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Abstract

This article is intended as a reference guide to variousnstof monoidal cat-
egories and their associated string diagrams. It is hopeadhfs will be useful not
just to mathematicians, but also to physicists, computensists, and others who
use diagrammatic reasoning. We have opted for a somewloatriaf treatment of
topological notions, and have omitted most proofs. Newdeds, the exposition
is sufficiently detailed to make it clear what is presentlywn, and to serve as
a starting place for more in-depth study. Where possibleprogide pointers to
more rigorous treatments in the literature. Where we irekasults that have only
been proved in special cases, we indicate this in the fornacéats.
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1 Introduction

There are many kinds of monoidal categories with additiatalcture — braided,
rigid, pivotal, balanced, tortile, ribbon, autonomousjes@ign, spherical, traced, com-
pact closed, *-autonomous, to name a few. Many of them haessociated graphical
language of “string diagrams”. The proliferation of di#eit notions is often confusing
to non-experts, and occasionally to experts as well. To adldg confusion, one con-
cept often appears in the literature under multiple namasefample, “rigid” is the
same as “autonomous”, “sovereign” is the same as “pivotailt] “ribbon” is the same
as “tortile”).

In this survey, | attempt to give a systematic overview ofrtian notions and their
associated graphical languages. My initial intention veesummarize, without proof,
only the main definitions and coherence results that appeéeiliterature. However,

it quickly became apparent that, in the interest of beindgesyatic, |1 had to include



some additional notions. This led to the sections on spaaiggories, and planar and
braided traced categories.

Historically, the terminology was often fixed for speciatea before more general
cases were considered. As a result, some concepts have aocomame (such as
“compact closed category”) where another name would haea lbeore systematic
(e.g. “symmetric autonomous category”). | have resistedemptation to make major
changes to the established terminology. However, | proposge minor tweaks that
will hopefully not be disruptive. For example, | prefer “ted category”, which can
be combined with various qualifying adjectives, to the lengnd less flexible “traced
monoidal category”.

Many of the coherence results are widely known, or at leastymed to be true, but
some of them are not explicitly found in the literature. Fooge that can be attributed,
| have attempted to do so, sometimes with a caveat if onlyigpeases have been
proved in the literature. For some easy results, | have geavproof sketches. Some
unproven results have been included as conjectures.

While the results surveyed here are mathematically riggrbinave shied away
from giving the full technical details of the definitions dfet graphical languages and
their respective notions of equivalence of diagrams. htstepresent the graphical lan-
guages somewhat informally, but in a way that will be suffiti®r most applications.
Where appropriate, full mathematical details can be fouarttie references.

Readers who want a quick overview of the different notiorsearcouraged to first
consult the summary chart at the end of this article.

An updated version of this article will be maintained on the#, so | encourage
readers to contact me with corrections, literature refezenand updates.

Graphical languages: an evolution of notation. The use of graphical notations for
operator diagrams in physics goes back to Peniose [30]allpjtsuch notations ap-
plied to multiplications and tensor products of linear gters, but it became gradually
understood that they are applicable in more general siositi

To see how graphical languages arise from matrix multifibea consider the fol-
lowing example. Let\/ : A — B, N : B® C — D, andP : D — E be linear maps
between finite dimensional vector spaceB, C, D, E. These maps can be combined
in an obvious way to obtain a linear m&p: A ® C — E. In functional notation, the
mapF' can be written

F=PoNo(M®ide). (1.1)

The same can be expressed as a summation over matrix indilzgse to some chosen
basis of each space. In mathematical notation, suppdse (m;:), N = (n; ),

P = (pm,), and F' = (fm.ik), Wherei, j, k,I,m range over basis vectors of the
respective spaces. Then

S,k = Z me,lnl,jkmj,i- (1.2)
J l

In physics, it is more common to write column indices as ssqrgpts and row indices
as subscripts. Moreover, one can drop the summation synhlyolssing Einstein’s



summation convention. .

F* = pLN/* M (1.3)
In (1.2) and[(1.B), the order of the factors in the multigioa is not relevant, as all the
information is contained in the indices. Also note that, levttlie notation mentions the
chosen bases, the result is of course basis independestisTiecause indices occur
in pairs of opposite variance (if on the same side of the eguadr equal variance (if
on opposite sides of the equation). It was Penrosk [30] webgdinted out that the
notation is valid in many situations where the indices anejyformal symbols, and
the maps may not even be between vector spaces.

Since the only non-trivial information i (1.3) is in the @ag of indices, it is
natural to represent these pairings graphically by drawilige between paired indices.
Penrosel[30] proposed to represent the mepsV, P as boxes, each superscript as an
incoming wire, and each subscript as an outgoing wire. Wimsesponding to the
same index are connected. Thus, we obtain the graphicalorata

k k
m l m
+ ? M

Finally, since the indices no longer serve any purpose, aneamit them from the no-
tation. Instead, it is more useful to label each wire withrihene of the corresponding
space.

C 9

> E

A F S = 4 5 | N D P L (1.5)
> M

In the notation of monoidal categoriek, {1.5) can be expas a commutative dia-
gram

AoC—L~E (1.6)
M®idcl TP
BeC =D,
or simply:
F=PoNo(M®idg). 1.7)

Thus, we have completed a full circle and arrived back at thtation [1.1) that we
started with.

Organization of the paper. In each of the remaining sections of this paper, we will
consider a particular class of categories and its assoojgtgphical language.

Acknowledgments. | would like to thank Gheorghe Stefanescu and Ross Stoget f
their help in locating hard-to-obtain references, and fmvyging some background
information. Thanks to Fabio Gadducci, Chris Heunen, anciiMcCurdy for useful
comments on an earlier draft.



2 Categories

We only give the most basic definitions of categories, furs;tand natural transforma-
tions. For a gentler introduction, with more details andregkes, see e.g. Mac Lane
[29].

Definition. A category C consists of:
e aclasgCj of objects, denoted4, B, C, .. .;

o for each pair of objectsl, B, a set hora (A, B) of morphisms, which are de-
notedf : A — B;

e identity morphismsidy : A — A and the operation afomposition: if f: A —
Bandg: B — C,then
gof:A—C,

subject to the three equations

idpof=/f  foids=/], (hog)of=ho(gof)
forall f: A— B,g: B— C,andh:C — D.
The terms “map” or “arrow” are often used interchangeabyhwinorphism”.

Examples. Some examples of categories are: the cate§etyf sets (with functions
as the morphisms); the categdRel of sets (with relations as the morphisms); the
categoryVect of vector spaces (with linear maps); the cateddilb of Hilbert spaces
(with bounded linear maps); the catega&iHilb of Hilbert spaces (with unitary maps);
the categorylop of topological spaces (with continuous maps); the cate@ty of
n-dimensional oriented manifolds (with oriented cobordi$niNote that in each case,
we need to specify not only the objects, but also the morphiand technically the
composition and identities, although they are often clemnfthe context).

Categories also arise in other sciences, for example ig [@giere the objects are
propositions and the morphisms are proofs), and in comgtifere the objects are
data types and the morphisms are programs).

Many concepts associated with sets and functions, sugtvase, monomorphism
(injective map)idempotent, cartesian product, etc., are definable in an arbitrary cate-
gory.

Graphical language. In the graphical language of categories, objects are repted
aswires (also calletkdges) and morphisms are representedases (also callediodes).
An identity morphisms is represented as a continuing win€l, @mposition is repre-
sented by connecting the outgoing wire of one diagram tatbeming wire of another.
This is shown in Tablg]1.



Object A S

. A F
Morphism :A— B
p / f

Identity idy: A— A 4

Composition tos 4 | s g | t ¢

Table 1: The graphical language of categories

Coherence. Note that the three defining axioms of categories (e.g;,ddf = f)
are automatically satisfied “up isomorphism” in the graphianguage. This property
is known assoundness. A converse of this statement is also true: every equatian th
holds in the graphical language is a consequence of the axibhis property is called
completeness. \We refer to a soundness and completeness theoremddgrance the-
orem.

Theorem 2.1 (Coherence for categories) well-formed equation between two mor-
phism terms in the language of categories follows from the axioms of categories if and
only if it holds in the graphical language up to isomorphism of diagrams.

Hopefully it is obvious what is meant byomorphism of diagrams: two diagrams
are isomorphic if the boxes and wires of the first are in biyjectorrespondence with
the boxes and wires of the second, preserving the connedt&ween boxes and wires.

Admittedly, the above coherence theorem for categoriestiiality, and is not
usually stated in this way. However, we have included it fifesof uniformity, and
for comparison with the less trivial coherence theoremsifonoidal categories in the
following sections. The proof is straightforward, sincethg associativity and unit
axioms, each morphism term is uniquely equivalent to a tertheoform ((f, o...) o
f2) o f1 for n > 0, with corresponding diagram

fi fa n
e I e L]
Remark 2.2 \We have equipped wires with a left-to-right arrow, and boxils a mark-
ing in the upper left corner. These markings are of no useatrtbment, but will
become important as we extend the language in the follovengans.

Technicalities

Signatures, variables, terms, and equations. So far, we have not been very precise
about what the wires and boxes of a diagram are labeled withh&Ve also glossed
over what was meant by “a well-formed equation between nisnplterms in the lan-
guage of categories”. We now briefly explain these notionthout giving all the



formal details. For a more precise mathematical treatns#t,e.g. Joyal and Street
221.

The wires of a diagram are labeled withject variables, and the boxes are la-
beled withmorphism variables. To understand what this means, consider the fa-
miliar language of arithmetic expressions. This languaggsiwithzerms, such as
(x + y + 2)(z + 3), which are built up fromvariables, such asc andy, constants,
such ag and3, by means obperations, such as addition and multiplication. Variables
can be viewed in three different ways: first, they can be vibagsymbols that can
be compared (e.g. the variabteoccurs twice in the given term, and is different from
the variabley). They can also be viewed as placeholders for arbitrarybers, for
examplex = 5 andy = 15. Herex andy are allowed to represent different numbers
or the same number; however, the two occurrencesmofist denote the same number.
Finally, variables can be viewed as placeholders for atyiterms, such as = a + b
andy = 22.

The formal language of category theory is similar, exceat the require two sets
of variables: object variables (for labeling wires) and ptosm variables (for label-
ing boxes). We must also equip each morphism variable withegied domain and
codomain. The following definition makes this more precise.

Definition. A simple (categorical) signature ¥ consists of a sét of object variables,

a setXy of morphism variables, and a pair of functions domod : %; — 3. Ob-
ject variables are usually writted, B, C, . . ., morphism variables are usually written
fyg,h, ..., and we writef : A — B ifdom(f) = A and codf) = B.

Given a simple signature, we can then buildrphism terms, such asf o (goid ),
which are built from morphism variables (such gsndg) and morphism constants
(suchasid), via operations (i.e., composition). Each term is remaigiequipped with
a domain and a codomain, and we must require compositioespect the domain and
codomain information. A term that obeys these rules is dallell-formed. Finally,
an equation between terms is called di-formed equation if the left-hand side and
right-hand side are well-formed terms that moreover haweakedomains and equal
codomains.

The graphical language is also relative to a given signafittre wires and boxes are
labeled, respectively, with object variables and morphianmbles from the signature,
and the labeling must respect the domain and codomain isfiiom This means that
the wire entering (respectively, exiting) a box labefenhust be labeled by the domain
(respectively, codomain) of.

The above remark about the different roles of variablesithmetic also holds for
the diagrammatic language of categories. On the one haadalels can be viewed
as formal symbols. This is the view used in the coherencadneovhere the formal
labels are part of the definition of equivalence (in this ca&s®morphism) of diagrams.

The labels can also be viewed as placeholders for specifectshind morphisms
in an actual category. Such an assignment of objects andhisomp is called amtzer-
pretation of the given signature. More precisely, an interpretatioha signature: in
a categoryC consists of a function, : ¥y — |C|, and for anyf € 3; a morphism
i1(f) : ip(domf) — ig(codf). By a slight abuse of notation, we write ¥ — C for
such an interpretation.



Finally, a morphism variable can be viewed as a placeholteari arbitrary (pos-
sibly composite) diagram. We occasionally use this lattenin schematic drawings,
such as the schematic representation ofs in Table[1. We then label a box with a
morphism term, rather than a formal variable, and undedstae box as a short-hand
notation for a possibly composite diagram correspondirtgabterm.

Functors and natural transformations.

Definition. Let C andD be categories. Aunctor F' : C — D consists of a func-
tion ' : |C| — |D|, and for each pair of objectd, B € |C|, a functionF :
homs (A, B) — homp (F A, FB), satisfyingF(go f) = F(g) o F(f) andF(id4) =
idpa.

Definition. Let C andD be categories, and It G : C — D be functors. Anatural
transformation T : F — G consists of a family of morphisms, : FA — G A, one for
each objectd € |C|, such that the following diagram commutes for fll A — B:

FA—2>GA

Ffl lcf

FB—2>GB.

Coherence and free categories. Most coherence theorems are proved by character-
izing thefree categories of a certain kind.

Definition. We say that a catego is free over a signatur& if it is equipped with an
interpretation : ¥ — C, such that for any categol and interpretation : ¥ — D,
there exists a unique functét: C — D such thatj = F o .

Theorem 2.3. The graphical language of categories over a signature Y., with identities
and composition as defined in Table[l) and up to isomorphism of diagrams, forms the
free category over .

Theoren{ 211 is indeed a consequence of this theorem: by tilfimif freeness,
an equation holds in all categories if and only if it holdshe free category. By the
characterization of the free category, an equation holdisdriree category if and only
if it holds in the graphical language.

3 Monoidal categories

In this section, we consider various notions of monoidatgaties. We sometimes
refer to these notions as “progressive”, which means theg lgaaphical languages
where all arrows point left-to-right. This serves to digtiish them from “autonomous”
notions, which will be discussed in Sectibh 4, and “tracedtions, which will be
discussed in Sectidn 5.



3.1 (Planar) monoidal categories

A monoidal category (also sometimes calle@nsor category) is a category with an
associative unital tensor product. More specifically:

Definition ([29,[23]). A monoidal category is a category with the following additional
structure:

e a new operatiol ® B on objects and a new object constént

e a new operation on morphisms:fif: A — C andg : B — D, then

f®g: A® B— C® D;
e and isomorphisms

aspc: (A@B)@C = A®(BoC),
Aa I(X)AE>A7
pA: AT S A,

subject to a number of equations:

e ® is a bifunctor, which means jd® idg = idagp and(k @ h) o (g ® f) =
(kog)® (hof);

e a, A, andp are natural transformations, i.€f,® (¢®h))oaa p.c = aar g/ ¢’
(f®g)®h), fora=Aao(idr® f), andfops = pa o (f @idy);

e plus the following two coherence axioms, called the “peatagxiom” and the
“triangle axiom”;

(A®@®Cn®5@fia®«B®Q®D)
OzA,B,C®D/ \A®OZB,C,D
(A®B)®C)® D A®(B® (C® D))
QAW\ /M@D

(A® B)® (C® D)

(AT ®B "2 A® (I® B)

PA®®A ® B‘ﬁ@ha

When we specifically want to emphasize that a monoidal cagdgaot assumed
to be braided, symmetric, etc., we sometimes also refer &s éplanar monoidal
category.



Tensor product S ® T

Unit object I (empty)

Morphism fiA4®.. . A, —-B1® ... B

A1 Bl

C 't D

Tensor product s ® ¢ L]
A F s B

L]

Table 2: The graphical language of monoidal categories

Examples. Examples of monoidal categories include: the cate@ety(of sets and
functions), together with the cartesian produgtthe categorySet together with the
disjoint union operation-; the categorRel with eitherx or +; the categorywect (of
vectors spaces and linear functions) with eitleor ®@; the categorHilb of Hilbert
spaces with eithe® or @; the categorieJop and Cob with disjoint union+. Note
that in each case, we need to specify a category and a termhrqbi(in general there
are multiple choices). Technically, we should also speaffyociativity maps etc., but
they are usually clear from the context.

Graphical language. We extend the graphical language of categories as follows.
tensor product of objects is represented by writing theesponding wires in parallel.
The unit object is represented by zero wires. A morphisnabdeif : A1 ®...®0A, —
B ®...® B, isrepresented as a box withnput wires andn output wires. A tensor
product of morphisms is represented by stacking the cooreipg diagrams. This is
shown in TabléR.

Note that it is our convention to write tensor products in liloétom-to-top order.
Similar conventions apply to objects as to morphisms: thusingle wire is labeled
by anobject variable such asA, while a more general object such 4sg B or [ is
represented by zero or more wires. For more details, see 6Mahsignatures” below.

Coherence. It is easy to check that the graphical language for monoidtdgories
is sound, up to deformation of diagrams in the plane. As am@ie consider the
following law, which is a consequence of bifunctoriality:

(ido ®@g) o (f ®idp) = (f @idp) o (ida ® g).

10



Translated into the graphical language, this becomes
B o D p N D
AN C A R
f
f

which obviously holds up to deformation of diagrams. We hidaeefollowing coher-
ence theorem:

Theorem 3.1 (Coherence for planar monoidal categories [21, Thm. 12Z], Thm. 1.2])
A well-formed equation between morphism terms in the language of monoidal cate-
gories follows from the axioms of monoidal categories if and only if it holds, up to
planar isotopy, in the graphical language.

Here, by “planar isotopy”, we mean that two diagrams, drawa iectangle in the
plane with incoming and outgoing wires attached to the baued of the rectangle,
are equivalent if it is possible to transform one to the otiyercontinuously moving
around boxes in the rectangle, without allowing boxes oewio cross each other or
to be detached from the boundary of the rectangle during tnng. To make these
notions mathematically precise, it is usually easier taespent morphism as points,
rather than boxes. For precise definitions and a proof of tiheience theorem, see
Joyal and Street [21, 22].

Caveat 3.2. Technically, Joyal and Street’s proof in_[21,] 22] only applito planar

isotopies where each intermediate diagram during the defion remains progres-
sive, i.e., with all arrows oriented left-to-right. JoyaldaStreet call such an isotopy
“recumbent”. We conjecture that the result remains truend allows arbitrary planar
deformations. Similar caveats also apply to the coheremeeréms for braided and
balanced monoidal categories below.

The following is an example of two diagrams that are not isgrhi in the planar
embedded sense:

B B
; ] 4 E 4 " e
‘

wheref : I - A® B,g: A® B— I,andh: I — I. And indeed, the corresponding
equationgo((pAo(idA®h)op21)®idB)of = go(()\Ao(h®id,4)o/\;‘1)®id3)of
does not follow from the axioms of monoidal categories. This is an easy apresgce
of soundness.

Note that because of the coherence theorem, it is not agtuedlessary to memo-
rize the axioms of monoidal categories: indeed, one cowddus coherence theorem
as thedefinition of monoidal category! For practical purposes, reasonirtgérgraph-
ical language is almost always easier than reasoning frenaxioms. On the other
hand, the graphical definition is not very useful when onetbabeck whether a given
category is monoidal; in this case, checking finitely manpaps is easier.

11



Relationship to traditional coherence theorems. Many category theorists are fa-
miliar with coherence theorems of the form “all diagrams ckatain type commute”.
Mac Lane’s traditional coherence theorem for monoidalgates [28] is of this form.
It states that all diagrams built from ondy, A, p, id, o, and® commute.

The coherence results in this paper are of a more general fcmKelly [26,
p. 107]). Here, the object is to characteriziformal equations that follow from a given
set of axioms. We note that the traditional coherence tme@an easy consequence of
the general coherence result of Theofen 3.1: namely, ifengivell-formed equation
is built only froma, A, p, id, o, and®, then both the left-hand side and right-hand side
denote identity diagrams in the graphical language. Toheeefy Theorer 311, the
equation follows from the axioms of monoidal categoriesaldgous remarks hold for
all the coherence theorems of this article.

Technicalities

Monoidal signatures. To be precise about the labels on diagrams of monoidal cate-
gories, and about the meaning of “well-formed equationhm¢oherence theorem, we
introduce the concept of a monoidal signature. This geizesathe simple signatures
introduced in Sectiohl2. Monoidal signatures were intr@dliender the namensor
schemes by Joyal and Street [2[, P2]. We give a non-strict versiorhefdefinition.

Definition ([22, Def. 1.4], [21, Def. 1.6]) Given a sets, of object variables, let
Mon(3,) denote the fre¢®, I)-algebra generated 1y, i.e., the set obbject terms
built from object variables anflvia the operatiom. For example, ifA, B € ¥, then
theterm(A ® B) ® (I ® A) is an element of MofEy).

A monoidal signature consists of a sef of object variables, a sét; of morphism
variables, and a pair of functions dojood: ¥; — Mon(%y).

The concept of well-formed morphism terms and equationgh@language of
monoidal categories) is defined relative to a given mondaitgdature. In the graphical
language, wires and boxes are labeled by object variabsnamphism variables as
before. An object term expands to zero or more parallel wivgshe rules of Tablgl2.
As before, the labellings must respect the domain and couttoimi@mrmation, which
now involves possibly multiple wires connected to a box.t dissve sometimes label
a box by a morphism term in schematic drawings to denote dlgps®mposite dia-
gram, we sometimes label a wire by an object term, suchasdT in Table2. In this
case, it is a short-hand notation for zero or more parallegsvi

Given a monoidal signature and a monoidal catego§Z, an interpretation i :
¥ — C consists of an object functialy : ¥y — |C|, which then extends in a unique
way 0o : Mon(Xg) — |C| such thaiy(A ® B) = i¢(A) @io(B) andig(I) = I, and
forany f € 3, a morphismii(f) : iop(domf) — ig(codf).

The remaining graphical languages in this Secfibn 3 are iafingrelative to a
monoidal signature.

Monoidal functors and natural transformations.

12



Definition. A strong monoidal functor (also sometimes called ransor functor) be-
tween monoidal categorigs andD is a functorF’ : C — D, together with natural
isomorphism#? : FA® FB — F(A® B) and¢? : I — FI, such that the following
diagrams commute:

(FA® FB) 2 FC "2 F(A® B) o FC "~ F((A® B) ® C)

al \LF(Q)
id®e? ¢
FAR (FBRFC)————=FAQF(B®(C)—F(A® (B®())

P A

FA®I FA I®FA FA
id®¢°l lF(p) ¢°®idl lF(k)
FA®FI 2~ F(A®1) FI®FA—"~F(I® A)

Definition. Let C andD be monoidal categories, and [EtG : C — D be strong
monoidal functors. A natural transformation F' — G is calledmonoidal (or atensor
transformation) if the following two diagrams commute for all, B:

FA® FB—2~ F(A® B)

TA®TB\L \LTA(@B
2

GA®GB 2~ G(A® B)

Coherence and free monoidal categories. Similarly to what we stated for cate-
gories, the coherence theorem for monoidal categoriesaasegjuence of a character-
ization of the free monoidal category. However, due to thtesesoherence conditions
in the definition of a strong monoidal functor, the definitmfrfreeness is slightly more
complicated.

Definition. A monoidal categoryC is afree monoidal category over a monoidal sig-
natureX: if it is equipped with an interpretation: ¥ — C such that for any monoidal
categoryD and interpretatiory : > — D, there exists a strong monoidal functor
F : C — D suchthatj = F o4, andF is unique up to a unique monoidal natural
isomorphism.

As before, the coherence theorem can be re-formulated agmgss theorem.

Theorem 3.3. The graphical language of monoidal categories over a monoidal signa-
ture 33, with identities, composition, and tensor as defined in Tables[land2) and up to
planar isotopy of diagrams, forms a free monoidal category over 3.

Most of the coherence theorems (and conjectures) of thideatan be similarly
formulated in terms of freeness. An exception to this ardrdeed categories without
braidings in Sections 5.1=5%.4 and]7.5, as explained in Refdr From now on, we
will only mention freeness when it is not entirely automasiech as in Sectidn4.1.
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3.2 Spacial monoidal categories

Definition. A monoidal category ispacial if it satisfies the additional axiom
pao(ida®@h)op ' =As0(h®ids) o, (3.2)
forallh: I — I.

In the graphical language, this means that

A

so in particular, it implies that the two terms [0 (3.1) araialg The author does not
know whether the concept of a spacial monoidal categoryagpe the literature, or
if it does, under what name.

Graphical language. The graphical language for spacial monoidal categoridsds t
same as that for monoidal categories, except that plariaritsopped from the notion
of diagram equivalence, i.e., diagrams are considered igntoorphism. Obviously
the axioms are sound; we conjecture that they are also ctenple

Conjecture 3.4 (Coherence for spacial monoidal categorie$well-formed equation
between morphism terms in the language of spacial monoidal categories follows from
the axioms of spacial monoidal categories if and only if it holds, up to isomorphism of
diagrams, in the graphical language.

Note that, in the case of planar diagrams, the notion of isphism of diagrams
coincides with ambient isotopy in 3 dimensions. This expddhe term “spacial”.

3.3 Braided monoidal categories

Definition ([23]). A braiding on a monoidal category is a natural family of isomor-
phismscs g : A® B — B ® A, satisfying the following two “hexagon axioms™:

&B,A,C

(BeA)eC B®(A®0)
ca,BQidc idp®ca,c
/ \
(A®B)@C B® (C® A).
CA,BRC

AR (BR(C)—/—=(B(C)® A
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aB,A,C

i (B A)®C B<>z>(A<§<>C),d®71
(AeB)®C B® (C® A).

;:;B\x -1 //6221
CBRC,A

AR (BR(C)—=(B(C)® A

Note that every braided monoidal category is spacial; tilleWs from the natural-
ity(inI)ofcar: A®I —-I®A.

A braided monoidal functor between braided monoidal caiegas a monoidal
functor that is compatible with the braiding in the followisense:

FA® FB—"~ F(A® B)

CFA,FBl \LFCA)B
$?

FB® FA—">F(B® A).

Graphical language. One extends the graphical language of monoidal categories
with thebraiding:

B A

Braiding ca.p
A B

In general, ifA and B are composite object terms, the braiding is represented
as the appropriate number of wires crossing each other.

Note that the braiding satisfiegyBocg_lB =idagp, butnotcy pocp 4 =idags.
Graphically: '

B A B

:idA®Ba
A B A
B A B

idaen,
A B A

Example 3.5 The hexagon axiom translates into the following in the gregihan-
guage:

(idp ® ca,c) oap,a,co(cap®idc) =ap,.c.a0(cBcga) o aaB,c
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B A C = B C

A B B A B

Example 3.6 The Yang-Baxter equation is the following equation, which is a conse-
quence of the hexagon axiom and naturality:

(CB7c®idA)O(idB®CA,c)O(CA7B®idc) = (idc®cA7B)O(CA7c®idB)O(idA®CB,c).

In the graphical language, it becomes:

C C A A C B B A
B A C B = B C A B
A B B C A A C C

Theorem 3.7 (Coherence for braided monoidal categorles [22, Thm. 3A]yell-
formed equation between morphisms in the language of braided monoidal categories
follows from the axioms of braided monoidal categories if and only if it holds in the
graphical language up to isotopy in 3 dimensions.

Here, by “isotopy in 3 dimensions”, we mean that two diagradrawn in a 3-
dimensional box with incoming and outgoing wires attachethe boundaries of the
box, are isotopic if it is possible to transform one to theeothy moving around nodes
in the box, without allowing nodes or edges to cross eachrathi® be detached from
the boundary during the moving. Also, the linear order ofgtiges entering and exiting
each node must be respected. This is made more precise iraholyatreet [22].

Caveat 3.8. The proof by Joyal and Street [22] is subject to some mindnnal
assumptions: graphs are assumed tevb®r/, and the isotopies are progressive, with
continuously changing tangent vectors.

3.4 Balanced monoidal categories

Definition ([23]). A mwist on a braided monoidal category is a natural family of iso-
morphismsf, : A — A, satisfyingf; = id; and such that the following diagram
commutes for ali, B:

A@B—%BwA (3.3)

9A®B\L \LHB®9A

A®B<—B®A.

CB,A
A balanced monoidal category is a braided monoidal category with twist.

A balanced monoidal functor between balanced monoidaboaies is a braided
monoidal functor that is also compatible with the twist, isuch thatt'(04) = Opa
forall A.
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Graphical language. The graphical language of balanced monoidal categories is
similar to that of braided monoidal categories, except thatphisms are represented
by flat ribbons, rather than 1-dimensional wires. A ribbon ba thought of as a pair of
parallel wires that are infinitesimally close to each otbelas a wire that is equipped
with aframing [22]. For example, the braiding looks like this:

CA,B = Eg .

The twist mapd 4 is represented as a 360-degree twist in a ribbon, or in Senibra
bons together, ifA is a composite object term. This is easiest seen in the follpw
illustration.

Or=L = ; bagp = ﬁ
- N\

The meaning of (313) should then be obvious.

Theorem 3.9 (Coherence for balanced monoidal categoties [22, Thm).4A&bwell-
formed equation between morphisms in the language of balanced monoidal categories
follows from the axioms of balanced monoidal categories if and only if it holds in the
graphical language up to framed isotopy in 3 dimensions.

3.5 Symmetric monoidal categories

Definition. A symmetric monoidal category is a braided monoidal category where the
braiding is self-inverse, i.e.:
_ -1
CA,B=Cp 4

In this case, the braiding is calledanmerry.

Remark 3.1Q Because of equatioh (3.3), a symmetric monoidal categorpeaquiv-
alently defined as a balanced monoidal category in whjck= id 4 for all A.

Remark 3.11 The previous remark notwithstanding, there exist symmetonoidal
categories that possess a non-trivial twist (in additioth®trivial twist6,4 = id,).
Thus, in a balanced monoidal category, the symmetry camdity 5 = CEJ,lA does
not in general implyy4 = id4. In other words, a balanced monoidal category that is
symmetric as a braided monoidal category is not necessatifynetric as a balanced
monoidal category. An example is the category of finite disi@mal vector spaces and
linear bijections, wittd 4 (z) = nz, wheren = dim(A).

Examples. On the monoidal categoriSet, x) of sets with cartesian product, a sym-
metry is given bye(x,y) = (y,z). On the categoryVect, ®) of vector spaces with
tensor product, a symmetry is given by @ y) = y ® x.
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Graphical language. The symmetry is graphically represented by a crossing:

B A

Symmetry ca,B
A B

Theorem 3.12 (Coherence for symmetric monoidal categories [22, Thnj) 28well-
formed equation between morphisms in the language of symmetric monoidal categories
follows from the axioms of symmetric monoidal categories if and only if it holds, up to
isomorphism of diagrams, in the graphical language.

Note that the graphical language for symmetric monoidagaties is up to iso-
morphism of diagrams, without any reference to 2- or 3-disi@mal structure. How-
ever, isomorphism of diagrams is equivalent to ambienbigptn 4 dimensions, so we
can still regard it as a geometric notion.

4 Autonomous categories

Autonomous categories are monoidal categories in whictoltjects haveiuals. In
terms of graphical language, this means that some wiredlareed to run from right
to left.

4.1 (Planar) autonomous categories

Definition ([23]). In a (without loss of generality strict) monoidal categ@aw,exact
pairing between two objectd and B is given by a pair of morphismg: I — B® A
ande : A ® B — I, such that the following two adjunction triangles commute:

y .
AL A9 BwA B poAwB
o oo 4.1
ida \L@IdA k l|d3® ( )
A, B.

In such an exact pairind3 is called theright dual of A andA is called thdeft dual of
B.

Remark 4.1 The maps) ande determine each other uniquely, and they are respectively
called theunit and thecounit of the adjunction. Moreover, the triple3, n, ¢), if it
exists, is uniquely determined by up to isomorphism. The existence of duals is
therefore a property of a monoidal category, rather thandaitianal structure on it.
Moreover, every strong monoidal functor automaticallyserees existing duals.

Definition ([20,(21,23]) A monoidal category isight autonomous if every objectA
has a right dual, which we then denoté. It is left auronomous if every objectA has
a left dual, which we then denotd. Finally, the category igutonomous if it is both
right and left autonomous.
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Remark 4.2 (Terminology) A [right, left, —] autonomous category is also called [right
left, ] rigid, see e.g[[32, p. 78]. Also, the term “autonambis sometimes used in the
weaker sense of “monoidal closed”. Although this lattergesia no longer common, it
still lives on in the terminology “*-autonomous categor@drr [4], see also Sectidnh 9).

If we wish to emphasize that an autonomous category is netssacily symmetric
or braided, we sometimes call ipdanar autonomous category.

Graphical language. If A is an object variable, the objects’ and*A are both rep-
resented in the same way: by a wire labetedunning from right to left. The unit and
counit are represented as half turns:

Dual A**A 4

A A
Unit na:l—A*®A < ny:I—-A®*A <
A A
A A
Counit e4q: AR A* =1 > €y ARA—T >
A A

More generally, ifA is a composite object represented by a number of wires, then
A* and*A are represented by the same set of wires running backwaedgdaby 180
degrees), and the units and counits are represented aglmulifes turning.

Example 4.3 The two diagrams if(411), whei@ = A*, translate into the graphical
language as follows:

A A
A A
A A

Example 4.4 For any morphismf : A — B, it is possible to define morphisms
f*:B* = A* and*f : *B — *A, called theudjoint mates of f, as follows:

With these definitiong,—)* and*(—) become contravariant functors.

Theorem 4.5 (Coherence for planar autonomous categofies [21, Thm).247ell-
formed equation between morphisms in the language of autonomous categories follows
from the axioms of autonomous categories if and only if it holds in the graphical lan-
guage up to planar isotopy.
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Here, the notion of planar isotopy is the same as before ptxbat the wires are
of course no longer restricted to being oriented left-ghtiduring the deformation.
However, the ability to turn wires upside down does not extenboxes: the notion
of isotopy for this theorem does not include the ability ttate boxes. See Joyal and
Street[[21] for a more precise statement.

Caveat4.6. The proof by Joyal and Streét [21] assumes that the diagrempsecewise
linear.

Note that the same theorem applies to left autonomous, aigfonomous, or au-
tonomous categories. Indeed, each individual term in thguage of autonomous
categories involves only finitely many duals, and thus mayrdreslated into a term of
(say) left autonomous categories by replacing each ob@aiMeA by A***-*, for a
sufficiently large, even number 8%. The resulting term maps to the same diagram.

The same coherence theorem also holds for categories thanbyrright (or left)
autonomous. This is a consequence of the following projoosit

Proposition 4.7. Each right (or left) autonomous category can be fully embedded in
an autonomous category.

Proof. LetC be aright autonomous category, and consider the stronginfedrfionctor
F:C — CgivenbyF(A) = A**. This functor is full and faithful, and every object
in the image ofF" has a left dual. Now le€ be the colimit (in the large category of
right autonomous categories and strong monoidal functdits)e sequence

cLcLck .

ThenC is autonomous, an@ is fully and faithfully embedded ilC. The proof for
left autonomous categories is analogous. O

Corollary 4.8 (Coherence for right (left) autonomous categotiesyell-formed equa-
tion between morphisms in the language of right (left) autonomous categories follows
from the axioms of right (left) autonomous categories if and only if it holds in the
graphical language up to planar isotopy.

Proof. 1t suffices to show that an equation (in the language of rigib@omous cat-
egories) holds in all right autonomous categories if andy ahit holds in all au-
tonomous categories. The “only if” direction is trivialnse every autonomous cat-
egory is right autonomous. For the opposite direction, sspgome equation holds in
all autonomous categories, and @&tbe a right autonomous category. Th€rcan be
faithfully embedded in an autonomous categ6ryBy assumption, the equation holds
in C, and therefore also if,, since the embedding is faithful. O

Technicalities

Autonomous signatures. The diagrams of autonomous categories, and the concept
of well-formed equation in the coherence theorem, are défiekative to the notion of

an autonomous signature. These were callednomous tensor schemes by Joyal and
Street[[21]. We give a non-strict version of the definition.
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Definition. [21), Def. 2.5] Given a seX, of object variables, let Aut(X,) denote the
free(®, I,*(—), (—)*)-algebra generated By, i.e., the set obbject terms built from
object variables and via the operations, *(—), and(—)*). For example, if4, B €
Yo, then the ternB* ® (**1 ® A)* is an element of Auty).

An autonomous signature consists of a set; of object variables, a sét; of mor-
phism variables, and a pair of functions dojood: ¥; — Aut(X).

The concept of aight autonomous signature and left autonomous signature are
defined analogously. The remaining graphical languagdssrBectiof 4 are all given
relative to an autonomous signature.

Functors and natural transformations of autonomous categories. Any strong monoidal
functor preserves exact pairingsynif I — B® A ande : A® B — I define an exact
pairing, then so do

ol

- #° Frn

Fn:I—FI— F(B®A) FB®FA
and

£ ¢° Fe GOl

Fe: FAQ FB— F(A® B) — FI —— 1.

In particular, if C andD are autonomous categories afid C — D is a monoidal
functor, by uniqueness of duals, there will be a unique iedutatural isomorphism
F(A*) = (FA)* such that

Fna Fea

1 FAY) @ FA FA® F(A*) 2T,
e l:@id and J/id@%

(FA)* @ FA FA® (FA)*

and similarly forF'(*A) = %(F A).
For natural transformations, we have the following lemma:

Lemma 4.9 (Saavedra Rivand [32, Prop. 5.2.3], see alsd [23, Prop).7Slkppose
7 : F — G is a monoidal natural transformation between strong monoidal functors
F,G : C — D. If A has a right dual A* in C, then T~ and (T4)* are mutually inverse
in D (up to the above canonical isomorphism), or more precisely:

F(A%) 5 q(4a%)

ul lm

(FA)" = (GA)"

(ra)*

In particular, if C is autonomous, then any such monoidal natural transformation is
invertible.
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Coherence and free autonomous categories. The graphical language, as we have
defined it above for autonomous categories, is sufficientterpurposes of Theo-
rem[45. However, it does not characterize the free autonsroategory over an au-
tonomous signature as stated. For example, consider atgignaith a single mor-
phism variablef : A — A. The problem is that there are clearly some diagrams, such
as

CAEA) (4.2)

which are not translations of any well-formed term of autmioos categories. Indeed,
for this diagram to correspond to a well-formed term, we widudve to have e.d. :
A — Aorf: A— *A.

Joyal and Street [21] characterize the free autonomougaatéy equipping each
edge with a winding number. Effectively, the horizontalsemts of edges are labeled
with pairs(A, n), whereA is an object variables andis an integer winding number.
Left-to-right segments have even winding numbers, righeft segments have odd
winding numbers, and winding numbers increase by one onteczlockwise turns,
and decrease by one on clockwise turns. The winding numipettseednput and output
of each box, and on the global inputs and outputs, are resdrto be consistent with
the domain and codomain information, where eltj: corresponds t0A, 2), and*** B
to (B, —3). See[[21] for precise details. Here is an example of a weth#x diagram
oftypel — B** ® A,whereg: [ - A® B:

(B.1)

Theorem 4.10. The graphical language (with winding numbers) of autonomous cate-
gories over an autonomous signature ¥, up to planar isotopy of diagrams, forms a free
autonomous category over X..

We remark that if a diagram of planar autonomous categoaa<e labeled with
winding numbers, then this labeling is necessarily unidueparticular, for the pur-
poses of Theorein 4.5, there is no harm in dropping the windimgbers, because by
hypothesis, the theorem only considers diagrams that artegthslation of well-formed
terms, whose winding numbers can therefore uniquely reéngted.

4.2 (Planar) pivotal categories

A pivotal category is an autonomous category with a suitsamorphismA = A**,

Definition ([15,[16,19]) A pivotal category is a right autonomous category equipped
with a monoidal natural isomorphisin : A — A**.
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Note that any pivotal category is immediately left autonosydherefore autonomous.
The requirement thaty is amonoidal natural transformation here means thais the
canonical isomorphism = **, and that the following diagram commutes, where the
horizontal arrow is the canonical isomorphism derived ftbmautonomous structure:

A®B

A@V ij (4.3)

The following property, which is sometimes taken as parhefdefinition of piv-
otal categories [19, Def. 3.1.1], is a direct consequenc@aalvedra Rivano’s Lemma

(Lemmd4.9D).

Lemma 4.11. In any pivotal category, the following diagram commutes:

QA%
A* > ArFx

N
idA*\\lA

A*.

Remark 4.12 One can equivalently define a pivotal category as an autonsoate-
gory equipped with a monoidal natural isomorphism (of cawvariant monoidal func-
tors) ¢ : A* =, *A. This was done by Freyd and Yetter [16]. Condition (S)[of [16,
Def. 4.1] is also a consequence of Saavedra Rivano’s Lemmdaisaherefore redun-
dant.

Remark 4.13 (Terminology) Freyd and Yetteli [16] also introduced the tesonereign
category for a pivotal category.

A pivotal functor between pivotal categories is a monoidaldtor that also satisfies

F(7
FA—0Y poas)

o
iFA

(F Ay

Graphical language. The graphical language for pivotal categories is the same as
that for autonomous categories, where the isomorphismA — A** is represented
like an identity map. Of course, there are now additionayjians that are the transla-
tion of well-formed terms. For example, whg¢n A — A, then[4.2) is a well-formed
diagram of pivotal categories, but not of autonomous categolndeed, in the case of
pivotal categories, the problem of winding numbers (disedsbefore Theorem 4]10)
disappears, as winding numbers are taken modulo 2, and lagidceothing beyond
orientation.
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Theorem 4.14 (Coherence for pivotal categories) well-formed equation between
morphisms in the language of pivotal categories follows from the axioms of pivotal
categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language up to planar isotopy, includ-
ing rotation of boxes.

Caveat 4.15. Only special cases of this theorem have been proved in gmatitre.
Freyd and Yetter [16, Thm. 4.4] considered the case of theeffieotal category gener-
ated by a category. In our terminology, this means that timdy considered diagrams
for pivotal categories oveiimple signatures, rather than oveduronomous signatures.
In other words, they only considered boxes of the form

A Ff B
with exactly one input and one output. Joyal and Street't deport [19] claims the
general result but contains no proof.

The notion of planar isotopy for pivotal categories inclsidee ability to rotate
boxes in the plane of the diagram. For example, the followirmdiagrams are isotopic

in this sense:

G
f = f (4.4)
N

This also explains why we have marked a corner of each boh ¥ ability to rotate
boxes, we need to keep track of their “natural” orientatemthat the diagrams from
(4.3) can also be represented like this:

] !
(—e

More generally, the adjoint mate ¢f: A — B can be represented by a rotated box:

Also note that isf is a composite diagram, then the whole diagram may be rotated
obtainf*.
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4.3 Spherical pivotal categories

Definition (Barrett and Westbury [5])A pivotal category ispherical if for all objects
A and morphismg : A — A,

CaFqe - P e

The intuition behind the “spherical” axioms is that diagsashould be embedded
in a 2-sphere, rather than the plane. It is then obvious Heateft-hand side of (416)
can be continuously transformed into the right-hand sidenely by moving the loop
across the back of the 2-sphere.

Failure of coherence. The spherical axiom is not sound for the graphical language
of diagrams embedded in the 2-sphere. The problem is thaidtien of “diagram
embedded in the 2-sphere” is not compatible with compasiidensor. The following

is a consequence of the spherical axiom, but does not holdliaptopy in the 2-sphere.

Note that this counterexample is similar to the spacial mx{@.2), but does not quite
imply it. If one adds the spacial axiom, as we are about to ken tany notion of
isotopy is lost and equivalence of diagrams collapses tadgsphism.

4.4 Spacial pivotal categories

Definition. A pivotal category ispacial if it satisfies the spacial axiorh (3.2) and the
spherical axiom{4]6).

Graphical language and coherence. The graphical language for spacial pivotal cat-
egories is the same as that for planar pivotal categoriesptxhat equivalence of dia-
grams is now taken up to isomorphism. Clearly, the axiomsaw@d for the graphical
language. We conjecture that they are also complete.

Conjecture 4.16 (Coherence for spacial pivotal categorieg)well-formed equation
between morphisms in the language of spacial pivotal categories follows from the ax-
ioms of spacial pivotal categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language up
to isomorphism.
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4.5 Braided autonomous categories

An braided autonomous category is an autonomous categatrjsthlso braided (as a
monoidal category). The notion of braided autonomous caiegjis not extremely nat-
ural, as the graphical language is only sound for a restrictien of isotopy calledeg-
ular isotopy. Nevertheless, it is useful to collect some facts aboutiediautonomous
categories.

Lemma 4.17 ([23, Prop. 7.2]) A braided monoidal category is autonomous if and only
if it is right autonomous.

Proof. If n : I — B® Aande : A® B — I form an exact pairing, then so do
C;LlB on:I —- A®Bandeocp 4 : B® A — I. Therefore any right dual ofl is
also a left dual ofd. O

In any braided autonomous categ@ywe can define a natural isomorphigm :
A** — A. This follows from the proof of Lemma4.17, using the facttthath A and
A** are right duals ofA*. More concretelyb4 and its inverse are defined by:

i id®c ok € A% Qi
ba = A** —»ﬁA@ld A*RARQ A —>I Bea,4 A* QA @ A 2= @1 A,
i . Chue 4 ®id ide
b;xl = A —>Id®m AR A @ A* A AR QAR A" —>Id® A, Ax,

Here we have written, without loss of generality, a€ifvere strict monoidal. Graphi-
cally,b 4 and its inverse look like this:

A** A A*
ba = byl =

A* A A"

We must note that althoudhy is a natural isomorphism, it is not canonical. In general,
there exist infinitely many natural isomorphisms= A**. Also, b is not amonoidal
natural transformation, and therefore does not define aglistructure orC. A gen-
eral braided autonomous category is not pivotal.

Graphical language and coherence. The graphical language braided autonomous
categories is obtained simply by adding braids to the ggblanguage of autonomous
categories. However, the correct notion of equivalenceiajrams is neither planar
isotopy (like for autonomous categories), nor 3-dimernaiggotopy (like for braided
monoidal categories), but an in-between notion caltedlar isotopy [25].

It is well-known that 3-dimensional isotopy of links and ¢ges is equivalent to
planar isotopy of their (non-degenerate) projections @anfadimensional plane, plus
the threeReidemeister moves [31]] shown as (R1)—(R3) in Figufé 3. To extend this to
diagrams with nodes, one also has to add the mavésdnd (\2).

Regular isotopy is defined to be the equivalence obtained by dropping Reittene
move (R1). Note that regular isotopy is an equivalence om#edsional representation
of 3-dimensional diagrams (and not of 3-dimensional diagréhemselves).
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Table 3: Reidemeister moves afemoves

Theorem 4.18 (Coherence for braided autonomous categarigsyell-formed equa-
tion between morphisms in the language of braided autonomous categories follows
from the axioms of braided autonomous categories if and only if it holds in the graphi-
cal language up to regular isotopy.

Caveat 4.19. Only special cases of this theorem have been proved in gmatitre.
Freyd and Yetter [16, Thm. 3.8] proved this only for diagramsr a simple signature.

4.6 Braided pivotal categories

Lemma 4.20 (Deligne, seel[43, Prop. 2.11] et C be a braided autonomous cate-
gory. Then giving a twist 04 : A — A on C (making C into a balanced category)
is equivalent to giving a pivotal structure iy : A — A** (making C into a pivotal
category).

The lemma is remarkable because the concept of a braidedaantus category
does notinclude any assumption relating the braided streitd the autonomous struc-
ture. Moreover, the axioms for a twist depend only on thed&distructure, whereas
the axioms for a pivotal structure depend only on the autananstructure. Yet, they
are equivalentifC is braided autonomous.

Proof of Lemmad. 20 Recall the natural isomorphisin : A** — A that was defined
in Sectior[ 4.5 for any braided autonomous category. Givavist 4 : A — A, we
define a pivotal structure by

. 04 bzl ok

ia=A—"5 A= A 4.7)
Conversely, given a pivotal structuig : A — A**, we define a twist by

O = A4 A bay g (4.8)
The two constructions are clearly each other’s inverse. efdwtheir properties, it is
obvious that 4 is a natural isomorphism if and only #f4 is a natural isomorphism.

Moreover9; = id iff i; = b, ', andb; ' is the canonical isomorphisf= 7**. What
remains to be shown is thétsatisfies equatiol (3.3) if and onlysifsatisfies equation
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(@.3). However, this is a direct consequence of the follgwimct abouth, which is
easily verified:

A** ®B** CA’BE B** ®A**

=
(A® B)* boba
bA®B¢

A® B B® A.

CB,A

O

Corollary 4.21. A braided pivotal category is the same thing as a balanced autonomous
category. O

Remark 4.22 While Lemma4.2D establishes a one-to-one correspondeztaeén
twists and pivotal structures, the correspondence is nutrdaal. Indeed, instead of
(4-2) and[(4.B), we could have equally well used

ia=AZa, g M, g (4.9)
and B

0= A28 A 1Ay (4.10)
where

In fact, there are a countable number of such similar oner®correspondences, all
induced by the existence of a monoidal natural transf0|(1rna§z1‘fj(1 ojpobgoiy:

A — A. They all coincide if and only if the category is tortile, dsalissed in the next
section.

Graphical language and coherence. The graphical language for braided pivotal cat-
egories is the same as the graphical language for pivotgoges, with the addition of
braids. Equivalence of diagrams is up to regular isotos,as for braided autonomous
categories (see Sectibn4.5).

Theorem 4.23 (Coherence for braided pivotal categoried)well-formed equation be-
tween morphisms in the language of braided pivotal categories follows from the axioms
of braided pivotal categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language up to reg-
ular isotopy.

Caveat 4.24. Only special cases of this theorem have been proved in gmatitre.
Freyd and Yetter [16, Thm. 4.4] proved this only for diagraower a simple signature.

Remark 4.25 The equation

A
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holds up to regular isotopy, as it can be proved using onlyRitidemeister moves (R2)
and (R3). Itis therefore valid in braided pivotal categefier even braided autonomous
categories). On the other hand, the equation

T —
holds up to isotopy, but not up to regular isotopy (becaugelae isotopy preserves
total curvature, as pointed out by Freyd and Yetter [15, [@])L6lt is therefore not
valid in braided pivotal categories. The use of regularapgtdoes not seem natural,

and this is precisely the reason why Joyal and Street inteditortile categories, which
we discuss in the next section.

Remark 4.26 A braided pivotal category is not in general spherical (dreatefore also
not spacial). Indeed, instead of the spherical axiond (48l the following holds up

to regular isotopy:
= \>/
S

Along with RemarK4.22, this is further evidence that brdigé/otal categories (and
braided autonomous categories) are not “natural” notions.

4.7 Tortile categories

Lemma 4.27. Consider a braided pivotal category, which is equivalently balanced
autonomous via ([{.2) and E.8). For any object A the following are equivalent:

(a) (EA* ®idA)O(idA*®Cgl*7A)O(’I]A@idA**)O’L'AO(EA*®idA)O(idA*®CA7A**)o
(na ®ida«) oiyg =ida, or graphically:

-

(b) Ga- = (04)".

Proof. The proof is a straightforward calculation, but it is bespleined by the fact
that the following hold in the graphical language:

9 = A /A 9 * = * * 9 % = 4% /* 9 * -1 = ..

A (04) a4 A BA (04+) fQ\A

Therefore, the equation (b) is equivalent to
fy\f}*/% = &

which is the adjoint mate of (a). O

)
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Remark 4.28 The condition in LemmB4.27(a) holds if and only if the two difons
of 0 4 from (4.8) and[(4.10) coincide.

Definition ([23]). A tortile category is a braided pivotal category satisfying the con-
dition of Lemma4.2l7(a). Equivalently, a tortile categosya balanced autonomous
category satisfying the condition of Lemina 4.27(b).

Remark 4.29 (Terminology) A tortile category is also sometimes calledibbon cat-
egory, see e.gl142].

Graphical language and coherence. The graphical language for tortile categories
is like the graphical language for braided pivotal categmriexcept that morphisms
are represented by ribbons, rather than wires. These ribli@njust like the ones for
balanced categories from Sectionl3.4. Units and couniteepresented in the obvious

way, for example
na = ( R €A = § .

The twist map4 : A — A can be represented in several equivalent ways:

Note that these diagrams are equivalent up to framed 3-diimeal isotopy, and define
the same morphism in a tortile category. (On the other hand,mere braided piv-
otal category, the latter two diagrams are not equal). Alste that the map 4 from
Sectior 4.5 is also represented in the graphical language as

but this is of typeb4 : A** — A, wherea®4 : A — A. They differ, of course, only
by an invisible pivotal map, : A — A**.

Theorem 4.30 (Coherence for tortile categories) well-formed equation between
morphisms in the language of tortile categories follows from the axioms of tortile cat-
egories if and only if it holds in the graphical language up to framed 3-dimensional
isotopy.

Caveat 4.31. Only special cases of this theorem have been proved in gmatitre.
Shum [34, Thm. 6.1] proved it for the case of the free tortdéegory generated by a
category, i.e., for diagrams over a simple signature only.

4.8 Compact closed categories

A compact closed category is a tortile category that is sytrimf@s a balanced monoidal
category) in the sense of Sect[onl3.5. Equivalently, bezatiRemark3.70, a compact
closed category is a tortile category in whigh = id 4 for all A.
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The definition can be simplified. Notice that a right autonosgymmetric monoidal
category is automatically autonomous (by Lenimal.17) fuadd (withd , = id 4) and
therefore pivotal (by Lemma4.20). Moreover, it is tortiteeCausé .« = (64)* =
id 4+ ). We can therefore define:

Definition. A compact closed category is a right autonomous symmetric monoidal
category.

Remark 4.32 By analogy with Remark3.11, it is possible for a compact@tbsate-
gory to possess a non-trivial twist (with the associatedmivral pivotal structure), in
addition to the trivial twist) 4 = id 4, making it into a tortile category. In other words,
for a given tortile category, the symmetry condition g = cg}A does not in general

imply 04 = id 4. However, it does imply% = id 4, as the following argument shows:

ei/%/ )%/ = lda

To construct an example whefle id, consider the catego of finite-dimensional
real vector spaces and linear functions. Define an equigalesiation on objects by
A~ Biff dim(A ® B) is a square. Then define a subcateg@ry by

homc(A,B) if A~ B,
home_(4, B) :{ 0 ( : else.

ThenC.. is compact closed. Lai§™ = {1,2,3,...} be the positive integers, and
consider some multiplicative homomorphigm: N+ — {—1,1}. Any such homo-
morphism is determined by a sequengeas, ... € {—1,1} via

¢ ps* - ppt) = aitay® - ayt,
wherep; is theith prime number. Finally, define the twist mép as multiplication by

the scalawy(dim(A)), or as idy if A is 0-dimensional. With this twisiC.. is tortile.
In fact, this shows that there exists a continuum of possibigts onC ...

Examples. The monoidal categoryRel, x) is compact closed witl* = A. The

category(FdVect, ®) of finite dimensional vectors spaces is compact closed with
the dual space ofl, and similarly for the category of finite dimensional Hilbspaces
(FdHilb, ®). The corresponding categories of possibly infinite dimemai spaces
are not autonomousCob, +) is compact closed wittd* equal toA with reversed
orientation.

Graphical language and coherence. The graphical language for compact closed cat-
egories is like that of tortile categories, except that waaee the framing and twist
maps, and use symmetries instead of braidings.

Theorem 4.33 (Coherence for compact closed categoridsiyell-formed equation be-
tween morphisms in the language of compact closed categories follows from the axioms
of compact closed categories if and only if it holds, up to isomorphism of diagrams, in
the graphical language.
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Table 4: (a) A traced diagram. (b) An autonomous diagramishaot traced.

Caveat 4.34. The special case of diagrams over a simple signature wa®prioy
Kelly and Laplaza[2l7, Thm. 8.2]. The general case does nu¢apn the literature.

5 Traced categories

The graphical languages considered in Se¢fion 3 wergessive, which means that all
wires were oriented left-to-right. By contrast, the gragathlanguages of autonomous
categories in Sectidd 4 allow wires to be oriented leftightor right-to-left. We now
turn out attention to an intermediate notion, namedyed categories.

Like autonomous graphical languages, traced graphicgulages permit loops,
but with a restriction: all wires must be directed left-ight at their endpoints. In
other words, traced diagrams are like autonomous diagramsre taken relative to
amonoidal signature (see Section 311), rather than @anonomous signature (see Sec-
tion[4.3). Tablé ¥ shows a typical example of a traced diageard a typical example
of an autonomous diagram that is not a traced diagram.

Logically, we should have considered traced categoriesrbedivotal categories,
because traced categories have less structure than piatéglories (i.e., every pivotal
category is traced, and not the other way around). Howevanynof the coherence
theorems of this section are consequences of the correspptidorems for pivotal
categories, and therefore it made sense to present thajiaions first.

Symmetric traced categories and their graphical languisgiag strict monoidal
case, and with one additional axiom) were first introducetién1980’s by Stefanescu
and Cazanescu under the name “biflow”|[38] [10, 11]. Joymeed and Verity later
rediscovered this notion independently, generalizedbetanced monoidal categories,
and proved the fundamental embedding theorem relatingbatbtraced categories to
tortile categoried [24].

Remark 5.1 Joyal, Street, and Verity use the termced monoidal category. How-
ever, | preferraced category, usually prefixed by an adjective such as planar, spacial,
balanced, symmetric. The word “monoidal” is redundantadose one cannot have a
traced structure without a monoidal structure. Also, bytipgtthe adjective before the
word “traced”, rather than after it, we make it clear that tteeed structure, and not
just the underlying monoidal structure, if being modified.
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5.1 Right traced categories
Definition. A right rrace on a monoidal category is a family of operations
Try :homA® X, B® X) — hom(A, B),

satisfying the following four axioms. For notational conience, we assume without
loss of generality that the monoidal structure is strict.

(a) Tightening (naturality im, B): Tr¥ ((¢®idx)o fo(h®idx)) = go(Trg f)oh;

(b) Sliding (dinaturality inX): Trk (f o (id4 ® g)) = Tra ((idp ® g) o f), where
fiA®X - B®Yandg:Y — X;

(c) Vanishing: Tk f = fand T&®Y f = Tr (Try (f));
(d) Strength. ¥ (9 ® f) = g @ Tr} .
A (planar) right traced category is a monoidal category equipped with a right trace.

These axioms are similar to those of Joyal, Street, andy24], except that we
have omitted the yanking axioms which does not apply in thegi case, and we have
replaced the non-planar “superposing” axiom by the plasttehgth” axiom. | do not
know whether this set of planar axioms appears in the liteeat

Graphical language and coherence. The right trace of a diagranfi : A ® X —
B ® X is graphically represented by drawing a loop from the oufpuo the inputX,

as follows:
Caomy )

TR f= (5.1)
A / B

Note that in the graphical language of right traced categoparts of wires can be
oriented right-to-left, but each wire must be oriented-tefright near the endpoints.
The four axioms of right traced categories are illustratethe graphical language in
Table[®. The axioms of right traced categories are obviosishnd for the graphical
language, up to planar isotopy. We conjecture that theylacecamplete.

Conjecture 5.2 (Coherence for right traced categoried) well-formed equation be-
tween morphism terms in the language of right traced categories follows from the ax-
ioms of right traced categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language up
planar isotopy.

This is a weak conjecture, in the sense that there is not muglirieal evidence to
support it, nor is there an obvious strategy for a proof. i tonjecture turns out to be
false, the axioms for right traced categories should be dedtnntil it becomes true.
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Tightening: Sliding:

Vanishing: Strength:
\’;.;""‘" ”ﬁ
= ;.; Lij n@n
| | = I I
i —+op>— T, e ’
:@y : x= x&y Lo

Table 5: The axioms of right traced categories

The concept of &t trace is defined similarly as a family of operations
Tr* :hom X ® A, X ® B) — hom 4, B),
satisfying symmetric axioms. A left trace is graphicallypized as follows:

a N B

g
T g = X X (5.2)

We say that a monoidal functét preserves right traces if F(Tra f) = Tr5* ((¢*)~to
Ff o ¢?), and similarly for left traces.

5.2 Planar traced categories

Definition. A planar traced category is a monoidal category equipped with a right
trace and a left trace, such that the two traces satisfy taditional axioms:

(a) Interchange: B (TrY f) =Tr) (Trg f),forallf : Y @ A9 X - Y ®@B®X;

(b) Left pivoting: T (idp ® f) = Tr}(f ®ida), forall f : I — A® B;

(c) Right pivoting: TE(idg ® f) = Tr{!(f ®id,), forall f: A@ B — 1.
Graphical language and coherence. The graphical language of planar traced cate-
gories consists of diagrams using the left and right tragetteer, modulo planar iso-
topy. The axioms of interchange, left pivoting, and rigiviging are shown graphically

in Table[6. Compare also equatidn (4.4) on 4.4. The axawmclearly sound;
we conjecture that they are also complete:
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(a) interchange (b) left pivoting (c) right pivoting
Table 6: Axioms relating left and right trace

Conjecture 5.3 (Coherence for planar traced categotieswell-formed equation be-
tween morphism terms in the language of planar traced categories follows from the
axioms of planar traced categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language up
planar isotopy.

As for right traced categories, this conjecture is weakt téifins out to be false,
then one should amend the axioms of planar traced categmoesdingly.

Remark 5.4 Even if the conjecture is true, the graphical language dog¢snnitself
give an easy description of the free planar traced catedihnis is because there are
diagrams, such as the following, that “look” planar tracbdt are not actually the
diagram of any planar traced term (not even up to planarps9to

It is not obvious how to characterize the “planar tracedgdians intrinsically, or how
to extend the notion of planar traced categories to encosrgdhsuch diagrams.

Remark 5.5 Anautonomous category is not necessarily traced. Howevery pivotal
category is planar traced with the obvious definitions dfédeid right trace:

TR f = (idp®ex)o((fol(ida®iy'))@idx-)o (ida ®nx-),
Tr,_X f = (EX* ® IdB) o (idx* ® ((ZX ® IdB) ¢] f)) [¢] (7’]X X |dA)

In the graphical language, this looks just like the diagrdm3) and[(5.R). As a con-
sequence, each diagram of planar traced categories caméeled as a diagram of
planar pivotal categories, but not the other way around.

5.3 Spherical traced categories

The concept of a spherical traced category is analogousatoothspherical pivotal
categories from Sectidn 4.3.

Definition. A planar traced category satisfies #paerical axiomifforall f: A — A,

T f =Tk f, (5.3)
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or equivalently, in the graphical language:

CAEA)_CAEAD

A spherical traced category is a planar traced category satisfying the spherical axiom.
Every spherical pivotal category is spherical traced.

Failure of coherence. Just like for spherical pivotal categories, the graphieat |
guage of spherical traced categories is not coherent fogaosnetrically useful notion
of equivalence of diagrams.

5.4 Spacial traced categories

Definition. A spacial traced category is a planar traced category if it satisfies the
spacial axiom[{3]2) and the spherical axidm{5.3).

Graphical language and coherence. The graphical language for spacial traced cat-
egories is the same as that for planar traced categoriespetkat equivalence of dia-
grams is now taken up to isomorphism.

Conjecture 5.6 (Coherence for spacial traced categoties)vell-formed equation be-
tween morphism terms in the language of spacial traced categories follows from the
axioms of spacial traced categories if and only if it holds, up to isomorphism of dia-
grams, in the graphical language.

Remark 5.7. Every spacial pivotal category is clearly spacial tracedlo Inot know
whether conversely every spacial traced category can thdufly embedded in a spa-
cial pivotal category. If this is true, then Conjectlirel 5oBdws from Conjecture 4.16.

5.5 Braided traced categories

Braided traced categories, like braided pivotal categoidee a somewhat unnatural
notion, because coherence is only satisfied up to regultopgo (If one considers
full isotopy, one obtains the more natural notion of balahitaced categories, which
we will consider in the next section). Nevertheless, weldelthis section on braided
traced categories, not least because it is the first trad@mhrfor which we can actually
prove a coherence theorem (modulo Calreai]4.24).

Definition. A braided traced category is a planar traced category with a braiding (as a
monoidal category), such that

(Tri* caa) o (TrR ex'y) =ida, (5.4)
or graphically:

A
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Lemma 5.8. (a) The axiom (3.4) does not follow from the remaining axioms.

(b) In the presence of the remaining axioms, (2.4) is equivalent to
(Trit ex'a) o (Trg ca,a) = ida, (5.5)

or graphically:

/K{ -

(c) In the presence of the remaining axioms of braided traced categories, the left
and right pivoting axioms are redundant.

Proof. (a) To see this, consider morphism terms in the language aitiéd traced
categories with one object generator and no morphism gemsraDefine thede-
gree of a term to the be tensor product of all traced-out objects, deg(id) = I,
deg(f o g) = deg(f) ® deg(g), deg(Tra f) = X ® deg(f), etc. This is well-defined
up to isomorphism. All the axioms of planar traced categoaied braided categories
respect degree; the only axioms where the left-hand sideigihidhand side could po-
tentially have different degree are sliding in Table 5 anabfing in Tabld 6. However,
in the absence of morphism generators, it is easy to shovaliairphism terms are
of the formf : A — B whereA = B. Therefore, neither sliding nor pivoting change
the degree (the latter because it is vacuous). Thereforeedgan invariant. On the
other hand,[{5]4) is not degree-preserving; thereforerinoaifollow from the other
axioms.

(b) The following graphical proof sketch can be turned imagebraic proof:

______

(c) Here is a proof sketch for the left pivoting axiom. Notglihe second to last
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step uses dinaturality (sliding).

B e
T (1

Remark 5.9 Each braided traced category possesses a balanced str{astarbraided
monoidal category) given b, = Tr{* ¢, with inversed ;" = Trg ca 4 (cf. E.2)).
However, this twist is not canonical; for example, anothveist can be defined by
0"y = Trs ca a with inversed’, ' = Tr{* ¢, (cf. (B8)). In fact, there are countably
many other possible twists. This is entirely analogous tm&&[4.22. The various
twists coincide if and only if the yanking equatidn_(5.6) #®| yielding a balanced
traced category as discussed in Sedfioh 5.6 below.

We note that every braided pivotal category is braided ttasith the traced struc-
ture as given in Remafk3.5. Moreover, there is an embedtimyém giving a partial
converse:

Theorem 5.10 (Representation of braided traced categorid®kry braided traced
category C can by fully and faithfully embedded into a braided pivotal category Int(C),
via a braided traced functor.

Proof. The proof exactly mimics the Int-construction of Joyal €8ty and Verity[[244],
except that we must replace the twist by, and be careful only to use the braided
traced axioms. We omit the details, which are both lengttd/taedious. |

Remark 5.11 A braided traced category is not necessarily spherical ffagreéfore not
spacial). This is analogous to Remhark 4.26.

Graphical language and coherence. The graphical language for braided traced cat-
egories is obtained by adding braids to the graphical lapgwd planar traced cate-
gories. Equivalence of diagrams is uprtégular isotopy (see Section 415).

Theorem 5.12 (Coherence for braided traced categotieS)vell-formed equation be-
tween morphisms in the language of braided traced categories follows from the axioms
of braided traced categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language up to
regular isotopy.

Proof. Soundness is easy to check by inspection of the axioms. @bemass is a con-
sequence of Theoreris 4123 4nd 5.10. Namely, consider ati@yirathe language
of braided traced categories that holds in the graphicguage up to regular isotopy.
The diagrams corresponding to the left-hand side and tighd side of the equation
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can also be regarded as diagrams of braided pivotal caésgamd since they are reg-
ularly isotopic, the equation holds in all braided pivotategories by Theorem 4123.
Since any braided traced categdrycan be faithfully embedded in a braided pivotal
category In¢C) by Theoreni 5710, an equation that holds in @}t must also hold in
C. Itfollows that the equation in question holds in all braldeaced categorieS, and
therefore, it is a consequence of the axioms. O

Caveat 5.13. Because of the dependence on Thedreml4.23, Caveat 4.24palsesa
here.

5.6 Balanced traced categories

Definition ([24]). A balanced traced category is a balanced monoidal category equipped
with a right trace Tr, and satisfying the followingnking axioms:

Tr¥(cx.x) = Ox and T (cx'x) = 0% (5.6)

Graphical language and coherence. The graphical language of balanced traced cat-
egories combines the ribbons and twists of balanced caésgeith the loops of traced
categories. The trace is represented as expected:

-—

=T &

Note that there is no need to postulate a left trace, becdeftiace is definable from
the right trace and braidings as follows:

T f=

Remark 5.14 The defined left trace automatically satisfies interchangdtae pivoting
axioms (Tablé16), as well as the spherical axiém](5.3) ancbth@led traced axiom
(5.4). The spacial axiori(3.2) is satisfied by any braidedaidal category. Therefore,
any balanced traced category is spacial traced and braisetit

The graphical validity of the yanking axiom is easily verifiesing a shoe string:

Every tortile category is balanced traced, with the tradadtture as given in Re-
mark[5.5. Moreover, there is an embedding theorem:
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Theorem 5.15 (Representation of balanced traced categories [24, Prb]). Every
balanced traced category can be fully and faithfully embedded into a tortile category,
via a balanced traced functor.

Theorem 5.16 (Coherence for balanced traced categories)vell-formed equation
between morphisms in the language of balanced traced categories follows from the
axioms of balanced traced categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language
up to framed isotopy in 3 dimensions.

Proof. This follows from Theoremis 4.830 and 5]15, by the exact samenaent that
was used in the proof of Theorém 5.12. O

Caveat 5.17. Because of the dependence on Thedrem|4.30, Caveat 4.31palsesa
here.

Remark 5.18 In any braided monoidal category with a right trace, the thargl its in-
verse are definable by equatién {5.6). These maps are aitatiyatatural and satisfy
0; = id; and [3.8). However, they are not automatically inverse thesdher. There-
fore, a balanced traced category could be equivalently eiéfas a braided monoidal
category with a right trace, satisfying

TrX(C;(}X) = TrX(nyx)_l.

5.7 Symmetric traced categories

Definition ([11,[10,24]) A symmetric traced category is a symmetric monoidal cate-
gory with a right trace Tr, satisfying themmetric yanking axiom:

TI'X(CX,X) = IdX

Remark 5.19 Because of Remafk 310, a symmetric traced category canueaeq
lently defined as a balanced traced category in which- id 4 for all A.

Obviously every compact closed category is symmetric ttagigh the structure
from Remark5.b. Here, too, we have an embedding theorem:

Theorem 5.20 (Representation of symmetric traced categories [2BYyry symmetric
traced category can be fully and faithfully embedded into a compact closed category,
via a symmetric traced functor.

Example 5.21 ([24]) Consider the categoigel of sets and relations, with biproducts
given by disjoint unionA + B. Given a relationR : A + X — B + X, define its
trace Tr* (R) : A — B by (a,b) € TrX(R) iff there existsn > 0 andzy, ..., x, € X
suchthat Rxz; Rxo R ... Rx, Rb. This defines a symmetric traced category which
is not compact closed.

40



Graphical language and coherence. The graphical language is like that of planar
traced categories, combined with the symmetry. A typicatjchm looks like this:

The notion of equivalence of diagrams is isomorphism.

Theorem 5.22 (Coherence for symmetric traced categotieswell-formed equation
between morphisms in the language of symmetric traced categories follows from the
axioms of symmetric traced categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language
up to isomorphism of diagrams.

Proof. A conseguence of Theoreins 4.33 &nd b.20, as in ThedrensridR 6.

Caveat 5.23. Because of the dependence on Thedrem|4.33, Caveat 4.34palsssa
here.

Remark 5.24 Strict symmetric traced categories, with the additionabax
Tr¥(idagx) = ida, (5.7)

first appear in the work of Stefanescu under the name “biflov precursor of the
definition appears ir [38], and the axioms were given theideno form by Cazanescu
and Stefanescl[10, 11]. The paper[38] also containsalde{proof sketch of coher-
ence, namely, that the graphical language, modulo isonmrpiand the equatiof (8.7),
forms the free biflow over a monoidal signature. This proatsk remains valid with
respect to the modern definition, provided that one assuwotesrence for symmetric
monoidal categories.

6 Products, coproducts, and biproducts

In this section, we consider graphical languages for maiaidtegories where the
monoidal structure is given by a categorical product, cdpob, or biproduct. The
main difference with the graphical languages of “purely”’momlal categories from
Section$ B35 is that equivalence of diagrams must now beedktip to diagrammatic
equations.

6.1 Products

Definition. In a category, aroduct of objectsA and B is given by an objecl x B,
together with morphisms; : A x B — Aandmy : A x B — B, such that for all
objectsC' and pairs of morphismg : C — A andg : C — B, there exists a unique
morphismh : C — A ® B such that the following diagram commutes:



Naturality axioms:

Apof=(f®f)oAa: A— B®B
OCpof=Cyu: A—1T
Commutative comonoid axioms:

(ida @ Ag)oAs=(Aa®idg) oAy : A—-AQRARA
(i[dg @ Ca)o Ay =pyt: A—A®I
(Ca®@ida)o Ay =\, : A-T®A
CA_’AOAA:AA: A—-ARA
Coherence axioms:

A=At I—I®I
(idA®CB_’A®idB)OAA®B:AA®AB: ARA—-B®®B®AR®B
<>]:id[: I —1

Cagp =A10(Ca®Cp): A®B—1T

Table 7: The axioms for products

The unique morphism is often written ash = (f, g). An object! is terminal if for
all objectsC, there exists a unique morphigm C — I. A finite product category (Or
cartesian category) is a category with a chosen terminal object, and a chosestupto
for each pair of objects.

Equivalently, a finite product category can be described @grametric monoidal
category, together with natural families@fpy anderase maps

Ap:A— AR A, Op:A—1T

subject to a number of axioms, shown in TdHle 7.

Graphical language. We extend the graphical language of symmetric monoidal cat-
egories by adding the following representations of the copyerase maps.

A
Copy Ajy:A—A®A *AF./\A/
Erase Oy :A— 1T A .

As usual, if A is a composite object term, a wire labelddshould be replaced
by multiple parallel wires. Tablel 8 contains graphical esgntations of some of the
axioms for finite product categories.
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Commutative comonoid axioms Naturality

Table 8: Graphical representation of some product axioms

Note that the projections; : A x B — Aandny : A x B — B, and the pairing
h:C—A®Bof f:C — Aandg : C — B, are represented graphically as follows:

m=° 2|
M= T,

Coherence. As the equivalences in Tatlé 8 demonstrate, coherence igrépdical
language of finite product categories does not hold up to @sphism or isotopy of
diagrams. Rather, is holds up tamnipulations of diagrams. So unlike the graphical
languages considered in SectibhEl2—5, we now have to corsitens on diagrams.

Theorem 6.1 (Coherence for finite product categorieg) well-formed equation be-
tween morphism terms in the language of finite product categories follows from the
axioms of finite product categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language, up
to isomorphism of diagrams and the diagrammatic manipulations shown in Table[8l

This theorem is a simple consequence of coherence for sytiem&inoidal cat-
egories (Theorem 3.12), together with the fact that all tieras of finite product
categories, except those shown in Table 8, hold up to isohisrpof diagrams.

6.2 Coproducts

The definition of coproducts and initial objects is dual tattbf products and terminal
objects, i.e., it is obtained by reversing all the arrows &tt®n[6.1. Explicitly, an
object0 is initial if for all objectsC, there exists a unique morphisin: 0 — C.
A coproduct of objectsA, B is given by an objecl + B, together with morphisms
t1: A— A+Band,, : B— A+ B, suchthatfor all object§' and pairs of morphisms
f:A— Candg: B — C, there exists a unique morphisin: A + B — C such
thath o t; = f andh o s = g. One often writesh = [f, g]. A category with finite
coproducts is also calledca-cartesian category.
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Dualizing the presentation of Sectibnl6.1, one can equitigielefine a finite co-
product category as a symmetric monoidal category withrabtamilies ofmerge and
initial maps

Va: AR A— A, Ou:1— A,

satisfying the duals of the axioms in Table 7.

Graphical language. The graphical language of finite coproduct categories is ob-
tained by dualizing that of finite product categories, with tluals of the axioms from

Table[8.
\A
Merge Va4:AQA— A 4

Initial Oy : 71— A A

6.3 Biproducts

Definition. An object is called &ero object if it is initial and terminal. If0 is a
zero object, then there is a distinguished nap> 0 — B between any two objects,
denoted) 4 5. A biproduct of objectsA; andA, is given by an object; & A,, together
with morphisms,; : A; — A1 ® Ay andrw; : Ay @ As — A;, fori = 1,2, such that
A @ B is a product withry, 72, a coproduct with, .2 and such thatr; o ¢; = J;;.
Hered;; = id4, andd;; = 04, 4, Wheni # j. We say thaC is abiproduct category

if it has a chosen zero objeBtand a chosen biproduct for any pair of objects.

Remark 6.2 The axiomm; o v; = d;; is equivalent to the assertion that the symmetric
monoidal structure defined ky “as a product” coincides with the symmetric monoidal
structure defined by “as a coproduct”. Therefore, a biproduct category is symimet
monoidal in a canonical way.

Equivalently, a biproduct category can be defined as a synemabnoidal cate-
gory, together with natural families of morphisms

Ap:A—>ARQA, Oa:A—1, Va: AR A— A, Op:1— A,

satisfying the axioms in Tab[g 7, as well as their duals.

Graphical language. The graphical language of biproducts is obtained by comgini
the graphical languages for products and coproducts. $rcHge, one has the equalities
in Table[9, which are consequences of the naturality axioni&ble[8. Note that the
axiomm; o ¢; = J;; holds automatically in the graphical language.

Theorem 6.3 (Coherence for biproduct categorieg) well-formed equation between
morphism terms in the language of biproduct categories follows from the axioms of
biproduct categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language, up to isomorphism
of diagrams, the diagrammatic manipulations shown in Table[8| and their duals.
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>—< = % . —
= -

—e
>—c = *—=e = (empty)

Table 9: Some biproduct laws

This theorem is a simple consequence of coherence for syticma&inoidal cate-
gories, together with the fact that the axioms in Table 8 thed duals) are exactly the
graphical representations of the axioms in Table 7 (and thsils) that do not already
hold up to graphical isomorphism.

6.4 Traced product, coproduct, and biproduct categories

It potentially makes sense to revisit each of the notionsemftiSnd 8Eb and consider
the case where the monoidal structure is given by a prodaptpduct, or biproduct.
Since products, coproducts, and biproducts are autortigtgyanmetric, we do not
need to consider the weaker notions (such as balancededratt).

Moreover, we do not need to consider any autonomous caseaus® an au-
tonomous category where the tensor is given by a productdproduct) is trivial.
Indeed, for any objectd, B, the morphismg : A — B are in one-to-one correspon-
dence with morphismd ® B* — 1. Sincel is terminal, there is exactly one such
morphism, and therefore there is a uniqgue morphism betwegtwa objects. Such a
category is equivalent to the one-object one-morphisngoaye

Therefore, the only new notion from Sectidn§ B-5 that admitstrivial examples
in the context of products, coproducts, or biproducts ig tfaa symmetric traced
category.

Definition. A traced product [coproduct, biproduct] category is a symmetric traced
category where the tensor is given by a categorical prodogrpduct, biproduct].

Example 6.4 ([24]) The symmetric traced categofRel, +) from Exampld 5.21 is a
traced biproduct category.

Example 6.5 Consider the categor§et, whose objects are sets, and whose mor-
phisms are partial functions, regarded as a subcategdReldirom Exampld 6.4. In
this category, the empty setis a zero object, and the disjoint union operatibr- B
defines a coproduct (but not a product). Trace is given as anfpkd 6.44. With these
definitions,Set, is a traced coproduct category.

Graphical language. As expected, the graphical language of traced product zbpr
uct, biproduct] categories is given by adding a trace (aseicti8n[5) to the graphical
language of finite product [finite coproduct, biproductlezgdries.
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Theorem 6.6 (Coherence for traced product [coproduct, biproduct]gaties) A well-
formed equation between morphism terms in the language of traced product [coprod-
uct, biproduct] categories follows from the respective axioms if and only if it holds in
the graphical language, up to isomorphism of diagrams, and the diagrammatic manip-
ulations shown in Table |8 and/or their duals (as appropriate).

Remark 6.7. In computer science, traces arise naturally in the contextum flow
(as fixed points), and in the context afntrol flow (as iteration). The two situations
correspond to traced product categories and traced cogtrodtegories, respectively.
The duality between data flow and control flow was first degectiby Bainbridge [3].
The following are typical examples of a data flow diagram (o@ left) and a control
flow diagram (on the right). The data flow diagram represdm$ixed point expression
y = (3 + z)(x + y), parametric on an input. The control flow diagram represents a
generic “while loop”. Note that data flow diagrams have aawbf “copying” data,
whereas control flow diagrams have a dual notion of “merggugitrol paths.

Proposition 6.8 (Cazanescu and Stefanescul [10, 17D a category with finite co-
products, giving a trace is equivalent to giving an iteration operatorHere, an iteration
operator is a family of operations

condition

iter™ : hom X, A + X) — hom(X, A),
natural in A and dinatural in X, satisfying
1. Iteration: iter(f) = [ida,iter(f)] o f, forall f : X — A+ X;

2. Diagonal property: iter(iter(f)) = iter((id4 + [idx,idx]) o f), forall f : X —
A+ X+ X.

Dually, on a finite product category, giving a trace is equivalent to a fixed point opera-
tor fix* : hom(A x X, X) — hom(A4, X).

This makes precise the intuitive idea that in the presenc®pfoducts, the while
loop in Remark 67 is sufficient for constructing arbitraryces.

Remark 6.9 In the presence of the other axioms, the diagonal propeeyus/alent to
the so-called Bekit Lemma:

iter(f, g] = [id, iter([idayx,iter(g)] o f)] o [iny, iter(g)],

forall f: X - A+ X +Yandg:Y — A+ X + Y [36, Prop. B.1].

Remark 6.1Q Iteration operators in the sense of Proposifiod 6.8 were diefined,
using different but equivalent axioms, by Cazanescu anguteanul[1Z,19], under the
name “algebraic theory with iterate”.
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Proposition 6.11 ([11]). In a category with finite biproducts, giving a trace is equiva-
lent to giving a repetition operation.e., a family of operators

* : hom(A, A) — hom(A, A)
satisfying
1. f*=id+ ff*
2. (f+g)r=(f9rr
3. (fo)"f = f(gf)" (dinaturality).
Here, | + g denotes the morphism NV g0 (f @ g)oAs: A— A for f,g: A — A.

6.5 Uniformity and regular trees

Definition. Suppose we are given a traced category with a distinguishiedass of
morphisms called therrict morphisms. Then the trace is calladiform if for all
fiA®X - B®X,9: A®Y — B®Y, and stricth : X — Y/, the following
implication holds:

(idg®@h)of=go(ida®@h) = TrE(f)=Tr"(g).

Equivalently, in pictures:

whenever is strict. Note that uniformity is not an equational progert

Proposition 6.12 ([11]). A traced coproduct category is uniformly traced if and only
ifforall f : X - A+ X,g:Y - A+Y,andstricth: X =Y,

(ida+h)of=goh = iter*(f)=iter' (g)oh.

Moreover, a traced biproduct category is uniformly traced if and only if for all f :
X—X,9:Y =Y, andstricth: X =Y,

hof=goh = hof*=g"oh.

In the particular case where the class of strict morphisnteskisn to be the small-
est co-cartesian subcategory containing all object$aféscul[36, 35] proved that the
free uniformly traced coproduct category over a monoidaghaiure is given by the
graphical language of traced coproduct categories, madsilgtable notion of simula-
tion equivalence on diagrams. This simulation equivaléseasiest to describe in the
case where all morphism variables are of input arity 1. |s taise, two diagrams are
simulation equivalent if and only if they have the same inditiee unwinding. There
is also an analogous result for biproducts. We refer theenetmd[36,[ 37| 40] for full
details.
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The following is an example of an equation that holds up taitditree unwinding,
but fails in general traced coproduct categories:

(6.1)

Esik’s “iteration theories” [14] are a direct equational@ratization of such infinite
tree unwindings. They include an iteration operator as opBsition 6.8, but with an
infinite family of additional properties, such s {6.1).

6.6 Cartesian center

Sometimes it is useful to consider notions that are wealr pinoduct categories, yet
still have copy and erase mapisy : A — A® Aand<$ 4 : A — 1. For example, it
is common to drop the naturality axioms, while retaining toenmutative comonoid
and coherence axioms (see Tabiles 7 [@nd 8). An equivalentavdgdcribe such a
category is as a symmetric monoidal category with (faifhfatzesian center [18], i.e.,

a symmetric monoidal category with a symmetric monoidatsatdgory that contains
all the objects and is cartesian. Similar ideas have ocduweh varying degrees of
explicitness, in the literature on flowcharts, see é.g.[7139].

Similarly, if one omits naturality from the axioms for coplucts, one obtains cat-
egories with a co-cartesian center. A weakened versionpsbbucts is obtained by
combining the axioms of cartesian center and co-cartesatec In this case, one
requires the operations, <, V, O to be natural with respect to one another, yielding
the properties from Tab[g 9. More generally, one may recainesubset of the oper-
ationsA, ¢, V, O to exist, and a further subset to be natural transformatidaghe
reader may imagine, this leads to a nearly endless numbetedarical notions and
corresponding graphical languages; see e.g/[39, 40].

7 Dagger categories

The concept of a dagger category (also calledlutive category or *-category in the
literature) is motivated by the category of Hilbert spacgsere each morphisnfi :
A — B has arudjoint T : B — A.

Definition. A dagger category is a categoryC together with an involutive, identity-
on-objects, contravariant functpr C — C.

Concretely, this means that to every morphigm A — B, one associates a
morphismft : B — A, called theadjoint of f, such that for allf : A — B and
g:B—C:

idl, =ida cA— A,
(go )i =flogh:C— 4,
fit=rf :A— B,
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Example 7.1 The categorHilb of Hilbert spaces and bounded linear maps is a dagger
category, whereff : B — A is given by the usual adjointness property of linear
algebra, i.e.{ffz | y) = (z | fy) forallz € B andy € A.

Definition. (Unitary map, self-adjoint map) In a dagger category, a morphisfn:
A — Biis calledunitary if it is an isomorphism ang—' = ff. A morphismf : A —
A is calledself-adjoint or hermitian it f = f7.

A dagger functor between dagger categories is a functor that satigfigd) =
(Ff)t forall f.

Graphical language. The graphical language of dagger categories extends that of
categories. The adjoint of a morphism variajle A — B is represented diagrammat-
ically as follows:

f:A— B 4 E ]
ffiB—A g 3 d

More generally, the adjoint of any diagram is its mirror ireadjlote that the mirror
image of a box is visually distinguishable because we hav&edahe upper left corner
of each box representing a morphism variable. Also note titsite we have taken the
mirror image of each box, we have reversed the location, buthe direction, of the
wires. Contrast this with_(415).

Theorem 7.2 (Coherence for dagger categorieg)well-formed equation between two
morphism terms in the language of dagger categories follows from the axioms of dag-
ger categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language up to isomorphism of
diagrams.

Proof. This is a consequence of coherence for categories, fromr@h€d.1. As usual,
soundness is easy to check. For completeness, notice thahaphism tern¢ of
dagger categories can be transformed, via the axigmg’)' = f1 o ¢, id" = id, and

fit = f, into an equivalent terri with the property that is only applied to morphism
variables int’. Such a term can be regarded as a term in the language of datego
over the extended set of morphism variabl¢sf", ...}. Now if ¢ ands are two terms
that have isomorphic diagrams, then by soundnéasds’ have isomorphic diagrams.
By Theoreni 2.11¢’ ands’ are provably equal from the axioms of categories. Therefore
t ands are provably equal from the axioms of dagger categories. O

We now consider “dagger notions” for the various monoidatgaries from Sec-

tions[355.
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7.1 Dagger monoidal categories

Definition. A dagger monoidal category is a monoidal category that is a dagger cat-
egory, such that the dagger structure is compatible withrtbaoidal structure in the
following sense:

@ (fog)l=fTegl forall fg;

(b) the canonical isomorphisms of the monoidal structtireg ¢ : (A®B)®C —
AR(B®C), \a:T®A— A andps : A® I — A, are unitary.

Graphical language. The graphical language of dagger monoidal categoriesés lik
the graphical language of monoidal categories, with theiatlpf a diagram given by
its mirror image. For example,

T
A N E E |\
B |9 |p[ M F _ r @M |p| f
— —— — — —— —
C e G |9 C

Theorem 7.3 (Coherence for planar dagger monoidal categariésyell-formed equa-
tion between morphism terms in the language of dagger monoidal categories follows
from the axioms of dagger monoidal categories if and only if it holds, up to planar
isotopy, in the graphical language.

Proof. This is a consequence of coherence for planar monoidal @atsg from The-
orem[3.1. The proof is analogous to that of Theofem 7.2. Nudéthe axioms of
dagger monoidal categories are precisely what is needatstoethat all occurrences
of 1 can be removed from a morphism term, except where appliegttiirto a mor-
phism variable. O

7.2 Other progressive dagger monoidal notions

We can now “daggerize” the other progressive monoidal metfoom Sectiof3:

Definition. e A dagger monoidal category ipacial if it is spacial as a monoidal
category.

e A dagger braided monoidal category is a dagger monoidal category with a uni-
tary braidingca,p: A B — B® A.

e A dagger balanced monoidal category is a dagger braided monoidal category
with a unitary twistd 4 : A — A.

o A dagger symmetric monoidal category [33] is a dagger braided monoidal cate-
gory such that the unitary braiding is a symmetry.
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Graphical languages. In each case, the graphical language extends the correspond
ing language from Sectidn 3, with the dagger of a diagranmtéide its mirror image.
Each notion has a coherence theorem, proved by the same drethbheoremis 7.2
and[Z.3. The requirements that the braiding and twist areagnensures that the
dagger can be removed from the corresponding terms. Theatsp caveats from
Sectior B also apply to the dagger cases.

Example 7.4 The categorHilb of Hilbert spaces is dagger symmetric monoidal, with
the usual tensor product and symmetry.

7.3 Dagger pivotal categories

In defining dagger variants of the notions of Secfibn 4, we tlirad the notion of a dag-
ger autonomous category and a dagger pivotal categoryideinghis is because the
presence of a dagger structure on an autonomous categeagigiinduces a canonical
isomorphismA = A**, which automatically satisfies the pivotal axioms underdmil
assumptions.

To be more precise, consider a dagger monoidal categoryigtaso right au-
tonomous (as a monoidal category). Becayge: I — A* ® A has an adjoint
nL : A* ® A — I, we can define a family of isomorphisms

. = Nax®ida Kok * idA**®nL Kok = *x
ig=A—=I1QA """ 5 A QA" QA — S AR T — A*.

We can represent this schematically as follows (but beanimgnd that we do not yet
have a formal graphical language to work with):

A
* ok * T
A >4 = A M (7.1)
nax A**

Lemma 7.5. The following are equivalent in a right autonomous, dagger monoidal
category:

o the family of isomorphisms ia : A — A**, as defined above, determines a
pivotal structure;

e for all A, B, the canonical isomorphisms (A ® B)* = B* ® A* and I* = 1
(determined by the right autonomous structure) are unitary, and for all f : A —
B, the equation f* = f* holds.

Proof. By a direct calculation from the definitions, one can checkdtseparate and
independent facts:

e For any givenf : A — B, the diagram

A$‘A**

R
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commutes if and only iff*t = f™*. In particular, the familyi4 is a natural
transformation if and only if this condition holds for 4l

e The diagram from{4]3),
A®B

iA(@i/ YM

commutes if and only if the canonical isomorphigr ® B)* = B* @ A* is
unitary.

e The morphismi; : I — I** is equal to the canonical isomorphism (from the
right autonomous structure) if and only if the canonicamsophism/ — I* is
unitary.

Since the three conditions are the defining conditions favatal structure, the lemma
follows. O

Lemma 7.6. Under the equivalent conditions of Lemma[Z.3 the following hold:

(a) 4 is unitary.

o ida®el, . ~
b)is=AZ AT 229, 4o Ar @ A A8, T o g 2, g
(b) ia
A**
A iA A** frng EL* A*
A €A
(c) nL =eg+ 0 (Idax ®i4):
A A N A**

(d) ¢y = (i3' ®ida-) ona-:

A*

f—l—
ﬁ
I
=
>
N
=
f’D
b

Proof. To prove (a), first consider

i
A** TIA*
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By definition of adjoint mates, we have

)t = A )
NA** A***

But this is just the definition of4-, therefore(i 4 )* = i 4-. By definition,i 4 is unitary
iff (i4)T = a3t 0ff (ia)™ = (i3")* iff ia- = (i3")* = (¢%)~'. Sincei is a monoidal
natural transformation, this holds by Saavedra Rivanoraia (Lemma419).

To prove (b), note that the right-hand side is the inversg@ gff. Therefore, (b) is
equivalent to (a).

Finally, equations (c) and (d) are restatements of the diefindf: 4, from (7.1). O

Remark 7.7. The equivalence between (a) and (b) in Lenima 7.6 holds only i
defined as in[(7]1). It does not hold for an arbitrary pivotalcture on a right au-
tonomous dagger monoidal category.

Armed with these results, we finally state the two equivadigsfinitions of a dagger
pivotal category:

Definition. A dagger pivotal category is defined in one of the following equivalent
ways:

1. as a dagger monoidal, right autonomous category suchhébatatural isomor-
phisms(A ® B)* = B* @ A* andI* = I (from the right autonomous structure)
are unitary, and such thgtt = f* holds for all morphismg; or

2. as a pivotal, dagger monoidal category satisfying thelitimm in Lemmd_7.5(c)
(or equivalently, (d)).

The first form of this definition is much easier to check in pice The second
form is more suitable for the proof of the coherence theorelova

Remark 7.8 In a dagger pivotal category, the operat{en* arises from an adjunction
(in the categorical sense) objects, with associated unit, counit, and adjoint mates.
On the other hand, the operation)' arises from an adjunction (in the linear algebra
sense) ofnorphisms. The two concepts should not be confused with each other.

Graphical language. The graphical language of dagger pivotal categories idhike
of pivotal categories, where the adjoint of a diagram is gj\as usual, by its mirror
image. For example:

4 N H 4
—_— —
g C C
B = g B
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Note that in the graphical language, adjoint mafés B* — A* are represented by
rotation and adjointgt : B — A by mirror image. Therefore, each morphism variable
f : A — Binduces four kinds of boxes:

]

Also note that, unlike the informal notation used above, grephical language
does not explicitly display the isomorphism : A — A**, and it does not explicitly
distinguishny : I — A* ® A from eL* : I — A* ® A**. This is justified by the
following coherence theorem.

Theorem 7.9 (Coherence for dagger pivotal categories)well-formed equation be-
tween morphisms in the language of dagger pivotal categories follows from the axioms
of dagger pivotal categories if and only if it holds in the graphical language up to
planar isotopy, including rotation of boxes (by multiples of 180 degrees).

Proof. This follows from coherence of pivotal categories (Thedefi#), by the same
argument used in the proof of Theorém]7.3. The equations fremmal7.6(c) and
(d), and the fact that, is unitary, can be used to replagk, €',, andi', by equivalent
terms not containing. O

7.4 Other dagger pivotal notions
Itis possible to define dagger variants of the remainingtpivaotions from Sectiop]4:

Definition. A dagger pivotal category i@herical (respectivelypacial) if it is spher-
ical (respectively spacial) as a pivotal category.

Definition. A dagger braided pivotal category is a dagger pivotal category with a
unitary braidingeap: A® B — B® A.

Remark 7.1Q Like any braided pivotal category, a dagger braided piveaédégory is
balanced by Lemma4.20. However, in general the resultingt 6 : A — A is not
unitary. In fact,f 4 is unitary in this situation if and only #4- = (64)*, i.e., if and
only if the category is tortile.

Definition. A dagger tortile category is defined in one of the following equivalent
ways:

1. as a dagger braided pivotal category in which the canbidst 6 4, defined as
in Lemmd4.2D, is unitary;

2. as atortile, dagger monoidal category such that the imgrid unitary, and such
thate , andn,4 satisfy the (equivalent) conditions of Leminal7.6(c) and ¢d)
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3. as a dagger balanced monoidal category that is right aotons and satisfies

A A

0, = (7.2)
nAa A* nTA

The first form of this definition emphasizes the relationgbidagger pivotal cate-
gories. The second form is easiest to check if a categoryaady known to be tortile.
Finally, the third form takes 4, 74, ca, g andf 4 as primitive operations and does not
mention the pivotal structurg, at all. The pivotal structure, in this case, is definable
from (4.1) or [Z.1), with the conditiof (7.2) ensuring tHa¢ two definitions coincide.

Definition ([1, [33]). A dagger compact closed category is a dagger tortile category
such that 4 = id 4 for all A. Equivalently, it is a dagger symmetric monoidal category
that is right autonomous and satisfies

A* A
na( g = 65( 1 o (7.3)

The equivalence of the two definition is immediate from thiedtform of the defini-
tion of dagger tortile categories. Note that {7.2) is egl@wato [7.3) in the symmetric
case. Further, these conditions are equivalent to the tondh Lemmd7.56(d).

Example 7.11 The categoryFdHilb of finite dimensional Hilbert spaces is dagger
compact closed, withl* the usual dual space of linear functions frehto 7, and with
fT the usual linear algebra adjoint.

Graphical languages. Each of the notions defined in this section (except the spher-
ical notion) has a graphical language, extending the cporeding graphical language
from Sectiorl#, with the dagger of a diagram taken to be itsanimage. Each no-
tion has a coherence theorem, proved by the same method essie7.P and 71 3.
As expected, equivalence of diagrams is up to isomorphismsffacial dagger piv-
otal categories); up to regular isotopy (for dagger braigiedtal categories); up to
framed 3-dimensional isotopy (for dagger tortile catege)i and up to isomorphism
(for dagger compact closed categories).

7.5 Dagger traced categories

There is no difficulty in defining dagger variants of each & ttaced notions of Sec-
tion[3. A (left or right) trace on a dagger monoidal categargalled adagger trace if
it satisfies

(Trf)t =Tr(f" (7.4)
For example: @agger right traced category is a right traced dagger monoidal category
satisfying [(Z.%). A balanced traced categoryligger balanced traced if it is dagger
balanced and satisfids (I7.4). And similarly for the otheiamst The representation
theorems of Sectidd 5 extend to these dagger variants:
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Theorem 7.12 (Representation of dagger braided/balanced/symmeddetrcategories)
Every dagger braided [balanced, symmetric] traced category can be fully and faithfully
embedded in a dagger braided pivotal [dagger tortile, dagger compact closed] cate-
gory, via a dagger braided [balanced, symmetric] traced functor. O

The proof, in each case, is by Joyal, Street, and Verity=stmtstruction[24], which
respects the dagger structure.

Graphical languages. The graphical language of each class of traced categories ex
tends to the corresponding dagger traced categories, iryauggested by equation
(Z.4). As usual, the dagger of a diagram is its mirror imalges for example

f

<er> — <XﬁX>

f f

A B B

The coherence theorems of Secfidn 5 extend to this setting.

7.6 Dagger biproducts

In a dagger category, H& B is a categorical product (with projections : AGB — A
andrs : A® B — B), then itis automatically a coproduct (with injectiomi%: A—
A®B andwg : B — A@® B). It therefore makes sense to define a notiodagfger
biproduct.

Definition. A dagger biproduct category is a biproduct category carrying a dagger
structure, such that! = 1, : A; — A, @& Ay fori =1,2.

As in Section 6.8, we can equivalently define a dagger bipgbdategory as a
dagger symmetric monoidal category, together with nafarallies of morphisms

Ap:A—AQA, Opa:A—1, Va: AR A— A, Op:1— A,

such tha’rAix =Va and<>TA = Oy, satisfying the axioms in Tablé 7.

Graphical language. The graphical language of dagger biproduct categoriekes li
that of biproduct categories, where the dagger of a diagsatakien to be its mirror
image. For example,

E - E
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Theorem 7.13 (Coherence for dagger biproduct categotieswell-formed equation
between morphism terms in the language of dagger biproduct categories follows from
the axioms of dagger biproduct categories if and only if it holds in the graphical lan-

guage, up to isomorphism of diagrams, the diagrammatic manipulations shown in Ta-
blel8 and their duals.

Proof. By reduction to biproduct categories, as in the proofs oforemg 7.2 and 713.
The axiomsAL1 =Va and<>f4 = 04 allow 1 to be removed from anywhere but a
morphism variable. O

Finally, there is an obvious notion @tigger traced biproduct category (which is
really a dagger traced dagger biproduct category), witlplycal language derived
from traced biproduct categories.

8 Bicategories

A bicategory [6] is a generalization of a monoidal categohy.addition to objects
A, B, ... and morphismg, g, ..., one now also considetscells «, 3, . . ., which we
can visualize asolors. For example, consider the following diagram. It is a stadda
diagram for monoidal categories, except that the areasdegtihe wires have been
colored.

green
I
_A f red
m £
¢ green
I
p_yellow] g |97
blue

As usual, we have objects, B,C, D, E, F' and morphismg : A — C ® D and
g: B®C — F ® E. But now there are also 0-cells called green, red, yellow, an
blue. In such diagrams, each object haswace, which is the 0-cell just above it, and
atarget, which is the 0-cell just below it. For example, we hate green— yellow,

B : yellow — blue, and so on. It is now clear that, to be consistently eslpsuch
diagrams have to satisfy some coloring constraints. Thstcaints are:

e The tensoB ® A of two objects may only be formed if the targetfis equal
to the source ofB. In symbols, for any O-cells, 3,~, if A : « — 3 and
B:p3—~vythenBA:a— 7.

o If f: A— Bisamorphism, theml and B must have a common source and a
common target. In symbols, ff: A — BandA: o« — 3, thenB : a — .

e One also requires a unit objekt : « — « for every colora.

As an illustration of the second property, consiger A — C ® D in the above
example, whered : green— yellow andC ® D : green— yellow. Subject to the
above coloring constraints, a bicategory is then requioesatisfy exactly the same
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axioms as a monoidal category. Notice, for example, thgtif A — B andg :
B — C andf, g are well-colored, then so igo f : A — C. Also, the identity maps
ids : A — A, the associativity mapa gc: (A®B)®@C 2 A0 (B® (), and the
other structural maps are well-colored. In particular, anoidal category is the same
thing as a one-object bicategory.

To give a detailed account of bicategories and their gragpfamguages is beyond
the scope of this paper. We have already discussed overfg@adif flavors of monoidal
categories, and the reader can well imagine how many peseiblations of bicate-
gories there are, with 2-, 3-, and 4-dimensional grapharagiages, once one consid-
ers bicategorical versions of braids, twists, adjointsl taces. There are even more
variations if one considers tricategories and beyond. \\é the reader ta [6] for the
definition and basic properties of bicategories, and to,[fd,] Sec. 7] for a taste of
their graphical languages.

9 Beyond a single tensor product

All the categorical notions that we have considered in tlEipgy have just a single
tensor product, which we represented as juxtapositiondrgtaphical languages. For
notions of categories with more than one tensor productgthphical languages get
much more complicated. The details are beyond the scopdasop#tper, so we just
outline the basics and give some references.

Examples of categories with more than one tensor are Iyekstributive cate-
gories[13] and *-autonomous categoriels [4]. Both of thestéons are models of mul-
tiplicative linear logic [17]. These categories have twosirs, often called “tensor”
and “par”, and written

A®B and A% B.

The two tensors are related by some morphisms, sughwa@B ¥ C) — (A® B) ¥ C,
while other similar morphisms, such@d ® B) % C — A® (B % C), are not present.

To make a graphical language for more than one tensor prooluemust label the
wires by morphism terms, rather than morphism variablese @uast also introduce
special tensor and par nodes as shown here:

B B B B
>. ARB A®B.i >. AW B A%’B.i 7
A A A A

along with similar nodes for the units. Equivalence of déags must be taken up
to axiomatic manipulations, such as the following, whicttadled cut elimination in

logic:
2 A®B z B
—

A

Finally, one must state @rrectness criterion, to explain why certain diagrams, such
as the left one following, are well-formed, while others¢isas the right one, are not
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well-formed.

A@B A®B A7B’B A®B

A A

The resulting theory is called the theory obof nets, and was first given by Girard
for unit-free multiplicative linear logid [17]. It was latextended to include the tensor
units by Blute et al.[[8].

10 Summary

Table[10 summarizes the graphical languages from Sedilééis Phe name of each
class of categories is shown along with a typical diagramouraéon. The arrows
indicate forgetful functors. We have omitted sphericakgaties, because they do not
possess a graphical language modulo a natural notion ofigot

The letterd indicates the dimension of the diagrams, and the |étiedicates the
dimension of the ambient space for isotopy.: If> d, then isotopy coincides with
isomorphism of diagrams. Special cases are “3f” for franiadrédms and framed iso-
topy in 3 dimensions; “2+” for two-dimensional diagram witfossings (i.e., isotopy is
taken on 2-dimensional projections, rather than on 3-dsiteral diagrams); “reg” for
regular isotopy; and “rot” to indicate that isotopy inclsd®tation of boxes. Finally,
“eqn” indicates that equivalence of diagrams is taken mméguational axioms.

The letterc indicates the status of a coherence theorem. This is usaadiference
to a proof of the theorem, or “conj” if the result is conje@dr A checkmark¥” indi-
cates a result that is folklore or whose proof is trivial.t"imdicates that the coherence
theorem follows from a version of Joyal, Street, and Vesityit-construction, and the
corresponding coherence theorem for pivotal categoriasasterisk %” indicates that
the result has only been proved for simple signatures.

Dagger variants can be defined of all of the notions shown ine[&0, except the
planar autonomous and braided autonomous notions. Fibaitegories require their
own (presumably much larger) table and are not included here
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Progressive

Category
di i1 cv

i

Planar monoidal

Traced

Right traced

d:i2 i:2 ciconj

i

d:2 i:2 c:[Z1[2R]

i

Spacial monoidal

{e}= 150

Planar traced

d:2 2 ciconj

Autonomous

Planar autonomoup
(rigid)

db

d2 2 cf2)

1

Planar pivotal
(sovereign)

i

d:2 i:3 ciconj

i

Braided monoidal

Spacial traced

a=p

d:2 i:3 ciconj

O

d:2 i:2.rot c:[16}

1

Spacial pivotal

Braided traced

X

d3 i3 cf22]

i

Balanced monoida

_9\_|:|_,Q

d:2" ireg.rot cint

d:2 i:3 ciconj

Braided autonomou:

P

d:2* ireg c:[I6]

i

A

d:3f i:3f c:[2d]

i

Symmetric monoidall

Balanced traced

Tortile (ribbon)

<

d3 4 cf22]

1

Symmetric traced

d:3 4 cint

d:3f i:3f c:[34]

1

Compact closed

i

Product
d:3 iegn cv

Traced product

7

d:3

ileqn  cv

Coproduct

o

d:3 iegn cv

t

Biproduct

d:3  iegn

Traced coproduc

P

(=4

t

Traced biproduct

S

d:3 iegn cv

d:3 4 cfZr

Braided pivotal
(balanced autonomoug

e

d:2"izreg.rotc:[T6]

i

Table 10: Summary of monoidal notions and their graphicajleges
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