
COMPUTING THE CENTER OF A FUSION CATEGORY

FABIAN MÄURER AND ULRICH THIEL

Abstract. We present a (Las Vegas) algorithm for explicitly computing the simple
objects of the categorical (Drinfeld) center of a spherical fusion category. Our approach
is based on decomposing the images of simple objects under the induction functor from
the category to its center. We have implemented this algorithm in a general-purpose
software framework TensorCategories.jl for tensor categories that we develop within
the open-source computer algebra system OSCAR. While the required computations are
still too heavy to investigate standard examples whose center is not yet known up to
some equivalence, our algorithm has the advantage of determining explicit half-braidings
for the simple central objects, avoiding abstract equivalences and the like. Furthermore,
it also works over not necessarily algebraically closed fields, and this yields new explicit
examples of non-split modular categories.

1. Introduction

Let 𝒞 be a monoidal category with associators

(1.1) 𝑎𝑋,𝑌,𝑍 : (𝑋 ⊗ 𝑌 )⊗ 𝑍
≃−→ 𝑋 ⊗ (𝑌 ⊗ 𝑍) .

Throughout, we will use conventions as in the standard reference [9]. We are concerned with
the categorical (Drinfeld) center 𝒵(𝒞) of 𝒞. This is a categorification of the notion of the
center of a monoid where, as usual, equalities are replaced by isomorphisms, and we keep
track of these. Specifically, a half-braiding for an object 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞 is a natural isomorphism

(1.2) 𝛾𝑋 = {𝛾𝑋(𝑌 ) : 𝑋 ⊗ 𝑌
≃−→ 𝑌 ⊗𝑋 | 𝑌 ∈ 𝒞}
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2 F. MÄURER AND U. THIEL

such that the diagram

(1.3)

(𝑌 ⊗𝑋)⊗ 𝑍 𝑌 ⊗ (𝑋 ⊗ 𝑍)

(𝑋 ⊗ 𝑌 )⊗ 𝑍 𝑌 ⊗ (𝑍 ⊗𝑋)

𝑋 ⊗ (𝑌 ⊗ 𝑍) (𝑌 ⊗ 𝑍)⊗𝑋

𝑎𝑌,𝑋,𝑍

id𝑌 ⊗𝛾𝑋(𝑍)𝛾𝑋(𝑌 )⊗id𝑍

𝑎𝑋,𝑌,𝑍

𝛾𝑋(𝑌⊗𝑍)

𝑎𝑌,𝑍,𝑋

commutes for all 𝑌, 𝑍 ∈ 𝒞 and 𝛾1 = id𝑋 . The center 𝒵(𝒞) is the category whose objects
are pairs (𝑋, 𝛾𝑋) of an object 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞 and a half-braiding 𝛾𝑋 for 𝑋, and the morphisms
(𝑋, 𝛾𝑋) → (𝑌, 𝛾𝑌 ) are morphisms 𝑓 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 in 𝒞 such that the diagram

(1.4)
𝑋 ⊗ 𝑍 𝑌 ⊗ 𝑍

𝑍 ⊗𝑋 𝑍 ⊗ 𝑌

𝑓⊗id𝑍

𝛾𝑋(𝑍) 𝛾𝑌 (𝑍)

id𝑍 ⊗𝑓

commutes for all 𝑍 ∈ 𝒞. The category 𝒵(𝒞) inherits a natural monoidal structure from 𝒞,
see [9, Section 7.13]. Moreover, the half-braidings induce the structure of a braiding
(“commutativity constraint”) on 𝒵(𝒞), so that 𝒵(𝒞) is a braided monoidal category, see
[9, Section 8.5]. Braided monoidal categories play an important role in knot theory and
physics [1], which is one of the reasons why the center construction is important.

Among monoidal categories the fusion categories [10] play a major role since they behave
somewhat like categorical analogues of groups and arise in several areas of mathematics
and physics. The center of a fusion category is a braided fusion category, in fact a modular
category [1], and thus of particular interest.

In this paper we will present an algorithm for computing the center of a spherical fusion
category (Section 4). The algorithm is of Las Vegas type, meaning that if it returns a
result, the result is mathematically correct, but it may happen that the algorithm does not
succeed. This is due to the fact that we need to find a simple subobject of an object which
amounts to finding primitive idempotents in its endomorphism algebra. No algorithm is
known solving this problem over a general field but there are Las Vegas algorithms which
perform very well in practice, namely the MeatAxe algorithm and its variants [22, 15, 17].

Our algorithm is theoretically straightforward. The main point is that we realized it in
practice. To this end, we have begun developing a general-purpose software framework
TensorCatgories.jl [12] for tensor categories and categorical representation theory.
This framework is based on the open-source computer algebra system OSCAR [21, 5]
which incorporates and extends powerful systems like GAP [13] and Singular [6]. OSCAR
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in turn is based on the high-performance programming language Julia [3, 26] which, due
its type system design and multiple dispatch paradigm, is nicely suited for working with
categorical structures. Julia has a simple high-level syntax like Python but is much faster.
OSCAR provides, e.g., fast algebra over number fields and over the algebraic closure of Q,
which is crucial for our purposes.

As with group representations, the theory of fusion categories shows its greatest de-
velopment so far over an algebraically closed field of characteristic zero. An important
aspect of our algorithm and implementation is that it works over any field. This leads to
interesting new results, one of which we want to mention here.

Let 𝒞 ′ be the famous Ising fusion category. This is a fusion category over the complex
numbers with three simple objects denoted by 1, 𝜒, and 𝑋. The multiplication is given
by 𝜒⊗ 𝜒 = 1, 𝜒⊗𝑋 = 𝑋 ⊗ 𝜒 = 𝑋 and 𝑋 ⊗𝑋 = 1 ⊕ 𝜒, The Ising category is a special
case of Tambara–Yamagami fusion categories [25]. From general theory it is known [14,
Proposition 4.1] that the center 𝒵(𝒞 ′) has 9 simple objects. The non-trivial associators
of 𝒞 ′ are given by

𝑎𝜒,𝑋,𝜒 = (−1) id𝑋

𝑎𝑋,1,𝑋 = id1 ⊕(−1) id𝜒

𝑎𝑋,𝜒,𝑋 = (−1) id1 ⊕ id𝜒

𝑎𝑋,𝑋,𝑋 =
1√
2

(︂
1 1

1 −1

)︂
id2𝑋 ,

see [25]. It follows that 𝒞 ′ is actually defined over Q(
√
2), i.e., it has a Q(

√
2)-rational

form 𝒞. This is a fusion category over Q(
√
2), and it is known from general theory that 𝒵(𝒞)

is a semisimple tensor category—more precisely, it is what we call a weak pre-modular
category, see Section 2. What is the structure of 𝒵(𝒞)? As far as we are aware, this does
not appear in the literature yet. Via explicit calculations with our software in Section 6
we will prove:

Theorem 1.1. Let 𝒞 be the Ising fusion category considered over Q(
√
2). Then 𝒵(𝒞) has

five simple objects with dimensions 1, 1, 2, 2 and 4 ·
√
2. The multiplication table is given by

⊗ 1 1 𝜒2 1 + 𝜒 𝑋4

1 1 1 𝜒2 1 + 𝜒 𝑋4

1 1 1 𝜒2 1 + 𝜒 𝑋4

𝜒2 𝜒2 𝜒2 21 + 21 2(1 + 𝜒) 2𝑋4

1 + 𝜒 1 + 𝜒 1 + 𝜒 2(1 + 𝜒) 1 + 1 + 𝜒2 2𝑋4

𝑋4 𝑋4 𝑋4 2𝑋4 2𝑋4 41 + 41 + 4𝜒2 + 8(1 + 𝜒)
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and the 𝑆-matrix is given by

𝑆 =

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎝
1 1 2 2 4 ·

√
2

1 1 2 2 −4 ·
√
2

2 2 4 −4 0

2 2 −4 0 0

4 ·
√
2 −4 ·

√
2 0 0 0

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎠
In particular, 𝒵(𝒞) is a non-split modular category. It splits over Q(𝜉16) where 𝜉16 is a
primitive 16-th root of unity.

We emphasize that our computational construction of the center is completely explicit
so that we obtain the simple central objects as objects of 𝒞 together with half-braidings
(omitted here to save space). We can also analyze the splitting of the central objects when
passing to the algebraic closure of Q, see Section 6.

As another illustration of the capabilities of our implementation, let us consider a fusion
category coming from a Haagerup subfactor. There are three such fusion categories. Let
ℋ be the one with six simple objects. Its multiplication table is given in Figure 1. The
associators can be found in [29].

1 𝛼 𝛼* 𝜌 𝛼𝜌 𝛼*𝜌

1 1 𝛼 𝛼* 𝜌 𝛼𝜌 𝛼*𝜌

𝛼 𝛼 𝛼* 1 𝛼𝜌 𝛼*𝜌 𝜌

𝛼* 𝛼* 1 𝛼 𝛼*𝜌 𝜌 𝛼𝜌

𝜌 𝜌 𝛼*𝜌 𝛼𝜌 1 ⊕ 𝜌⊕ 𝛼𝜌⊕ 𝛼*𝜌 𝛼⊕ 𝜌⊕ 𝛼𝜌⊕ 𝛼*𝜌 𝛼* ⊕ 𝜌⊕ 𝛼𝜌⊕ 𝛼*𝜌

𝛼𝜌 𝛼𝜌 𝛼*𝜌 𝜌 𝛼⊕ 𝜌⊕ 𝛼𝜌⊕ 𝛼*𝜌 1 ⊕ 𝜌⊕ 𝛼𝜌⊕ 𝛼*𝜌 𝛼* ⊕ 𝜌⊕ 𝛼𝜌⊕ 𝛼*𝜌

𝛼*𝜌 𝛼*𝜌 𝜌 𝛼𝜌 𝛼* ⊕ 𝜌⊕ 𝛼𝜌⊕ 𝛼*𝜌 𝛼⊕ 𝜌⊕ 𝛼𝜌⊕ 𝛼*𝜌 1 ⊕ 𝜌⊕ 𝛼𝜌⊕ 𝛼*𝜌

Figure 1. Multiplication table of the Haagerup fusion category.

The modular structure of the center of ℋ is known, and it is known to have twelve
simple objects [11]. The forget functor from the center is known as well [28], see Figure 1.
We can recover these results explicitly with our software. If we define ℋ over the smallest
field possible, which is a number field of degree 16, the center is computed within six
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1
𝛼

𝛼*

𝜌

𝛼𝜌

𝛼*𝜌

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎝

1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎠
Figure 2. The forgetful functor 𝒵(ℋ) → ℋ. The columns correspond to
the simple objects of 𝒵(ℋ).

minutes. The center has two non-split objects. Splitting requires passing to a larger number
field and takes another eight minutes. See Section 6 for further details.

In Section 2 we will specify our setting and make precise what we mean by “computing
the center”. In Section 3 we discuss the computation of half-braidings to illustrate the
complexity of the problem. In Section 4 we discuss our algorithm. In Section 5 we derive a
theoretical result on the splitting of central objects under field extension. In Section 6 we
present our software framework and illustrate it with the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Acknowledgments. This work is a contribution to the SFB-TRR 195 “Symbolic Tools in
Mathematics and their Application” of the German Research Foundation (DFG), Project-
ID 28623755. We thank Liam Rogel for testing our software and providing helpful feedback.
We thank Gunter Malle for comments on a preliminary version of this paper.
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2. Basic assumptions, notation, and facts

We first want to emphasize that we do not require monoidal categories to be strict,
i.e. the associators (1.1) may be non-identity morphisms. It is true that by Mac Lane’s
strictness theorem [9, Theorem 2.8.5], any monoidal category is monoidally equivalent to
a strict monoidal category. But such a monoidal equivalence may be difficult to represent
in the computer, which is against our algorithmic approach. Moreover, to represent a
monoidal category in the computer one will usually choose a skeleton. Even though every
category is equivalent to a skeletal category, a monoidal category may in general not be
monoidally equivalent to a skeletal strict monoidal category, i.e. one cannot achieve strict
and skeletal simultaneously, see [9, Remark 2.8.7]. We will thus incorporate associators
everywhere.

We do assume, however, strictness for the unit object 1 of a monoidal category 𝒞 in
the sense that we require the unit morphism 𝜄 : 1 ⊗ 1 → 1 to be the identity, and for any
𝑋 ∈ 𝒞 we identify 1 ⊗𝑋 and 𝑋 ⊗ 1 with 𝑋. This is a basic assumption also in [9], see [9,
Remark 2.2.9], and it is not problematic as was strictness because one can simply choose
the skeleton appropriately, see [9, Exercise 2.8.8].

We let 𝕜 be a field. We do not require 𝕜 to be algebraically closed, and we do not
make any assumptions on its characteristic. This level of generality is also addressed in [9,
Section 4.16]. Even though we can work with an algebraic closure of Q, say, in a computer
algebra system like OSCAR, the arithmetic will be slower than in a number field. It will
thus be of advantage to work over smaller fields. Moreover, this will lead us to interesting
rationality questions. Since terminology in the theory of tensor categories over general
fields is in parts not yet entirely consistent throughout the literature, we will be very
precise about our definitions below. In general, our basis will be [9].

2.1. Fusion categories. We propose, and use, the following generalization of [9, Definition
4.1.1] to an arbitrary base field. By a weak fusion category over 𝕜 we mean a 𝕜-linear
abelian semisimple rigid monoidal category 𝒞 which has only finitely many non-isomorphic
simple objects, the unit object is simple, the Hom-spaces are finite-dimensional over 𝕜,
and the bifunctor ⊗ is 𝕜-bilinear.1 The Grothendieck ring Gr(𝒞) of such a category is a
weak fusion ring as in [9, Section 3.8], see [8, Proposition 4.2], hence our terminology.

We call an object 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞 scalar if 𝕜 ≃ End𝒞(𝑋) via the canonical map. We say that 𝒞
splits if all simple objects of 𝒞 are scalar, and then we call 𝒞 a fusion category. In case 𝕜 is
algebraically closed, this definition coincides with [9, Definition 4.1.1]. Also, for a general
field 𝕜, it coincides with the definition in [4, Section 1.G], this paper being important

1Such a category is finite in the sense of [9, Definition 1.8.6], the requirement of enough projectives
following from semisimplicity. Moreover, the simplicity of the unit object implies that the category is
indecomposable as required in [9, Definition 4.1.1].
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for us since it generalizes many results and constructions from algebraically closed fields
to arbitrary base fields (and rings). We want to incorporate the non-split case (with the
notion of weak) since this will happen for the center, even if we start with a split category.

2.2. Coends. If 𝒞 is any category and 𝐹 : 𝒞 × 𝒞𝑜𝑝 → 𝒞 is a functor, then a coend of 𝐹 is
an object 𝐶 ∈ 𝒞 together with morphisms 𝑐𝑋 : 𝐹 (𝑋,𝑋) → 𝐶 for each 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞 which are
universal with the property that the diagram

(2.1)
𝐹 (𝑋, 𝑌 ) 𝐹 (𝑌, 𝑌 )

𝐹 (𝑋,𝑋) 𝐶

𝐹 (𝑓,id𝑌 )

𝐹 (id𝑋 ,𝑓) 𝑐𝑌

𝑐𝑋

commutes for each morphism 𝑓 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 ∈ 𝒞. The coend object 𝐶, if it exists, is unique
up to isomorphism. We refer to [18, Section IX.6] fore more details on coends.

If 𝒞 is a rigid monoidal category, then if the functor 𝒞 × 𝒞𝑜𝑝 → 𝒞 defined by (𝑋, 𝑌 ) ↦→
𝑋 ⊗ 𝑌 * and (𝑓, 𝑔) ↦→ 𝑓 ⊗ 𝑔*, has a coend, it is called a (canonical) coend of 𝒞. It follows
from [24, Theorem 3.4] that any weak fusion category 𝒞 has a coend. If 𝒞 is a fusion
category, a coend 𝐶 is explicitly given by

(2.2) 𝐶 =
𝑛⨁︁
𝑖=1

𝑋𝑖 ⊗𝑋*
𝑖 ,

where 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋𝑛 is a complete set of representatives of the simple objects of 𝒞, see [4,
Section 3D].

2.3. Dimensions. If 𝒞 is a pivotal monoidal category, we have the notions of left dimension
dim𝑙(𝑋) and right dimension dim𝑟(𝑋) for any object 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞, see [9, Section 4.7]. These
dimensions are elements of End𝒞(1). Let us call an object 𝑋 spherical if the left and right
dimensions of 𝑋 coincide. We then denote this common dimension by dim(𝑋). If 𝒞 admits
a coend 𝐶 and if 𝐶 is spherical, we set

(2.3) dim(𝒞) := dim(𝐶)

and call this the (categorical) dimension of 𝒞. This definition is as in [4, Section 3D]. If 𝒞
is a spherical fusion category, it follows from (2.2) and the multiplicativity of dimension,
[9, Proposition 4.7.12], that

(2.4) dim(𝒞) =
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

dim(𝑋𝑖)
2 ∈ End𝒞(1) ≃ 𝕜 .

Our definition of dim(𝒞) thus agrees with [9, Definition 7.21.3].
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2.4. Modular categories. By a (weak) pre-modular category we mean a braided spherical
(weak) fusion category. To such a category 𝒞 we associate a matrix 𝑆 defined as follows: if
𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋𝑛 are the simple objects of 𝒞 up to isomorphism, then 𝑆 is the square matrix 𝑆
of size 𝑛 with entries

(2.5) 𝑆𝑖𝑗 = Tr(𝑐𝑋𝑗𝑋𝑖
𝑐𝑋𝑖𝑋𝑗

) ∈ 𝕜 .

Here, 𝑐𝑋𝑖𝑋𝑗
denotes the braiding 𝑋𝑖⊗𝑋𝑗 → 𝑋𝑗⊗𝑋𝑖 and Tr denotes the trace [9, Equation

8.40], which relies on the spherical structure. We call 𝑆 the 𝑆-matrix of 𝒞. We say that
a pre-modular category is modular if its 𝑆-matrix is invertible. Our definitions of pre-
modular, the 𝑆-matrix, and modular are the same as in [9] (Definitions 8.13.1, 8.13.2, and
8.14.1), but we note that in [9] all this is only considered in case where 𝕜 is algebraically
closed of characteristic zero. We nonetheless think they make sense in general and they
will be convenient for stating some facts. But we emphasize that our work does not depend
on these definitions. In [4, Section 3E] the notion of a modular category over a general
field (or ring) is defined which involves a non-degeneracy condition for a pairing defined
using the coend. A modular category as defined here is modular as defined in [4] by [4,
Remark 3.4].

2.5. Structure of the center. The key fact about the center we use here is the following.

Theorem 2.1 (Bruguières–Virelizier [4]). Let 𝒞 be a spherical fusion category over a
field 𝕜 with dim(𝒞) ̸= 0. Then 𝒵(𝒞) is a weak pre-modular category and

(2.6) dim(𝒵(𝒞)) = dim(𝒞)2 .

If 𝒵(𝒞) splits, it is a modular category.

Let us make some remarks on this fact. It is a deep conjecture [10, Conjecture 2.8] that
any fusion category over an algebraically closed field of characteristic zero is pivotal. As far
as we are aware, all known fusion categories are spherical. We note, however, that a given
pivotal structure may not be spherical, see [27, Example 4.59]. If 𝕜 is of characteristic
zero, the condition dim(𝒞) ̸= 0 is always true by [10, Theorem 2.3].2 All the relevant
structures on 𝒞 (direct sums, linearity, duals, pivotal, spherical) naturally transfer to 𝒵(𝒞),
see [4, Section 1J] and [24, Theorem 3.6]. The only property left to establish that 𝒵(𝒞)
is a weak fusion category is semisimplicity, and this is indeed not true in general, see [4,
Example 2.5]. In fact, it is proven in [4, Corollary 2.3] that 𝒵(𝒞) is semisimple if and only
if dim(𝒞) ̸= 0. So, if dim(𝒞) ̸= 0, it follows that 𝒵(𝒞) is a weak pre-modular category. The
relation dim(𝒵(𝒞)) = dim(𝒞)2 is [4, Theorem 2.1]. Finally, if 𝒵(𝒞) splits, it follows from
[4, Theorem 2.1] and our remarks in Section 2.4 that it is a modular category.

2In [10] the base field is assumed to be algebraically closed. But our definition of a fusion category
requires the category to be split and then we can argue by scalar extension.
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We note that in general it is not true that 𝒵(𝒞) splits: using our software we will show
in Section 6 that the center of the Ising category over Q(

√
2) is a non-split weak modular

category. We note that the phenomenon of non-splitting of the center of a split fusion
category is known, see e.g. [19]. We hope that our software will help to explore further
examples of this exciting phenomenon. Finally, we note that the above theorem in case of
an algebraically closed field was established much earlier by Müger [20]. The upshot of [4]
was to establish it for any field.

2.6. Computing the center. We can now make precise what we mean by “computing
the center”: given a spherical fusion category 𝒞 over a field 𝕜 with dim(𝒞) ̸= 0, we want to
determine a complete set of representatives of the simple objects of 𝒵(𝒞). Since 𝒵(𝒞) is
semisimple, this gives complete knowledge of 𝒵(𝒞).

In our computational perspective that we take on this problem we actually want to
achieve more. First, to work explicitly with such a category 𝒞 in the computer we need
to assume we have some sort of finite encoding (model) of 𝒞. One, but not the only,
possibility would be via the multiplication table of the Grothendieck ring Gr(𝒞) of 𝒞 and
the 6j-symbols of 𝒞, which encode the associators via a collection of matrices [9, Section
4.9]. Determining such a model may require hard work in specific examples, but we assume
it exists and start from there. Our software provides a general framework to work with
models of categories, the specifics being up to the user. We have already implemented
models of several standard examples. We can now formulate our precise goal.

Goal. We want to compute a model of 𝒵(𝒞) in terms of the model of the original
category 𝒞, avoiding abstract equivalences and the like. In particular, we want to
compute the simple objects of 𝒵(𝒞) explicitly as pairs of an object together with a
half-braiding.

Example 2.2. Let us illustrate our goal in a simple example. Let 𝐺 be a finite group
and let 𝕜-𝖵𝖾𝖼𝐺 be the category of finite-dimensional 𝐺-graded vector spaces over 𝕜, see [9,
Example 2.3.6]. This is a spherical fusion category with simple objects {𝛿𝑔}𝑔∈𝐺, where 𝛿𝑔
is the 1-dimensional vector space concentrated in degree 𝑔. Here, the associators are trivial.
There are versions 𝕜-𝖵𝖾𝖼𝜔𝐺 with non-trivial associator as well, see [9, Remark 2.6.2]. It
follows from Equation (2.4) that dim(𝕜-𝖵𝖾𝖼𝐺) = |𝐺| · 1𝕜. The center 𝒵(𝕜-𝖵𝖾𝖼𝐺) is well-
known [9, Example 8.5.4]: the simple objects are parametrized by pairs (𝐶, 𝑉 ), where 𝐶
is a conjugacy class in 𝐺 and 𝑉 is an irreducible finite-dimensional representation of the
centralizer of an element 𝑔 ∈ 𝐶.

But actual central objects are pairs (𝑋, 𝛾𝑋) of a 𝐺-graded vector space 𝑋 and a half-
braiding 𝛾𝑋 for 𝑋. How do the actual simple central objects look like? Answering this is
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our goal, and precisely this is done by our algorithm and software implementation. We give
a concrete example in Figure 3. Note that it is very easy to model 𝕜-𝖵𝖾𝖼𝐺 in the computer:
we just need the group 𝐺 and we describe morphisms as certain matrices over 𝕜.

(12) (13) (23) (123) (132)

() 1 1 1 1 1

() −1 −1 −1 1 1

2 · ()

⎡⎢⎣ 1 0

−1 −1

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣0 1

1 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣−1 −1

0 1

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣−1 −1

1 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣ 0 1

−1 −1

⎤⎥⎦

(23)⊕ (12)⊕ (13)

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
0 0 1

0 1 0

1 0 0

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
0 1 0

1 0 0

0 0 1

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
1 0

0 0 1

0 1 0

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
0 1 0

0 0 1

1 0 0

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
0 0 1

1 0 0

0 1 0

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

(23)⊕ (12)⊕ (13)

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
0 0 −1

0 −1 0

−1 0 0

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
0 1 0

1 0 0

0 0 −1

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
−1 0

0 0 1

0 1 0

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
0 −1 0

0 0 −1

1 0 0

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

0 0 1

−1 0 0

0 −1 0

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
(132)⊕ (123)

⎡⎢⎣0 1

1 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣0 1

1 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣0 1

1 0

⎤⎥⎦ id id

(132)⊕ (123)

⎡⎢⎣ 0 𝜉3

𝜉23 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣0 1

1 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣ 0 𝜉23

𝜉3 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣ 0 𝜉23

𝜉3 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣ 0 𝜉3

𝜉23 0

⎤⎥⎦
(132)⊕ (123)

⎡⎢⎣ 0 𝜉23

𝜉3 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣0 1

1 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣ 0 𝜉3

𝜉23 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣ 0 𝜉3

𝜉23 0

⎤⎥⎦
⎡⎢⎣ 0 𝜉23

𝜉3 0

⎤⎥⎦

Figure 3. The actual center of 𝕜-𝖵𝖾𝖼𝐺 for 𝐺 the symmetric group 𝑆3 and
𝕜 = Q(𝜉3), where 𝜉3 is a primitive third root of unity. The table lists the
simple central objects (𝑋, 𝛾𝑋). The first column lists the underlying object
𝑋 of 𝕜-𝖵𝖾𝖼𝐺. The other columns are indexed by the simple objects 𝑌 of
𝕜-𝖵𝖾𝖼𝐺 and specify the half-braiding 𝛾𝑋(𝑌 ). The data in this table is readily
provided by our software.

Remark 2.3. We note that our goal of computing the center makes sense whenever 𝒵(𝒞) is
semisimple. For example, it is shown in [9, Theorem 9.3.2] that 𝒵(𝒞) is a fusion category,
thus semisimple, whenever 𝒞 is a fusion category over an algebraically closed field of
characteristic zero. So here, 𝒞 does not necessarily have to be spherical in contrast to our
discussion above. For our algorithm, however, we need to assume the category is spherical,
and we currently do not know how to compute the center without this assumption.
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We also note that even without semisimplicity of the center 𝒵(𝒞) one could still ask
how to compute it. But then knowledge of simple objects is not sufficient to really know
the center itself. If 𝒵(𝒞) is a finite tensor category, meaning that objects are of finite
length, then the Krull–Schmidt theorem holds [9, Theorem 1.5.7], so that the category is
determined by its indecomposable objects. So, one needs to work with indecomposable
objects instead of just simple objects. We are currently working on extending our software
framework to support finite tensor categories, but we currently have no idea how to
compute the center in this generality.

3. Computing half-braidings

Before we discuss our algorithm and software implementation, we first want to discuss
the computation of half-braidings in order to illustrate the complexity of this problem.

Note that we have a forget functor

(3.1) 𝐹 : 𝒵(𝒞) → 𝒞, (𝑋, 𝛾𝑋) ↦→ 𝑋 .

The image of the induced map Gr(𝒵(𝒞)) → Gr(𝒞) between Grothendieck rings obviously
lies in the center of Gr(𝒞). In the example in Figure 3 we can observe two crucial peculiarities
of the center:

(1) If (𝑋, 𝛾𝑋) is a simple object of 𝒵(𝒞), then 𝑋 is not necessarily simple in 𝒞.
(2) If (𝑋, 𝛾𝑋) is a simple object of 𝒵(𝒞) there may exist another non-isomorphic

half-braiding 𝛾′𝑋 for 𝑋, so that (𝑋, 𝛾′𝑋) is another simple object of 𝒵(𝒞). In other
words, there may be several non-isomorphic simple objects of 𝒵(𝒞) lying above
the same object of 𝒞 under the forget functor.

It seems a possible strategy to compute the center would be to inductively form direct
sums 𝑍 of the simple objects in 𝒞 and determine the half-braidings on 𝑍. The inductive
procedure would ensure that this produces simple central objects and, over a splitting field,
one could use the dimension formula (2.6) with the coend formula (2.2) to establish that
one found all simple central objects. However, we will now argue that the determination of
half-braidings and their isomorphism classes as objects of the center seems computationally
infeasible.

First, semisimplicity of 𝒞 allows one to encode a half-braiding 𝛾𝑍 by a finite amount
of information, namely by the maps 𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑖) for the simple objects 𝑋𝑖 of 𝒞. We used this
already in the example in Figure 3. The precise statement is as follows.

Lemma 3.1 (Müger [20, Lemma 3.3]). Let 𝒞 be a fusion category with simple objects {𝑋𝑖}.
Let 𝑍 ∈ 𝒞. There is a bijection between half-braidings for 𝑍 and families of morphisms
{𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑖) ∈ Hom𝒞(𝑍 ⊗𝑋𝑖, 𝑋𝑖⊗𝑍)} such that for all 𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑘 and 𝑡 ∈ Hom𝒞(𝑋𝑘, 𝑋𝑖⊗𝑋𝑗) the
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diagram

(3.2)

𝑍 ⊗𝑋𝑘 𝑋𝑘 ⊗ 𝑍 (𝑋𝑖 ⊗𝑋𝑗)⊗ 𝑍

𝑍 ⊗ (𝑋𝑖 ⊗𝑋𝑗) 𝑋𝑖 ⊗ (𝑋𝑗 ⊗ 𝑍)

(𝑍 ⊗𝑋𝑖)⊗𝑋𝑗 (𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑍)⊗𝑋𝑗 𝑋𝑖 ⊗ (𝑍 ⊗𝑋𝑗)

id𝑍 ⊗𝑡

𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑘) 𝑡⊗id𝑍

𝑎𝑋𝑖,𝑋𝑗,𝑍

𝑎−1
𝑍,𝑋𝑖,𝑋𝑗

𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑖)⊗id𝑋𝑗
𝑎𝑋𝑖,𝑍,𝑋𝑗

id𝑋𝑖
⊗𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑗)

commutes and 𝛾𝑍(1) = id𝑍.

Remark 3.2. This statement is proven in [20] more generally for a semisimple monoidal
category. In [20] the base field is assumed to be algebraically closed but this does not play
a role in the proof. In [20] monoidal categories are assumed to be strict. We have given the
non-strict version here. The statement and its proof are straightforward but there is one
important detail which is less obvious: half-braidings need to be isomorphisms but we just
consider morphisms 𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑖) without requiring invertibility. The fact that we automatically
get isomorphisms is due to the existence of dual objects in 𝒞 (rigidity) and [20, Lemma
2.2].

Lemma 3.1 allows us to set up a system of equations for half-braidings 𝛾𝑍 for 𝑍 ∈ 𝒞.
Let 𝑋𝑖, 𝑋𝑗, 𝑋𝑘 be simple objects of 𝒞 and let 𝑡 ∈ Hom𝒞(𝑋𝑘, 𝑋𝑖 ⊗𝑋𝑗). Then the lemma
states an equation

(3.3) 𝜑(𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑘), 𝑡) = 𝜓(𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑖), 𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑗), 𝑡) ,

where

(3.4) 𝜑(𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑘), 𝑡) = 𝑎𝑋𝑖,𝑋𝑗 ,𝑋𝑘
∘ (𝑡⊗ id𝑍) ∘ 𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑘)

and

(3.5) 𝜓(𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑖), 𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑗), 𝑡) = (id𝑋𝑖
⊗𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑗))∘𝑎𝑋𝑖,𝑍,𝑋𝑗

∘(𝛾𝑍𝑋𝑖⊗ id𝑋𝑗
)∘𝑎−1

𝑍,𝑋𝑖,𝑋𝑗
∘(id𝑍 ⊗𝑡) .

Clearly 𝜑 and 𝜓 are linear in 𝑡 as well as in 𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑖), 𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑗), and 𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑘) respectively.
Thus, whenever the equations hold for a basis of Hom𝒞(𝑋𝑘, 𝑋𝑖 ⊗𝑋𝑗), they hold for all 𝑡.
After choosing a basis 𝑓1, ..., 𝑓𝑟 for Hom(𝑍 ⊗𝑋𝑘, 𝑋𝑖 ⊗ (𝑍 ⊗𝑋𝑗)) and bases 𝑔𝑙1, ..., 𝑔𝑙𝑟𝑙 for
Hom𝒞(𝑍 ⊗𝑋𝑙, 𝑋𝑙 ⊗ 𝑍) we can replace 𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑙) with

(3.6) 𝛾𝑍(𝑋𝑙) = 𝑎𝑙1𝑔
𝑙
1 + · · ·+ 𝑎𝑙𝑟𝑙𝑔

𝑙
𝑟𝑙

and get a system of quadratic equations by comparing coefficients. Writing out the full
details is technical, but we have implemented this system in our software framework and
the exact details can be found in the source code. Using algebraic solvers like msolve [2]
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this, in principle, yields an approach to computing the half-braidings for a fixed object.
However, as we illustrate in Example 3.3 below, even in very small examples, the systems
are extremely complicated and usually form a positive-dimensional ideal, so that there are
infinitely many solutions and msolve cannot be used. If the base field is not a finite field
or the field of rational numbers, the computational situation is even worse. Also, even
if we have found (a parametric form of) the solutions, we still need to determine their
isomorphism classes as objects of the center. Hence, without further simplifications from
theory (which we do not know) this approach seems infeasible.

Example 3.3. Consider the category 𝕜-𝖵𝖾𝖼𝐺 for 𝐺 = 𝑆3 and 𝕜 = Q. Consider the object
𝑍 = (23)⊕ (12)⊕ (13). We can see in Figure 3, which we computed using our algorithm
from the next section, that there are exactly two non-isomorphic half-braidings for 𝑍.
Note that they are indeed defined over Q, we do not need the bigger field Q(𝜉3) as in
Figure 3. The ideal defined by the equations for half-braidings on 𝑍 is given in Figure 4.
It is generated by 78 polynomials in 18 = 6 · 3 indeterminates. Its dimension is 2. In this
(simple) example, one could derive a parametric solution from the Groebner basis.

⟨𝑥1 − 𝑥24, 𝑥2 − 𝑥5𝑥6, 𝑥3 − 𝑥5𝑥6, 𝑥1 − 𝑥7𝑥9, 𝑥2 − 𝑥28, 𝑥3 − 𝑥7𝑥9, 𝑥1 − 𝑥10𝑥14, 𝑥2 − 𝑥11𝑥15, 𝑥3 − 𝑥12𝑥13, 𝑥1 − 𝑥12𝑥13,

𝑥2 − 𝑥10𝑥14, 𝑥3 − 𝑥11𝑥15, 𝑥1 − 𝑥16𝑥17, 𝑥2 − 𝑥16𝑥17, 𝑥3 − 𝑥218, 𝑥4 − 𝑥7𝑥12, 𝑥5 − 𝑥8𝑥11, 𝑥6 − 𝑥9𝑥10, 𝑥4 − 𝑥10𝑥17,

𝑥5 − 𝑥11𝑥18, 𝑥6 − 𝑥12𝑥16, 𝑥4 − 𝑥9𝑥13, 𝑥5 − 𝑥7𝑥14, 𝑥6 − 𝑥8𝑥15, 𝑥4 − 𝑥14𝑥16, 𝑥5 − 𝑥13𝑥17, 𝑥6 − 𝑥15𝑥18,−𝑥4𝑥13 + 𝑥7,

− 𝑥5𝑥15 + 𝑥8,−𝑥6𝑥14 + 𝑥9,−𝑥5𝑥10 + 𝑥7,−𝑥6𝑥11 + 𝑥8,−𝑥4𝑥12 + 𝑥9, 𝑥7 − 𝑥13𝑥18, 𝑥8 − 𝑥14𝑥16, 𝑥9 − 𝑥15𝑥17,

𝑥7 − 𝑥11𝑥16, 𝑥8 − 𝑥10𝑥17, 𝑥9 − 𝑥12𝑥18,−𝑥4𝑥16 + 𝑥10,−𝑥5𝑥18 + 𝑥11,−𝑥6𝑥17 + 𝑥12,−𝑥6𝑥7 + 𝑥10,−𝑥5𝑥8 + 𝑥11,

− 𝑥4𝑥9 + 𝑥12, 𝑥10 − 𝑥13𝑥15, 𝑥11 − 𝑥13𝑥14, 𝑥12 − 𝑥14𝑥15,−𝑥8𝑥16 + 𝑥10,−𝑥7𝑥17 + 𝑥11,−𝑥9𝑥18 + 𝑥12,−𝑥4𝑥7 + 𝑥13,

− 𝑥5𝑥9 + 𝑥14,−𝑥6𝑥8 + 𝑥15,−𝑥7𝑥18 + 𝑥13,−𝑥8𝑥17 + 𝑥14,−𝑥9𝑥16 + 𝑥15,−𝑥10𝑥11 + 𝑥13,−𝑥11𝑥12 + 𝑥14,−𝑥10𝑥12 + 𝑥15,

− 𝑥5𝑥16 + 𝑥13,−𝑥4𝑥17 + 𝑥14,−𝑥6𝑥18 + 𝑥15,−𝑥4𝑥10 + 𝑥16,−𝑥5𝑥12 + 𝑥17,−𝑥6𝑥11 + 𝑥18,−𝑥7𝑥15 + 𝑥16,−𝑥8𝑥14 + 𝑥17,

− 𝑥9𝑥13 + 𝑥18,−𝑥8𝑥10 + 𝑥16,−𝑥9𝑥11 + 𝑥17,−𝑥7𝑥12 + 𝑥18,−𝑥6𝑥13 + 𝑥16,−𝑥4𝑥14 + 𝑥17,−𝑥5𝑥15 + 𝑥18, 𝑥1 − 1, 𝑥2 − 1,

𝑥3 − 1⟩

= ⟨𝑥218 − 1, 𝑥16𝑥17 − 1, 𝑥14 − 𝑥17𝑥18, 𝑥13𝑥15 − 𝑥14𝑥
2
16, 𝑥12 − 𝑥14𝑥15, 𝑥11 − 𝑥13𝑥14, 𝑥10 − 𝑥13𝑥15, 𝑥9 − 𝑥12𝑥18, 𝑥8 − 𝑥10𝑥17,

𝑥7 − 𝑥11𝑥16, 𝑥6 − 𝑥15𝑥18, 𝑥5 − 𝑥13𝑥17, 𝑥4 − 𝑥14𝑥16, 𝑥3 − 1, 𝑥2 − 1, 𝑥1 − 1⟩

Figure 4. The ideal for half-braidings for the object (23) ⊕ (12) ⊕ (13)

in Q-𝖵𝖾𝖼𝑆3 . The second expression is a Groebner basis with respect to the
lexicographic ordering.
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4. An algorithm based on the induction functor

We will now present our algorithm for computing the center. We note that the idea is
rather simple in theory. The difficulties lie in making it constructive and effective—a lot of
work was spent on the actual software implementation.

Assumption 4.1. Throughout, we assume that 𝒞 is a spherical fusion category
over a field 𝕜 with dim(𝒞) ̸= 0. We denote by 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋𝑛 a complete set of the
isomorphism classes of simple objects of 𝒞. We denote by 𝜓 : (−) → (−)** the
(spherical) pivotal structure on 𝒞. For an object 𝑋 we denote by ev𝑋 : 𝑋* ⊗𝑋 → 1
and coev𝑋 : 1 → 𝑋 ⊗𝑋* the evaluation and coevaluation morphisms, respectively.

We note that by [9, Theorem 4.8.4] we have dim(𝑋𝑖) ̸= 0. In the proof of this fact in [9]
the base field is assumed to be algebraically closed, but the proof remains valid for a split
simple object, which is the case in our definition of a fusion category.

4.1. The induction functor and the basic idea. Recall the forget functor 𝐹 : 𝒵(𝒞) → 𝒞
from Equation 3.1. It admits a two-sided adjoint

(4.1) 𝐼 : 𝒞 → 𝒵(𝒞) ,

called the induction functor [9, Section 9.2]. Explicitly, for 𝑉 ∈ 𝒞 the underlying object of
𝐼(𝑉 ) is given by

(4.2) 𝐹𝐼(𝑉 ) =
𝑛⨁︁
𝑖=1

(𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑉 )⊗𝑋*
𝑖

and the half-braiding for this object is given by the component morphisms

(4.3) 𝛾(𝑍)𝑖𝑗 =
∑︁

𝑓∈𝐵,𝑔∈𝐵′

((𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑉 )⊗𝑋*
𝑖 )⊗𝑊 (𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑉 )⊗ (𝑋*

𝑖 ⊗𝑊 )

((𝑊 ⊗𝑋𝑗)⊗ 𝑉 )⊗𝑋*
𝑗

𝑊 ⊗ ((𝑋𝑗 ⊗ 𝑉 )⊗𝑋*
𝑗 ) (𝑊 ⊗ (𝑋𝑗 ⊗ 𝑉 ))⊗𝑋*

𝑗

𝑎𝑋𝑖⊗𝑉,𝑋*
𝑖
,𝑊

(𝑓⊗id𝑉 )⊗𝑔

𝑎𝑊,𝑋𝑗,𝑉
⊗id𝑋*

𝑗

𝑎𝑊,𝑋𝑗⊗𝑉,𝑋*
𝑗

,

where 𝐵 and 𝐵′ are a pair of dual bases of Hom𝒞(𝑋𝑖,𝑊 ⊗𝑋𝑗) and Hom𝒞(𝑊 ⊗𝑋𝑖, 𝑋𝑗) ∼=
Hom𝒞(𝑋

*
𝑖 ⊗𝑊,𝑋*

𝑗 ). These details can be found [4, Section 2]. We have added the associa-
tors here.
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We want to give the explicit adjunction isomorphisms between the forget functor and
the induction functor. To this end, let us assume here that 𝑋1 = 1. The left adjunction
isomorphisms given by

(4.4)
Hom𝒞(𝑉, 𝑌 ) ∼= Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝐼(𝑉 ), (𝑌, 𝛾))

𝑓 ↦→
∑︁
𝑖

dim𝑋𝑖 · 𝜑𝑖(𝑓) ∘ 𝑝𝑖

where 𝑝𝑖 :
⨁︀

𝑖(𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑉 )⊗𝑋*
𝑖 → (𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑉 )⊗𝑋*

𝑖 are the projections and 𝜑𝑖(𝑓) is given by

(4.5)
(𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑉 )⊗𝑋*

𝑖 (𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑌 )⊗𝑋*
𝑖 (𝑌 ⊗𝑋𝑖)⊗𝑋*

𝑖

𝑌 𝑌 ⊗ (𝑋**
𝑖 ⊗𝑋*

𝑖 ) 𝑌 ⊗ (𝑋𝑖 ⊗𝑋*
𝑖 )

:=𝜑𝑖(𝑓)

id𝑋𝑖
⊗𝑓⊗id𝑋*

𝑖
𝛾(𝑋𝑖)

−1⊗id𝑋*
𝑖

𝑎𝑌,𝑋𝑖,𝑋
*
𝑖

id𝑌 ⊗ ev𝑋*
𝑖

id𝑌 ⊗𝜓𝑋𝑖
⊗id𝑋*

𝑖

and an inverse Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝐼(𝑉 ), (𝑌, 𝛾)) → Hom𝒞(𝑉, 𝑌 ) is given by 𝑔 ↦→ 𝑝1 ∘ 𝑔. The proof is
analogous to [16, Theorem 2.3] where a different pairing is used. The right adjunction
isomorphisms are given by

(4.6)
Hom𝒞(𝑌, 𝑉 ) ∼= Hom𝒵(𝒞)((𝑌, 𝛾), 𝐼(𝑉 ))

𝑓 ↦→
∑︁
𝑖

𝜄𝑖 ∘ 𝜎𝑖(𝑓)

where 𝜄𝑖 : 𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑉 ⊗𝑋*
𝑖 → 𝐹𝐼(𝑉 ) are the inclusions and 𝜎𝑖(𝑓) is defined by

(4.7)
𝑌 𝑌 ⊗ (𝑋𝑖 ⊗𝑋*

𝑖 ) (𝑌 ⊗𝑋𝑖)⊗𝑋*
𝑖

(𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑉 )⊗𝑋*
𝑖 (𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑌 )⊗𝑋*

𝑖

id𝑌 ⊗ coev𝑋𝑖

:=𝜎𝑖(𝑓)

𝑎−1
𝑌,𝑋𝑖,𝑋

*
𝑖

𝛾(𝑋𝑖)⊗id𝑋*
𝑖

id𝑋𝑖
⊗𝑓⊗id𝑋*

𝑖

and an inverse is given by Hom𝒞(𝑌, 𝑉 ) → Hom𝒵(𝒞)((𝑌, 𝛾), 𝐼(𝑉 )) : 𝑔 ↦→ 𝜄1 ∘ 𝑔. Again the
proof follows the exact same arguments as the left adjoint case.

At the heart of our algorithm lies the following well-known property of the induction
functor which is an immediate consequence of the adjunction.

Lemma 4.2. Every simple object (𝑍, 𝛾𝑍) ∈ 𝒵(𝒞) arises as a subobject of 𝐼(𝑋𝑖) for some
simple object 𝑋𝑖 ∈ 𝒞.

Proof. Since 𝐹 ((𝑍, 𝛾𝑍)) is a non-zero object of 𝒞, it has a simple quotient 𝑋𝑗 and so there
is a non-zero morphism 𝐹 ((𝑍, 𝛾𝑍)) → 𝑋𝑗. Hence, using the adjunction, we conclude

(4.8) 0 ̸= Hom𝒞(𝐹 ((𝑍, 𝛾𝑍)), 𝑋𝑗) ≃ Hom𝒵(𝒞)((𝑍, 𝛾𝑍), 𝐼(𝑋𝑗)).
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We conclude there is a non-zero morphism 𝑓 : (𝑍, 𝛾𝑍) → 𝐼(𝑋𝑗). Since (𝑍, 𝛾𝑍) is simple,
the kernel of 𝑓 must be zero, so 𝑓 is a monomorphism and therefore (𝑍, 𝛾𝑍) is a subobject
of 𝐼(𝑋𝑗). □

In other words, the induction functor 𝐼 is surjective as in [9, Definition 1.8.3], see also
[9, Corollary 7.13.11]. The lemma yields an obvious idea how to compute a complete
set Irr(𝒵(𝒞)) of the isomorphism classes of simple objects of 𝒵(𝒞). We formalize this in
Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Compute Irr(𝒵(𝒞)) – First version
1 Initialize Irr(𝒵(𝒞)) = ∅
2 for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑛 do
3 Compute the object 𝐼(𝑋𝑖)

4 Compute a complete set Irr(𝐼(𝑋𝑖)) of isomorphism classes of simple subobjects
of 𝐼(𝑋𝑖)

5 for (𝑍, 𝛾) ∈ Irr(𝐼(𝑋𝑖)) do
6 if (𝑍, 𝛾) is not isomorphic to any object in Irr(𝒵(𝒞)) then
7 Add (𝑍, 𝛾) to Irr(𝒵(𝒞))

8 return Irr(𝒵(𝐶))

Using the explicit formulas in Equations (4.1) and (4.3), we were able to implement the
induction functor in our software framework, so Step 3 in Algorithm 1 is constructive. The
problems are Step 4 (the computation of simple subobjects) and Step 6 (the isomorphism
check). Decomposing a semisimple object 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞 in an abelian category is equivalent to
decomposing the endomorphism algebra End𝒞(𝑋), i.e. if

𝑋 =
𝑘⨁︁
𝑖=1

𝑛𝑖 ·𝑋𝑖

for simple objects 𝑋𝑖 then

End𝒞(𝑋) =
𝑘⨁︁
𝑖=1

Mat𝑛𝑖×𝑛𝑖
End𝒞(𝑋𝑖)

and 𝑋𝑖
∼= Im(𝑓𝑖) for any 0 ̸= 𝑓𝑖 ∈ End𝒞(𝑋𝑖) considered as an element of End𝒞(𝑋𝑖).

The decomposition of algebras is in general a very hard task and there is no algorithm
known. In our implementation we use the MeatAxe (Las Vegas) algorithm [22, 15, 17],
enhanced by various further technical tweaks. Details can be found in the source code of
our implementation. In practice, for small examples, this works reasonably well.
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In order to decompose endomorphism algebras at all, we need to be able to determine
these algebras explicitly. More generally, we need to be able to compute Hom-spaces in
the center. We will discuss this in Section 4.3. First, we will discuss a simple optimization
of Algorithm 1.

4.2. Center-generating simple objects. In most examples the computation of 𝐼(𝑋𝑖) for
all simple 𝑋𝑖 will result in redundant computations: 1) it might happen that 𝐼(𝑋𝑖) ∼= 𝐼(𝑋𝑗)

for 𝑋𝑖 ̸∼= 𝑋𝑗; 2) there are examples where all simple objects are contained in just a few
inductions. This leads us to the following concept.

Definition 4.3. A set of center-generating simples for 𝒵(𝒞) is a collection of simple
objects 𝑆1, . . . , 𝑆𝑙 ∈ 𝒞 such that every simple object 𝑍 ∈ 𝒵(𝒞) is a subquotient of at least
one 𝐼(𝑆𝑖).

Now, the goal is to (algorithmically) find a small set of center-generating simples. Here
is one approach. Recall that an object 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞 is called invertible if 𝑋 ⊗ 𝑋* ∼= 1. This
immediately implies that 𝑋 is simple. We will write Inv(𝒞) ⊆ Irr(𝒞) for the invertible
objects in 𝒞.

Lemma 4.4. Let 𝑉,𝑊 ∈ 𝒞 such that 𝑊 ∼= 𝐽 ⊗ 𝑉 ⊗ 𝐽* for some 𝐽 ∈ Inv(𝒞). Then
𝐼(𝑉 ) ∼= 𝐼(𝑊 ).

Proof. We can assume that 𝒞 is strict. Since 𝐽 is invertible, the object 𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝐽 is simple
and − ⊗ 𝐽 is an auto-equivalence of 𝒞. The half-braidings on the underlying object of
𝐼(𝑊 ) ∼= 𝐼(𝐽 ⊗ 𝑉 ⊗ 𝐽*) are given by the components

𝛾(𝑍)𝑖𝑗 =
∑︁

𝑓∈𝐵,𝑔∈𝐵′

𝑓 ⊗ id𝐽 ⊗ id𝑉 ⊗ id𝐽* ⊗𝑔.

The 𝑓 ⊗ id𝐽 and id𝐽* ⊗𝑔 form again a pair of dual basis. Hence, 𝐼(𝑉 ) and 𝐼(𝐽 ⊗ 𝑉 ⊗ 𝐽*)

carry the same half-braiding up to reordering of the summands. □

The action of Inv(𝒞) defines an equivalence relation on Irr(𝒞). So, by Lemma 4.4 the
representatives for the equivalence classes form a center-generating set. This set does not
need to be minimal but it is one that we can algorithmically compute.

Using the concept of center-generating simples we give in Algorithm 2 a refined version
of Algorithm 1. We restricted the computations to a set of center-generating simples and
replaced the condition for whether a simple object is accepted as new. The latter works
since for every simple object 𝑋𝑖 ∈ Irr(𝒞) and simple object 𝑍 ∈ Irr(𝒵(𝒞)) we have

Hom𝒞(𝑋𝑖, 𝑍) ∼= Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝐼(𝑋𝑖), 𝑍)
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and therefore whenever Hom𝒞(𝑋𝑖, 𝑍) ̸= 0 for any 𝑋𝑖 processed before, then 𝑍 is already
in the list of simple objects of 𝒵(𝒞).

Algorithm 2: Compute Irr(𝒵(𝒞)) – Refined version
1 Initialize Irr(𝒵(𝒞)) = ∅
2 Compute a set 𝑆 = {𝑆1, ..., 𝑆𝑙} ⊆ Irr(𝒞) of center-generating simples, e.g., via

computing the conjugacy classes on Irr(𝒞)
3 for 𝑖 ∈ {1, ..., 𝑙} do
4 Compute 𝐼(𝑆𝑖)
5 Compute all non-isomorphic simple subobjects 𝑍1, ..., 𝑍𝑘 of 𝐼(𝑆𝑖)
6 for 𝑗 ∈ {1, ..., 𝑘} do
7 if Hom𝒞(𝑍𝑗, 𝑆𝑡) = 0 for all 𝑡 ∈ {1, ..., 𝑖− 1} then
8 Add 𝑍𝑗 to Irr(𝒞)

9 return Irr(𝒵(𝐶))

4.3. Computing Hom-spaces in 𝒵(𝒞). There are multiple ways to obtain morphisms
in the center of a fusion category 𝒞. The first and most straight forward approach is to
solve for the condition 1.4. If 𝑓 ∈ Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝑋, 𝑌 ) ⊂ Hom𝒞(𝐹 (𝑋), 𝐹 (𝑌 )) we can write

𝑓 = 𝑎1𝑔1 + · · ·+ 𝑎𝑘𝑔𝑘

where 𝑔1, ..., 𝑔𝑘 is a basis of Hom𝒞(𝐹 (𝑋), 𝐹 (𝑌 )). Condition 1.4 yields now a set of equations

𝛾𝑌 (𝑍) ∘ (𝑓 ⊗ id𝑍) = (id𝑍 ⊗𝑓) ∘ 𝛾𝑋(𝑍)

for each simple object 𝑍 ∈ 𝒞 which are linear in the 𝑎𝑖. By solving this system we obtain
a basis of the space Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝑋, 𝑌 ). This approach scales badly since 𝑘 grows quickly
with the number of direct summands in 𝐹 (𝑋) and 𝐹 (𝑌 ), and the setup of the system is
expensive.

A much better approach is to take advantage of the adjunction isomorphisms 4.4 and
4.6. With those we immediately obtain endomorphism spaces of all objects of the form
𝐼(𝑋) since

(4.9) Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝐼(𝑋), 𝐼(𝑋)) ∼= Hom𝒞(𝑋,𝐹𝐼(𝑋))

and with some effort also arbitrary Hom-spaces as follows. Let 𝑋, 𝑌 ∈ 𝒵(𝒞) and denote
by 𝑍1, ..., 𝑍𝑟 the simple objects of 𝒵(𝒞). Since 𝒵(𝒞) is semisimple we can express any
morphism 𝑓 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 as a sum of morphisms 𝑋 → 𝑍𝑖 → 𝑌 . If {𝑆1, . . . , 𝑆𝑙} is a set
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of center-generating simples, then for all 𝑍𝑖 there is some 𝑗 such that there is a non-
zero morphism 𝑍𝑖 →˓ 𝐼(𝑆𝑗). Then Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝑋, 𝑌 ) is spanned by morphisms of the form
𝑋 → 𝐼(𝑆𝑗) → 𝑌 . We summarize this approach in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: Computing Hom-spaces in 𝒵(𝒞)
Input: Objects 𝑋, 𝑌 ∈ 𝒵(𝒞). A set {𝑆1, ..., 𝑆𝑙} of center-generating simples
Output: A basis of Hom𝒵(𝒞)((𝑋, 𝛾𝑋), (𝑌, 𝛾𝑌 ))

1 Compute a basis of the spaces Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝐼(𝑆𝑗), 𝑌 ) and Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝑋, 𝐼(𝑆𝑗)) for all
𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑙 via the adjunction (4.9)

2 Collect the set of maps
𝑀𝑗 = {𝑝 ∘ 𝑖 ∈ Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝑋, 𝑌 ) | 𝑝 ∈ Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝐼(𝑆𝑗), 𝑌 ), 𝑖 ∈ Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝑋, 𝐼(𝑆𝑗))} for
all 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑙

3 Use linear algebra to find a basis in the union of the 𝑀𝑗

Still another way is to project onto Hom𝒵(𝒞)(𝑋, 𝑌 ) ⊆ Hom𝒞(𝐹 (𝑋), 𝐹 (𝑌 )) with the
formula in the following lemma. In practice, however, algorithm 3 is the most efficient way
to get to morphisms.

Lemma 4.5 ([16, Lemma 2.2.]). For (𝑋, 𝛾𝑋), (𝑌, 𝛾𝑌 ) ∈ 𝒵(𝒞) the map 𝐸𝑋,𝑌 : Hom𝒞(𝑋, 𝑌 ) →
Hom𝒞(𝑋, 𝑌 ) given by

𝐸𝑋,𝑌 (𝑡) =
1

dim 𝒞

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

dim𝑋𝑖𝜑𝑖(𝑡) ,

where 𝜑𝑖(𝑡) is given by

𝑋 𝑋 ⊗ (𝑋𝑖 ⊗𝑋*
𝑖 ) (𝑋 ⊗𝑋𝑖)⊗𝑋*

𝑖

(𝑋𝑖 ⊗𝑋)⊗𝑋*
𝑖

(𝑋𝑖 ⊗ 𝑌 )⊗𝑋*
𝑖

𝑋𝑖 ⊗ (𝑌 ⊗𝑋*
𝑖 )

𝑌 (𝑋**
𝑖 ⊗𝑋*

𝑖 )⊗ 𝑌 𝑋**
𝑖 ⊗ (𝑋*

𝑖 ⊗ 𝑌 )

id𝑋 ⊗ coev(𝑋𝑖)

𝜑𝑖(𝑡)

𝑎−1
𝑋,𝑋𝑖,𝑋

*
𝑖

𝛾𝑋(𝑋𝑖)⊗id𝑋*
𝑖

id𝑋𝑖
⊗𝑡⊗id𝑋*

𝑖

𝑎𝑋𝑖,𝑌,𝑋*
𝑖

𝜓𝑋𝑖
⊗𝛾𝑌 (𝑋*

𝑖 )

ev𝑋*
𝑖
⊗ id𝑌 𝑎−1

𝑋**
𝑖

,𝑋*
𝑖
,𝑌

is a projection from Hom𝒞(𝑋, 𝑌 ) onto Hom𝒵(𝒞)((𝑋, 𝛾𝑋), (𝑌, 𝛾𝑌 )).
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5. Splitting of simple central objects

In this section we want to take a closer look at some properties of the center when the
ground field 𝕜 is not algebraically closed.

5.1. Scalar extension. For the following concepts we also refer to [8] and [19]. Let 𝒞
be a k-linear semisimple abelian category and 𝕜 →˓ K be a field extension. We define the
category K ⊗ 𝒞 to have the same objects as 𝒞 and morphism spaces are given by

(5.1) HomK⊗𝒞(𝑋, 𝑌 ) = K ⊗𝕜 Hom𝒞(𝑋, 𝑌 ) .

The category K ⊗ 𝒞 is again k-linear. However, it may not be abelian if 𝒞 does not
split since the scalar extension of an endomorphism algebra might gain new idempotents
which are not split (i.e. the object they would project to does not exist). Consider the
example 𝒞 = RepQ(𝐶3) of rational representations of the cyclic group of order 3. There is
a 2-dimensional representation with endomorphism ring isomorphic to K = Q(𝜉3), where
𝜉3 is a third root of unity. Tensoring with Q(𝜉3) splits the algebra and hence produces
projectors onto the completely irreducible subrepresentations. Formally, these objects are
not yet contained in the category K ⊗ 𝒞.

Hence, we want to consider the Karoubian closure Kar(K ⊗ 𝒞) of K ⊗ 𝒞, which formally
adds the corresponding objects for all idempotents. We refer to [7, Chapter 11] for basics
on this construction. The category Kar(K ⊗ 𝒞) is a semisimple K-linear abelian category.
We call it the scalar extension of 𝒞 to K. If 𝒞 has a monoidal structure, then so does
Kar(K ⊗ 𝒞). If 𝒞 is a weak fusion category, then so is Kar(K ⊗ 𝒞). We say K is a splitting
field for 𝒞 if Kar(K ⊗ 𝒞) is split.

Notice that, by construction, every simple object of Kar(K⊗𝒞) is a direct summand of a
scalar extension K⊗𝑋 of a simple object 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞. Moreover, if 𝑋 and 𝑌 are non-isomorphic
simple objects, then no direct summand of K ⊗𝑋 is isomorphic to a direct summand of
K ⊗ 𝑌 since otherwise there would be a non-zero morphism K ⊗ 𝑋 → K ⊗ 𝑌 , given by
projection and inclusion, but this is not possible since

HomK⊗𝒞(K ⊗𝑋,K ⊗ 𝑌 ) = K ⊗ Hom𝒞(𝑋, 𝑌 ) = 0 .

5.2. Frobenius–Perron dimension. From now on, let 𝒞 be a weak fusion category.
The Frobenius–Perron dimension of an object 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞 is defined to be the largest real
eigenvalue of the matrix of the action of the isomorphism class of 𝑋 on the Grothendieck
ring Gr(𝒞) of 𝒞 by multiplication, see [9, Section 4.5]. In case k is algebraically closed, the
Frobenius–Perron dimension of the category 𝒞 itself is defined in [9, Definition 6.1.7] as

(5.2) FPdim(𝒞) :=
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

FPdim(𝑋𝑖)
2 .
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In [23] this definition was extended to a general base field k via

(5.3) FPdim(𝒞) :=
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

FPdim(𝑋𝑖)
2

dimEnd𝒞(1) End𝒞(𝑋𝑖)
=

FPdim(𝑋𝑖)
2

dimk End𝒞(𝑋𝑖)
,

where we use our assumption that 1 is split simple. In analogy with Equation (2.6) it is
proven in [23, Theorem 4.1.8] that

(5.4) FPdim(𝒵(𝒞)) = FPdim(𝒞)2 .

This formula implies nice behavior of the simple central objects under extension to a
splitting field.

Proposition 5.1. Let 𝒞 be a fusion category. Let 𝕜 be an algebraic closure of 𝕜 and
let 𝒵(𝒞) be the Karoubian closure of 𝕜⊗ 𝒵(𝒞). If 𝑍 ∈ 𝒵(𝒞) is a simple object, then all
direct summands of 𝕜⊗ 𝑍 in 𝒵(𝒞) occur with the same multiplicity and all have the same
Frobenius–Perron dimension.

Proof. Let 𝑍1, . . . , 𝑍𝑟 be the non-isomorphic simple objects of 𝒵(𝒞). Let

(5.5) 𝕜⊗ 𝑍𝑖 = 𝑎𝑖,1𝑍𝑖,1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ 𝑎𝑖,𝑛𝑖
𝑍𝑖,𝑛𝑖

be the decomposition of 𝕜⊗ 𝑍𝑖 in 𝒵(𝒞) into pairwise non-isomorphic simple objects 𝑍𝑖,𝑗.
By our remarks above, the 𝑍𝑖,𝑗 are pairwise non-isomorphic and yield all the simple objects
of 𝒵(𝒞). For any 𝑖 the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality yields

(5.6)

(︃
𝑛𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑎𝑖,𝑗 · FPdim(𝑍𝑖,𝑗)

)︃2

≤

(︃
𝑛𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

FPdim(𝑍𝑖,𝑗)
2

)︃(︃
𝑛𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑎2𝑖,𝑗

)︃
.

This is equivalent to

(5.7)

(︃
𝑛𝑖∑︀
𝑗=1

𝑎𝑖,𝑗 · FPdim(𝑍𝑖,𝑗)

)︃2

𝑛𝑖∑︀
𝑗=1

𝑎2𝑖,𝑗

≤
𝑛𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

FPdim(𝑍𝑖,𝑗)
2 .

Notice that

(5.8)
𝑛𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑎2𝑖,𝑗 = dim𝕜 End𝒵(𝒞)(𝕜⊗ 𝑍𝑖) = dim𝕜 End𝒵(𝒞)(𝑍𝑖) .

Moreover, since the Frobenius–Perron dimension is a ring morphism by [9, Proposition
3.3.6], we have

(5.9) FPdim(𝕜⊗ 𝑍𝑖) =

𝑛𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑎𝑖,𝑗 FPdim(𝑍𝑖,𝑗) .
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Hence, FPdim(𝕜 ⊗ −) can be considered as a ring morphism on the Grothendieck ring
of 𝒵(𝒞) taking positive values on the isomorphism classes of simple objects. Since this
property uniquely characterizes the Frobenius–Perron dimension by [9, Proposition 3.3.6],
it follows that

(5.10) FPdim(𝑍𝑖) = FPdim(𝕜⊗ 𝑍𝑖) .

Now,

FPdim(𝒵(𝒞)) =
𝑟∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑛𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

FPdim(𝑍𝑖,𝑗)
2 ≥

𝑟∑︁
𝑖=1

(︃
𝑛𝑖∑︀
𝑗=1

𝑎𝑖,𝑗 · FPdim(𝑍𝑖,𝑗)

)︃2

𝑛𝑖∑︀
𝑗=1

𝑎2𝑖,𝑗

(5.11)

=
𝑟∑︁
𝑖=1

FPdim(𝑍𝑖)
2

dim𝕜 End𝒵(𝒞)(𝑍𝑖)
= FPdim(𝒵(𝒞)) .(5.12)

Since 𝒞 is split, it follows that 𝕜⊗ 𝒞 is semisimple, hence equal to its Karoubian closure,
so 𝒞 is a “rational form” of 𝕜⊗ 𝒞 in the terminology of Theorem [19, Section 2]. It thus
follows from [19, Lemma 5.1] that 𝒵(𝒞) is a rational form of 𝒵(𝕜⊗ 𝒞), i.e.,

(5.13) 𝒵(𝕜⊗ 𝒞) = 𝒵(𝒞) .

Using Equation (5.4), we thus get
(5.14)
FPdim(𝒵(𝒞)) = FPdim(𝒞)2 = FPdim(𝕜⊗ 𝒞)2 = FPdim(𝒵(𝕜⊗ 𝒞)) = FPdim(𝒵(𝒞)) .

We thus have equality in the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality (5.6). This implies that there is
some 𝜆 ∈ R such that

(5.15) FPdim(𝑍𝑖,𝑗) = 𝜆𝑎𝑖,𝑗

for all 𝑖, 𝑗. This holds if and only if

(5.16)
𝑎𝑖,𝑗

FPdim(𝑍𝑖,𝑗)
= 𝜆 =

𝑎𝑖′,𝑗′

FPdim(𝑍𝑖′,𝑗′)

for all 𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑖′, 𝑗′.
Now, fix some 𝑖. Consider 𝐴 = End𝒵(𝒞) 𝑍𝑖. By assumption, 𝐴 is a simple division algebra.

Consider the extension 𝑍(𝐴) ⊗𝕜 𝐴 which is as 𝑍(𝐴)-algebra isomorphic to
⨁︀[𝑍(𝐴):𝕜]

𝑗=1 𝐴.
Finally, 𝐴 is central simple as 𝑍(𝐴)-algebra and hence has a splitting field K ⊇ k such
that 𝐴 ∼= Mat𝑙×𝑙(K). We conclude that K ⊗ 𝐴 ∼=

⨁︀[𝑍(𝐴):𝕜]
𝑗=1 Mat𝑙×𝑙(K) as K-algebras. This

implies that K ⊗ 𝑍 decomposes in Kar(K ⊗𝒵(𝒞)) into [Z(𝐴) : 𝕜] non-isomorphic simple
objects, each with multiplicity 𝑙. This forces 𝑎𝑖,𝑗 = 𝑙 for all 𝑗, and thus, by Equation (5.16),
all 𝑍𝑖,𝑗 have the same Frobenius–Perron dimension. □
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Remark 5.2. If 𝕜 is a finite field the statement above is even stronger since all finite dimen-
sional division algebras over a finite field are fields. Thus, a simple object 𝑍 decomposes
into non-isomorphic simple objects with multiplicity one.

Example 5.3. The case that a simple object occurs with multiplicity greater than one
from Lemma 5.1 can occur. Let 𝐐 be the quaternion group and consider the category
VecQ(𝐐) of finite-dimensional 𝐐-graded vector spaces over Q. Then there is a central
object lying over 4 · 𝟏𝐐 corresponding to the four-dimensional irreducible Q-representation
of 𝐐. This object has (similar to the representation) an endomorphism ring isomorphic to
the rational quaternions HQ. Analogously to the representation it decomposes into two
copies of the same simple object over Q(

√
−1).

6. Software framework and examples

Our software [12] is completely open source and comes with a documentation. Its
general purpose is to serve as a framework for experiments with tensor categories and
categorical representation theory. Instead of going into long discussions about its design
and capabilities, we illustrate it by working with the two examples mentioned in the
introduction: the Ising fusion category and a fusion category coming from the Haagerup
subfactor. For users new to Julia we note Julia uses just-in-time compilation (JIT). This
is, in parts, what makes Julia so fast but it means that the first execution of a function
always takes a bit of time (since its code will be compiled)—afterwards it is instantaneous.

6.1. The Ising Category over Q(
√
2). Users are completely free in how exactly they

want to model a category. For encoding a fusion category via 6j-symbols we provide an
own convenient structure called SixJCategory. The following code shows how to define
the Ising fusion category over a general field 𝐾. An element 𝑎 ∈ 𝐾 with 𝑎2 = 2 needs to
be provided to define the associators (see the introduction).

ȷulıa

function Ising(F::Ring, a::RingElem)

C = SixJCategory(F,["1", "𝜒", "X"])

# Multiplication table of the Grothendieck ring

M = zeros(Int,3,3,3)

M[1,1,:] = [1,0,0]

M[1,2,:] = [0,1,0]

M[1,3,:] = [0,0,1]

M[2,1,:] = [0,1,0]
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M[2,2,:] = [1,0,0]

M[2,3,:] = [0,0,1]

M[3,1,:] = [0,0,1]

M[3,2,:] = [0,0,1]

M[3,3,:] = [1,1,0]

set_tensor_product!(C,M)

# The associators

set_associator!(C,2,3,2, matrices(-id(C[3])))

set_associator!(C,3,2,3, matrices((id(C[1]))⊕(-id(C[2]))))
z = zero(matrix_space(F,0,0))

set_associator!(C,3,3,3, [z, z, inv(a)*matrix(F,[1 1; 1 -1])])

set_one!(C,[1,0,0])

set_spherical!(C, [F(1) for s in simples(C)])

set_name!(C, "Ising fusion category")

return C

end

We can choose as 𝐾 the algebraic closure of Q, which is also available in OSCAR via
abelian_closure(QQ). But we can also work over 𝐾 = Q(

√
2), which is what we will do.

ȷulıa

julia> K,r2 = quadratic_field(2)

(Real quadratic field defined by x^2 - 2, sqrt(2))

julia> I = Ising(K,r2)

Ising fusion category

julia> a,b,c = simples(I)

3-element Vector{SixJObject}:

1

𝜒

X
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Let us now come to the proof Theorem 1.1. We compute the simple objects of the center
by invoking the algorithm in Section 4.

ȷulıa

julia> C = center(I)

Drinfeld center of Fusion Category with 3 simple objects

julia> simples(C)

5-element Vector{CenterObject}:

Central object: 1

Central object: 1

Central object: 1 ⊕ 𝜒

Central object: 2·𝜒
Central object: 4·X

We can see that there are five non-isomorphic simple objects. We show that two of them
are not split over 𝐾 and examine over which fields they will split. To do so we examine
the endomorphism spaces. The object over 2 · 𝜒 will split if there is an endomorphism that
is a zero-divisor, i.e. if there is a morphism with a non-trivial eigenvalue. Thus, we take a
non-trivial endomorphism and consider the splitting field for its minimal polynomial.

ȷulıa

julia> H = End(C[4])

Vector space of dimension 2 over Real quadratic field defined by x^2 - 2.

julia> minpoly.(basis(H))

2-element Vector{AbstractAlgebra.Generic.Poly{nf_elem}}:

x^2 + 1

x - 1

So if we extend the field of definition to the splitting field of 𝑥2 + 1, i.e. Q(
√
2, 𝑖), it will

split. Similarly, one can show that the fifth simple object decomposes under this extension.

ȷulıa

julia> Kx,x = base_ring(I)[:x]

(Univariate polynomial ring in x over real quadratic field defined by x^2 - 2, x)
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julia> L,i = number_field(x^2+1, "i")

(Relative number field of degree 2 over real quadratic field defined by x^2 - 2, i)

julia> C2 = C ⊗ L

Drinfeld center of Fusion Category with 3 simple objects

julia> simples(C2)

7-element Vector{CenterObject}:

Central object: 1

Central object: 1

Central object: 1 ⊕ 𝜒

Central object: 𝜒

Central object: 𝜒

Central object: 2·X
Central object: 2·X

Repeat the splitting process one more time for the 6-th or 7-th simple.

ȷulıa

julia> _,f = minpoly.(basis(End(C2[6])))

2-element Vector{AbstractAlgebra.Generic.Poly{Hecke.NfRelElem{nf_elem}}}:

x - 1

x^2 + 1//4*sqrt(2)*i - 1//4*sqrt(2)

julia> M,a = number_field(f,"a")

(Relative number field of degree 2 over relative number field, a)

julia> simples(C2 ⊗ M)

9-element Vector{CenterObject}:

Central object: 1

Central object: 1

Central object: 1 ⊕ 𝜒

Central object: 𝜒

Central object: 𝜒

Central object: X

Central object: X

Central object: X
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Central object: X

julia> simplify(absolute_simple_field(M)[1])[1]

Number field with defining polynomial x^8 + 1

over rational field

Thus, we see that the center of the Ising category splits over the cyclotomic field Q(𝜉16)
with 𝜉16 a primitive 16-th root of unity. Next, we compute the multiplication table and
𝑆-matrix of the center over 𝐾.

ȷulıa

julia> print_multiplication_table(C)

5×5 Matrix{String}:

"X2" "X1" "X3" "X4" "X5"

"X1" "X2" "X3" "X4" "X5"

"X3" "X3" "X1 ⊕ X2 ⊕ X4" "2·X3" "2·X5"
"X4" "X4" "2·X3" "2·X1 ⊕ 2·X2" "2·X5"
"X5" "X5" "2·X5" "2·X5" "4·X1 ⊕ 4·X2 ⊕ 8·X3 ⊕ 4·X4"

julia> smatrix(C)

[ 1 1 2 2 -4*√2]

[ 1 1 2 2 4*√2]

[ 2 2 0 -4 0]

[ 2 2 -4 4 0]

[-4*√2 4*√2 0 0 0]

6.2. A fusion category from the Haagerup subfactor. Here, we consider the fusion
category from the Haagerup subfactor as explained in the introduction. We define the
category as a skeletal category with six simple objects over the smallest number field
containing the 6𝑗-symbols as found in [29] and compute the center accordingly.

ȷulıa

julia> H = HaagerupH3()

Fusion category from Haagerup H3 subfactor

julia> base_ring(H)
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Number field with defining polynomial x^16 - 4*x^14 + 13*x^12 + 4*x^10 + 53*x^8 + 4*x^6

+ 13*x^4 - 4*x^2 + 1

over rational field

julia> ZH = center(H)

Drinfeld center of Fusion category from Haagerup H3 subfactor

julia> simples(ZH)

6-element Vector{CenterObject}:

Central object: 2·1 ⊕ 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌
Central object: 1 ⊕ 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌
Central object: 1

Central object: 2·𝛼 ⊕ 2·𝛼* ⊕ 2·𝜌 ⊕ 2·𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 2·𝛼*𝜌
Central object: 𝛼 ⊕ 𝛼* ⊕ 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌
Central object: 6·𝜌 ⊕ 6·𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 6·𝛼*𝜌

As with the Ising category the center does not split and we have to repeat the process from
above. We can automatize this process with the function split from TensorCategories.jl.

ȷulıa

julia> dim.(End.(simples(ZH)))

6-element Vector{Int64}:

1

1

1

2

1

6

julia> split(ZH[4])

2-element Vector{CenterObject}:

Central object: 𝛼 ⊕ 𝛼* ⊕ 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌
Central object: 𝛼 ⊕ 𝛼* ⊕ 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌

julia> split(ZH[6])

6-element Vector{CenterObject}:

Central object: 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌
Central object: 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌
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Central object: 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌
Central object: 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌
Central object: 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌
Central object: 𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼𝜌 ⊕ 𝛼*𝜌
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