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Abstract

Matrix properties are a type of property of categories which includes the ones of being
Mal’tsev, arithmetical, majority, unital, strongly unital and subtractive. Recently, an algorithm
has been developed to determine implications M ⇒lex∗ N between them. We show here that
this algorithm reduces to construct a partial term corresponding to N from a partial term
corresponding to M. Moreover, we prove that this is further equivalent to the corresponding
implication between the weak versions of these properties, i.e., the one where only strong
monomorphisms are considered instead of all monomorphisms.
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Introduction

A pointed variety V of universal algebras in said to be subtractive in the sense of [30] if its theory
contains a binary term x − y (called a subtraction) satisfying the equations

¨

x − 0 = x

x − x = 0
(1)

where 0 is the unique constant in the theory of V. From such a term, one can construct a ternary
term p(x , y, z) satisfying the equations







p(x , x , x) = x

p(x , x , 0) = 0

p(0, x , x) = 0

(2)

*The second author is grateful to the FNRS for its generous support.
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by setting
p(x , y, z) = x − (y − z).

Indeed, one can check that






p(x , x , x) = x − (x − x) = x − 0 = x

p(x , x , 0) = x − (x − 0) = x − x = 0

p(0, x , x) = 0− (x − x) = 0− 0= 0.

(3)

In addition, from a subtraction x − y, one can also construct a 4-ary term q(x , y, z, w) satisfying
the equations







q(x , 0, 0, 0) = x

q(x , x , y, y) = 0

q(x , y, x , y) = 0

(4)

by setting
q(x , y, z, w) = (x − y)− (z −w).

To see this, it suffices to compute






q(x , 0, 0, 0) = (x − 0)− (0− 0) = x − 0= x

q(x , x , y, y) = (x − x)− (y − y) = 0− 0 = 0

q(x , y, x , y) = (x − y)− (x − y) = 0.

(5)

Although these two proofs look very similar, let us now explain a fundamental difference between
them which has deep consequences in Category Theory.

The first proof (the construction of the term p(x , y, z) from the subtraction x − y) can be
extended to the context of partial algebras in the following sense, while the second cannot. Let us
consider a pointed set (A, 0) equipped with a partial subtraction, i.e., a partial function− : A2

¹¹Ë A

such that the existential equations
¨

x − 0=e x

x − x =e 0

hold, meaning that, for every a ∈ A, both a−0 and a−a are defined and they are equal to a−0 = a

and a− a = 0 respectively. For such a partial subtractive algebra A, one can construct the ternary
partial operation p : A3 ¹¹Ë A by setting p(x , y, z) = x − (y − z) for x , y, z ∈ A for which y − z

and x − (y − z) are defined (and p(x , y, z) is not defined for the other triples (x , y, z) ∈ A3). This
partial operation satisfies the existential equations







p(x , x , x) =e x

p(x , x , 0) =e 0

p(0, x , x) =e 0

which can be seen using a proof completely analogous to the one in (3), with the extra care of
checking that every expression which appears is indeed defined.

For the second proof (i.e., the construction of q(x , y, z, w) from the subtraction x − y), this
is no longer the case. One can still define the 4-ary partial operation q : A4 ¹¹Ë A by setting
q(x , y, z, w) = (x − y) − (z − w) exactly for those x , y, z, w ∈ A for which x − y, z − w and
(x − y)− (z −w) are defined, but now the existential equation

q(x , y, x , y) =e 0
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can no longer be shown to hold in A analogously as in (5) since x − y is in general not defined
for all x , y ∈ A.

Let us now explain the consequences that this difference implies in Category Theory. Let us
first see how the algebraic condition that a pointed variety of universal algebras has a subtraction
in its theory extends to the context of a finitely complete pointed category. The first thing one
can think of is to require that any object X is naturally equipped with an internal subtraction
s : X 2 → X satisfying the internal version of the axioms s(x , 0) = x and s(x , x) = 0. However,
this is in general too strong of a condition; even the category of subtractive algebras (i.e., pointed
sets equipped with a subtraction −) does not have such an internal operation since − : A2→ A is
not a homomorphism in general. The ‘right’ approach has been proposed in [21] and generalized
in [22] to all Mal’tsev conditions of a similar form to those appearing in (1), (2) and (4). The idea
is, instead of looking at the equations (1) line by line, to look at them ‘components by components’.
In other words, if we write the equations (1) in the form of an (extended) matrix

Sub=
�

x 0 x

x x 0

�

,

the columns of this matrix give a condition on the relations in a pointed varietyV. Indeed, writing
elements of A2 as column vectors, the ‘matrix condition’ corresponding to Sub requires that, for
any homomorphic binary relation R ⊆ A2 in V, we have

§�

a

a

�

,
�

0
a

�ª

⊆ R =⇒

�

a

0

�

∈ R

for every a ∈ A. Using generalized elements, this condition can be extended to the context of
finitely complete pointed categories. Such a category for which each binary relation satisfies this
condition is called a subtractive category [21]. Using a similar technique introduced in [22], we
can extend the conditions of having a ternary term p satisfying the equations (2) and of having a
4-ary term q satisfying the equations (4) from the pointed varietal context to the finitely complete
pointed context using the matrices

P =





x x x x

x x 0 0
0 x x 0





and

Q =





x 0 0 0 x

x x y y 0
x y x y 0





respectively. The fact that one can construct a partial term p satisfying the equations (2) from a
partial subtraction is equivalent to the fact that each subtractive category satisfies the property
corresponding to the matrix P, which we denote by Sub⇒lex∗ P. This equivalence is part of our
main Theorem 2.3. In addition, still according to this theorem, this implication is also equivalent
to the implication where the weak versions of these properties are involved, that is, the properties
only requiring that the strong relations satisfy the matrix properties. Strong relations (or in gen-
eral strong monomorphisms) are those which are orthogonal to epimorphisms. We denote this
implication by Sub ⇒strong

lex∗
P, meaning that any weakly subtractive category has strong P-closed

relations (i.e., has weakly the property corresponding to P).
Besides, as we noted above, the proof that any subtractive variety admits in its theory a 4-ary

term q satisfying the equations (4) cannot be extended to the partial algebraic context. We can
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actually show that, even using another construction, it is not possible to construct a partial term q

satisfying the equations (4) existentially from a partial subtraction. In view of our Theorem 2.3,
this thus means that the implications Sub⇒lex∗ Q and Sub⇒strong

lex∗
Q do not hold.

The proof of Theorem 2.3 relies on two main ingredients. On one hand, we make use of the
embedding theorem from [19] in which each finitely complete pointed category satisfying the
weak property corresponding to an extended matrix M as above is fully faithfully embedded in
a power of the category of partial algebras determined by M. On the other hand, we use the
algorithms developed in [13, 16] to decide whether an implication M⇒lex∗ N holds for extended
matrices M and N as above. Using a computer implementation of these algorithms, it has been
shown in [13] that the implication Sub ⇒lex∗ Q does indeed not hold (see Figure 8 in that pa-
per), proving in view of our Theorem 2.3 that a partial 4-ary term q satisfying the equations (4)
existentially cannot be constructed from a partial subtraction.

As classical examples of properties induced by matrices, let us mention the ones of being
subtractive [21], unital [6] and strongly unital [6]. Since our results are also formulated in the
non-pointed context, let us also mention the properties of being Mal’tsev [8, 9], majority [12] and
arithmetical [28, 16]. Among their weak versions, the ones of being weakly Mal’tsev [26, 27] and
weakly unital [26] have already been studied.

The rest of the paper is divided in two sections. In the first one, we essentially recall the
needed concepts and results from the literature. Among others, we remind the reader with the
matrix properties and the algorithms from [13, 16] to decide implications between them. We also
briefly recall the theory of partial algebras and the embedding theorem established in [19]. In the
second section, we first extend the characterizations found in the literature of trivial matrices (i.e.,
those inducing properties that can be satisfied only by preorders) using the language of partial
algebras (Theorem 2.1). We then come to our main theorem (Theorem 2.3) characterizing when
a matrix property (or rather a set of matrix properties) implies another one. As explained above,
we prove that the implication M ⇒lex∗ N is equivalent to M ⇒strong

lex∗
N and also to the condition

that one can construct a partial term corresponding to N from one corresponding to M. A similar
characterization is also established in the non-pointed context. As a corollary (Corollary 2.7),
we also give a characterization of anti-trivial matrices, i.e., those inducing a property satisfied by
any finitely complete pointed category. Let us finally mention that in all these characterizations,
we also consider the property on a finitely complete (pointed) category induced by a matrix M
in which only relations in a specified class of monomorphismsM are required to be M-closed.
This classM is asked to be stable under pullbacks, closed under composition and containing the
regular monomorphisms.

1 Preliminaries

Matrix properties

Given integers n > 0 and m, k ¾ 0, we denote as in [13] by matr∗(n, m, k) the set of (extended)
matrices

M =





x11 . . . x1m x1 m+1
...

...
...

xn1 . . . xnm xn m+1





with n rows, m left columns, one right column and whose entries lie in the set {∗, x1, . . . , xk}

(i.e., the free pointed set on k variables x1, . . . , xk). Each such matrix M ∈ matr∗(n, m, k) deter-
mines a property on n-ary (internal) relations r : R֌ X1 × · · · × Xn in finitely complete pointed
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categories C. Such a relation is given by a subobject of the n-fold product X1×· · ·×Xn and is rep-
resented by a monomorphism r. To describe the property determined by M on such relations, we
need the concept of row-wise interpretations. Given pointed sets (S1,∗1), . . . , (Sn,∗n), a row-wise

interpretation of M of type ((S1,∗1), . . . , (Sn,∗n)) is an extended matrix




f1(x11) . . . f1(x1m) f1(x1 m+1)
...

...
...

fn(xn1) . . . fn(xnm) fn(xn m+1)





whose entries are obtained by applying to the elements of the ith row of M (for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n})
a pointed function fi : ({∗, x1, . . . , xk},∗) → (Si,∗i), i.e., a function fi : {∗, x1, . . . , xk} → Si such
that fi(∗) = ∗i. Viewing each hom-set C(X , Y ) of a finitely complete pointed category C as a
pointed set where the distinguished element is the zero morphism 0: X → Y , we say that an
n-ary relation r : R ֌ X1 × · · · × Xn in C is strictly M-closed [22] if, for any object Z of C, each
row-wise interpretation





g11 . . . g1m h1
...

...
...

gn1 . . . gnm hn





of M of type (C(Z , X1), . . . ,C(Z , Xn)) is compatible with r, i.e., if, for each j ∈ {1, . . . , m}, the
morphism (g1 j, . . . , gnj) : Z → X1× · · · × Xn induced by the jth left column factors through r, then
the morphism (h1, . . . , hn) : Z → X1× · · · × Xn induced by the right column also factors through r.

For a pointed set (S,∗), a (non-row-wise) interpretation of M of type (S,∗) is a row-wise inter-
pretation of M of type ((S,∗), . . . , (S,∗)) for which f1 = · · · = fn. We say that a relation r : R֌ X n

in C is M-closed [22] if, for any object Z of C, each interpretation of M of type C(Z , X ) is compat-
ible with r.

We denote by matr(n, m, k) the subset of non-pointed matrices of matr∗(n, m, k), i.e., those
matrices not containing ∗ as an entry. For a non-pointed matrix M ∈ matr(n, m, k), we define
analogously as above the concepts of row-wise interpretations of M of type (S1, . . . , Sn) and inter-
pretations of M of type S where S1, . . . , Sn, S are mere sets. This gives rise to the concepts of strictly

M-closed relations r : R֌ X1 × · · · × Xn and of M-closed relations r : R֌ X n in a (non necessarily
pointed) finitely complete category C. We also denote by matr and matr∗ the unions

matr=
⋃

n>0
m¾0
k¾0

matr(n, m, k) and matr∗ =
⋃

n>0
m¾0
k¾0

matr∗(n, m, k).

Given a class of monomorphismsM stable under pullbacks in a finitely complete category C
(respectively in a finitely complete pointed category C) and a matrix M ∈ matr(n, m, k) (respec-
tively M ∈matr∗(n, m, k)), we say that C has M-closedM -relations if any relation r : R֌ X n inM
is M-closed (sinceM is stable under pullbacks, it is in particular closed under pre-composition
with isomorphisms and therefore, a relation is said to be in M if one (thus all) representing
monomorphism of the relation is inM ). Using (the internal version of) Proposition 1.9 in [22],
we immediately get the following proposition, which slightly generalizes Theorem 2.4 of that
paper.

Proposition 1.1. Let n > 0 and m, k ¾ 0 be integers, M ∈matr(n, m, k) (respectively M ∈matr∗(n, m, k)),

C a finitely complete category (respectively a finitely complete pointed category) and M a class of

monomorphisms in C stable under pullbacks. Then the following statement are equivalent:

• C has M-closedM -relations, i.e., any relation r : R֌ X n inM is M-closed;
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• C has strictly M-closedM -relations, i.e., any relation r : R ֌ X1 × · · · × Xn inM is strictly

M-closed.

If one takes M to be the class Mall of all monomorphisms, one gets back the notion of
(pointed) finitely complete categories with M-closed relations introduced in [22] and extensively
studied in [13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 23]. Before giving some examples, let us recall the characterization
of (finitary one-sorted) varieties of universal algebras with M-closed relations. We first remind
the reader that a variety V is a pointed category if and only if it has a nullary term 0 and any
two nullary terms are equal in its theory. Note that, although the notion of M-closed relations is
defined via the columns of M, the characterization of varieties with M-closed relations reads each
row of the matrix as an equation.

Theorem 1.2. [22] Let n> 0 and m, k ¾ 0 be integers and

M =





x11 . . . x1m x1 m+1
...

...
...

xn1 . . . xnm xn m+1





be a matrix in matr(n, m, k) (respectively in matr∗(n, m, k)), whose entries thus lie in {x1, . . . , xk} (re-

spectively in {∗, x1, . . . , xk}). A variety V (respectively a pointed variety V) has M-closed (Mall-)rel-

ations if and only if its theory contains an m-ary term p such that, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, the

equation

p(x i1, . . . , x im) = x i m+1

holds in V (where x1, . . . , xk are interpreted as different variables and, in the pointed case, ∗ is

interpreted as the unique constant of V).

Examples

We first focus on examples whereM =Mall. For the matrix

Mal =
�

x1 x2 x2 x1

x2 x2 x1 x1

�

in matr(2, 3, 2), a finitely complete category with Mal-closed (Mall-)relations is a Mal’tsev cate-

gory [9], generalizing the notions of regular Mal’tsev categories [8] and of Mal’tsev varieties [25]
to the left exact context. Making explicit the definition for this matrix, it turns out that a finitely
complete category is a Mal’tsev category (i.e., has Mal-closed relations) if and only if, for any bi-
nary relation r : R֌ X 2 and any pair of morphisms z1, z2 : Z → X , if the three induced morphisms
(z1, z2), (z2, z2) and (z2, z1) : Z → X 2 factor through r, so does the morphism (z1, z1) : Z → X 2.
Using Proposition 1.1, this is equivalent to the condition that any binary relation r : R֌ X1 × X2

is difunctional [29], i.e., given morphisms z1, z2 : Z → X1 and z′1, z′2 : Z → X2 such that the
morphisms (z1, z′2), (z2, z′2) and (z2, z′1) : Z → X1 × X2 factor through r, so does the morphism
(z1, z′1) : Z → X1 × X2. In this case, Theorem 1.2 gives back Mal’tsev’s theorem [25], i.e., that a
variety V of universal algebras is a Mal’tsev category if and only if there exists a ternary term
p(x , y, z) in the theory of V such that the identities

¨

p(x1, x2, x2) = x1

p(x2, x2, x1) = x1

hold in V.

6



If we denote by Maj the matrix

Maj =





x1 x1 x2 x1

x1 x2 x1 x1

x2 x1 x1 x1





in matr(3, 3, 2), we get the notion of majority categories as introduced in [12], i.e., finitely com-
plete categories with Maj-closed relations. A category which is both a majority category and a
Mal’tsev category is called an arithmetical category in [16], extending the terminology of [28].
These are finitely complete categories with Ari-closed relations, where Ari ∈ matr(3, 3, 2) is the
matrix

Ari=





x1 x2 x2 x1

x2 x2 x1 x1

x1 x2 x1 x1



 .

In the pointed context, we consider the matrices

Uni=
�

x1 ∗ x1

∗ x1 x1

�

in matr∗(2, 2, 1) and

StrUni=
�

x1 ∗ ∗ x1

x2 x2 x1 x1

�

in matr∗(2, 3, 2). A finitely complete pointed category with Uni-closed relations (respectively with
StrUni-closed relations) is a unital category (respectively a strongly unital category), both notions
being introduced in [6]. One can also consider the matrix

Sub=
�

x1 ∗ x1

x1 x1 ∗

�

in matr∗(2, 2, 1). Subtractive categories (i.e., finitely complete pointed categories with Sub-closed
relations) have been introduced in [21] where it is shown that a unital subtractive category is
nothing else than a strongly unital category. In order to again illustrate the definitions of cate-
gories with M-closed relations, let us make explicit the definition of subtractive categories here. A
finitely complete pointed category is subtractive if and only if, for each binary relation r : R֌ X 2

and each morphism z : Z → X , if the two induced morphisms (z, z) and (0, z) : Z → X 2 factor
through r, so does the morphism (z, 0) : Z → X 2. Using Proposition 1.1, this is equivalent to
the condition that for each binary relation r : R ֌ X1 × X2 and every morphisms z : Z → X1

and z′ : Z → X2, if the morphisms (z, z′) and (0, z′) : Z → X1 × X2 factor through r, so does the
morphism (z, 0) : Z → X1 × X2. In this case, Theorem 1.2 gives us that a pointed variety V is a
subtractive category if and only if it is a subtractive variety in the sense of [30], i.e., that its theory
contains a binary term s(x , y) such that the identities

¨

s(x , 0) = x

s(x , x) = 0

hold in its theory (where 0 is the unique constant of V).
Another class of monomorphisms M in a category C of interest for this paper is the class

Mstrong of strong monomorphisms, i.e., those monomorphisms m: X ֌ Y which are orthogonal to

7



every epimorphism, meaning that for each commutative square made of plain arrows

A
e // //

f

��

B

g

��d��
X //

m
// Y

where the top morphism e : A ։ B is an epimorphism, there is a (unique) dotted diagonal
morphism d : B → X retaining the commutativity of the diagram. This class Mstrong of strong
monomorphisms is stable under pullbacks. As it will be of importance later, let us also mention
that it is closed under composition and that it contains regular monomorphisms, i.e., equalizers.
Categories with M-closedM -relations have already been considered forM =Mstrong and a gen-
eral M in [19] (and implicitly, even for a generalM ).

Weakly Mal’tsev categories have been introduced in [26, 27] and characterized in [24]. In the
finitely complete context and using the terminology of the present paper, they can be described
as finitely complete categories with Mal-closedMstrong-relations. They thus form a natural weak-
ening of the notion of Mal’tsev categories. We can also see this weakening as follows. From [6],
we know that a finitely complete category C is a Mal’tsev category if and only if, for all pullbacks

P
❴
✤

pY // //

pX

����

Y

g

����

oo
rY

oo

X
f // //

OO
lX

OO

Zoo
s

oo

OO
t

OO

of split epimorphisms where f s = 1Z = g t , the induced morphisms lX = (1X , t f ) and rY = (sg, 1Y )

are jointly strongly epimorphic, i.e., they do not factorize though a common proper subobject of P.
Besides, a finitely complete category is weakly Mal’tsev if and only if for all such pullbacks, the
morphisms lX and rY are jointly epimorphic, i.e., for any pair of morphisms u, v : P →W such that
ulX = vlX and urY = vrY one has u = v. The characterization of varieties which form weakly
Mal’tsev categories also gives rise to a Mal’tsev condition but more complicated than in the case
M =Mall. It has recently been obtained in [10].

Weakly unital categories have been introduced in [26] as (finitely complete) pointed categories
such that, for any two objects X , Y , the induced morphisms (1X , 0) : X ֌ X × Y and (0, 1Y ) : Y ֌

X × Y are jointly epimorphic.

X //
(1X ,0)

// X × Y
pY // //pXoooo Yoo
(0,1Y )

oo

In [19], they have been characterized as finitely complete pointed categories with Uni-closed
Mstrong-relations. For the comparison, let us mention that unital categories can be described [6]
as finitely complete pointed categories such that, for each pair of objects X , Y , the morphisms
(1X , 0) and (0, 1Y ) are jointly strongly epimorphic.

In view of the above two examples, categories with M-closedMstrong-relations were also called
categories weakly with M-closed relations in [19].

To conclude this tour of examples, let us mention that, denoting the class of regular monomor-
phisms in a category byMreg, finitely complete categories with Mal-closedMreg-relations are con-
sidered in [10]. The classMreg is stable under pullbacks, but in general it fails to be closed under
composition.
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The algorithm for deciding implications of matrix properties

As in [13, 16], we call a matrix set a subset of matr∗. A matrix set S is said to be non-pointed if
S ⊆ matr. Given a matrix set S ⊆ matr (respectively S ⊆ matr∗), a finitely complete category C
(respectively a finitely complete pointed category C) and a class M of monomorphisms in C
stable under pullbacks, we say that C has S-closedM -relations if C has M-closedM -relations for
all M in S.

Extending the notation established in [14], given a non-pointed matrix set S ⊆ matr and
a matrix N ∈ matr, we write S ⇒all

lex N, or simply S ⇒lex N, if any finitely complete category
with S-closed relations has also N-closed relations. The abbreviation ‘lex’ here stands for ‘left
exact’, another name for ‘finitely complete’. Similarly, we write S ⇒

strong
lex N to mean that any

finitely complete category with S-closedMstrong-relations has also N-closedMstrong-relations. In
the pointed case, i.e., given S ⊆ matr∗ and N ∈ matr∗, we write S ⇒all

lex∗
N, or simply S ⇒lex∗ N,

to mean that any finitely complete pointed category with S-closed relations has also N-closed
relations. Finally, we write S ⇒

strong
lex∗

N if any finitely complete pointed category with S-closed
Mstrong-relations has also N-closed Mstrong-relations. In all these abbreviations, if S = {M} is a
singleton, we sometimes write M instead of {M}, e.g., M⇒lex N instead of {M} ⇒lex N.

In [16], an algorithm was presented to decide whether S⇒lex N for a non-pointed matrix set
S ⊆ matr and a matrix N ∈ matr. In [13], this algorithm was adapted to the pointed context to
decide whether S ⇒lex∗ N for a matrix set S ⊆ matr∗ and a matrix N ∈ matr∗. Note that, in the
original papers [13, 16], it was required that S is finite to be able to implement these algorithms on
a computer. Since this will not be our concern in the present paper, we can omit this assumption
here. Actually, from the results of [13, 16], we can deduce the following (which can also be
deduced from the algorithms recalled below since the number of columns that one can possibly
add to N is finite).

Proposition 1.3. Given S ⊆ matr and N ∈ matr, one has S ⇒lex N if and only if there is a finite

subset S′ ⊆ S such that S′ ⇒lex N. Analogously, given S ⊆ matr∗ and N ∈ matr∗, one has S ⇒lex∗ N
if and only if there is a finite subset S′ ⊆ S such that S′⇒lex∗ N.

As they will be needed, let us now recall these algorithms. In each case, the first step of the
algorithm is to deal with trivial matrices. A matrix M ∈ matr is said to be trivial [16] if every
finitely complete category with M-closed (Mall-)relations is a preorder, i.e., for any two objects
X , Y in the category, there is at most one morphism X → Y . Similarly, a matrix M ∈matr∗ is said
to be trivial [13] if every finitely complete pointed category with M-closed (Mall-)relations is a
preorder (which in that case will contain only one isomorphism class of objects). Since matr ⊂
matr∗, it is sensible to ask whether these two definitions agree if M ∈ matr. As proved in [13],
they indeed do. In [13, 16], it is shown how to efficiently recognize whether a matrix is trivial.
As this will not be needed here, we do not enter into the details and refer the interested reader
to those papers. However, some theoretical characterizations from these papers are recalled in
Theorem 2.1 where new characterizations are also proved. Given a matrix set S ⊆matr∗, we say
that S is trivial if it contains a trivial matrix.

Now, given a non-pointed non-trivial matrix set S ⊆ matr and a matrix N ∈ matr(n, m, k)

for integers n > 0 and m, k ¾ 0, the algorithm from [16] to decide whether S ⇒lex N says the
following:

Keep expanding the set of left columns of N, until it is not possible anymore, with
the right column of a row-wise interpretation B of type ({x1, . . . , xk}, . . . , {x1, . . . , xk})

of a matrix M′ ∈ matr(n, m′, k′) whose rows are rows of a common matrix M ∈ S

such that the left columns of B, but not its right column, can be found among the left

9



columns of the expending N. One has the implication S⇒lex N if and only if the right
column of N can be found among the left columns of this expanded N.

In the pointed case, given a non-trivial matrix set S ⊆ matr∗ and a matrix N ∈ matr∗(n, m, k)

for integers n > 0 and m, k ¾ 0, the algorithm from [13] to decide whether S ⇒lex∗ N says
the following (where the pointed set {∗, x1, . . . , xk} is again considered with ∗ as distinguished
element):

First, add to N a left column of ∗’s. Then, keep expanding the set of left columns
of N, until it is no more possible, with the right column of a row-wise interpretation
B of type ({∗, x1, . . . , xk}, . . . , {∗, x1, . . . , xk}) of a matrix M′ ∈ matr∗(n, m′, k′) whose
rows are rows of a common matrix M ∈ S such that the left columns of B, but not its
right column, can be found among the left columns of the expanding N. One has the
implication S⇒lex∗ N if and only if the right column of N can be found among the left
columns of this expanded N.

Categories of partial algebras

In Universal Algebra, a (finitary one-sorted) signature Σ is a set of operation symbols σ, each of
them being equipped with an integer n ¾ 0 called its arity. Given such a signature Σ and a set of
variables X , we define the set TΣ(X ) of Σ-terms in the variables from X inductively as follows:

• the elements of X are terms (i.e., X ⊆ T
Σ
(X ));

• given an n-ary operation symbol σ ∈ Σ and n terms t1, . . . , tn ∈ T
Σ
(X ), then σ(t1, . . . , tn) is

also a term in T
Σ
(X ).

Every element of TΣ(X ) is constructed using only those two rules. A Σ-equation in the variables

from X is then a pair (t , t ′) of terms in T
Σ
(X ). A Σ-equation is then nothing else than a Σ-equation

in the variables from some set X .
For a signature Σ, a Σ-partial algebra A is a set (also denoted A by abuse of notation) equipped

with, for each n-ary operation symbolσ ∈ Σ, a partial functionσA : An ¹¹Ë A, i.e., a (total) function
from a subset of An to A. In a Σ-partial algebra A, each Σ-term t in the variable from a set X gives
rise to a partial function tA : AX ¹¹Ë A defined inductively as follows:

• if t ∈ X is a variable, then tA is a total function given by the corresponding projection
AX → A: (ax)x∈X 7→ at ;

• if t = σ(t1, . . . , tn) for some n-ary σ ∈ Σ and Σ-terms t1, . . . , tn ∈ TΣ(X ), then tA is defined
on the element (ax)x∈X ∈ AX if and only if tA

1, . . . , tA
n

are all defined on (ax)x∈X and σA is
defined on (tA

1((ax)x∈X ), . . . , tA
n
((ax)x∈X )), in which case

tA((ax)x∈X ) = σ
A(tA

1((ax)x∈X ), . . . , tA
n
((ax)x∈X )).

Following the terminology from [7], given a Σ-equation (t , t ′) in the variables from X , we say
that A satisfies the existence equation t =e t ′ (or simply that the equation t =e t ′ holds in A) if
tA((ax)x∈X ) and t ′A((ax)x∈X ) are both defined for any element (ax)x∈X ∈ AX and they are equal:

tA((ax)x∈X ) = t ′A((ax)x∈X ).

Although there are other kind of equations that can be defined for partial algebras, in this paper
we will only consider existence equations.
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Given a pair (Σ, E)whereΣ is a signature and E a set of existence Σ-equations, a (Σ, E)-partial

algebra is Σ-partial algebra which satisfies all equations of E. A homomorphism f : A → B of
(Σ, E)-partial algebras is a (total) function f : A→ B such that, for each n-ary operation symbol
σ ∈ Σ and every a1, . . . , an ∈ A, if σA(a1, . . . , an) is defined in A, then σB( f (a1), . . . , f (an)) is
defined in B and the equality

f (σA(a1, . . . , an)) = σ
B( f (a1), . . . , f (an)) (6)

holds. These form the category Part(Σ, E) of (Σ, E)-partial algebras. All small limits in such a
category of partial algebras exist and are computed as in the category Set of sets and functions.
More specifically, given a small category J and a diagram D : J → Part(Σ, E), the limit of D is
constructed as the set

L = {(aJ ∈ D(J))J∈J |D( j)(aJ) = aJ ′ ∀ j : J → J ′ ∈ J}

and, given any n-ary σ ∈ Σ,
σ

L((a1J)J∈J, . . . , (anJ)J∈J)

is defined if and only if σD(J)(a1J , . . . , anJ) is defined for all object J ∈ J, and is equal in that case
to

σ
L((a1J)J∈J, . . . , (anJ)J∈J) = (σ

D(J)(a1J , . . . , anJ))J∈J.

The legs of the limit are just the projections. Let us also mention that these categories of partial
algebras are essentially algebraic [1, 2], i.e., locally presentable [11]. As we will need it later on,
for a matrix set S ⊆matr and a matrix N ∈matr (respectively a matrix set S ⊆matr∗ and a matrix
N ∈matr∗), we write S⇒

strong
ess alg N (respectively S⇒

strong
ess alg∗

N) to mean that any essentially algebraic
category (respectively essentially algebraic pointed category) with S-closedMstrong-relations has
also N-closedMstrong-relations.

Inspired by Theorem 1.2, we now give our main example of a category of partial algebras.
Given a matrix set S ⊆ matr (respectively S ⊆ matr∗), we consider the signature ΣS which is
constituted of, for each M ∈ S with m left columns, an m-ary operation symbol pM (respectively,
the signature ΣS

∗
which is constituted of a nullary operation symbol 0 and, for each M ∈ S with m

left columns, an m-ary operation symbol pM). The set ES (respectively ES
∗
) is constituted by one

existence equation for each row of each M ∈ S, namely

pM(x i1, . . . , x im) =
e x i m+1

in the variables from {x1, . . . , xk} for the ith row of M if this row is
�

x i1 . . . x im x i m+1

�

where the x i j ’s are in {x1, . . . , xk} (respectively, in the pointed case, the x i j ’s are in {∗, x1, . . . , xk}

and in this case ∗ is interpreted as 0 in the above equation; we moreover add 0=e 0 to ES
∗

to force
0 to be defined). We denote the category of (ΣS, ES)-partial algebras (respectively of (ΣS

∗
, ES
∗
)-

partial algebras) by Part
S (respectively by Part

S

∗
).

In the pointed case S ⊆ matr∗, for each M ∈ S, since M has at least one row, this implies that
the existence equation

pM(0, . . . , 0) =e 0

holds in any (ΣS
∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebra. This shows that, in the pointed case, the category Part

S

∗
is

pointed.
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Let us remark that for a non-pointed S ⊆matr which contains a matrix M with no left columns,
pM is then a constant term and pM =e x is an equation of ES. This equation means that, for any
element a of a (ΣS, ES)-partial algebra A, pM is defined and equal to a. This does not prevent A to
be empty. In that case, PartS is thus a preorder with exactly two isomorphism classes of objects.

As it will useful later on, for a set X , we denote by TS(X ) (respectively by TS
∗
(X )) the set of

terms T
ΣS(X ) (respectively T

ΣS
∗
(X )). If S = {M} is a singleton, we make the usual abbreviations

Σ
M := Σ{M}, ΣM

∗
:= Σ{M}

∗
, EM := E{M}, EM

∗
:= E{M}

∗
, PartM := Part

{M}, PartM
∗

:= Part
{M}
∗

, TM(X ) :=
T{M}(X ) and TM

∗
(X ) := T{M}

∗
(X ). The categories PartM and Part

M
∗

have been introduced in [19].
We conclude this subsection by mentioning an important property of PartM and Part

M
∗

, that we
will generalize to the case of a matrix set in the next subsection.

Proposition 1.4. [19] Let M ∈ matr (respectively M ∈ matr∗). The category Part
M (respectively

Part
M
∗

) has M-closedMstrong-relations (in general, it does not have M-closedMall-relations).

Free partial algebras

Let us now fix two matrix sets S′ ⊆ S ⊆ matr (respectively S′ ⊆ S ⊆ matr∗). We denote by
US,S′ : PartS → Part

S′ (respectively US,S′

∗
: PartS

∗
→ Part

S′

∗
) the corresponding forgetful functor.

In view of the description of small limits in categories of partial algebras recalled above, this
functor preserves these small limits. Moreover, it is easy to construct its left adjoint. Given a
(ΣS′ , ES′)-partial algebra A (respectively a (ΣS′

∗
, ES′

∗
)-partial algebra A), we distinguish two cases to

construct the universal (ΣS, ES)-partial algebra FS,S′(A) (respectively the universal (ΣS
∗
, ES
∗
)-partial

algebra FS,S′

∗
(A)):

• In this first case, we suppose that A has at least two elements but there is no (ΣS, ES)-partial
algebra (respectively (ΣS

∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebra) with at least two elements (i.e., S is trivial

anticipating the equivalences of Theorem 2.1). In that case, FS,S′(A) (respectively FS,S′

∗
(A)) is

the terminal object, that is, it has exactly one element and any m-ary operation symbol ofΣS

(respectively of ΣS
∗
) is defined on the unique element of FS,S′(A)m (respectively of FS,S′

∗
(A)m).

The reflection of A along US,S′ (respectively along US,S′

∗
) is then given by the unique function

A→ US,S′(FS,S′(A)) (respectively A→ US,S′

∗
(FS,S′

∗
(A))).

• Otherwise, FS,S′(A) (respectively FS,S′

∗
(A)) is obtained by keeping the same underlying (ΣS′ , ES′)-

partial algebra A (respectively the same underlying (ΣS′

∗
, ES′

∗
)-partial algebra A) and defining,

for each M ∈ S \ S′, pM only where it is required by the existence equations related to M.
It is not hard to see that, in this case, these definitions do not contradict each other. The
identity function A→ US,S′(FS,S′(A)) (respectively A→ US,S′

∗
(FS,S′

∗
(A))) gives the reflection of

A along US,S′ (respectively US,S′

∗
).

We have therefore an adjunction FS,S′ ⊣ US,S′ (respectively FS,S′

∗
⊣ US,S′

∗
). Moreover, we can see

from the above construction of the left adjoint that, if S is not trivial, this adjunction is actually
a co-reflection, i.e., the unit is an isomorphism. If S′ = ; is empty, PartS′ is (equivalent to) the
category Set of sets (respectively Part

S′

∗
is (equivalent to) the category Set∗ of pointed sets). We

therefore have a left adjoint FS := FS,; (respectively FS
∗

:= FS,;
∗

) for the forgetful functor US :=
US,; : PartS → Set (respectively US

∗
:= US,;

∗
: PartS

∗
→ Set∗).

It is a classical result that right adjoints preserves strong monomorphisms (see e.g. Proposi-
tion 4.3.9 in [5]). We therefore immediately have the following.
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Proposition 1.5. Let S′ ⊆ S ⊆ matr (respectively S′ ⊆ S ⊆ matr∗) be two matrix sets. The forgetful

functor US,S′ : PartS → Part
S′ (respectively US,S′

∗
: PartS

∗
→ Part

S′

∗
) preserves strong monomorphisms.

Due to this proposition, we can extend Proposition 1.4 to matrix sets.

Proposition 1.6. Let S ⊆matr (respectively S ⊆matr∗) be a matrix set. The category PartS (respec-

tively Part
S

∗
) has S-closedMstrong-relations.

Proof. Let M ∈ S ∩ matr∗(n, m, k) for integers n > 0 and m, k ¾ 0. Let also r : R ֌ X n be a
Mstrong-relation in Part

S (respectively in Part
S

∗
) and





g11 . . . g1m h1
...

...
...

gn1 . . . gnm hn





be an interpretation of M of type Part
S(Z , X ) (respectively of type Part

S

∗
(Z , X )) such that, for

each j ∈ {1, . . . , m}, the morphism (g1 j, . . . , gnj) : Z → X n factors through r. We must show
that the morphism (h1, . . . , hn) : Z → X n also factors through r, i.e., that the pullback r ′ of r

along (h1, . . . , hn) is an isomorphism. Since the forgetful functor US,M := US,{M} (respectively
US,M
∗

:= US,{M}
∗

) preserves limits and strong monomorphisms, and since PartM (respectively PartM
∗

)
has M-closedMstrong-relations by Proposition 1.4, we know that US,M(r ′) (respectively US,M

∗
(r ′))

is an isomorphism. This thus means that r ′ is surjective and, being a Mstrong-relation, it is an
isomorphism.

Closed sub-partial algebras

Given a signature Σ and a set E of existence Σ-equations, the monomorphisms in Part(Σ, E) are
exactly the injective homomorphisms. A sub-partial algebra of a (Σ, E)-partial algebra B is thus
given by a (Σ, E)-partial algebra A where the underlying set of A is included in that of B and such
that, for any n-ary operation symbol σ ∈ Σ and any a1, . . . , an ∈ A, if σA(a1, . . . , an) is defined in A,
then σB(a1, . . . , an) is defined in B and σB(a1, . . . , an) = σ

A(a1, . . . , an). Note that in general, if
σB(a1, . . . , an) is defined in B, there is no reason for which σA(a1, . . . , an) is defined in A. A sub-
partial algebra for which this reverse implication holds is said to be closed [18]. More generally,
a homomorphism f : A→ B in Part(Σ, E) is said to be closed if, for each n-ary operation symbol
σ ∈ Σ and every a1, . . . , an ∈ A, if σB( f (a1), . . . , f (an)) is defined in B, then σA(a1, . . . , an) is
defined in A (and therefore the identity (6) holds).

Let us recall from [19] that in most cases, closed monomorphisms in Part
M and Part

M
∗

coincide
with strong monomorphisms.

Proposition 1.7. [19] For a matrix M ∈matr∗, closed monomorphisms in Part
M
∗

coincide with strong

monomorphisms. For a matrix M ∈ matr, strong monomorphisms in Part
M are closed monomor-

phisms and the converse is true if there exists a partial algebra in Part
M

with at least two elements.

The condition that PartM contains a partial algebra with at least two elements in the above
proposition will be rephrased as ‘M is not trivial’, see the equivalence (12)⇔(19) in Theorem 2.1.

Using a similar same proof than in [19], we can generalize the above proposition to the case of
matrix sets, giving rise to the following where we use Theorem 2.1 by anticipation to reformulate
the condition.

Proposition 1.8. For a matrix set S ⊆ matr∗, closed monomorphisms in Part
S

∗
coincide with strong

monomorphisms. For a non-pointed matrix set S ⊆matr, strong monomorphisms in Part
S are closed

monomorphisms and the converse is true if S is not trivial.

13



The embedding theorem

We now recall the embedding theorem from [19] which will be of crucial importance in the proof
of our results. The notation Cop stands for the dual of the category C and, for a category D, the
notation DC

op
denotes the category of functors Cop → D and natural transformations between

them.

Theorem 1.9. [19] Given a matrix M ∈matr (respectively M ∈matr∗), a small finitely complete cat-

egory C (respectively a small finitely complete pointed categoryC) andM a class of monomorphisms

in C stable under pullbacks, closed under composition and containing the regular monomorphisms,

if C has M-closedM -relations, then there exists a fully faithful embedding ϕ : C ,→ (PartM)C
op

(re-

spectively ϕ : C ,→ (PartM
∗
)C

op
) which preserves and reflects finite limits and such that, for every

monomorphism f ∈M and every object X ∈ C, ϕ( f )X is a closed monomorphism in Part
M

(respec-

tively in Part
M
∗

).

The embedding ϕ can be constructed as a factorization of the Yoneda embedding Y: C ,→
Set
C

op

(respectively Y∗ : C ,→ Set
C

op

∗
) through the functor (UM)C

op
(respectively (UM

∗
)C

op
) induced

by post-composition with UM := U{M},; (respectively with UM
∗

:= U{M},;
∗

).

(Part
M
)C

op

(UM)C
op

��

C
,

�

ϕ

::✈✈✈✈✈✈✈✈✈✈
�

�

Y
// Set
Cop

(Part
M
∗
)C

op

(UM
∗ )
Cop

��

C
-




ϕ

;;✇✇✇✇✇✇✇✇✇✇
�

�

Y∗
// Set
C

op

∗

Given a matrix set S ⊆ matr (respectively S ⊆ matr∗), the category Part
S (respectively Part

S

∗
)

together with the forgetful functors US and US,M for each M ∈ S (respectively US
∗

and US,M
∗

for
each M ∈ S) has the universal property of the limit of the diagram constituted of one occurrence
of Set (respectively of Set∗) and, for each M ∈ S, the forgetful functor UM (respectively UM

∗
) to

that occurrence of Set (respectively of Set∗).

Part
S

US,M

{{

US,M′

##

US

��

Part
M

UM
##❍

❍❍
❍❍

❍❍
❍❍
· · · · · · PartM′

UM′{{✈✈
✈✈
✈✈
✈✈
✈✈

Set

Part
S

∗

US,M
∗

||

US,M′
∗

""

US
∗

��

Part
M
∗

UM
∗ ""❋

❋❋
❋❋

❋❋
❋❋
· · · · · · PartM′

∗

UM′
∗{{①①

①①
①①
①①
①

Set∗

In view of this, the above embedding theorem immediately generalizes for a matrix set as follows.

Theorem 1.10. Given a matrix set S ⊆matr (respectively S ⊆matr∗), a small finitely complete cate-

gory C (respectively a small finitely complete pointed category C) andM a class of monomorphisms

in C stable under pullbacks, closed under composition and containing the regular monomorphisms, if

C has S-closedM -relations, then there exists a fully faithful embedding ϕ : C ,→ (PartS)C
op

(respec-

tively ϕ : C ,→ (PartS

∗
)C

op
) which preserves and reflects finite limits, such that, for every monomor-

phism f ∈ M and every object X ∈ C, ϕ( f )X is a closed monomorphism in Part
S (respectively in

Part
S

∗
) and which makes the diagram

(PartS)C
op

(US)C
op

��

C
,

�

ϕ

;;✈✈✈✈✈✈✈✈✈✈
�

�

Y
// Set
Cop
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respectively

(PartS

∗
)C

op

(US
∗ )
Cop

��

C
-




ϕ

;;①①①①①①①①①①
�

�

Y∗
// Set
Cop

∗

commute.

2 Main results

We can now state and prove our results reinforcing the links between categories of partial algebras
and matrix properties involving a general classM of monomorphisms.

Trivial matrix sets

Let us start by studying trivial matrix sets. We extend here the characterizations of trivial matrices
that can already be found in [13, 15, 16]. In addition of recalling some known characterizations,
we add many new ones. We however omit to recall here many other characterizations found
in those papers which allow to effectively recognize when a matrix is trivial. In the following
theorem, Bool denotes the category of Boolean algebras and 1 denotes the category with a unique
object and the identity on it as unique morphism. A category is said to be regular [3] if it has
finite limits, coequalizers of kernel pairs and such that regular epimorphisms are stable under
pullbacks. Note that the following theorem can be used with S = {M} a singleton, giving rise to
some characterizations of trivial matrices (instead of trivial matrix sets), some of those already
appearing in [13, 15, 16].

Theorem 2.1. For a matrix set S ⊆matr∗ , the following conditions are equivalent:

(1) every finitely complete pointed category with S-closed relations is equivalent to the single mor-

phism category 1;

(2) S is trivial, that is, S contains a trivial matrix M, i.e., such that every finitely complete pointed

category with M-closed relations is equivalent to the single morphism category 1;

(3) every finitely complete pointed category with S-closed Mstrong-relations is equivalent to the

single morphism category 1;

(4) for every finitely complete pointed categoryC and every classM of monomorphisms in C stable

under pullbacks, closed under composition, containing all regular monomorphisms and such

that C has S-closedM -relations, C is equivalent to the single morphism category 1;

(5) any regular pointed category with S-closed relations is equivalent to the single morphism cat-

egory 1;

(6) any essentially algebraic pointed category with S-closed relations is equivalent to the single

morphism category 1;

(7) any pointed variety with S-closed relations is equivalent to the single morphism category 1, i.e.,

the equation x = 0 holds in its theory for a constant term 0;

(8) Part
S

∗
is equivalent to the single morphism category 1;
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(9) every (ΣS
∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebra has exactly one element;

(10) Set
op
∗

does not have S-closed relations.

If S ⊆matr is non-pointed, these are further equivalent to the following conditions:

(11) every finitely complete category with S-closed relations is a preorder;

(12) S contains a trivial matrix M, i.e., such that every finitely complete category with M-closed

relations is a preorder;

(13) every finitely complete category with S-closedMstrong-relations is a preorder;

(14) for every finitely complete category C and every classM of monomorphisms in C stable under

pullbacks, closed under composition, containing all regular monomorphisms and such that C

has S-closedM -relations, C is a preorder;

(15) any regular category with S-closed relations is a preorder;

(16) any essentially algebraic category with S-closed relations is a preorder;

(17) any variety with S-closed relations is a preorder, i.e., the equation x = y holds in its theory;

(18) Part
S is a preorder;

(19) every (ΣS, ES)-partial algebra has at most one element;

(20) Set
op

does not have S-closed relations;

(21) Bool does not have S-closed relations.

Proof. We first consider the general case where S ⊆ matr∗. The implication (2)⇒(1) is obvious
while (1)⇒(10) follows from the fact that Setop

∗
is not equivalent to 1. If (10) holds, S contains

a matrix M for which Set
op
∗

does not have M-closed relations. Using Theorem 3.1 in [13], this
means that M is trivial. We have therefore already proved the equivalences (1)⇔(2)⇔(10).
The implication (4)⇒(3) follows from the fact that the class of strong monomorphisms in a cate-
gory is stable under pullbacks, closed under composition and contains regular monomorphisms.
The implications (3)⇒(1)⇒(5) are obvious, as well as (5)⇒(7) since varieties of universal al-
gebras form regular categories. Since essentially algebraic categories are complete and varieties
are essentially algebraic categories, the implications (1)⇒(6)⇒(7) are also straightforward. Con-
cerning the implication (7)⇒(9), suppose A is a (ΣS

∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebra. Note that A cannot be

empty since 0 needs to be defined in A. For each matrix M ∈ S with m left columns, the m-ary
operation symbol pM ∈ ΣM

∗
can be extended to a total operation (pM)A on A by defining it to be 0

on any m-tuple in Am on which it is not yet defined. Doing so, A becomes a total (ΣS
∗
, ES
∗
)-algebra.

Using Theorem 1.2, the variety of total (ΣS
∗
, ES
∗
)-algebras has S-closed relations. If (7) holds, this

means that A as a unique element, proving the implication (7)⇒(9). To prove the equivalence
(9)⇔(8), it suffices to notice that any (ΣS

∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebra A with a unique element is iso-

morphic to the terminal object of PartS

∗
since 0 has to be defined as well as (pM)A(0, . . . , 0) for

each M ∈ S. We conclude the first part of the proof with the implication (9)⇒(4). Let us suppose
(9) holds and let C be a finitely complete pointed category andM a class of monomorphisms in
C stable under pullbacks, closed under composition, containing all regular monomorphisms and
such that C has S-closedM -relations. We shall prove that C is equivalent to 1. Since C has a ter-
minal object, it is not empty and thus it remains to prove that given any two objects X , Y in C, 0 is
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the unique morphism X → Y . If C is a small category, one can use the Embedding Theorem 1.10
to obtain a fully faithful embedding ϕ : C ,→ (PartS

∗
)C

op
. If there were two different morphisms

f , g : X → Y , then ϕ( f ) 6= ϕ(g) and so ϕ( f )Z 6= ϕ(g)Z for some object Z ∈ Cop. However, this is
not possible since Part

S

∗
is supposed to be equivalent to 1. If C is not small, one can extract from

the proof of the Embedding Theorem 1.9 in [19] a (ΣS
∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebraic structure on C(X , Y )

and conclude by (9) that it contains only the zero morphism.
Let us now suppose that S ⊆matr. The equivalence (20)⇔(21) can be found in [15]while the

equivalence (2)⇔(12) is established in [13]. The remaining implications are proved similarly
as above except that (20)⇒(12) follows now from Theorem 2.3 in [16] and (18)⇒(19) can
be proved as follows. For any element a in a (ΣS, ES)-partial algebra A, one has that, for each
M ∈ S, (pM)A(a, . . . , a) is defined and equal to a (since M has at least one row). Such an element
thus determines a morphism from the terminal (ΣS, ES)-partial algebra to A, sending the unique
element in the domain to a. If PartS is a preorder, this implies that A cannot have more than one
element.

In [13, 16], for a matrix set S ⊆matr (respectively S ⊆matr∗), we denoted by mclexS (respec-
tively by mclex∗S) the collection of finitely complete (respectively finitely complete pointed) cate-
gories with S-closed relations. Similarly, we denote here by mclexstrongS (respectively mclexstrong

∗
S)

the collection of finitely complete (respectively finitely complete pointed) categories with S-closed
Mstrong-relations.

Remark 2.2. Let M ∈ matr(n, m, k) for integers n > 0 and m, k ¾ 0. If m = 0, then M is auto-
matically trivial and mclex{M} is the collection of categories equivalent to 1. If M is trivial but
m > 0, mclex{M} is then the bigger collection of finitely complete preorders. Trivial matrix sets
determine thus two different collections of categories when looking atM =Mall. Although the
equivalence (11)⇔(13) holds in the above theorem, trivial matrix sets determine only one col-
lection of categories when looking atM =Mstrong. Indeed, if S is trivial, mclexstrongS is always the
collection of finitely complete preorders. This is due to the fact that in finitely complete preorders,
Mstrong is the class of isomorphisms and therefore they all have S-closedMstrong-relations even if
S contains a matrix with no left columns. This distinction disappears in the pointed case because
if S ⊆ matr∗ is a trivial matrix set, both mclex∗S and mclexstrong

∗
S are the collection of categories

equivalent to 1.

Implications of matrix properties

We now come to our main result.

Theorem 2.3. Let S ⊆matr∗ be a matrix set and N ∈matr∗ be a matrix such that N has m ¾ 0 left

columns. The following conditions are equivalent:

(1) S⇒lex∗ N;

(2) S⇒
strong
lex∗

N;

(3) S⇒
strong
ess alg∗

N;

(4) for every finitely complete pointed categoryC and every classM of monomorphisms in C stable

under pullbacks, closed under composition and containing all regular monomorphisms, ifC has

S-closedM -relations, then it has also N-closedM -relations;

(5) Part
S

∗
has N-closedMstrong-relations;
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(6) there exists an m-ary term q ∈ TS
∗
({y1, . . . , ym}) such that, for any (ΣS

∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebra A,

qA : Am
¹¹Ë A makes A a (ΣN

∗
, EN
∗
)-partial algebra.

Moreover, if S ⊆matr, N ∈matr and m> 0, these are further equivalent to the following conditions:

(7) S⇒lex N;

(8) S⇒
strong
lex N;

(9) S⇒
strong
ess alg N;

(10) for every finitely complete category C and every classM of monomorphisms in C stable under

pullbacks, closed under composition and containing all regular monomorphisms, if C has S-

closedM -relations, then it has also N-closedM -relations;

(11) Part
S has N-closedMstrong-relations;

(12) there exists an m-ary term q ∈ TS({y1, . . . , ym}) such that, for any (ΣS, ES)-partial algebra A,

qA : Am ¹¹Ë A makes A a (ΣN, EN)-partial algebra.

Proof. We first consider the general case where S ⊆ matr∗ and N ∈ matr∗. To fix dimensions,
we suppose that N ∈ matr∗(n, m, k) for integers n > 0 and m, k ¾ 0. The implications (4)⇒(1)
and (4)⇒(2) are obvious since the classesMall andMstrong in any finitely complete category are
closed under composition, stable under pullbacks and contain all regular monomorphisms. The
implication (2)⇒(3) is trivial since essentially algebraic categories are complete. The implica-
tion (3)⇒(5) follows immediately from Proposition 1.6 and the fact that PartS

∗
is an essentially

algebraic pointed category. To prove the implication (5)⇒(4), let us suppose that PartS

∗
has N-

closedMstrong-relations and let us consider a finitely complete pointed category C and a class of
monomorphismsM in C as in (4). We suppose that C has S-closedM -relations and we must
show it has N-closedM -relations. Let r : R֌ X n be a relation inM , Z be an object of C and





g11 . . . g1m h1
...

...
...

gn1 . . . gnm hn





be an interpretation of N of type C(Z , X ). We suppose that, for each j ∈ {1, . . . , m}, the morphism
(g1 j , . . . , gnj) : Z → X n factors through r and we must show that (h1, . . . , hn) : Z → X n also factors
through r. If C is a small category, by the Embedding Theorem 1.10, there exists a fully faithful
embedding ϕ : C ,→ (PartS

∗
)C

op
which preserves and reflects finite limits and such that, for every

monomorphism f ∈ M and every object A ∈ C, ϕ( f )A is a closed monomorphism in Part
S

∗
. By

Proposition 1.8, ϕ(r)A is a strong relation for every object A ∈ C. Since Part
S

∗
is supposed to

have N-closedMstrong-relations, this means that ϕ((h1, . . . , hn))A factors through ϕ(r)A for every
A ∈ C. Therefore, the pullback of ϕ(r) along ϕ((h1, . . . , hn)) is an isomorphism since each of its
component is. Thus, since ϕ is fully faithful and preserves finite limits, the pullback of r along
(h1, . . . , hn) is C is an isomorphism, proving that (h1, . . . , hn) factors through r. If C is not small,
a similar argument can still be applied. Indeed, looking at the proof in [19] of Theorem 1.9, we
can still construct (ΣS

∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebraic structures on C(Z , X ), C(Z , X n) and C(Z , R). This

can be done in such a way that C(Z , X n) is isomorphic as (ΣS
∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebra to the n-fold

power of C(Z , X ) via the canonical isomorphism C(Z , X n) ∼= C(Z , X )n and such that composition
with r gives a closed monomorphism C(Z , R)֌ C(Z , X n). We can thus see C(Z , R) as a closed
sub-partial algebra of C(Z , X )n containing (g1, . . . , gn) ∈ C(Z , X )n if and only if the morphism
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(g1, . . . , gn) : Z → X n factors through r. By Proposition 1.8, this thus defines a strong n-ary relation
in Part

S

∗
. Therefore this relation is N-closed by assumption. Considering the free (ΣS

∗
, ES
∗
)-partial

algebra FS
∗
({∗, x}) on the one element set (notice that {∗, x} is the free pointed set on the one

element set {x}), we get an interpretation




g ′11 . . . g ′1m
h′1

...
...

...
g ′

n1 . . . g ′
nm

h′
n





of N of type Part
S

∗
(FS
∗
({∗, x}),C(Z , X )) where g ′

i j
(x) = gi j and h′

i
(x) = hi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}

and j ∈ {1, . . . , m}. Since (g1 j, . . . , gnj) factors through r for each j ∈ {1, . . . , m}, we know that
the morphisms (g ′1 j

, . . . , g ′
nj
) : FS
∗
({∗, x}) → C(Z , X )n factor through C(Z , R). We conclude from

this that (h′1, . . . , h′
n
) also factors through C(Z , R) meaning that (h1, . . . , hn) factors through r as

required. We have therefore already proved the implications (2)⇔(3)⇔(4)⇔(5)⇒(1).
Let us now prove (1)⇒(6). If S is trivial, by the equivalence (2)⇔(9) of Theorem 2.1, it

suffices to choose q to be the constant term 0. If S is not trivial, we rely on the algorithm to
decide S⇒lex∗ N from [13] recalled in Section 1. We denote the entries of the matrix N as in

N =





x11 . . . x1m x1 m+1
...

...
...

xn1 . . . xnm xn m+1





where the x i j ’s belong to {∗, x1, . . . , xk}. To each left column c of N (the original ones and the
ones added by the algorithm), we associate an m-ary term qc ∈ TS

∗
({y1, . . . , ym}) such that, for

each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, the equation
qc(x i1, . . . , x im) =

e ci

holds in any (ΣS
∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebra, where ci is the ith entry of c and ∗ is interpreted as 0. For

the jth original left column c j of N (for j ∈ {1, . . . , m}), we simply let qc j be y j. For the first
added column c j+1 of ∗’s, we take qc j+1 to be the term 0. Now, suppose at some point of the
algorithm, we have defined qc for all the left columns of the current N and we are adding the
right column cB,m′+1 of a row-wise interpretation B of type ({∗, x1, . . . , xk}, . . . , {∗, x1, . . . , xk}) of
a matrix M′ ∈matr∗(n, m′, k′) whose rows are rows of a common matrix M ∈ S ∩matr∗(n

′, m′, k′)

(for integers n′ > 0, m′, k′ ¾ 0) and such that the left columns cB, j of B (for each j ∈ {1, . . . , m′}),
but not its right column cB,m′+1, can be found among the left columns of N. We then define

qcB,m′+1 = pM(qcB,1 , . . . , qcB,m′ ).

For i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, the ith row of B is of the form
�

f (x ′
i′1) . . . f (x ′

i′m′
) f (x ′

i′m′+1)
�

for a pointed function f : {∗, x1, . . . , xk′} → {∗, x1, . . . , xk} and an i′ ∈ {1, . . . , n′} and where
�

x ′
i′1 . . . x ′

i′m′
x ′

i′m′+1

�

is the i′th row of M. Thus, in any (ΣS
∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebra, the equations

c
B,m′+1
i

=e f (x ′
i′m′+1)

=e pM( f (x ′
i′1), . . . , f (x ′

i′m′
))

=e pM(c
B,1
i , . . . , c

B,m′

i )

=e pM(qcB,1(x i1, . . . , x im), . . . , qcB,m′ (x i1, . . . , x im))

=e qcB,m′+1(x i1, . . . , x im)
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hold, completing the construction of the qc ’s. But this immediately proves (1)⇒(6) since, if S⇒lex∗
N holds, the algorithm says that the right column of N has been added by the algorithm to its left
columns.

To conclude the first list of equivalences, it remains to show (6)⇒(5). Supposing (6), we get
a forgetful functor U : PartS

∗
→ Part

N
∗
. In view of the construction of small limits in categories of

partial algebras, it is routine to show that U preserves them. In order to prove (5), let us consider
a strong monomorphism r : R֌ X n in Part

S

∗
, a (ΣS

∗
, ES
∗
)-partial algebra Z and an interpretation





g11 . . . g1m h1
...

...
...

gn1 . . . gnm hn





of N of typePartS

∗
(Z , X ). Let us suppose that for each j ∈ {1, . . . , m}, the morphism (g1 j, . . . , gnj) : Z →

X n factors through r. Since by Proposition 1.4, PartN
∗

has N-closedMstrong-relations, applying the
functor U , we get that

(U(h1), . . . , U(hn)) : U(Z)→ U(X )n

(which is (isomorphic to) U((h1, . . . , hn)) : U(Z)→ U(X n)) factors through U(r). Therefore, the
pullback r ′ of r along (h1, . . . , hn) is sent by U to an isomorphism, and so it is bijective. So
r ′ is an epimorphism which, being a pullback of the strong monomorphism r, is also a strong
monomorphism. It is thus an isomorphism, which shows that (h1, . . . , hn) factors through r as
desired.

Let us now consider the case where S ⊆matr, N ∈matr and m> 0. The equivalence (1)⇔(7)
has been proved in [13] using the assumption m > 0. The other equivalences can be proved
analogously as in the pointed case above. For the proof of (11)⇒(10), we separate it in two cases.
It is analogous to the one of (5)⇒(4) if S is not trivial (to be able to apply Proposition 1.8). If S

is trivial, (10) is always true since m> 0 (see Theorem 2.1 and Remark 2.2). For the implication
(7)⇒(12), it is analogous to (1)⇒(6) if S is not trivial. If S is trivial, since m > 0 and in view of
the equivalence (2)⇔(19) of Theorem 2.1, one can choose q to be the term y1.

Remark 2.4. Let us now say a word on the case where S ⊆matr, N ∈matr and m = 0 in the above
theorem. Using Theorem 2.1 and Remark 2.2, the statements (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (8), (9)
and (11) of Theorem 2.3 are in that case all equivalent to the condition that S is trivial. Besides,
the statements (7), (10) and (12) of Theorem 2.3 are in that case equivalent to the condition that
S contains a matrix with no left columns.

Open question 2.5. We leave open the question whether the statements of Theorem 2.3 are
further equivalent to S ⇒ess alg∗

N (in the general case) and to S ⇒ess alg N (in the case S ⊆ matr,
N ∈ matr and m > 0) with the obvious meaning of these notations. The fact that we have been
unable yet to prove or disprove this reduction is closely linked with the fact that we do not know
yet if the property of being Mal’tsev (or having M-closed relations for a general matrix M) is stable
under the pro-completion of a finitely complete (pointed) category, see [20].

As a consequence of Theorem 2.3, one can now write proofs of implications of matrix prop-
erties in another way. In [13, 16], lex-tableaux and lex∗-tableaux were used to represent such
proofs. For instance, if Ari and Maj are the arithmetical and majority matrices from Section 1, a
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proof of the implication Ari⇒lex Maj can been displayed as the following lex-tableau:

x1 x2 x2 x1 x1 x1 x2 x1

x2 x2 x1 x1 x1 x2 x1 x1

x1 x2 x1 x1 x2 x1 x1 x1

x2 x1 x1 x2 x2

x1 x1 x2 x2 x2

x1 x2 x1 x1 x1

x1 x2 x2 x1 x1

x2 x2 x1 x1 x1

x1 x1 x1 x1 x1

The first block on the left represents the matrix Ari, while the first block on the right represents
the matrix Maj. Below each horizontal line, a step of the algorithm to decide Ari ⇒lex Maj is
displayed. So, for the second block, a row-wise interpretation of a matrix whose rows are rows of
Ari (the matrix Ari itself in this case) is drawn, where each left column belongs to the left columns
of Maj but not its right column. On the right, this right column is added to the extended Maj. In
the third block, again a row-wise interpretation of Ari is displayed on the left and its right column
is added to the extended Maj on the right. Since this is the right column of Maj, this concludes
the proof of Ari⇒lex Maj.

One can transform this proof into a ternary term q ∈ TAri({y1, y2, y3}) proving the implication
Ari⇒lex Maj via the equivalence (7)⇔(12) of Theorem 2.3. To extract this term q from the above
lex-tableau, one follows the proof of (7)⇒(12), analogous to the proof of (1)⇒(6). To the first
three left columns of Maj, one associates the variables y1, y2, y3 respectively. To the first added
column 



x2

x2

x1





one associates the term p(y3, y1, y2) where p = pAri is the term from Ari, i.e., partial algebras in
Part

Ari satisfy the equations






p(x1, x2, x2) =
e x1

p(x2, x2, x1) =
e x1

p(x1, x2, x1) =
e x1.

(7)

Finally, the term q, corresponding to the second added column is

q(y1, y2, y3) = p(y2, p(y3, y1, y2), y3).

At each step, the term is obtained applying p to the terms corresponding to the left columns of
the row-wise interpretation. To prove Ari⇒lex Maj it is actually enough to check that, from the
equations (7), one has the equations

q(x1, x1, x2) =
e p(x1, p(x2, x1, x1), x2) =

e p(x1, x2, x2) =
e x1,

q(x1, x2, x1) =
e p(x2, p(x1, x1, x2), x1) =

e p(x2, x2, x1) =
e x1

and
q(x2, x1, x1) =

e p(x1, p(x1, x2, x1), x1) =
e p(x1, x1, x1) =

e x1

corresponding to the matrix Maj.
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Since both rows of Mal appear in Ari, it is straightforward to prove Ari ⇒lex Mal using the
above term proofs. As shown in [16], one also has {Maj, Mal} ⇒lex Ari. In the language of terms,
this can be done by considering

q(x , y, z) = pMal(x , pMaj(z, x , y), z)

where pMal and pMaj are terms satisfying the existence equations from Mal and Maj respectively.
This term q indeed satisfies the existence equations from Ari since

q(x , y, y) =e pMal(x , pMaj(y, x , y), y) =e pMal(x , y, y) =e x

q(y, y, x) =e pMal(y, pMaj(x , y, y), x) =e pMal(y, y, x) =e x

q(x , y, x) =e pMal(x , pMaj(x , x , y), x) =e pMal(x , x , x) =e x .

We have thus re-proved that an arithmetical category is the same thing as a Mal’tsev majority
category. By the equivalence (8)⇔(12) of Theorem 2.3, this also shows that a finitely complete
category is weakly arithmetical (i.e., has Ari-closed Mstrong-relations) if and only if it is weakly

Mal’tsev (i.e., has Mal-closedMstrong-relations) and weakly majority (i.e., has Maj-closedMstrong-
relations).

To give an example in the pointed case, let us mention that in [13] we have shown that the
matrix StrUni is equivalent to the matrix

StrUni′ =





x1 x1 ∗ x1

∗ ∗ x1 x1

x1 ∗ x1 ∗





in the sense that StrUni ⇒lex∗ StrUni′ and StrUni′ ⇒lex∗ StrUni. Let us re-prove it here using
(partial) terms. The term p(x , y, z) corresponding to StrUni is associated to the equations

¨

p(x , 0, 0) =e x

p(y, y, x) =e x
(8)

while the term q(x , y, z) corresponding to StrUni′ is associated to the equations






q(x , x , 0) =e x

q(0, 0, x) =e x

q(x , 0, x) =e 0.

(9)

From a term p(x , y, z) satisfying the equations (8), we can construct the term

q(x , y, z) = p(z, p(x , y, 0), y)

satisfying the equations (9). Indeed,






q(x , x , 0) =e p(0, p(x , x , 0), x) =e p(0, 0, x) =e x

q(0, 0, x) =e p(x , p(0, 0, 0), 0) =e p(x , 0, 0) =e x

q(x , 0, x) =e p(x , p(x , 0, 0), 0) =e p(x , x , 0) =e 0

already proving StrUni⇒lex∗ StrUni′. For the other implication, from a term q(x , y, z) satisfying
the equations (9), we can construct the term

p(x , y, z) = q(q(y, 0, x), q(y, 0, x), z)
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satisfying the equations (8). Indeed,
¨

p(x , 0, 0) =e q(q(0, 0, x), q(0, 0, x), 0) =e q(x , x , 0) =e x

p(y, y, x) =e q(q(y, 0, y), q(y, 0, y), x) =e q(0, 0, x) =e x

proving StrUni′⇒lex∗ StrUni.

Remark 2.6. Let us make clear that in the above proofs, partial terms are considered. It was
shown in [16] that matrix implications are context sensitive. In particular, given matrices M, N ∈
matr, if one proves that any variety with M-closed relations has N-closed relations, this does not

imply that M⇒lex N in general. An example of this phenomenon has already been shown in the
Introduction. Let us show here an example in the non-pointed context. We consider the matrices

Cube∆
∗

3 =





x1 x1 x1 x2 x2 x1

x1 x2 x2 x1 x1 x1

x2 x1 x2 x1 x2 x1





and

Edge3 =





x2 x2 x1 x1 x1

x2 x1 x2 x1 x1

x1 x1 x1 x2 x1



 .

It has been shown in [16] (using a computer implementation of the algorithm, see Figure 2
in [16]) that Edge3 ⇒lex Cube∆

∗

3 but Cube∆
∗

3 ;lex Edge3 (i.e., the implication Cube∆
∗

3 ⇒lex Edge3

does not hold). However, it was shown in [4] that varieties with Cube∆
∗

3 -closed relations also have
Edge3-closed relations. According to Theorem 1.2, a variety V has Cube∆

∗

3 -closed relations if and
only if its theory has a 5-ary term p satisfying the equations







p(x1, x1, x1, x2, x2) = x1

p(x1, x2, x2, x1, x1) = x1

p(x2, x1, x2, x1, x2) = x1.

Such a term has been called a∆∗-special cube term in [4], explaining the notation Cube∆
∗

3 . Analo-
gously, a variety V has Edge3-closed relations if and only if its theory has a 4-ary term q satisfying
the equations







q(x2, x2, x1, x1) = x1

q(x2, x1, x2, x1) = x1

q(x1, x1, x1, x2) = x1.

Such a term has been called a 3-edge term in [4], justifying the notation Edge3. Although Cube∆
∗

3 ;lex

Edge3, it was shown in [4] that one can construct a 3-edge term q from a ∆∗-special cube term p

as follows:
q(x , y, z, w) = p(p(y, z, z, w, w), z, p(x , z, z, z, z), w, p(x , w, z, w, z)).

One can indeed compute

q(x2, x2, x1, x1) = p(p(x2, x1, x1, x1, x1), x1, p(x2, x1, x1, x1, x1), x1, p(x2, x1, x1, x1, x1))

= x1,
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q(x2, x1, x2, x1) = p(p(x1, x2, x2, x1, x1), x2, p(x2, x2, x2, x2, x2), x1, p(x2, x1, x2, x1, x2))

= p(x1, x2, x2, x1, x1)

= x1

and

q(x1, x1, x1, x2) = p(p(x1, x1, x1, x2, x2), x1, p(x1, x1, x1, x1, x1), x2, p(x1, x2, x1, x2, x1))

= p(x1, x1, x1, x2, x2)

= x1.

However, this proof does not extend to the partial context since in that case p(x2, x1, x1, x1, x1) in
the first equation, and so q(x2, x2, x1, x1), are not defined in general.

Another consequence of Theorem 2.3 is that one can completely describe the posets of collec-
tions of categories of the form mclexstrong{M} or mclexstrong

∗
{M} for matrices M of relatively small

dimensions. We consider these posets ordered by inclusion. These posets are almost isomorphic
to the ones where we considerMall instead ofMstrong, the only difference concerns trivial matrices
(see Remarks 2.2 and 2.4). One can thus use a computer implementation of the algorithms re-
called in Section 1 to describe these posets. Several of these posets have been displayed in [13, 16]
for the caseMall. For instance, derived from Figure 1 in [13], here is the Hasse diagram of the
poset of collections of categories of the form mclexstrong

∗
{M} where M runs among the matrices in

matr∗(2, 3, 2).

{all finitely complete pointed categories}

{weakly unital categories}

33❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢
{weakly subtractive categories}

ll❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳

{weakly strongly unital categories}

kk❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳

22❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢❢

{weakly Mal’tsev pointed categories}

OO

{categories equivalent to 1}

OO

In that diagram, a weakly unital category (respectively a weakly subtractive category, a weakly
strongly unital category or a weakly Mal’tsev pointed category) is a finitely complete pointed
category with M-closedMstrong-relations where M = Uni, Sub, StrUni, Mal respectively.

To conclude, let us mention that if one takes S = {[x1|x1]} in Theorem 2.3, one obtains the
following description of anti-trivial matrix sets. Extending the terminology from [13, 16], we say
that a matrix set S ⊆ matr∗ is anti-trivial if all finitely complete pointed categories have S-closed
relations.

Corollary 2.7. For a matrix set S ⊆matr∗, the following conditions are equivalent:

(1) S is anti-trivial, i.e., all finitely complete pointed categories have S-closed relations;

(2) all matrices M in S are anti-trivial in the sense of [13], i.e., all finitely complete pointed cate-

gories have M-closed relations;
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(3) all finitely complete pointed categories have S-closedMstrong-relations;

(4) all essentially algebraic pointed categories have S-closedMstrong-relations;

(5) for every finitely complete pointed categoryC and every classM of monomorphisms in C stable

under pullbacks, C has S-closedM -relations;

(6) Set∗ has S-closed relations;

(7) for all matrices M ∈ S, all the entries of the right column of M are ∗’s or this right column of

M can be found among its left columns.

Moreover, if S ⊆matr, these are further equivalent to the following conditions:

(8) all finitely complete categories have S-closed relations;

(9) all matrices M in S are anti-trivial in the sense of [16], i.e., all finitely complete categories have

M-closed relations;

(10) all finitely complete categories have S-closedMstrong-relations;

(11) all essentially algebraic categories have S-closedMstrong-relations;

(12) for every finitely complete category C and every classM of monomorphisms in C stable under

pullbacks, C has S-closedM -relations;

(13) Set has S-closed relations;

(14) for all matrices M ∈ S, the right column of M can be found among its left columns.

Proof. Let us first note that the equivalences (2)⇔(6)⇔(7) have been proved in [13]. Moreover,
if S ⊆matr, (2)⇔(9) has been shown also in [13] while (9)⇔(13)⇔(14) were proved in [16].
In addition, we remark that (1)⇔(2) and (8)⇔(9) if S ⊆matr are obvious. In view of that, we
can suppose without loss of generality that S = {N} for some N ∈matr∗.

Now, note that if N ∈ matr and N has no left columns, all statements in the theorem are
obviously false (and thus equivalent), so that we can exclude this case without loss of generality.
Now it suffices to apply Theorem 2.3 with S′ = {[x1|x1]}; it is straightforward to show that each of
its equivalent conditions becomes (equivalent to) the statements listed above. For statements (6)
(respectively (13)), it is easy to see that PartS′

∗
(respectively Part

S′) for that S′ is equivalent to
Set∗ (respectively to Set) and any monomorphism is strong in those categories. Statements (5)
and (12) many seem stronger than those coming from Theorem 2.3 due to the conditions onM ,
but they can still be easily seen to be implied by (7) and (14) respectively.
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