.

This situation can be summarised as follows:

take the internal PROB
ribbon A Iq reflexive
combinatory ribbon
algebras take the elements of 1 PROBs
Cm C(0,1)

where a reflexive ribbon PROB means a PROB C which is a ribbon category and 1 is reflexive (C((_)+1,1) =
C(= 1)

One might expect that this would form an equivalence of categories. However, while 74(0,1) = A®* = A
holds for a ribbon combinatory algebra A, there is a nasty gap between C and J¢ (g 1) for a ribbon PROB C
as the functor F: C — Ig(o1) does not have to give an equivalence. Nevertheless, under a mild condition
O = idy, F indeed gives an equivalence (Theorem 6.10).

We have given an axiomatisation of ribbon combinatory algebras in terms of the trace combinator Tr,
and shown that it is equivalent to another axiomatisation using the combinators & and g for the duality.

Thus, in the untyped (reflexive) extensional setting, to give a trace combinator is to give a ribbon structure.

Future work. We have studied combinatory algebras whose internal PROB (PROP) is ribbon (compact
closed when symmetric). A related question is to characterise combinatory algebras whose internal PROB
(PROP) is traced (but not necessarily ribbon or compact closed). For example, let D be a cartesian closed
category with a Conway fixed-point operator and a reflexive object D — there are plenty of such cases found
in domain theory, and a Conway operator determines a trace [11, 12]. The global elements of D form an
extensional BCI-algebra (in fact an extensional SK-algebra). Its internal PROP is a cartesian category with

a Conway operator, hence traced; but it is not compact closed.
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Another important question is to give finer examples of ribbon combinatory algebras. The crossed G-set
models (Example 5.7) give ribbon combinatory algebras with non-trivial braids and twists, but they do not
provide interesting invariants of tangles. We expect to obtain better examples by applying techniques from
knot theory. For instance, the recent work relating knots and links to Thompson’s group F [20, 21] might
be relevant, as F is the group of automorphisms on an object A with an isomorphism A® A = Aina

monoidal category [8].
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