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Abstract. The study of multi-agent systems is proving to be an exciting and
active research field within computer science. Communication is an important
aspect of multi-agent systems, and the protocols that are used to provide a
shared definition of what agents can say to each other, along with the meaning
of what agents say, receive much attention from researchers. At present, there
are a number of well-defined protocols, agent communication languages, and
protocol specification languages available, yet, there is no formal mathematical
theory of agent interaction protocols. The authors believe that such a theory
would be beneficial to the field of agent communication and multi-agent systems in general. In this paper, we present an application of the mature field
of category theory for modelling interaction protocols. Using category theory,
specifically, a subsidiary theory of category theory known as enriched category
theory, we demonstrate how to model the legal utterances of a protocol, and to
assign the meaning of utterances, such as commitments to perform a certain
action. Enriched categories obey the rules of categories, so we argue that using
them to model protocols gives us a mature theory for modelling and reasoning
about protocols, and the relationships between them.

1. Introduction
In recent years, the field of computing has transformed from a view of systems
performing computations in isolation, to one in which many interconnected systems
work together. The rise of the Internet has helped to promote this view to the
current situation, in which we see groups of intelligent agents interacting with one
another in dynamic environments using communication languages and protocols.
Considering this, interaction between these agents is an important part of modern computing. For this reason, it is important that suitable theories, frameworks,
methodologies, and tools are provided to support the building of systems. As a
result, identifying, designing, and studying protocols via which agents interact is
an important and active research area within the multi-agent systems field. Researchers and practitioners in the field are designing and implementation protocols,
as well as languages for defining them. Standardisation of these protocols and languages has been the focus of the IEEE Foundation for Intelligent Physical Agents
standards group (FIPA)1, for example.
The common view of multi-agent interaction is one of agents making utterances
or locutions, which contain the information they want to communicate, but constraining how and when these locutions can be made via protocols. A string of
locutions forms a dialog between agents; therefore, a protocol can be viewed as a
set containing the legal dialogs. It is important that protocols are defined in an
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unambiguous manner to provide a shared understanding of the dialogs permitted
by the protocol, as well as the meaning of each of the locutions and of complete
dialogs.
The authors believe that, in the same way that computer science benefits from
Alan Turing’s abstract model of computation, Turing Machines, interaction can
benefit from an abstract framework for modelling protocols. By abstract, we mean
that the framework should be independent of the implementation detail of the
protocol, such as the communication language, the nature of the interaction, the
topics of discussion, the agents using the protocol, and the type of protocol being
defined, as well as independent of the software and hardware platforms used by the
agents. Such a definition is useful because if offers a way to study the properties of
protocols, either in isolation or in relation to each other, formally and rigorously.
As far as the authors are aware, until now there has been only one other attempt
to construct a mathematical model of multi-agent protocols — an approach based
on finite state machines proposed by Fernandez and Endriss [10]. This work is
discussed further in Section 7.
In this paper, we define such a framework using category theory: a mature mathematical theory that abstractly models mathematical objects and the relationships
between them. In our framework, the mathematical objects are placeholders representing the points between utterances, while the relationships represent the utterances themselves; therefore, utterances are viewed as relationships between points.
The outcomes of interactions, such as commitments to perform some action, are
modelled for every dialog using a mature concept in category theory: functors,
which are mappings between categories. Specifically, we use the subsidiary theory
of enriched category theory, and model protocols as enriched symmetric monoidal
categories.
Using the theory of enriched categories also presents us with a useful tool for
reasoning about the relationships between protocols. Our protocols are modelled
as small categories, and a particular construct in category theory is the category of
small categories. Philosophically, this gives us a structure that is the category of
protocols: a category in which the objects are protocols and the relationships are
between protocols. Studying the relationships between protocols allows us to identify their differences and similarities, with the ultimate objective of characterising
like collections of protocols.
A preliminary version of this framework was presented in [17]. Building on that
work, we present the mathematical detail necessary in the framework, discuss the
implications of the framework, and present several examples of the application of
our framework to commonly used protocols.
This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the basic mathematical
details behind the framework, with more complex mathematical material relegated
to an appendix. Section 3 presents dialog game protocols, which are the type of protocols that primarily we aim to model using the framework. Section 4 presents our
approach for modelling dialog game protocols using enriched categories, while Section 5 discusses uses of the framework beyond the definition of protocols themselves.
Section 6 presents several examples that we have modelled using this framework —
mainly negotiation protocols. Section 7 presents related work, while Section 8 concludes the paper and discusses future work. The appendix provides a description
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of two other mathematically equivalent presentations of our framework, including
the proof that they are equivalent, which does not seem to be well-known.
2. Enriched Categories over Pointed Sets
In this section, we describe the mathematical details of enriching categories over
pointed sets, which we use to distinguish legal behaviour from illegal behaviour.
2.1. Categories and Functors. It is not the aim of this paper to give a detailed
description of category theory. Such a description can be found in the literature
[18]. However, we give a brief overview of category theory for those readers who
may not already be familiar with it.
Definition 2.1. A category, C, contains three components:
(1) a class of objects;
(2) a class of arrows, called morphisms, between these objects, with each arrow
having a head and tail object. C(A, B) represents the class of all arrows
between objects A and B; and
(3) a composition law
C(B, C) × C(A, B) → C(A, C)
specifying that for every object A, B, and C, every arrow f between objects
A and B, and every arrow g between B and C, there exists an arrow between
A and C. Therefore, for every pair of arrows in which the head object of
one is the tail object of the other, we combine them to form a longer arrow,
as demonstrated by the following diagram.
(1)

A@ f /B
@@
@@
g
g◦f @@
 
C

If we have arrows f : A → B and g : B → C, then we have an arrow, g ◦ f : A →
C, in which g ◦ f represents applying f followed by g. Note that this is written
g ◦ f , not f ◦ g, as one may expect. This is because if one were to apply f and
then g to an object A, it would be written g(f (A)), therefore, in category theory
one maintains the order of g and f by writing g ◦ f . The head of g ◦ f is the source
of f , and the tail is the tail of g. Additionally, a category, C, has the following
properties:
(1) for all arrows f , g, and h, (h ◦ g) ◦ f = h ◦ (g ◦ f ) – that is, composition is
associative; and
(2) if A is an object in C, then there exists an arrow idA : A → A, called the
identity morphism of A;
(3) for the arrow f : A → B, f ◦ idA = f = idB ◦ f
Example 2.2.
(1) The partially ordered set {0, 1, . . . , n} may be considered
as a category [n] with a unique non-identity map k → j if and only if k < j.
The composition law holds due to the properties of <.
(2) Any directed graph can be represented as category. Nodes in the graph
represent the objects, and paths represent the morphisms. Concatenating
the paths to bring about longer paths is equivalent to composition.
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Definition 2.3. A functor, F : C → D, is a structure-preserving function from one
category to another such that the following properties hold:
(1) every object, A, in C has a corresponding object, F (A), in D;
(2) every morphism, f : A → B, in C has a corresponding morphism, F (f ), in
D such that F (f ) = F (A) → F (B) — that is, the head and tail of F (f )
are the objects mapped from the head and tail of f ;
(3) for any object, A, in C, F (idA ) = idF (A) — that is, the identity morphisms
are preserved; and
(4) for composable morphisms f and g in C, F (g) ◦ F (f ) is a morphism in D,
and F (g ◦ f ) = F (g) ◦ F (f ).
Example 2.4.
(1) A constant functor, F : C → D, is defined such that for
every object A in D, F (A) = B, in which B is some fixed object in D, and
for every morphism f in D, F (f ) = idB .
(2) The power set functor, P : Set → Set, which maps a set to its power set,
and for each function f : X → Y in Set, P(f ) is a map that identifies every
subset S of X to f (S).
2.2. Pointed Sets. Pointed sets are central in our framework, because they form
the morphism sets of our categories such that the basepoint plays a special role in
the composition law.
Definition 2.5. A pointed set is a set, S, with a distinguished element, s0 ∈ S,
called the basepoint. A morphism of pointed sets, or pointed map, is a function
f : S → T with f (s0 ) = t0 .
In our framework, the pointed sets are the sets of morphisms between two objects,
and the basepoints in these sets are used to represent the morphisms that result
from composing two other morphisms in a way that is not permitted by the protocol.
Our basepoints are generically labelled ∗. Therefore, if we want the composition
g ◦ f to be illegal, then we define the composition law such that it maps to the
basepoint ∗.
2.3. The Smash Product of Pointed Sets. The basis of any enrichment is
a symmetric monoidal category, so we must begin by describing the symmetric
monoidal structure we want to use on Sets∗ , the category whose objects are pointed
sets, and whose morphisms are basepoint preserving functions.
The categorical product of Sets∗ is simply the Cartesian product with the ordered
pair consisting of both basepoints as the basepoint of the product, e.g. (∗, ∗).
This does induce a symmetric monoidal structure on Sets∗ , but we would prefer a
symmetric monoidal closed structure. That means we want to chose a variation of
the Cartesian product where the pointed mapping set functor map∗ (Y, ?) is a right
adjoint to the functor defined by taking the chosen product with Y . Essentially,
the adjunction taking place in the pointed category means any pointed map
X → map∗ (Y, Z)
corresponds to a unique pointed map from this new product of X with Y , to Z.
In particular, the basepoint of map∗ (Y, Z) is the constant map to the basepoint in
Z. Assuming we build the new product from X × Y , this means we must force
any ordered pair (∗, y) to map to the basepoint of Z. As a consequence of the
assumption of symmetry, we conclude that we must collapse the subset of ordered
pairs with a basepoint in either component, usually indicated X ∨ Y .
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Definition 2.6. The smash product of two pointed sets, X and Y , written X ∧Y , is
the quotient of the Cartesian product Y × X where all pairs containing a basepoint
in either component have been collapsed to the basepoint. Symbolically, this is
written as X ∧ Y := (X × Y )/(X ∨ Y ).
This operation gives the symmetric monoidal closed structure on Sets∗ for which
we were looking. Notice the unit in this operation is now S 0 , the set with two
points (one the basepoint) with νL : S 0 ∧ X → X and the symmetric νR the unit
bijections.
Given any set C, we will write C+ for C with a (disjoint) basepoint added.
Notice this is a symmetric monoidal functor from Sets to Sets∗ , which means there
is a natural bijection
C+ ∧ D+ ≈ (C × D)+ .
In order to explain the importance of this smash product of pointed sets to our
framework, we must first discuss categories enriched over pointed sets.
2.4. Categories Enriched over Pointed Sets. Both our locution categories and
our outcome categories will be chosen as categories enriched over pointed sets.
This has several advantages over alternative frameworks, and the comparison is
studied in more detail in Appendix A. First, the theory of enriched categories is
a mature theory, which means one can find the details of any desired construction
somewhere in the literature. There are several good standard references for this
general theory, including Chapter 6 of [6], and the more complete [18]. On the other
hand, enriching over Sets∗ is convenient because it is relatively simple to describe
(or to work around) and on a functional level may be addressed mostly without
reference to the larger machinery of enriched category theory.
Definition 2.7. A small category C enriched over pointed sets consists of a set
of objects, a pointed set C(B, C) of morphisms for each pair of objects and an
(associative) composition law given by a pointed map
(2)

C(B, C) ∧ C(A, B)

µ

/ C(A, C),

together with pointed unit maps jB : S 0 → C(B, B) that yield commutative diagrams
(3)

S 0 ∧ C(A, B)
TTTT
TTTTνL
TTTT
j∧1
TTTT

)
/ C(A, B)
C(B, B) ∧ C(A, B)
µ

and
(4)

C(A, B) ∧ S 0
TTTT
TTTTνR
TTTT
1∧j
TTTT

*
/ C(A, B).
C(A, B) ∧ C(A, A)
µ

We will say C is a Sets∗ -category or an element of Cat∗ to indicate an enrichment
over pointed sets (always leaving the choice of enrichment implicit since we will
never consider more than one for any category). The image of the non-basepoint
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element of S 0 under the pointed unit map jB : S 0 → C(B, B) will be referred to as
the identity map for B.
Example 2.8.
(1) We will let S0 indicate the element of Cat∗ with a single
object and just S 0 as the morphism set, with the unit map as composition
law.
(2) Given two small categories C and D enriched over pointed sets, one can
form their “smash product” C ∧ D. It’s object set is the product of the two
object sets, and for morphisms C ∧ D((c, d), (c′ , d′ )) = C(c, c′ ) ∧ D(d, d′ ).
The pointed composition law is then given by the smash product of the
two pointed composition laws, as is the unit map. Notice S0 of the last
example is the unit object of this operation, which we use later to combine
various protocols (see section 6, especially the combinatorial auction).
(3) Any ordinary category D may be enriched over pointed sets by simply
adding a basepoint to each morphism set. The composition law ν of D
extends as
µ : D(B, C)+ ∧ D(A, B)+ ≈ (D(B, C) × D(A, B))+ → D(A, C)+
where the first map is the natural bijection and the second map is ν+ .
The unit map jB : S 0 → D(B, B) should be defined by sending the nonbasepoint to the identity map 1B . We will write D+ for this construction.
(4) The partially ordered set {0, 1, . . . , n} may be considered as a category [n]
with a unique non-identity map k → j if and only if k < j. If we apply
the previous construction, then [n]+ lies in Cat∗ and will be particularly
important in section 5.
(5) A category with one object enriched over pointed sets consists of an object
c and a pointed set C = C(c, c) together with an associative pointed multiplication µ : C ∧ C → C with pointed (two-sided) unit map j : S 0 → C.
This will be referred to as a pointed monoid, a concept we expand on in
the next example, which sets the stage for our general approach.
(6) Suppose D is a set with a partial multiplication ν : M → D for some
subset M ⊂ D × D, which is associative and unital where defined and M
contains any ordered pair with the unit in either position. Then we can
define a category D with one object d enriched over pointed sets by taking
D(d, d) = D+ and the composition law should be given by
(
ν(f, g), if (f, g) ∈ M ;
f ◦g =
∗
otherwise.
Notice D+ ∨ D+ is sent to the basepoint since it does not intersect M , and
the unit condition is defined by assumption on M , so this descends to the
quotient (D+ × D+ )/(D+ ∨ D+ ) as the expected composition law D+ ∧
D+ → D+ . We view this process as associating a pointed multiplication to
any partial multiplication, a precursor of our general process for handling
precategories.
(7) Given any category C enriched over pointed sets, one can build a new
category C0 with one object enriched over pointed sets. Identify all of the
objects to a single object, hence all of the unit maps become a single unit
map. The composition law is then a partial multiplication which is both
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associative and unital, so we can proceed as in the previous example to
define the quotient pointed monoid C0 .
In fact, Example 2.8.6 is a special case of our general technique for dealing
with undefined compositions. That is, we consider M to be the set of pairs of legal
compositions, ν(f, g) to represent the composition of f and g, and ∗ to represent the
illegal composition. Since any pair with an illegal morphism as either component
will be treated as the basepoint of the smash product, declaring the composition
law in this way enforces the expected condition that composing an illegal morphism
with any other morphism also gives us an illegal morphism.
Notice we can also define an ordinary category from any element of Cat∗ just by
precomposing the pointed composition law by the collapse (or quotient) map
C(B, C) × C(A, B) → C(B, C) ∧ C(A, B) → C(A, C)
and taking the image of the non-basepoint under jB : S 0 → C(B, B) as the identity
morphism of the ordinary category. This is known as the underlying category of
an enriched category. In the case of Example 2.8.6, the composition law of the
underlying category of D is simply that of M where relevant and the basepoint
everywhere else.
As a consequence, we see the basepoints play two roles in our applications.
First, the disjoint nature of the added basepoint makes it a convenient place to
“send everything else” when defining a composition law. Second, by moving to
categories enriched over pointed sets, we encode the requirement that any composition involving an illegal morphism should be illegal itself in the mathematical
background, which keeps it out of the way for implementation.
2.5. Functors Enriched over Pointed Sets. Our models for protocols will be
arrows in Cat∗ or functors enriched over pointed sets. Thus, we should define this
term and discuss it.
Definition 2.9. Given C and D ∈ Cat∗ , an enriched functor from C to D will
denote an assignment of an object F (C) for each object C ∈ C together with
pointed maps FA,B : C(A, B) → D(F (A), F (B)) that preserve the pointed identity
maps (meaning that the following commutes)
jB

/ C(B, B)
S 0 MM
MMM
MMM
FB,B
jF (B) MMM
& 
D(F (B), F (B))

(5)

and the composition laws (meaning they make the following commute)
(6)

C(B, C) ∧ C(A, B)

µC

FB,C ∧FA,B


D(F (B), F (C)) ∧ D(F (A), F (B))

/ C(A, C)
FA,C

µD


/ D(F (A), F (C)).

Example 2.10.
(1) An enriched functor from S0 to C is simply the choice of
some object C ∈ C (and its identity map). Together with the unit property
discussed in Example 2.8.2, this implies a number of important formal
consequences.
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(2) If F : C → C′ and G : D → D′ are functors enriched over pointed sets, then
they yield a combined functor F ∧ G : C ∧ D → C′ ∧ D′ by applying the
smash product operation of Example 2.8.2 (so this operation is functorial
on pairs).
(3) Given an ordinary functor between ordinary categories F : C → D, define
a functor enriched over pointed sets F+ : C+ → D+ as in Example 2.8.3
by simply sending the basepoint morphism to the basepoint morphism and
otherwise agreeing with F itself.
(4) Suppose D ∈ Cat∗ . Then the set of Sets∗ -functors from [n]+ (defined
in Example 2.8.4) to D is in natural bijection with the set of ordinary
functors from [n] to D, since any Sets∗ -functor must preserve basepoints.
(See Section 5 for consequences.)
(5) Suppose C and D are each categories with one object enriched over pointed
sets, called pointed monoids in Example 2.8.5. Then an enriched functor
F : C → D is determined by a map of sets C(c, c) → D(d, d) which is
compatible with the pointed multiplication determined by the composition
law.
(6) Suppose C and D are both sets with associative partial multiplications
ν : N → C and µ : M → D, for N ⊂ C × C and M ⊂ D × D both
containing all ordered pairs with the unit in either position. If we have a
map F : C → D, which preserves identities and makes

(7)

N

C

(F ×F )|N

F

/M

/D

commute, then we can define a functor enriched over pointed sets F : C → D
as in Example 2.8.6 by taking the basepoint morphism to the basepoint
morphism and otherwise agreeing with F .
(7) Given C and the associated “quotient” C0 as in Example 2.8.7 there is a
canonical functor enriched over pointed sets C → C0 . The functor identifies all objects and sends each morphism to itself, considered as an endomorphism of the unique object of C0 . This technique has mathematical
applications discussed briefly in [15].
It will be important in our model that one can (as in the last example above)
extend any Sets∗ -functor to one having a pointed monoid (i.e., an element of Cat∗
with a single object) as the target.
Unfortunately, the notion of enriched natural transformation can become quite
complicated in general, as on page 25 of [18]. However, as a consequence of the
fact that the underlying set functor creates the notion of commutative diagram
in Sets∗ , a natural transformation enriched over pointed sets is simply a natural
transformation whose source and target happen to be functors enriched over pointed
sets. In other words, given F, G : C → D functors enriched over pointed sets, a
natural transformation η from F to G consists of maps ηC : F (C) → G(C) which
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make the diagram
(8)

F (C)

F (f )

ηD

ηC


G(C)

/ F (D)

G(f )


/ G(D)

commute (in Sets∗ ) for any morphism f : C → D in C. This is important mainly
because if we were to adhere to the formal notation of enriched categories, we
should instead write ηC : S 0 → D(F (C), G(C)) (with our map the image of the
non-basepoint) and write the diagram in a more complex form.
Essentially all of the standard constructions of category theory are available in
Cat∗ , including limits, pushouts, etc. One possibly disturbing thing to notice is
that, for general enriched categories, there is also a new type of adjoint (hence a
stronger notion of limit) called an enriched adjoint for an enriched functor. However, since the underlying set functor is conservative (i.e. creates the notion of
isomorphism) in our case, this is actually equivalent to the usual notion of adjunction when considering functors enriched over pointed sets (see the middle of page
50 of [18]). Hence, we don’t need to distinguish between weaker or stronger types
of adjoints or even to change our usual notions, which is quite convenient.
3. Dialog Game Protocols
The primary purpose of the work in this paper is for modelling dialog game
protocols (see section 4). Formal dialog games are interactions between two or
more players, where each player “moves” by making utterances, according to a
defined set of rules. Their history in philosophy dates at least to Aristotle [4] and
they were widely studied by philosophers in medieval times [34]. In modern times,
formal dialog games have found application in philosophy [13], formal logic [22, 28],
computational linguistics [21], and computer science [5]. Dialog games differ from
the games of economic game theory [29] in that payoffs for winning or losing a game
are not considered, and because there is no use of uncertainty measures, such as
probabilities, to model the possible moves of opponents. They also differ from the
abstract games used as a semantics for interactive computation [1], in the tradition
of Hintikka’s game-theoretic semantics [14]; these abstract games do not share the
rich rule structure of agent dialog games, and are not themselves intended to have
interpretations involving the beliefs or actions of multiple agents.
The main application of dialog games in computer science has been to the design
of protocols for interaction between autonomous software agents. In [25], one of
the authors presented a model of a generic formal dialog game in terms of the
components of its specification, and we summarise this model here. We first assume
that the topics of discussion between the agents can be represented in some logical
language, whose well-formed formulae are denoted by the lower-case Roman letters,
p, q, r, etc. A dialog game specification then consists of the following elements:
Commencement Rules: Rules which define the circumstances under which
a dialog commences.
Locutions: Rules which indicate what utterances are permitted. Typically,
legal locutions permit participants to assert propositions, permit others to
question or contest prior assertions, and permit those asserting propositions
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which are subsequently questioned or contested to justify their assertions.
Justifications may involve the presentation of a proof of the proposition or
an argument for it. The dialog game rules may also permit participants to
utter propositions to which they assign differing degrees of commitment,
for example: one may merely propose a proposition, a speech act which
entails less commitment than would an assertion of the same proposition.
Locution Combination Rules: Rules which define the dialogical contexts
under which particular locutions are permitted or not, or obligatory or
not. For instance, it may not be permitted for a participant to assert
a proposition p and subsequently the proposition ¬p in the same dialog,
without in the interim having retracted the former assertion.
Commitments: Rules which define the circumstances under which participants express commitment to a proposition. Typically, the assertion of
a claim p in the debate is defined as indicating to the other participants
some level of commitment to, or support for, the claim. Since the work of
Hamblin [13], formal dialog systems typically establish and maintain public
sets of commitments, called commitment stores, for each participant; these
stores are usually non-monotonic, in the sense that participants can also
retract committed claims, although possibly only under defined circumstances.
Commitment Combination Rules: Rules which define whether and how
commitments may be combined in a dialog or between dialogs. If two commitments are in conflict with one another, for example, which commitment
takes precedence over the other? The answers to such questions are typically application-dependent, as discussed in [25].
Termination Rules: Rules which define the circumstances under which a
dialog ends.
Dialog game protocols have now been articulated for many different types of
dialogs, for example: information-seeking dialogs [35]; inquiries [24]; persuasion
dialogs [2]; negotiation dialogs [3]; and deliberations [23]. It is worth noting that
more than one notion of commitment is present in the literature on dialog games.2
Our primary motivation is the use of dialog games as the basis for automated
interactions between autonomous software agents. Because agents will typically
enter into these interactions in order to achieve some wider objectives, and not
just for the enjoyment of the interaction itself, we believe it is reasonable to define
commitments in terms of future actions or propositions (indicative statements)
about the world outside the dialog. In a commercial negotiation dialog, for instance,
the utterance of an offer may express a willingness by the speaker to undertake a
subsequent transaction on the terms contained in the offer. For this reason, we can
2For example, Hamblin [13] treats commitments in a purely dialogical sense, as an imperative
to defend a statement in the dialog if requested. In contrast, Walton and Krabbe [35] treat commitments as obligations to (execute, incur or maintain) a course of action, which they term action
commitments. These actions may be utterances in a dialog, as when a speaker is forced to defend
a proposition he has asserted against attack from others, or they may be propositions referring
to the world beyond the dialog. In contrast, Singh’s social semantics [33] requires participants in
an interaction to express publicly their beliefs and intentions; these expressions are called social
commitments. These include both expressions of belief in propositions and expressions of intent
to execute or incur future actions.
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view commitments as semantic mappings between locutions and subsets of some
set of statements concerning actions or beliefs in the world external to the dialog.
4. Modelling Dialog Game Protocols
In this section, we present a detailed overview of our framework for modelling
dialog game protocols using the theory of categories enriched over pointed sets.
The allowable sequences of locutions are modelled as an enriched category, and
the outcome of each sequence is viewed as a morphism in an outcome category
via a functor. Enriching the categories and functors over pointed sets allows us to
specify illegal behaviour. We call a category that models the sequences of locutions
a locution category, and a category that models the outcomes an outcome category.
4.1. Locution Categories. The allowable sequences of locutions of protocols are
modelled using small categories enriched over Sets∗ , as discussed in Section 2. In
a locution category, the set of objects in the category represent placeholders (or
possible states of dialogs), while the indecomposable morphisms between any two
fixed objects represent locutions. Thus, if we have the locutions f : A → B and
g : B → C, then it is possible to compose the two together at B to bring about
a new morphism. We represent this morphism as g ◦ f : A → C, indicating that
the participating agents can utter f followed by g. It is this composition that
allows us to model dialogs as sequences of locutions. Note that one could label
the composition of f and g as f ; g, or something else that resembles a sequential
composition operator in computer science, but for the purpose of this paper, we
use the notation commonly used in category theory.
Then arbitrary morphisms in our morphism category will correspond to sequences of locutions, which we will refer to as partial dialogs, with the adjective partial removed if the dialog cannot be legally extended by further locutions.
Therefore, a locution category consists of a set of objects (the placeholders), a set of
pointed sets of morphisms indexed on ordered pairs of objects (the partial dialogs),
and a composition law:
D(B, C) × D(A, B) → D(A, C).
The composition law of a standard category poses a problem for modelling protocols: if we have a category containing a set of morphisms representing locutions,
we may wish to forbid the composition of certain combinations of these morphisms.
For example, consider a case in which we have a category containing two morphisms
(among others) f : A → B and g : B → C. Because B is the target of f and the
source of g, the composition law states that there must be a resulting composite
morphism from A to C. However, it may be that we want to exclude combinations
with g coming directly after f in a dialog. For example, it may be desired to forbid
agents from uttering contradictory locutions in a dialog.
To get around this problem, one might work with precategories or composition graphs, where not all compositions are necessarily defined. However, that
introduces the necessity to work out extensive mathematical material before proceeding with certain operations, since these objects have not been heavily studied
in mathematics. We would prefer to work with a mature mathematical theory for
our framework, in order to have a reliable source of technical results to call upon.
Thus, in the appendix we prove that what we call (strictly associative) precategories
are equivalent to categories (without zero objects) enriched over pointed sets, and

12

MARK W. JOHNSON, TIM MILLER, AND PETER MCBURNEY

one half of the equivalence is really just an extension of the process discussed in
Example 2.8.6. We also present a third alternative equivalent view in the appendix
(relying on categories with zero objects and functors which preserve zero objects).
To model illegal dialogs using categories enriched over pointed sets, if we want
to forbid g ◦ f , we instead model the protocol to indicate that the composite morphism g ◦ f is the basepoint of the relevant morphism set, which we refer to as the
illegal morphism, and represent using ∗. The material in the appendix essentially
details the fact that refusing to define certain compositions is logically equivalent
to declaring exactly that set of possibly composable pairs to take on a single, fixed
“illegal” value, provided one deals with composition carefully. In our case, the
composition is dealt with by working with a category enriched over pointed sets,
whose composition law is a map:
D(B, C) ∧ D(A, B) → D(A, C).
Defining g ◦ f = ∗ is a protocol-specific decision. That is, this composition may
be illegal in this instance, but other protocol models may allow such a composition.
However, composing an illegal partial dialog with any other partial dialog should
always be an illegal partial dialog. That is, the compositions g ◦ ∗ and ∗ ◦ g should
be illegal for any morphism g in any locution category. Considering that this is not
a protocol-specific decision, but generic, it seems useful to prevent this composition
at the framework level to prevent protocol specifiers introducing errors, and to
simplify their task.
4.2. Outcome Categories. Objects in locution categories are simply used as
placeholders, indicating the start-points and end-points of the partial dialogs. Modelling a protocol as a category enriched over pointed sets, with a set of placeholder
objects, a set of morphisms, and composition law specifying the combination of
morphisms specifies only the legal/illegal sequences of locutions of a protocol, but
not the outcomes or meanings of the locutions or sequences of locutions. For example, if we were to specify an English auction, we could specify that a participant
cannot bid once the auctioneer has announced the auction is finished, but we cannot specify what the outcome of a legal bid is; that is, we cannot specify that the
value of the current bid is increased. By “outcome”, we mean not only the conditions that hold when the protocol terminates, but also the conditions that hold
during the dialog, which may or may not be in a scope outside the category itself.
That is, they may be commitments to perform some action after the protocol has
terminated; although such commitments may arise from utterances made at any
time during the dialog.
Some people view this assignment of messages to meaning as unnecessary, and
prefer to take the view that the meaning of messages can be interpreted from the
messages themselves by specifying a finite set of locutions, and giving each locution
a semantics. In this case, the locution category is sufficient to model a protocol,
and assigning a meaning to locutions is unnecessary.
However, our framework also incorporates the assignment of meanings to dialogs,
or even to locutions. One solution for an auction protocol would be to replace the
set of placeholders with a set of pairs indicating the current bid and the participant
who made the last bid. However, we introduce a more flexible way of modelling
outcomes that uses a functor to map each (partial) dialog in a protocol to its
outcome in a pointed monoid.
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Outcomes, like the locutions, are modelled using a category enriched over pointed
sets. As with locution categories, we equip the set of morphisms D(A, B) with a
basepoint, ∗, for every pair of objects, A and B. In order to allow us to model
the interactions of outcomes, they are modelled as morphisms in a category, rather
than as objects. In fact, our models of outcome categories contain only a single
object, implying that all outcomes are composable, unless explicitly excluded by
the composition law of the category. If we started with some O′ with more than
one object, simply apply the collapse operation of Example 2.8.7 and compose with
the Sets∗ -functor of Example 2.10.6. Among other advantages, this means we do
not need to specify what happens to objects when describing our functors, since all
objects must be sent to the unique object.
Assigning outcomes to locutions, or even to dialogs, is handled using an enriched
functor. Thus, given a locution category, D, and an outcome category, O, a functor
F : D → O assigns an outcome morphism, F (f ), in O, for every morphism (partial
dialog) f in D. Enriched functors are basepoint-preserving by definition, therefore,
F (∗) = ∗, indicating that the outcome of an illegal locution or dialog is always
distinguished as illegal. Again, we suggest this should not be a protocol-specific
decision, so we encode it in the mathematical framework to make this clearer for
the end user.
One advantage of taking this approach, rather than, for example, assigning the
objects in D to outcomes, is that outcomes are now composable, and so we can
model their interactions. However, there is a more important reason for doing this.
Using functors allows us to specify a collection of dialogs using a category D, but
to leave the outcomes of these dialogs unspecified. Supplying a functor F : D → O
allows us to use the same locution category to represent many different protocols:
those with the same dialogs but with different outcomes. Therefore, one can specify
the rules of a protocol without having to instantiate the outcomes of that protocol.
We can also use the inverse idea, and specify a category of outcomes O, and
combine this with different locution categories specifying the rules to achieve these
outcomes. Such an approach allows us to study the relationship between categories
that have the same outcome category. This is discussed in more detail in Section 5.
Consolidating the above sections, one can see that a model of a protocol is a
morphism, F : D → O, in Cat∗ (the category of small categories enriched over
pointed sets), in which D is the locution category modelling the sequences of allowable locutions, O the outcome category modelling the possible outcomes, and F
the functor mapping dialogs to outcomes.
5. Categories of Protocols
A primary motivation behind our mathematical model is to study the relationship between different protocols. This is a key reason for using enriched category
theory to represent protocols instead of other methods, such as graphs, finite automata, or precategories. In this section, we discuss how category theory can be
used to study protocol relationships.
5.1. Over- and Under-Categories.
Definition 5.1. Take C to be a category, and A to be an object in C. The category
of objects over A, C/A, also called the over-category, is a new category such that
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(1) the objects of C/A are the morphisms f : B → A, for any object B in C;
and
(2) the morphisms of C/A between f : B → A and g : C → A are arrows
h : B → C, such that f = g ◦ h.
Informally, this states that the over category C/A is the category in which the
objects are any morphism in C whose target object is A, and the morphisms from
f : B → A to g : C → A are the arrows h : B → C, such that the following diagram
commutes:
(9)

B@
@@
@@
f @@


h

/C
~
~~
~~g
~
~
.
A

The dual of an over category is the category of objects under A, written A/C, and
also known as the under-category. As one would expect, the objects are morphisms
whose source object is A, so the above diagram describing the morphisms is simply
inverted:
(10)
~~
~~
~
~ ~
g

B

AA
AA f
AA
AA
/ C.
h

Example 5.2.
(1) Sets /N is the category of N-graded sets. Given F : S →
N ∈ Sets /N, define Sn to be the subset F −1 (n) ⊆ S, and similarly for
G : T → N. The fact that morphisms in the over-category are commutative
triangles then corresponds to the usual condition that a map of graded sets
restricts to a mapping Sn → Tn .
(2) If C ∈ Cat∗ , Cat∗ /C is the category of pointed categories over C, containing
all functors F : D → C, in which D is any pointed category.
Our thesis is that over- and under-categories can be used to study the relationships between protocols. In fact, Example 5.2.2 is exactly the structure that we
use.
The reader should also be warned that we do not assume all dialogs begin at the
same point in this work in general, although the idea of working under (or over) a
fixed object in Cat∗ could be used to model that case as well.
Definition 5.3. Given an outcome category (i.e., a pointed monoid) O, the overcategory Cat∗ /O is the category of protocols over O.
Notice, Cat∗ /O contains every protocol in which O is the outcome category,
and its morphisms are, by construction, compatible with locution categories and
assignments of outcomes. From Definition 5.1, we know that the morphisms of
Cat∗ /O are such that the following diagram commutes:
(11)

D?
??
??
F ??


H

O

/ D′
~
~
~~
~~
~~ ~ G
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where D and D′ are objects in Cat∗ . This implies that there is a natural notion of
morphism between protocols that share the same outcome category.
This definition is important in the framework, because it gives us a robust framework for studying the relationships between protocols with the same outcome categories; that is, protocols that achieve the same outcomes, but using different dialogs.
For example, given the outcome category that models the results of auctions (with
a fixed number of bidders and monetary system), we can study the category of
auction protocols (under those assumptions), and the relationships between the
different types of auctions.
Example 5.4. As an example of the use of Cat∗ /O, consider the implications
of defining functors over O for the purpose of deriving new protocol models. If
one has a family of protocol models whose outcome category is O, and wants to use
these models on a similar outcome category O′ , one can define a functor F : O → O′
between the two outcome categories, which identifies related outcomes. From there,
defining a functor H : Cat∗ /O → Cat∗ /O′ , which creates a new family of protocols
that have the same dialogs as the first, but with different outcomes, would be
straightforward:
H(G) = F ◦ G.
(This construction is often referred to as postcomposition or base change in the
mathematical literature.) Therefore, for every G : D → O, the composition F ◦ G :
D → O′ is the same dialog protocol as G, but with dialog morphisms mapped to
morphisms in O′ instead of O.
This example can be instantiated using the examples in Section 6. Many of
these examples in Section 6 model negotiation protocols, and the outcome categories
consist of natural numbers3 representing a price. In these cases, the natural numbers
are an abstract model of positive values of currency, whereas the whole numbers
allow zero as well. If we take the functor F from above as mapping natural numbers
representing dollars to rational numbers representing euros, for example, we can
define H(G) using F to give us the negotiation protocols with euros as the outcome
categories. Not only would defining the functor F be more straightforward than
defining a new functor mapping the dialogs to outcomes, but F would also be
reusable within other protocols that require translation between currencies (at this
exchange rate).
Under-categories can be used similarly to study the category of protocols that
share the same locution category. Given a locution category, D, the under-category
D/ Cat∗ is the category whose objects are morphisms in Cat∗ F : D → O for some
O ∈ Cat∗ . The morphisms in the under-category from F to G : D → O′ are those
H : O → O′ that make the following commute:
(12)



 
F

O

DA
AA
AAG
AA
/ O′
H

3In fact, the outcome categories are more than this, but for the purpose of discussion, we will
assume otherwise for the moment.
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Thus, as with the over-category, the under-category implies a natural notion of
morphism between protocols with the same locution category. In fact, working
in the arrow category of Cat∗ would give a natural way to define morphisms between arbitrary protocols as commutative squares in Cat∗ , which is somewhat more
general than those given by either over- or under-categories.
The notion of an auction protocol being translated between different currencies
would again appear as a morphism in the under-category, but less naturally. In
the over-category base change construction above, the currency exchange would be
viewed as defining the new protocol from the existing one. However, the undercategory will indicate this transition as a correspondence, but not in the sense of
defining G from F . Thus, the two views would reflect different perspectives which
could both be useful in different contexts.

5.2. Nerves of (Pointed) Categories. Among the most important basic objects
in category theory are categories denoted [n] discussed in Example 2.10.4, which
contain only a string of n composable morphisms aside from the required identity
maps (and illegal maps if we work with [n]+ ). For example:

(13)

[1]

0

/1

[2]

0

/1

/2

[3]

0

/1

/2

/3

Then [0] simply consists of a single object and its identity (while [0]+ would also
have an illegal morphism, making it isomorphic to S0 discussed in Example 2.8.1).
The main use for a category [n] is that a functor G : [n] → D (or a pointed
functor G : [n]+ → D if D ∈ Cat∗ ) is simply a string of n composable morphisms
(commonly called an n-simplex in the category). Thus, given a locution category
D, we see G : [n]+ → D picks out a specific partial dialog in that protocol which
consists of n composable morphisms. One should be careful to notice that the
functional length of the partial dialog may be shorter than n locutions, since some
of the chosen morphisms could be identity maps, thereby falsely extending the
length of the partial dialog. Similarly, the morphism G(k) → G(k + 1), which is an
arrow between two objects in D, may correspond to a long string of locutions in
D, thereby falsely shortening the length of the partial dialog. Thus, one must work
harder to define the length of a partial dialog in this framework, by borrowing the
notion of non-degenerate simplices of the nerve construction below.
Suppose O has only one object (as in the examples considered in Section 6) and
H : [n]+ → O is a pointed functor. Then H corresponds to the choice of an ordered
sequence of n outcomes (and hence includes the choice of their product) and this
makes H an object in Cat∗ /O. Thus, we can consider a morphism in Cat∗ /O,
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which consists of a commutative triangle
(14)

[n]+

G

CC
CC
CC
H CC
!

O.

/D


F

 

This corresponds to a partial dialog in our protocol whose associated outcome
sequence is the ordered sequence of outcomes associated to H. However, it may be
that we have compressed the partial dialog by looking at a longer partial dialog and
reducing it down to a shortened apparent length by composing certain portions and
ignoring intermediate outcomes over the excised period. In any event, the functor G
chooses a sequence of composable morphisms in D, which corresponds to a partial
dialog in our protocol (although we may be fast-forwarding certain portions of the
dialog in some sense). The assumption that the triangle commutes implies the
outcomes associated to the relevant portions of the partial dialog must be those
associated to H. If we only want to pay attention to the final outcomes (and
the initial state) rather than to an ordered sequence of intermediate outcomes, we
should simply consider the case n = 1.
A natural object to associate to a model of a protocol is the collection of all
such commutative triangles (graded by n). This is a very natural construction in
category theory and corresponds to the simplicial set associated to a category, often
called the (pointed) nerve of the category. In terms of protocols, this corresponds
to looking at individual partial dialogs sorted by their ordered sequence of intermediate outcomes, possibly by ignoring some intermediate outcomes. If we restrict
to what are usually called the 1-simplices, or setting only n = 1, this corresponds
to considering partial dialogs where we keep only the final outcomes. As alluded to
above, even the 1-simplices of the pointed nerve contains a substantial amount of
information about the protocol model in question.
As one application, there are a large number of notions of equivalence of simplicial sets which one can import to the context of protocol models using this pointed
nerve construction. We have already applied some of these to the study of protocol
equivalence in [16].
6. Examples
In this section, we present some of the examples modelled using our framework.
6.1. FIPA ACL. FIPA ACL, the Agent Communications Language of the IEEE
Standards Committee Foundation for Intelligent Physical Agents (FIPA), defines
22 locutions which may be uttered by agents in a dialog in any order [11]. These
include locutions to inform another agent of the truth of some proposition, or to
request that some action be undertaken. The FIPA specification also publishes
a collection of protocols that define the locutions that can be uttered for certain
protocols, and one could attempt to formalise these protocols within our framework.
However, one can view FIPA ACL (as opposed to its protocols) and its locutions as
a free protocol representing all the possible dialogs. The ACL itself does not prevent
any combinations of locutions, so an agent may utter any of the 22 locutions at any
point in a dialog. This means the locution category should be (basepoints added
to) the free category on the 22 possible locutions (with copies for each agent),
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essentially just a repeated tiling where the tile consists of 22 morphisms for each
agent, with the same source and all targets are different. (See below for a tiling
example with only three morphisms.) Free objects are one of the most fundamental
concepts in mathematics, sometimes thought of as the most universal constructions.
This connection with a free category explains the feeling that many other protocols
could be modelled by imposing relations on the FIPA ACL.
For the outcome category in this example, notice that no specific outcomes are
defined or associated to locutions in the FIPA ACL, hence there are no combination rules for outcomes. In our framework, this may be represented by saying the
outcome category should simply be [0]+ described in Section 5. That is, we should
instead think of a single outcome which iterates to itself as the outcome associated
to each (legal) locution.
To understand the functor F : D → [0]+ , it will suffice to notice that no combination of locutions is forbidden, so the basepoints are an afterthought in this case.
In order to represent this, we should think of F as adding basepoints to an ordinary
functor from a free category to the category with one object and only the identity
morphism. There is only one such functor into such a trivial category, namely
the functor which sends all objects to the unique object and all morphisms to the
identity morphism. Thus, our functor F will send only the basepoint morphisms
to the basepoint morphism of [0]+ and every other morphism will be sent to the
identity morphism in [0]+ . Mapping every morphism to the identity morphism in
the codomain is known as a constant functor.
Of course, one can provide an alternative outcome category (and related functor)
to instantiate the protocol for different usages. As an example, consider an outcome
category in which the indecomposable morphisms represent atomic propositions in
a logical language, and the composition of morphisms represents the conjunction
of propositions. Therefore, the composition of morphisms a and b represents the
proposition a ∧ b, in which ∧ is the Boolean algebra conjunction operator, not
the smash product operator. Composing further morphisms adds more constraints
to the final outcome. One could define the mapping such that composing any
morphism a with its Boolean negation ¬a could result either in an illegal morphism,
because we have a contradiction, or perhaps could represent the retraction of a, for
example, in an argumentation dialog [26].
6.2. English Auctions. Perhaps the most widely-used formal interaction protocols are auctions. These are processes by which one or more buyers negotiates the
price of some good with one or more sellers [19]. In the most common form of auction, the so-called English auction, multiple potential buyers of a single good bid
increasingly higher prices to purchase the good from a single seller. The winning
bidder is that potential buyer who makes the highest bid, and the amount paid by
the buyer is the amount indicated in that highest bid. Each bid may be viewed as
an utterance creating a commitment to purchase the item if agreed by the seller.
We can represent this process by viewing our category as a tiling, where a single
tile is defined by the number of locutions and the set of parameters allowable for
each.
For example, suppose a basic auction protocol (for two bidders) consists of three
possible utterances:
“Agent a increments the current bid by amount n”;
“Agent b increments the current bid by amount m”; and
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“The clock ticks with no bid”.
When a then increments the current bid, this is an locution, while n is a parameter
which would generally be a natural number. However, zero is always the parameter
for the clock. (The clock is only included so that the end of the auction is detectable
by three consecutive clock ticks.) The basic “tile” would then consist of four objects
(one more than the number of locutions), which we will label S, A, B, and C.
Then D(S, A) would be the (pointed) natural numbers (the possible parameters)
corresponding to the first locution where a increments the current bid. Similarly,
D(S, B) would be the (pointed) natural numbers corresponding to the locution
where b increments the current bid. Finally, D(S, C) would be two points, one
corresponding to the clock tick and the other to the illegal locution. There would
be no other morphisms aside from the required identities.
A diagram of this tile would be as follows:
(15)

CO
tick

}
b,N∗ }}
}}
}
~}}
B.

S

a,N∗

/A

Now the point of the tiling idea is that we would think of each of A, B or C as
a new location for 0 (with a bit of care at C). One iteration of this process might
yield the following diagram (where new objects are de-emphasised):
•O

(16)
tick

a,N∗

C
 O
b,N∗ 

tick


•
S
~~
~
~
~~
b,N∗ ~~
~
•O
~~
~
~
tick
~~
~~
B a,N / •
∗
~
b,N∗ ~~
~
~
~~
•

/•

•O
tick

a,N∗

•

/A
~
~~
~~b,N∗
~
~

a,N∗

/•

Iterating this procedure but allowing tiles only “three high” to establish the ending
condition from three consecutive ticks yields something like a 3-dimensional lattice,
which can be reasonably described as a partially free category (enriched over pointed
sets). Notice we also avoid much of the state-space explosion problem of the FIPA
ACL in this case, since any three consecutive ticks ends the dialog, allowing us to
impose a height restriction in this diagram.
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Notice the fact that bids must (strictly) increase is modelled by the fact that
the parameter is either a natural number (the stated increment to the previously
existing bid) or is illegal. It is also important to notice the resulting composition
is associative, which is required in all cases.
For the outcome category, we first build a small pointed monoid consisting of
1, a, b and the basepoint, which we’ll call the “last bidder” pointed monoid. This
keeps track of the last real bidder (either a or b, 1 if neither a nor b appeared yet,
or the basepoint if it appears anywhere), which is associative but definitely not
commutative. Now take the smash product operation of Example 2.8.2 with the
pointed whole numbers under addition considered as a pointed monoid (so zero is
now the identity in this second factor) to form the outcome category.
The functor would simply take “a increments the bid by n” to the pair (a, n)
in this notation (any tick of the clock would be sent to (1, 0)). At any time,
incrementing the bid amounts to committing the bidder to pay the new total if
there are no more bids. The auction ends after the clock ticks three consecutive
times (which is as high as the tiles allow one to go).
Also note the current bid is not explicitly mentioned in the locution category,
but the addition operation (as composition) in the outcome category keeps track
of the current total bid as part of the obligation incurred should the auction end.
Compatibility with the addition in the outcome category, so the assignment of outcomes is functorial, is the reason the locution category must focus on the increment
rather than the current bid.
In the situation where there are only two bids by different parties, the locution
sequence would be a increments the bid by x, followed by b increments the bid by
y. The outcome associated to this string would be (b, y) ◦ (a, x) = (b, x + y). In
particular, the outcome category sees this as equivalent to a single action by b to
increment the bid by x + y, although the locution category does not see these as
equivalent.
Notice this description allows a bidder to insert two increments in sequence,
without any other bidder being involved, although one could specifically exclude
that choice as well (by removing one branch of certain tiles). One reason to leave
this possibility available at this level is that one could view the final round of
betting in a poker hand as an example of an auction. In that case, the idea of a
“string raise”, iterating two consecutive bid increments without another acting, is
important (although generally forbidden in that context for psychological as well as
coherent action reasons). Also our flexibility in allowing dialogs to start at different
points is useful in this example. The novice poker player might tend to ignore “the
pot” when considering the final round of betting, but the incurred obligation for
“raises” will not. In fact, our focus on the increment rather than the current total
bid is more natural in the context of this poker example.
6.3. Dutch Auctions. A Dutch auction is something of the reverse of the English
auction. Rather than bidders monotonically increasing the bid for the item, a Dutch
auction starts with the auctioneer announcing a price (much higher than the item is
expected to sell for), and the auctioneer monotonically decrements the price of the
item until one bidder announces that they will buy the item at the current price.
The auction terminates at this point, and the buyer must pay the last stated price.
Modelling a Dutch auction is similar to that of an English auction. The basic
tile is not the same as the English auction, because the rules of encounter are
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different, but our approach is similar. The basic tile consist of four objects, • (the
initial placeholder), S (the auctioneer), with A and B representing the bidders.
Essentially, the bidders can only act by accepting the current bid, so the only
morphisms from • to A are either ∗ or a (corresponding to “yes, bidder A will take
it at that price”) and similarly for B. The auctioneer also has limited responses
(one virtue of this type of auction) which we represent as a morphism from • to
S, either d to decrement the current bid by one monetary unit (possibly a large
quantity when stated in a real currency) or *. A portion of the locution category
D would then look like:
(17)

SO
d

•O

b 
d

 
•O
B

b 
d


•
B

b 


B

a

/A

a

/A

a

/A

This is essentially free in one direction, with no need to forbid anything. A
minimum bid is chosen by deciding how high to stack the tiles (as with the clock
in the English auction example), so the auction ends either by leaving the vertical
axis along a bid branch, or by reaching the top of the vertical axis, indicating that
the reserve price has not been met. This general premise of making the ending
conditions structural in the indexing category is important, as it allows us to avoid
imposing relations which might make our desired assignment of outcomes become
incompatible with the composition (thereby losing functoriality).
The outcome category will again involve the “last bidder” pointed monoid introduced in the case of the English auction to determine the winner. Taking the smash
product operation of Example 2.8.2 with the pointed whole numbers considered as
a pointed monoid then yields the outcome category O. The functor F : D → O will
satisfy F (d) = (1, 1), F (a) = (a, 0) and F (b) = (b, 0). Thus, the first coordinate
will indicate the winner, while the second will indicate the sum of the decrements of
the bid, from which the actual price may be recovered. Notice, this is an instance
where we see the artificial nature of the choice of initial price indicated by the fact
that it is easier to model the protocol as avoiding explicit mention of that choice.
It is interesting to note that our model generalises beyond monetary auctions.
For example, a Dutch auction is easy to implement in a barter economy, but this
model would then violate the functorial nature of the assignment of outcomes,
unless one artificially unitises the possible bids ahead of time (nearly a currency
exchange operation). However, the English auction stays roughly the same in a
barter economy, with the pointed natural numbers replaced by a copy of them for
each type of item considered of value for the purposes of that auction house (3
pigs, 2 chickens and a nice gold watch) is now a price. Essentially, the relationship
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between the Dutch and English auctions depends upon the monetary unit device;
while we know how to construct an inverse to adding one unit, it is hard to obtain
a common agreement on the value of a certain cow minus a pig. (What if either
the cow or the pig is particularly sickly looking?).
6.4. Monotonic Concession Protocol. The monotonic concession protocol [36]
is a formalism of the type of interaction that many people think about when they
think of negotiation. The protocol is a (typically) two participant protocol that
proceeds in rounds. In the initial round, each participant puts forward a proposal,
for example, participant A proposes that A gives participant B an amount of money,
and B will provide A with an item, and at the same time, B makes its own proposal.
If either participant’s proposal is acceptable to the other participant, then they have
reached an agreement, and the protocol terminates. Otherwise, the participants
enter another round, each putting forward a proposal at least as good to the other
participant as the proposal it put forward in the previous round. This requirement
means that the proposals are monotonically converging towards each other at each
round. If both participants put forward the same proposal as they each did in the
previous round, the protocol terminates, and no agreement is reached.
There are many different versions and abstractions of the monotonic concession
protocol. As is common in economic models of the protocol, we consider that
the two participants know each other’s preferences for the deal, and that each
participant represents its preference as a real number in the interval [0, 1], with 0
being the least preferred, and 1 being the most. These models also assume that one
participant’s most preferred option is the other’s least preferred. The moves in the
protocol are represented as a value in this range, representing the amount that the
participant has conceded since the initial proposal. Therefore, if both participants
initially propose their most preferred options, both initial moves will be 0. At each
subsequent round of the protocol, each participant then submits a proposal which
is no less preferred (by the other participant) than its current proposal. Due to
the monotonic nature of the protocol, these values will converge towards each other
during the running of the protocol, and termination is reached if the total of the
two values is greater than or equal to 1, or if neither participant concedes on any
round. Clearly, the negotiation could continue infinitely as both agents could put
forward proposals whose totals converge towards 1, but never reach it. However,
this could not occur if the negotiation space was finite, for example, if the rules
were to declare that the preferences must be vulgar fractions with denominators no
larger than a fixed amount.
Alternatively, one could introduce a small positive parameter 1 > ǫ > 0, and say
the negotiation terminates in the ǫ-protocol if x+y > 1−ǫ. Thus, either the parties
remain at least this fixed ǫ apart (symbolically ǫ ≤ 1−(x+y)), or they have crossed
this negotiation threshold and declare the situation acceptable in the ǫ-protocol.
Notice, it is important that we do not use the termination condition x + y ≥ 1 − ǫ,
since all terms of infinite sequences xn and yn may fail to satisfy such a condition
but their limits could still satisfy the condition. This is not possible with the stated
strict inequality because of an analytic property of the real numbers.
We will describe the objects of the locution category as a subset of 3-dimensional
space R3 , which is abstractly represented in Figure 1. The objects will be tuples
(x, y, z) where x and y are real numbers in the unit interval, representing the
respective value of the preferences, while z is either 0 or 1, representing whether
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at least one agent has conceded from the previous round (z = 0), or neither agent
has conceded (z = 1). In the case where z = 1, we also want to exclude any tuples
with x + y ≥ 1, so we have a triangle sitting above a square in Figure 1, which
covers the same area on the xy-plane as the lower triangle in the square, but is 1
up on the z axis. For morphisms, we will only have identities and ∗ morphisms if
the source satisfies either z = 1 or x + y ≥ 1 (with z = 0). In addition to these
“trivial” morphisms, there will be a unique non-trivial map (x, y, 0) to (x′ , y ′ , z) if
either x′ = x, y ′ = y, z = 1 or x′ ≥ x, y ′ ≥ y, z = 0. More geometrically, there are
non-trivial arrows in the vertical direction, and within the xy-plane along a first
quadrant vector from any point “below” the line y = 1 − x (that is, in the shadow
of the upper triangle). The objects which are the source of only trivial maps (the
upper triangle and anything not in its shadow down in the square) represent possible
ending states of the negotiation, the vertical arrow represents both parties refusing
to change their offer from that point, and the arrows in the xy-plane represent the
possible changes of current offers.
Form the outcome category by taking the product of two copies of [0, 1], given a
partial “multiplication” by addition in each coordinate (where that remains within
the unit square) and then produce a pointed monoid as in Example 2.8.6. The
functor then takes a morphism of the form (x, y, 0) → (x′ , y ′ , 0) to the ordered pair
(x′ − x, y ′ − y) (the components of the vector in question) and (x, y, 0) → (x, y, 1)
to the identity map (0, 0). Since the composition law in the locution category is
really just vector addition, this assignment will be functorial.
As a consequence, any negotiation which reached a termination point would
have an associated outcome of the form (x, y) where x was the total concession of
the first party, and y was the total concession of the second party. If x + y < 1
then the parties failed to agree by both repeating those offers. If x + y = 1,
then a deal has been reached and the details of the offers are recorded. Finally,
if x + y > 1, then a deal is possible but the details still need to be worked out,
since the parties have offered more concessions than were strictly necessary. This
suggests perhaps allowing another stage of negotiation where monotonicity might
be reversed, modelled by allowing maps back toward the line y = 1 − x from points
(x, y, 0) with x + y > 1.
This model generalises to the analogous concept where n parties agree when
Σni=1 xi = 1, by a similar construction from the points in Rn “below” the hyperplane
given by this equation. However, this brings up the far more flexible prospect of
studying a similar question with more general surfaces than this basic hyperplane,
or even just using hyperplanes with different slopes along different axes. Since there
seems to be no agreement on the general termination conditions with more than
two parties [9], this added flexibility would allow one to study global properties
without first choosing a termination condition, or even how the protocol changes
by varying the termination condition.
6.5. Combinatorial Auctions. A combinatorial auction [8] is an auction in which
bidders are competing for more than one item, and single bids can be placed on sets
of items, rather than just individual items. These auctions are used in situations
in which the value of a set of items is worth more than the summed value of each
of these items. For example, take the case of a federal communications commission
auctioning off licenses to supply mobile phone services [12]. The country is divided
into geographical areas, and companies bid to win the license of a particular area.
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Figure 1. Model for the 2-party Monotonic Concession Protocol
Companies would rather own the licenses of a cluster of areas that border each
other, because there are cost savings and synergies from owning the license for
adjoining geographical areas; for example, servicing one larger area is more efficient
than servicing several isolated areas, and commuters that travel over more than
one area can be offered special services.
Combinatorial auctions are well suited to such a situation — one can bid on
clusters of areas, rather than having to take their chance on bidding on each of them
separately and losing one. Such an approach encourages bidders to place higher
bids — the value of the set of items is greater that the value of their individual
sums. This is beneficial to the sellers, who earn more from the auction, and the
buyers, who get a product that will generate more income for them.
We will model the locutions along the lines of the English auction, with the
parameter being a non-zero vector (so not all of the components can be zero at once)
whose coordinates are either natural numbers or zero (or *). The components of
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the vector should be indexed by non-empty subsets of the collection of items under
consideration (often called P1 , as a variant of the power set construction). In
particular, if there are n items at auction, then there will be 2n − 1 components of
the bidding vectors. Alternatively, we could add a sum component to the vectors.
This would allow us to specify that the vector must be non-zero more naturally by
declaring the sum of the increments must be a (non-zero) natural number and give
bid vectors with 2n components.
For the outcome category, we must have a more complex vector, to deal with
the inherent complexity of deciding the optimal sale from the point of view of the
auction house. In this model, we assume that the earnings of the auction house are
a percentage of the total amount made, so they earn the most by selling every one
of the items exactly once, and therefore focus on the total of the bids associated to
any partition of the items available.
First, consider the collection of partitions of the set {1, . . . , n}. Given any partition A1 , . . . Ak (ordered by smallest element), we need the smash product of k
copies of the “last bidder” pointed monoid with the pointed whole numbers. Thus,
an element is a tuple (a1 , . . . , ak , m) where ai represents a bidder (or unit or *), and
m is a whole number or *. The smash product construction simply ensures that if
any component is *, then the entire vector is defined to be *. Unfortunately, this
is with just one partition, so we must now take the smash product of these pointed
monoids, indexed over the set of all partitions of {1, . . . , n}.
For the functor, we first describe what should happen given a single choice of
partition. If the locution parameter vector had a zero component for each of the subsets Ai , or the locution was a clock tick, then it should be sent to (1, 0) . . . , (1, 0), 0,
with the unit bidder in each component and zero values. If the parameter vector is non-zero for an Ai , then the chosen bidder aj and the increment for that
group should appear in the slot i, and the sum of the increments should appear
in the last slot. For example, if a3 increments the bids by m1 on group {0, 2}
and by m2 on {3}, then for the partition {0, 2}, {1}, {3} this would be sent to
(a3 , m1 ), (1, 0), (a3 , m2 ), m1 + m2 . To construct the entire functor, now perform
this type of operation with each choice of partition, although the smash product
has the property of making even this bid illegal if, in some other part of the auction,
some portion not visible here was illegal.
This entire large vector should be viewed as the outcome for any dialog, precisely
because of the complexity of the decision making process from the point of view
of the auction house. If there is a single instance of a maximum value according
to the sum entries for the various partitions, then that partition should be chosen
and the individuals listed as the remainder of that vector have bought the subsets
which carry their name at the indicated prices. However, dealing with cases where
there are ties between different partitions will be much more complex, presumably
involving small bias choices as are common in sports.
After reviewing the model for the sealed bid auction, one might want to instead
assign only the bid vector for the partition with the maximum total bid, but that
would not be functorial here. Unfortunately, the sum of the maximum entries is not
the same as the maximum value of the sum of ordered entries, since the maximal
values may occur in different components of the two vectors, although the former
is always the larger of the two.
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6.6. Sealed-bid Auctions. Sealed-bid auctions are auctions in which bidders do
not reveal the value of their bid to other participants, only to the auctioneer.
Typically, each participant submits exactly one bid, so these are also one-time
auctions.
Commonly used sealed-bid auctions are first-price and second-price auctions. In
a first-price auction, each participant submits one sealed bid, and the auction is
won by the participant that submitted the highest bid. The winner must pay the
amount that they bid. A downside of a first-price auction is the winner’s curse:
the winner has paid more for the item than anyone else has valued it, so may have
overpaid for the item. This typically means that bidders will often not bid their
true valuation of the item [19].
Second-price auctions attempt to overcome this problem by operating in the
same way as the first-price auction, but instead of the winner paying the price they
bid, they pay the price bid by the second-highest bidder. This encourages bidders
to bid their true valuation of the item, given that the winner knows that at least
one other bidder values the item at the price they paid.
This example is discussed in this paper because this is an example of two protocol models that have the same locution category, given that the bidding process
is the same in each, and the same outcome category, given that it contains the
winning bidder and the price they pay, but the functor between the two categories
is different.
Because the bids are sealed, locutions represent the auctioneer opening all of
the bids. Thus, the locution category contains only two objects S and T (for
source and target), while a morphism from S to T consists of a vector (m1 , . . . , mn )
representing the bids of the n bidders (or *). It is useful to note that there are no
non-trivial compositions in this locution category, so functoriality of any assignment
out of this locution category becomes nearly automatic. For the outcome category,
take the smash product of the “last bidder” pointed monoid with the pointed whole
numbers considered as a pointed monoid. Thus, an outcome consists of a pair
(aj , m) where aj represents a bidder (or the unit) and m a price.
For the first price auction, the assignment should send (m1 , . . . , mn ) to (aj , mj )
where mj represents the (first instance, ordered by j, of the) maximal price and
aj the associated bidder. Simply mandating that identities and basepoints are
preserved then makes this a functor. For the second price auction, the functor
should send (m1 , . . . , mn ) to (aj , mk ), with aj chosen as before and mk the maximal
remaining price upon ignoring mj .
In fact, one could similarly consider the third price auction, or a median price
auction, or the average price auction (assuming real number prices are allowed in
the outcome category) or whatever other criteria one may want to enforce4. This
suggests one might want to consider the entire ordered vector of pairs (aj , mj ) as
the outcome, since it contains all of the relevant information.
These two (or more) auctions provide excellent motivation for why we model
protocols as morphisms in Cat∗ , rather than as categories with the objects representing the outcomes. If we were to model the first-price and second-price auctions

4Byde [7] has applied evolutionary/computational game-theoretic techniques to find an optimal ω-price auction between the first-price and second-price auctions under certain assumptions
regarding the preferences of buyers and sellers.
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as single categories, the possibility of reusing protocol models and comparing different protocols with the same outcomes would be more difficult. The authors believe
that the separation between the legal locutions and the outcomes is great enough
that modelling them using morphisms between categories is beneficial.
7. Related Work
To the authors’ knowledge, the work in this paper, and its predecessor workshop
presentation [17], is one of only two attempts to provide a mathematical model
of agent interaction protocols. Fernandez and Endriss [10] present a hierarchy of
abstract models for protocols. At the base of the hierarchy are deterministic finite
automata. The states in the automata represent states between locutions, which are
the transitions in the automata. Fernandez and Endriss then restrict and extend
these in different ways to bring about new classes of dialog, for example, by adding
memory to the automata to keep track of the utterances that have occurred in the
dialog, which can influence the transitions in the automata. This allows one to
model protocols in which the rules permit the same state to occur more than once
in a dialog, but from which different transitions are available.
Our approach is clearly different to Fernandez and Endriss, considering that we
use enriched category theory, and that we model the dialogs separately from their
outcomes. Extending the models with data structures such as stacks is unnecessary because using categories to model dialogs explicitly represents the allowable
sequences of locutions.
Other authors have used deterministic finite automata and graphs to model
multi-agent protocols [30, 31], as well as approaches such as Petri Nets [20] and
process algebras [27]. However, such work is with a view to specifying and implementing multi-agent protocols, whereas we aim to provide a mature mathematical
framework for studying protocols, their properties, and their relationships, not for
protocol implementation.
8. Conclusions and Future Work
In this paper, we have presented in detail a mathematical framework for agent
interaction protocols using category theory. In our model, the legal sequences
of locutions are modelled as morphisms in a category enriched over pointed sets,
in which the objects represent placeholders between locutions, and arbitrary morphisms represent strings of locutions. The composition law of the category provides
us with a way to build up dialogs by composing together locutions. The outcomes
of dialogs are specified by using a functor to map between dialogs and an additional
category: the outcome category.
The theory of categories assume that if the target of one morphism, f , is the
same as the source of another morphism, g, then there must exist another morphism g ◦ f from the source of f to the target of g. This would seem to imply
that any two locutions that can be composed are legal dialogs. To represent that
certain compositions are illegal by the rules of the protocol, the composition law
enriched over pointed sets indicates that their composition is equivalent to an added
morphism, ∗, called the basepoint. The theory of enriched categories is a mature
mathematical theory, and the enriched categories over pointed sets behave very
much as one expects from ordinary categories.
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We present a number of examples of protocol models using our framework, and
we also discuss the implications of using category theory for protocol modelling.
One such implication is that it allows us to study the relationships between protocols
using category theory because each protocol is a morphism in the category of small
categories enriched over pointed sets. In fact, this correspondence was used in a
weaker form to assist in constructing various notions of equivalence between two
protocols in [16].
We see no restriction in our framework being generalised to model more general
types of actions and their outcomes, and in fact, we believe this would be quite
straightforward. Locutions are generally treated as certain types of action, and
modelling the outcomes of actions would be similar to modelling the outcomes
of locutions. However, this is not the motivation of our work, so we have not
investigated this topic any further.
In future work, we plan to use our framework to model protocols and analyse
their properties. Of particular interest to us are economic models of negotiation,
and dialog protocols for argumentation; however, we believe the framework could
be applied successfully in many other areas. Additional future work is planned to
study protocol combination: the derivation of protocols from other protocols. Our
interests lie in studying the situations in which certain types of combinations can
be performed, and the models that result from these combinations. There are also
several promising technical variations on some of the protocol models discussed
in Section 6 which we would like to pursue, such as multi-party versions of the
monotonic concession protocol.
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Appendix A. Replacing Strictly Associative Precategories
A precategory (or in some references a composition graph) is essentially a generalisation of a category where not all compositions are necessarily defined. We
will focus on strictly associative precategories, where the collection of compositions
which are not defined satisfies an associative law, a fairly technical restriction. We
note that protocols can be modelled as strictly associative precategories, and then
be replaced by categories enriched over pointed sets for the purpose of study. The
advantage of this replacement is the ability to appeal to the mature mathematical
theory of enriched categories. As a consequence, we would like to make precise the
method of replacing strictly associative precategories with categories enriched over
pointed sets, which is embodied in Theorem A.7 below. To this end, we need to
define strictly associative precategories, since the literature is somewhat muddled
concerning various types of precategories, which is our primary reason to avoid
them.
A.1. Strictly Associative Precategories.
Definition A.1.
(1) A small strictly associative precategory, often just a precategory in what follows, C will consist of two sets, a set of objects and a
set of morphisms, together with an assignment of source and target object
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for each morphism. We will also require the existence of a restricted composition law which is associative in the strict sense. That is, there should
be a map of sets MB,C,D → C(B, D) for some subset
MB,C,D ⊂ C(C, D) × C(B, C)
for each triple of objects B, C, D which is associative in the strict sense that
(f ◦ g) ◦ h = f ◦ (g ◦ h) whenever both compositions exist and both must
fail to exist if either fails to exist. In addition, there must exist two-sided
identity maps so that MB,C,C contains all pairs of the form (1C , f ) (whose
composition must be f ) and MC,C,D contains all pairs of the form (g, 1C )
(whose composition must be g). The categories are those precategories
where MB,C,D is all of C(C, D) × C(B, C).
(2) A prefunctor will denote an assignment F : C → D between precategories
which sends the objects of C to objects of D and is defined on some portion
of the morphisms. In addition, it must satisfy F (1) = 1 (hence be defined
on all identities, as expected) and F (f ) ◦ F (g) = F (f ◦ g) in the strict sense
that they are equal when both sides exist and both sides fail to exist if
either fails to exist.
(3) Define P re Cat to be the category of (strictly associative) precategories
and prefunctors. By the composition of two prefunctors, we mean the
assignment defined by F (G(f )) whenever G(f ) is a morphism where F is
defined. Notice, this is a category in the usual sense, since composition of
prefunctors is always defined by construction.
Example A.2.
(1) Consider the operation of addition on the set {0, 1} as a
precategory with one object •. In this case, 0 is the required identity object,
but we do not want to define 1 + 1. Hence
M•,•,• = {(0, 0), (0, 1), (1, 0)} ( {(0, 0), (0, 1), (1, 0), (1, 1)}
and notice there is no smaller non-trivial example, since all compositions
involving an identity are required to be defined.
(2) Consider Example 2.8.6, in which a set D has a partial multiplication ν :
M → D for some subset M ⊂ D × D. Define a precategory by defining the
composition g ◦ f only in the cases that (f, g) ∈ M .
(3) Given a set S, let S1 denote the precategory with one object •, whose
morphism set is S with a unit 1 added, and the set M•,•,• only contains
those pairs of the form (1, f ) or (g, 1). Given another set T , a prefunctor
F : S1 → T1 simply corresponds to a set map from some subset of S to
T . This follows from the fact that F (1S ) = 1T is forced. In particular,
the (minimal) case where F is only defined for the identity corresponds to
the inclusion of the empty subset of S into T . Given a third such set U
and G : T1 → U1 corresponding to a map of sets from a subset of T to U ,
the composite of prefunctors G ◦ F : S1 → U1 corresponds to the expected
composite map of sets from a subset of S (possibly empty) to U . Thus, ?1
is a functor, even an equivalence onto its image, from the category of sets
and partial maps into the category of precategories.
One goal of this appendix is to detail a correspondence between P re Cat and
Cat∗ by direct construction of the relevant functors, whereupon the correspondence
theorem is essentially reduced to an observation. Since the constructions are the
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main part of the results, the proofs and statements of the intermediate results will
be informal.
Lemma A.3. There is a functor Φ : P re Cat → Cat∗ defined by adding basepoints
to the morphisms sets.
Given C ∈ P re Cat, let the object set of Φ(C) simply be the object set of C itself.
For each morphism set of Φ(C), we choose to add a basepoint ∗ and we denote
the resulting set by C(B, C)+ . Now, for each ordered pair in the complement of
MB,C,D we define the composite to be ∗ in C(B, D)+ . Since any pair with ∗ in
either coordinate is not in MB,C,D , we see the restricted composition law
MB,C,D → C(B, D) → C(B, D)+
induces a map from the smash product
C(C, D)+ ∧ C(B, C)+ → C(B, D)+ .
This new composition rule is now associative with identities by the definition of a
strictly associative precategory.
For a prefunctor F : C → C′ , we define Φ(F ) : Φ(C) → Φ(C′ ) as F on objects
and any morphisms where F is defined and ∗ for any morphism where F is not
defined. Since the identities were available and well-behaved in the precategories,
this remains the case.
To see that Φ(F ) is a functor we must show it commutes with any composition
(as well as being well-defined). This splits into two observations: that F preserved
compositions anywhere all of the pieces were defined and that Φ(F ) sends everything
else to ∗. Finally, the fact that Φ(F ) preserves ∗ by definition suffices to imply it
is an enriched functor.
It is straightforward to verify that Φ : P re Cat → Cat∗ is then itself a functor,
since the notions of composition of (pre)functors are consistent in the categories
P re Cat and Cat∗ .
A.2. Zero Objects. We need one more technical definition before we proceed to
construct the inverse functor.
Definition A.4. In any category C, a zero object 0 ∈ C is one with the property
that for any B ∈ C there exists a unique map B → 0 and a unique map 0 → B.
The category of groups has the trivial group (containing only an identity element)
as zero object, and the category of pointed sets has any singleton as a zero object.
Remark A.5.
(1) Any category with a zero object is enriched over pointed
sets. Choose as the basepoint of each morphism set C(B, C) the unique
map B → 0 → C. Uniqueness will suffice to imply any composite with this
“zero map” on either side is another zero map. Thus, the composition law
will descend to the quotient defining the smash product of morphism sets.
For the unit map, choose the map S 0 → C(B, B) which sends the basepoint
to the zero map, and the non-basepoint to the identity map 1B .
(2) All zero objects in any category are isomorphic. To see this, notice 0 →
0′ → 0 and 10 : 0 → 0 are both morphisms, so by uniqueness (using 0 a
zero object) they must coincide. Similarly, using 0′ a zero object the other
composite is also the identity. In fact, this shows they are isomorphic via a
unique isomorphism, as in the familiar example of pointed sets mentioned
above.
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(3) Choosing B = 0 in the definition, it follows that the identity and zero
maps 0 → 0 coincide. Thus, the unit map S 0 → C(0, 0) is constant on the
basepoint. In fact, in any category enriched over pointed sets, this property
characterises zero objects. If the identity map for an object C is also the
basepoint map, then f = f ◦ 1 = f ◦ ∗ = ∗ for any f : C → B so uniqueness
of this map follows and C is initial. The dual argument gives the condition
that C is final as well, hence a zero object.
Lemma A.6. There is a functor Ψ : Cat∗ → P re Cat defined by removing basepoints from morphism sets (as well as zero objects) and leaving ∗ compositions
undefined.
Define the functor Ψ : Cat∗ → P re Cat on enriched categories as follows. For
the objects of Ψ(D) take the non-zero objects of D, and for morphisms of Ψ(D) take
the complement of the basepoint in each morphism set. The claim is that Ψ(D)
is then a precategory, with the restriction of the composition law of D. In other
words, we define MB,C,D to be the complement of the preimage of the basepoint
under the composition map of D
D(C, D) ∧ D(B, C) → D(B, D)
so that pairs in M have a composition in the complement of the basepoint in
D(B, D), i.e. in Ψ(D)(B, D). Since the composition law in D is associative, we see
the result has the required property that (f ◦ g) ◦ h = f ◦ (g ◦ h) whenever both
compositions are defined and if one fails to exist, it must be the basepoint in D so
that the other must also fail to exist because it also represented the basepoint in
D.
For an enriched functor F : C → D we take Ψ(F ) to be the restriction of the
functor F to the non-basepoint morphisms. Notice that for any f with F (f ) the
∗ in D, we must then leave Ψ(F )(f ) undefined. Also, the unit map to the smash
product for a non-zero object implies the identity map is not ∗. Since the functor
F sends identities to identities (and we have removed any zero objects), this means
Ψ(F ) will also be defined on all identities as required.
Once again, the consistency of composition implies Ψ : Cat∗ → P re Cat is then
a functor as well. Notice Ψ will be particularly well-behaved when restricted to
]∗ ( Cat∗ consisting of elements which do not contain zero
the full subcategory Cat
objects.
A.3. The Replacement Results.
Theorem A.7. There is an (adjoint) equivalence of categories between P re Cat
]∗ .
and Cat
Proof. It should be clear that ΨΦ is the identity functor from P re Cat to itself by
construction (since there can be no zero objects in the image of Φ).
]∗ , we simply notice that Ψ only
To see ΦΨ is equivalent to the identity on Cat
forgets about compositions which go to the basepoint and the basepoint map itself.
Since everything about the basepoint can be deduced from the enrichment, this
does not actually lose any information. In other words, ΦΨ is simply the process
of renaming the basepoint as the illegal point ∗ which is (enriched) isomorphic to
the original category.
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The theorem is actually quite satisfying as it says that any question about the
category of precategories may be rephrased in terms of Cat∗ . Thus, the functor Φ
may be used to bring precategories into the world of established category theory
without losing any important information visible in P re Cat, at the mild price of
working with the enriched notions.
The relevance of precategories to our framework is straightforward: our dialog models could be chosen as precategories, since representing legal sequences of
locutions using a partial composition law, and then assuming any undefined compositions are illegal would be a suitable way to represent them as well. In philosophical
terms, we can take the morphisms whose composition we refuse to define and instead define them as an illegal morphism. Regardless, we have refused to give the
same information in either description.
[∗ which adds a zero object
There is also an enriched functor Θ : Cat∗ → Cat
[∗ ( Cat∗ denotes the full subcategory whose objects
to each category, where Cat
contain at least one zero object. Notice that, by A.5.2 the inclusion C → ΘC will
[∗ . This actually strengthens the
be an enriched equivalence in cases where C ∈ Cat
following related equivalence result as well.
]∗ → Cat
[∗ is an equivalence of
Theorem A.8. The restricted functor Θ : Cat
categories onto its essential image.
Proof. Remark A.5.3 implies that any enriched functor will send a zero object
to another zero object, since the composite S 0 → C(0, 0) → D(F (0), F (0)) must
]∗ extends immediately to
remain a constant map. Thus, any F : C → D in Cat
Θ(F ), but the extension is unique since ΘD contains a single zero object (as D
contains none). It follows that Θ is an equivalence onto its essential image.

[∗ is equivalent (but
By the remarks prior to the theorem, every object in Cat
generally not isomorphic) to one in the image of Θ (even in the image of the
]∗ ).
restriction to Cat
By combining the two theorems, one could just as well replace precategories with
categories with zero objects (leaving the enrichment implicit as in Remark A.5.1)
and functors which preserve zero objects. While such objects may appear simpler
than categories enriched over pointed sets, we return to the goal of working with
a mature mathematical theory. The current authors are aware of no references
systematically detailing constructions such as (co)limits for categories with zero
objects and functors which preserve them.
A more subtle question is the mechanics of this replacement. When one starts
out with a precategory, the composite says rather than leaving g ◦ f undefined, we
now require the square
(18)

A

f

/B
g


0


/C

to commute in the associated category with zero object. While the theorems imply
this transition is well-behaved, it seems somehow less appealing. Since all three
categories are equivalent, one can choose based on convenience how to translate
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any formal statement. Thus, one could choose to model protocols as arrows in
[∗ or P re Cat and translate all of our statements to that context.
either Cat
We should point out this combined replacement process was understood at least
by [32, Example 2.8], but those authors sought to work out the most general theory
of precategories they could in that article. In order to provide a theory with the
most stable underpinnings, we instead set out to work with the best-known context
we could find.
A.4. Detecting Categories and Functors. Since the category of all small categories (and ordinary functors) is (via Φ) a subcategory of Cat∗ , one might want to
be able to distinguish categories from precategories within the image of Φ. More
importantly, one might have a prefunctor between ordinary categories and want to
know if it is a functor. In fact, Φ restricts to just the usual “adding a basepoint to
the morphisms” operation considered in Example 2.8.3. More abstractly, (Φ, Ψ) is
the change of base pair between ordinary categories and those enriched over pointed
sets associated to the symmetric monoidal functor given by adding a basepoint.
Both identification questions above can be determined by looking at preimages
of basepoints, via the following simple notion.
Definition A.9.
(1) Call a map of pointed sets non-collapsing if the preimage
of the basepoint is precisely the basepoint.
(2) Call an enriched functor F : C → D in Cat∗ non-collapsing if the map
FA,B : C(A, B) → D(F (A), F (B))
is non-collapsing for all pairs of objects A and B of C.
(3) Call a C ∈ Cat∗ non-collapsing if the composition law
C(B, C) ∧ C(A, B) → C(A, C)
is a non-collapsing map for each triple of objects A, B, and C in C.
We can now describe the ordinary categories as those elements of Cat∗ which
are non-collapsing, and similarly for ordinary functors.
Lemma A.10. The category of small categories and functors is equivalent to the
category of non-collapsing C ∈ Cat∗ and non-collapsing enriched functors in Cat∗ .
The equivalence is still given by (Φ, Ψ) keeping in mind that Φ is just adding a
basepoint to every morphism set for an ordinary category.
In fact, the non-collapsing enriched functors in Cat∗ in general correspond precisely to the functors between strong precategories in the sense of [32].
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