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Mika-Michalski4

1 The University of Sheffield, U.K.
h.beohar@sheffield.ac.uk

2 Universität Duisburg-Essen, Germany
barbara koenig@uni-due.de

3 FernUniversität Hagen, Germany
sebastian.kuepper@fernuni-hagen.de

4 Hochschule Rhein-Waal, Germany
christina.mika-michalski@hochschule-rhein-waal.de

Abstract. We study coalgebraic modal logic to characterise behavioural
equivalence in the presence of side effects, i.e., when coalgebras live in a
(co)Kleisli or an Eilenberg-Moore category. Our aim is to develop a gen-
eral framework based on indexed categories/fibrations that is common to
the aforementioned categories. In particular, we show how the coalgebraic
notion of behavioural equivalence arises from a relation lifting (a special
kind of indexed morphism) and we give a general recipe to construct
such liftings in the above three cases. Lastly, we apply this framework to
derive logical characterisations for (weighted) language equivalence and
conditional bisimilarity.

Keywords: (co)Kleisli categories · Indexed morphisms · Indexed cate-
gories/fibrations.

1 Introduction

Coalgebra [34] offers a categorical framework for specifying and reasoning about
state-based transition systems in a generic way. In particular, new types of tran-
sition systems, behavioural equivalences (or distances), modal logics and games
can be obtained by suitably instantiating the theory of coalgebras. While many
types of transition systems can already be studied in the category Set, systems
with side effects – leading to a notion of trace equivalence or conditional bisimi-
larity – usually require to move to a setting beyond Set, using Kleisli, coKleisli
or Eilenberg-Moore categories, where the (co)monad specifies the side-effects.

Behavioural equivalences for such scenarios have already been studied exten-
sively (see e.g. [1,13,17,20]). Modal logics, on the other hand, have been consid-
ered to a lesser extent with side effects [22,24,10]; the emphasis (see the survey
[29] and the recent articles [12,22,26,30]) has been on logical characterisation of
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various notions of bisimulation relations and metrics. The aim of the present
paper is to close this gap by applying the dual adjunction setup for fibrations
developed by Kupke and Rot [30] to derive logical characterisations for coalge-
bras with side effects. Recently, another powerful approach [10] based on graded
monads has been developed to handle equivalences from the van Glabbeek spec-
trum and beyond. There the characterising notion is not coalgebraic behavioural
equivalence, but a refinement of it, called finite depth behavioural equivalence.
In addition, Kupke and Rot [30] when comparing their work with [10] noted that
“trace equivalences of various kinds covered in [10] cannot be captured directly
in their setup”. Hence we will show how to capture linear notions such as trace,
language, and failure equivalences in their setup.

E

Set

(1)

CoalgE(Fλ)

CoalgSet(F ) F

Fλ
Here, in order to treat these linear no-

tions of equivalence uniformly, we follow
the approach of Hermida and Jacobs [15]
to capture bisimulation relations using the
language of fibrations [16]; they have in-
creasingly appeared in the coalgebraic literature [7,8,14,18,23,25,30,37]. The gen-
eral idea is as follows and is illustrated above in (1). First, a system is modelled

as a coalgebra X
α✲ FX for some endofunctor Set

F✲ Set. Second a fi-
bration E of binary relations on the working category of sets is realised, whose
fibres are all the relations on the underlying state space. Third, a mechanism

P(X ×X)
λ✲ P(FX × FX) (aka relation lifting) is defined, which amounts

to the lifting of F to an endofunctor Fλ on E. Now one can study the coalgebras
induced by Fλ and, more importantly, this category Coalg

E
(Fλ) can be again

arranged (see (1)) as a fibration on CoalgSet(F ). Lastly, the applicability is
shown by characterising bisimulation relations on X as coalgebras of a certain
endofunctor living in the fibre above (X,α).

One of the objectives of this paper is to extend this ‘categorical’ picture (1)
w.r.t. coalgebraic notion of behavioural equivalence for dynamical systems hav-
ing side effects, i.e., those systems that can be modelled as coalgebras living in
a (co)Kleisli or Eilenberg-Moore category for some (co)monad on Set. Typical
examples, in the context of this paper, are the following: nondeterministic (lin-
ear weighted) automata modelled as coalgebras in the Kleisli category for the
powerset (multiset) monad (see Sections 6 and B); conditional transition sys-
tems (which facilitate formal modelling of software product lines) modelled as
coalgebas in the coKleisli category for the writer comonad K× (see Section 7).
We left out case studies in Eilenberg-Moore categories in this paper; however,
they are shown to satisfy the assumptions of this paper (Section C).

We explore the general conditions on relation liftings (technically they are
called indexed morphisms in the paper like the ones indicated by λ in (1)) to
ensure that behavioural equivalences can be viewed as coalgebras living in the
fibre above a given coalgebra (X,α) with side effects. Another contribution is
a recipe for obtaining relation and predicate liftings (a special type of indexed
morphisms) whose definition and correctness proof are otherwise (at least in the
Kleisli case) quite cumbersome to establish. Predicate liftings are instrumental
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in providing interpretation to various modalities for coalgebras in (co)Kleisli or
Eilenberg-Moore categories, just like in the case of Set (cf. [18,32,35]). Techni-
cally, our study focuses on lifting an indexed morphism for a given endofunctor
F on Set to an indexed morphism for a (co)Kleisli extension/Eilenberg-Moore
lifting F̄ of F . And to the best of our knowledge, this question is open at least
for coalgebras with side effects.

Once we have captured behavioural equivalence in a fibration, we can then
apply the Kupke-Rot setup [30] based on dual adjunctions (see the survey
[29] on coalgebraic modal logic) to establish the logical characterisation of be-
havioural equivalence. In particular, we first construct the Kupke-Rot setup for
behavioural equivalences and show that the sufficient conditions for adequacy
(i.e., behavioural equivalence is contained in logical equivalence) and expressiv-
ity (i.e., converse of adequacy) given in [30] are satisfied. This setup is later used
to derive the logical characterisation for (weighted) language equivalence and
conditional bisimilarity; note that these notions were not studied in [30].

While several ingredients (especially encompassing fibrations) used in this
paper are already known, our paper contains the following original contributions:

– We capture behavioural equivalences on coalgebras beyond Set as a fibred
notion by characterising them as special types of coalgebras.

– We give concrete recipes for defining predicate and relation liftings (which is
both tedious and error-prone) in (co)Kleisli and Eilenberg-Moore categories.

– We extend the dual adjunction framework for fibrations by Kupke and Rot
to side effects, in particular to Kleisli categories. Here we need a mechanism
to factor the state space of a coalgebra by behavioural equivalence, which is
difficult if the category has no coequalisers. We provide a technique based
on reflective subcategories to circumvent this issue.

This paper is organised as follows. Section 2 sets the relevant categorical prelim-
inaries required for this paper. It is assumed that the reader is already familiar
with basic category theory, particularly, how a Kleisli or an Eilenberg-Moore
category is induced by a monad. Section 3 introduces the assumptions that en-
sure behavioural equivalence is a fibred notion (in the sense of (1)). Section 4
is devoted to coalgebraic modal logic where general adequacy and expressivity
results for behavioural equivalence are derived from [30]. Section 5 gives the
recipe to construct relation/predicate liftings for coalgebras with side effects. In
the next sections, the results of this paper are applied in the context of non-
deterministic automata and conditional transition systems. Section 8 concludes
this paper with some discussions on future research. Note that proofs as well
as additional material on linear weighted and generalised Moore automata in
Kleisli and Eilenberg-Moore categories can be found in the appendix.

2 Preliminaries

Coalgebraic preliminaries [19,34] Let C be a category and let C
F✲ C be an

endofunctor modelling the branching type of the system of interest. Then the
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behaviour of a state-based system will be modelled as an F -coalgebra (or, simply

coalgebra), i.e., as a morphism X
α✲ FX in the category C.

Definition 1. A coalgebra homomorphism f between (X,α) and (Y, β) is a

morphism X
f✲ Y ∈ C satisfying Ff ◦α = β ◦ f . The collection of coalgebras

and their homomorphisms forms a category denoted Coalg
C
(F ).

Moreover, one can define behavioural equivalence on the (concrete) states of

a coalgebra under the assumption that there is a functor C
| |✲ Set. By the

concrete state-space of a coalgebra (X,α), we mean the set |X |. Typically, in our
case studies, the functor | | will be a forgetful functor and will have a left/right
adjoint ι. For instance, ι is left adjoint to | | when C = Kl(T ) or C = EM(T )

(for some monad Set
T✲ Set), while it is right adjoint when C = coKl(G)

for some comonad Set
G✲ Set.

Definition 2. Two states x, x′ ∈ |X | of a coalgebra (X,α) are behaviourally
equivalent iff there is a coalgebra homomorphism f such that |f |x = |f |x′.

Example 3. An interesting example of coalgebras living in Kleisli categories is
nondeterministic automata (NDA). Following [13] an NDA is a coalgebra living
in C = Kl(P), which is isomorphic to the category Rel of sets as objects and

relations as maps. Recall that a Kleisli extension Rel
F̄✲ Rel of Set

F✲ Set
(i.e. F̄ ◦ ι = ι ◦F ) is in correspondence [31, Theorem 2.2] with a distributive law

FT
ϑ✲ TF such that the following diagrams commute in Set.

FX =========== FX FTTX
ϑTX✲ TFTX

TϑX✲ TTFX

(2)

FTX

FηX

❄ ϑX ✲ TFX

ηFX

❄
FTX

FµX

❄ ϑX ✲ TFX

µFX

❄

Consider F = A× +1 (where 1 = {•}) with the following distributive law [17]:

Act × PX + 1
ϑX✲ P(Act ×X + 1) (a, U) 7→ {a} × U, • 7→ {•}. (3)

This induces a functor Rel
F̄✲ Rel which acts on a relation X

f✲ Y ,

seen as a Kleisli arrow X
f ′

✲ PY , as follows: F̄ f = ϑY ◦ Ff ′. Notice that
F̄ -coalgebras model implicit nondeterminism (i.e. this side-effect is hidden to
an outside observer) [13], thus behavioural equivalence typically coincides with
language equivalence (instead of bisimilarity) in this case.

Predicate liftings as indexed morphisms Predicates and their liftings are quite
common within the literature on (coalgebraic) modal logic. In particular, a pred-
icate is used as the semantics of a logical formula [32], or as a relation on the
state space of a coalgebra [15]. In the basic setting, whenC = Set, the predicates

on a set X are given by the subsets of X . Now, given a function X
f✲ Y , a
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predicate V on Y (i.e.V ⊆ Y ) can be transformed into a predicate on X by the
pullback operation f−1V ⊆ X in Set. Note that this operation is functorial in

nature; thus this ‘logical’ structure can be organised as a functor Setop
P̂✲ Cat

[18], where P̂X is the poset (PX,⊆) viewed as a category. As noted by Jacobs in
[18], predicate logic on a category is given by an indexed category and predicate
liftings are (endo)morphisms of indexed categories.

Definition 4. An indexed category is a Cat-valued presheaf, i.e., a contravari-
ant functor Φ from C to Cat. In addition, a morphism between two indexed

categories Cop Φ✲ Cat and Dop Ψ✲ Cat is a pair of a functor C
G✲ D

and a natural transformation Φ
λ✲ Ψ ◦Gop.

Note 5. Often the application of Φ on f ∈ C is denoted as f∗. We also omit the
use of superscript ‘op’ on functors and use the phrases ‘indexed morphism’ and
‘predicate lifting’ interchangeably.

Remark 6. Another, equivalent, way to organise logic is by specifying the fibra-
tion of predicates over a category [16]. The transformation of a fibration over
C into a contravariant pseudofunctor C ✲ Cat is given by taking the fibres
at each object in C. Conversely one has to invoke the so-called Grothendieck
construction to get a fibration, which glues all the fibres (ΦX)X∈C to form a
total category of predicates E(Φ) defined as follows.

X ∈ C ∧ U ∈ ΦX

(X,U) ∈ E(Φ)

X
f✲ Y ∈ C ∧ U

f̄✲ f∗V ∈ ΦX

(X,U)
f,f̄✲ (Y, V ) ∈ E(Φ)

Moreover, there is an obvious ‘forgetful’ functor E(Φ)
p✲ C given by (X,U) 7→

X that induces a (split) fibration on C [16,18]. In the parlance of concrete
categories, the functor p is topological [2, Definition 21.1] when Φ has fibred
limits. Often, in applications, the fibres (ΦX,�) (at each X ∈ C) form a poset
(rather than a full-fledged category); we label such an indexed category/fibration
as thin. We restrict ourselves to thin fibrations in this paper.

Example 7. The contravariant powerset functor Set
P̂✲ Cat is an example

of an indexed category such that E(P̂) ✲ Set is a bifibration [16]. This is
because the reindexing functor f−1 (for any function f) has a left adjoint given
by the direct image functor f!. Moreover, as an example of a predicate lifting,
consider F = P over C = Set (which describes the branching type of unlabelled

transition systems) with P̂X
λX✲ P̂PX given by U 7→ PU . It is well known

that the above predicate lifting encodes the box modality � from logic [18].

3 Behavioural equivalence through indexed morphisms

Indexed morphisms not only induce modalities of interest in Computer Science;
but they can also be used to characterise behavioural equivalence. The original

idea [15] is to work with an indexed category Setop
Ψ✲ Cat of binary relations,
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i.e., Ψ is the composition Setop
×✲ Setop

P̂✲ Cat. In particular, ΨX is

the set of all relations on X . Then, for a relation lifting ΨX
λX✲ ΨFX and a

coalgebraX
α✲ FX ∈ Set, bisimilarity is the largest fixpoint of the functional:

ΨX
λX✲ ΨFX

α∗

✲ ΨX. (4)

Unfortunately, this idea of working with relations on the concrete state space
immediately does not generalise to coalgebras with side effects; e.g., in the case of
conditional transition systems (CTSs) viewed as coalgebras living in the coKleisli
category of the writer comonad K × (see Section 7). The problem essentially
lies in associating a fibre to be the set of all binary relations on the state space.
There are situations (as in CTSs) where the fibres will only be some subset of all
the relations on the state space. As a result, we impose the following restriction:

A1 our working category C has binary products ⊗.

Thus we can define an indexed category Ψ of relations as the composition:

Cop ⊗✲ Cop | |✲ Setop
P̂✲ Cat. (5)

We view the elements of ΨX (for some object X ∈ C) as ‘abstract’ relations on
X . Furthermore, A1 also ensures that for any object X ∈ C there is a function

|X ⊗X |
〈|πX

1 |,|πX
2 |〉✲ |X | × |X |,

where X⊗X
πX
1 ,πX

2✲ X are the two projection arrows in C. And thanks to these
functions, we can define abstract equality in the fibre ΨX . In particular,

≡X = 〈|πX
1 |, |πX

2 |〉
−1

=|X| .

Notice that in some cases (like when C is a Kleisli or Eilenberg-Moore category)
the abstract equality ≡X coincides with the equality on the concrete state space
=|X| because the forgetful functor is product preserving. However, in the context
of CTSs, we will see that the two notions of equality differ.

Proposition 8. Under Assumption A1 the square drawn in (6) commutes for

any arrow X
f✲ Y in C. As a result, there is a functor C

Eq✲ E(Ψ) (hence-
forth called equality functor) that maps an object X to the abstract equality ≡X.

|X ⊗X |
〈|πX

1 |, |πX
2 |〉✲ |X | × |X |

(6)

|Y ⊗ Y |

|f ⊗ f |

❄ 〈|πY
1 |, |πY

2 |〉✲ |Y | × |Y |

(|f | × |f |)

❄

CoalgE(Φ)(Fλ) = E(ΦF
λ )

✲ E(Φ)

(7)

Coalg
C
(F )

pFλ
❄

✲ C

p

❄

The next proposition (originally from [18]) is a general result on indexed
categories useful in lifting an endofunctor on C to an endofunctor on the given
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fibration E(Φ). Moreover the category of coalgebras of the lifted endofunctor can
be structured again as a fibration on the given category of coalgebras in which
our original system of interest is modelled.

Proposition 9. Consider the diagram in (7), then the following statements hold

for a given functor C
F✲ C and an indexed morphism Φ

λ✲ ΦF .

– The map λ induces a map E(Φ)
Fλ✲ E(Φ) of fibrations given by (X,U) 7→

(FX, λXU).
– The category of coalgebras induced by Fλ forms a fibration on CoalgC(F ),

where CoalgC(F )
op ΦF

λ✲ Cat is the mapping: (X,α) 7→ CoalgΦX(α∗◦λX).

Now recall (4) and Ψ as indexed category of relations on Set (i.e. substitute ⊗ by
× and | | by the identity functor in (5)), an arbitrary bisimulation relation R on

a coalgebraX
α✲ FX ∈ Set is the relation R ∈ ΨX satisfying R ⊆ α∗λXR. In

other words, bisimulation relations on the state space X are again coalgebras of
the functor α∗ ◦λX living in the fibre ΨX . Next we show that the same holds for
behavioural equivalence in general, however, under the following assumptions:

A2 the given morphism Ψ
λ✲ ΨF preserves Eq, i.e., Fλ ◦ Eq = Eq ◦ Fλ.

Equivalently, this means that λX(≡X) = ≡FX for every X ∈ C.
A3 the functor Eq has a left adjoint Q.

Remark 10. Assumption A3 already appeared in [15] to model quotient types
in the context of type theory. However, our usage is in the unit κ of Q ⊣ Eq
to construct a witnessing coalgebra homomorphism in Theorem 12. This idea is
already known in type theory; for instance, see [11, Theorem 3.7] where a similar
result was proven albeit under the stronger assumption that the final coalgebra
for F exists. So when C = Set, Q maps an relation R on X to the quotient
generated by the smallest equivalence containing R; the unit κX (for any set X)
is the usual quotient function mapping an element to its equivalence class.

Theorem 11. Given an indexed morphism Ψ
λ✲ Ψ ◦F , then under Assump-

tions A1 and A2, the behavioural equivalence induced by a coalgebra homomor-
phism f ∈ CoalgC(F ) on a coalgebra (X,α) ∈ CoalgC(F ) is a α∗ ◦λ-coalgebra
living in the fibre ΨX, i.e., f∗(≡Y ) ⊆ α∗λX(f∗ ≡Y ).

Theorem 12. Under Assumptions A1, A2, and A3 for every α∗◦λ-coalgebra R
there is a coalgebra homomorphism f ∈ Coalg

C
(F ) such that R ⊆ f∗(≡cod(f)),

where cod(f) denotes the codomain of f . Moreover, R = f∗(≡cod(f)) when the
unit of Q ⊣ Eq is Cartesian.

Remark 13. An application of Theorem 12 could be in establishing the complete-
ness of coalgebraic games (as in the spirit of [28]). For instance, if the winning
positions of Duplicator viewed as a relation R is a coalgebra in the fibre of Ψ ,
then Theorem 12 can be used to show that winning positions of Duplicator are
behaviourally equivalent. In the future, we would like to test this application by
working out a notion of 2-player games for coalgebra with side effects.
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4 Coalgebraic modal logic

E(Ψ) ✛ T̄
Aop

C

p
❄ S ✲

⊥
✛ T

Aop

w

w

w

w

w

w

(8)

⇓ δ

C

F
❄ S ✲

⊥
✛ T

Aop

L
❄

The ‘partial’ characterisation of behavioural
equivalence as a fibred notion (cf. Theo-
rems 11 and 12) enables us to use the dual
adjunction framework of Kupke and Rot [30]
in (8) to develop a logical characterisation of
behavioural equivalence. It should be noted
that, although this framework can handle be-
havioural preorders and distances, we prove
our results only for behavioural equivalence, i.e. in the context of Assump-
tions A1 and A2. Below we explain the role of various functors drawn in (8)
in an incremental manner; subsequently, we will establish our general adequacy
and expressivity results (Theorems 18 and 21) for behavioural equivalences.

The fibration E(Ψ)
p✲ C will be used to define (internally) a behavioural

equivalence of interest. Often it is defined as a colimit of a diagram resembling the
final sequence in a fibre (cf. [14]). More abstractly, we assume that the indexed
category ΨF

λ (recall this notation from Proposition 9) has indexed final objects,

for some indexed morphism Ψ
λ✲ ΨF .

Lemma 14. Suppose Cop Φ✲ Cat has indexed final objects (i.e., the final
object exists in each fibre ΦX) and the reindexing functor f∗ preserves these

final objects. Then there is a functor C
1✲ E(Φ) that is right adjoint to p.

CoalgE(Ψ)(Fλ) = E(ΨF
λ ) ✲ E(Ψ)

(9)

CoalgC(F )

pFλ
❄
⊣ 1

λ
✻

✲ C

p

❄

Usually, 1 is used (called the truth
functor [16] in the context of logic) when

the underlying fibration E(Φ)
p✲ C

has indexed final objects. However when
ΨF
λ satisfies the conditions of the previous lemma, it results in a functor

CoalgC(F )
1

λ

✲ CoalgE(Ψ)(Fλ) (which we call the behavioural conformance

functor) that maps a coalgebra X
α✲ FX to the terminal element in

CoalgΨX(α∗ ◦ λX) denoted as 1λX . Note that 1λX in our applications will corre-
spond to the largest behavioural equivalence on a given system. Moreover, it is
not hard to arrive at the adjoint situation as indicated in (9). So, in other words,
the behavioural conformance functor is right adjoint to the forgetful functor that
witnesses the fibration of behavioural conformance on coalgebras.

Example 15. Consider the indexed category Ψ induced by binary relations on

sets and a labelled transition system modelled as a coalgebra X
α✲ (PX)Act ,

i.e., our C = Set, F = (P )Act . Consider the function ΨX
λX✲ ΨFX that maps

a relation R ∈ ΨX to a relation λXR ∈ ΨFX (below q, q′ ∈ (PX)Act):

q λXR q′ ⇐⇒ ∀a,x∃x′ (x ∈ qa =⇒ x′ ∈ q′a) ∧ ∀a,x′∃x (x′ ∈ q′a =⇒ x ∈ qa).
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It is well known (as first noted in [15]) that a bisimulation relation is a α∗ ◦ λ-
coalgebra. Moreover, bisimilarity -X (the largest bisimulation relation on X)
corresponds to the final object in Ψλ(X,α), i.e., 1λ(X,α) = (X,α,-X).

As for the dual adjunction S ⊣ T in (8), it provides a connection (cf. [33])
between states and theories (the formulae satisfied by a state). The syntax of

the logic is given by a functor A
L✲ A and it is assumed that the initial

algebra LA
h✲ A ∈ A exists for L, which models the typical Lindenbaum

algebra induced by the term algebra. Lastly, the natural transformation δ gives
the one-step interpretation to the formulae which can be given its mate θ as
described below (cf. [21, Proposition 2]).

Proposition 16. Given C
F✲ C,A

L✲ A,C
S✲✛
T

Aop with S ⊣ T , there

is a correspondence between FT
δ✲ T L and SF

θ✲ LS.

Now given a coalgebra X
α✲ FX ∈ C, the semantics A

J KX✲ SX of the logic

(L, δ) is given by the universal property of the initial algebra LA
h✲ A. In

particular, it is the unique arrow in A that makes the following diagram (drawn
on the left) commutative. And the transpose of the semantics map J KX under

S ⊣ T gives a ‘theory’ map X
L MX✲ QA; it is the unique arrow in C that makes

the following diagram on the right commutative.

LA
LJ KX✲ LSX

θX✲ SFX X L MX ✲ T A

(10)

A

h
❄

J KX ✲ SX

Sα
❄

FX

α
❄ F L MX✲ FT A

δA✲ T LA

T h
❄

Once these niceties are set up, one can argue when a logic (L, δ) is adequate
and expressive. Intuitively, a logic (L, δ) is adequate if behaviourally equivalent
states satisfy the same logical formulae; while an adequate logic is expressive
if logically equivalent states are also behaviourally equivalent. The formulation
below is a straightforward formulation of adequacy and expressivity given in [30]
using the language of indexed categories.

Definition 17. Suppose the behavioural conformance functor 1λ exists (for some

λ) with Aop T̄✲ E(Ψ) such that p ◦ T̄ = T . Then a logic (L, δ) is adequate

(resp. expressive) w.r.t. T̄ if (X, 1λX)
L MX✲ T̄ A is a (resp. Cartesian) map in

E(Ψ), for every coalgebra X
α✲ FX ∈ C.

The role of T̄ is to encode a relationship between the theories of any two
states (cf. [30]); so we let T̄ = Eq ◦ T in the context of behavioural equivalence.
Next we state the main result of this section, which is a refinement of adequacy
and expressivity results given in [30].

Theorem 18. Under the assumptions of Theorem 11, if T̄ has a left adjoint S̄,
the logic (L, δ) is adequate. Moreover it is expressive if |δA| is injective.
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In short, the Kupke-Rot logical setup for behavioural equivalence can be sum-
marised as drawn left on the next page. Now if our indexed category Ψ satisfies
A3 (like in the case of coKleisli and Eilenberg-Moore categories), then S̄ = S ◦Q
as indicated in (11). However, in the case of Kleisli categories we will construct
S̄ under some restrictions (cf. Theorem 21).

E(Ψ)
S̄ ✲
⊥✛

Eq ◦ T
Aop E(Ψ)

S ◦Q ✲
⊥✛

Eq ◦ T
Aop

C

Eq
✻

p

❄ S ✲
⊥✛
T

Aop

w

w

w

w

w

w

w

w

C

Q

❄
⊣ Eq

✻
p

❄ S ✲
⊥✛
T

Aop

w

w

w

w

w

w

w

w

(11)

Construction of S̄ for Kleisli categories

Unfortunately, arbitrary (co)limits in general do not exists in a Kleisli category.
For instance, one of our working categories Kl(P) ∼= Rel (the category of sets
and relations) does not have all coequalisers, butRel has a reflective subcategory
Setop that does. The presence of these coequalisers in the reflective subcategory
will then be used to construct S̄.

Definition 19. A subcategory B ⊂
✲ C is reflective when the inclusion functor

 has a left adjoint r (often called as reflector).

Theorem 20 ([1]). If B ⊂
✲ C is a reflective subcategory of C and C

F✲ C
preserves B, i.e., ∀B,f∈B (FB ∈ B ∧ Ff ∈ B) and F ◦  =  ◦ F, then

CoalgB(F )
✛

r̄

̄✲ CoalgC(F ) with r̄ ⊣ ̄. Here, ̄ is the obvious inclusion.

The reflector r̄ typically results in a form of (on-the-fly) determinisation (cf.
Example 27). Moreover, in our case studies, these reflective subcategories will
also take the place of algebras in (11), and if these reflective subcategories have
coequalisers, then we can construct S̄ in general.

So let B = Aop,S = r, T = , and (X,R) ∈ E(Ψ). Then the idea is to use
the following series of transformations (depicted below on the left) to construct
S̄ as the equaliser of the parallel arrows Sp′1,Sp

′
2 ∈ A. Below pi (for i ∈ {1, 2})

are the obvious projection functions and each p′i is the transpose of pi under the
free-forgetful adjunction ι ⊣ | |.

R
p1✲
p2

✲ |X | ∈ Set

ιR
p′
1✲

p′
2

✲ X ∈ Kl(T )

SιR
Sp′

1✲
Sp′

2

✲ SX ∈ Aop

S̄(X,R)
e ✲ SX

Sp′1✲

Sp′2
✲ S(ιR)

(12)

S̄(Y, S)

S̄f
✻

e′
✲ SY

Sf

✻

Sq′1✲

Sq′2
✲ S(ιS)

Sιg
✻

Let (S̄(X,R), e) be the equaliser of rp′i in A. Now (X,R)
f✲ (Y, S) ∈ E(Ψ)

means that X
f✲ Y ∈ Kl(T ) and R ⊆ (|f | × |f |)−1S. So there is a function
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R
g✲ S such that |f | ◦ pi = qi ◦ g with pi, qi being the obvious projections

when the relations R,S are viewed as spans in Set. Moreover f ◦p′i = q′i ◦ ιg due
to the naturality of the counit of ι ⊣ | |. So the two squares in (12) commute
and the universal property of equalisers gives the unique S̄f .

Theorem 21. Under A1 and Aop being a reflective subcategory of Kl(T ) having
coequalisers, the above defined S̄ is a functor and left adjoint to T̄ = Eq ◦ T .

5 Lifting of predicate and relation liftings

In this paper, the indexed categories corresponding to predicates (or relations) on
our working category (like (co)Kleisli or Eilenberg-Moore categories) are always
induced by lifting an indexed category on the underlying base category Set (for
instance, recall Ψ from (5)). In a similar spirit, our aim is to construct indexed
morphisms on our working category by lifting an indexed morphism on Set.
So consider an indexed category Φ of predicates given by Φ = P̂ ◦ | | and an

endofunctor C
F̄✲ C modelling the branching type of behaviour of interest.

Lifting of predicate liftings Next we give a recipe to construct a predicate lift-

ing, i.e., an indexed morphism of type Φ
λ✲ ΦF̄ . In particular, we need an

endofunctor Set
G✲ Set, a predicate lifting P̂

σ✲ P̂G, and a natural trans-
formation γ as indicated below on the left.

C
F̄

✲ C

⇓ γ

Set

| |

❄ G ✲ Set

| |

❄

TFTX
γTX

✲ GTTX

TTFX

TϑX ❄
(13)

TFX

µFX ❄ γX ✲ GTX

GµX

❄

As a result, we can define λ by the composition:

P̂|X |
σ|X|✲ P̂G|X |

γ∗
X✲ P̂|FX |. (14)

Theorem 22. The above mapping λ is an indexed morphism.

Note that in the case of coKleisli and Eilenberg-Moore categories, we simply
let G = F and F̄ be a coKleisli extension/Eilenberg-Moore lifting of F , which

results in a distributive law of type |F̄ |
γ✲ G| |; in the case of Eilenberg-Moore

categories, such natural transformations are also known as EM-laws [20].
In the case of Kleisli categories, the situation is slightly complicated. This stems

from the fact that the distributive law FT
ϑ✲ TF (which induces a Kleisli

extension F̄ of F ) results in a natural transformation in the ‘wrong’ direction

F | |
ϑ✲ |F̄ |. However, in various applications, G is typically associated with

the branching type of a deterministic version of the corresponding system of
interest (such as G = Act × 2 in the case of NDA) exists. The next result helps
in finding such a distributive law γ for a given G in a more elementary way.
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Lemma 23. Let F̄ be a Kleisli extension of F induced by a distributive law

FT
ϑ✲ TF . Then a natural transformation TF

γ✲ GT compatible with ϑ
and µ (i.e., Square 13 commutes) induces a distributive law | | ◦ F̄ ✲ G ◦ | |.
Moreover, the converse also holds.

Remark 24. Note that the compatibility property in the above lemma appeared
in [20] as part of an ‘extension’ natural transformation. In short, the properties
of an extension natural transformation are more stringent than of Lemma 23.

Lifting of relation liftings The above idea can also be used to construct a relation
lifting, i.e., an indexed morphism of type Ψ ✲ ΨF̄ , where Ψ is the indexed
category of abstract relations given in (5). So now given a relation lifting P̂(X×

X)
σX✲ P̂(GX ×GX) of G, then we can define Ψ

λ̄✲ ΨF̄ :

ΨX
〈πX

1 , πX
2 〉!✲ P̂(|X | × |X |)

σ|X|✲ P̂(G|X | ×G|X |)

(15)

P̂(|F̄X | × |F̄X |)

(γX × γX)−1

❄
〈πFX

1 , πFX
2 〉

−1

✲ ΨF̄X.

Here, we use the fact that E(P̂) is a bifibration [16], i.e., for any function

X
f✲ Y the reindexing functor f−1 has the direct image functor f! as its

left adjoint. Now under the following assumption we can show that the λ̄ is
indeed an indexed morphism.

A4 The square drawn in (6) is a weak pullback in Set for every f ∈ C.

The above assumption ensures that, in the context of E(P̂), the square in (6)
satisfies the Beck-Chevalley condition, i.e., the following equation holds

〈|πX
1 |, |πX

2 |〉! ◦ (f ⊗ f)
−1

= (|f | × |f |)−1 ◦ 〈|πY
1 |, |πY

2 |〉! .

In turn this equation is used in diagram chasing to show that λ̄ is a natural
transformation. Furthermore,A4 trivially holds whenC is a Kleisli or Eilenberg-
Moore category (cf. Corollary 26) because the canonical function 〈|πX

1 |, |πX
2 |〉 is

a bijection for each X ∈ C. In other words, when C is a Kleisli or Eilenberg-
Moore category, Ψ can be alternatively defined as the composition P̂ ◦ (| | × | |).

Theorem 25. Under A4 λ̄ as defined in (15) is an indexed morphism.

Corollary 26. If the forgetful functor C
| |✲ Set is product preserving, then

A4 is always satisfied. As a result, λ̄ defined in (15) is an indexed morphism.

6 Nondeterministic automata (NDA)

Recall the necessary parameters from Example 3 for coalgebraic modelling of an
NDA, i.e., T = P , C = Kl(P) ∼= Rel, F = Act × + 1, the distributive law ϑ
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given in (3), and the free-forgetful adjunction ι ⊣ | | associated with any Kleisli
category. To apply Theorem 21, we also recall the reflective subcategory Setop

of Rel from [1]. Below X
f✲ Y ∈ Set and X

g✲ Y ∈ Rel:

X =X Y
f✲ X ∈ Rel y f x ⇐⇒ fx = y

rX =PX rX
rg✲

rY ∈ Setop rg(V ) = {x | ∃y∈V x g y}.

x z
a y

a, bNext we illustrate the definition of S̄ and how
the unit of S̄ ⊣ T̄ maps an NDA to the largest
subautomaton (respecting language equivalence) obtained after backward deter-
minisation of the given NDA. It is worthwhile to note that the abstract and con-
crete state space coincide (up to isomorphism) in the case of NDA because forget-
ful functor preserves products, i.e., P(X+X) = |X+X | ∼= |X |×|X | = PX×PX .
Therefore, as mentioned earlier, we will simplify our presentation by working
with the indexed category P̂ ◦ (| | × | |).

Example 27. Consider the NDA drawn above on the right with the accepting

state z as a coalgebra X
α✲ Act × X + 1 ∈ Kl(P). Logical equivalence ≃

is the least equivalence that equates {x, y} with {y} (both accept the language
{a, b}) and {x, y, z} with {y, z} (both accept the language {a, b, ǫ}). Also, for
any U,U ′ ⊆ X such that U R U ′ we have (U,U ′) p′1 x ⇐⇒ x ∈ U and
(U,U ′) p′2 x ⇐⇒ x ∈ U ′. Note that p′i are transpose of pi for i ∈ {1, 2} (see
(12)). So the equaliser S̄(X,≃) of rp′i can be computed as follows:

S̄(X,≃) =
{

W ∈ PX | ∀U,V (U ∩W 6= ∅ ∧ U ≃ V ) =⇒ V ∩W 6= ∅
}

.

The arrow S̄(X,≃)
β✲ F S̄(X,≃) ∈ Setop is defined by the following (depicted

on the left) universal property of equaliser in Set. Here, r̄α is the backward
determinisation of the given coalgebra (as described, e.g. in [1] as a determin-
istic automaton accepting the reverse language), i.e. it maps (a, U) 7→ {x |
∃x′∈U (a, x

′) ∈ α(x)} and • 7→ {x | • ∈ α(x)}. Thus, in essence, β acts like r̄α on
the elements of S̄(X,≃).

S̄(X,≃) ⊂
eX ✲ PX

π̃1✲

π̃2

✲ Pι ≃

F S̄(X,≃)

β

✻

⊂
FeX✲ FPX

r̄α

✻

∅

{x, y}

{y}

{z}

{y, z}

{x, y, z}

y

x

z

a, b

a, b

a

ba

b

a

b

a, b

a
a, b

In this example, we obtain as β the automaton drawn above on the right with six
states. The relation κX indicated by dotted line is the transpose of eX w.r.t. r ⊣ ;
concretely, x κX U ⇐⇒ x ∈ U . Furthermore κX ∈ Rel is a witnessing
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coalgebra homomorphism because F̄ (κX) ◦ α = β ◦ κX . Note that |κX | maps
both {x, y}, {y} to {{x, y}, {y}, {y, z}, {x, y, z}},witnessing the fact that they are
language equivalent. Hence, the coequaliser gives us the largest sub-automaton
of the backwards determinisation that respects logical equivalence (removing ∅,
{y, z}, and {x, y, z} will result in the smallest such sub-automaton).

Predicate liftings for NDAs To apply techniques from Section 5, we set G =
Act × 2 and define γ as follows:

P(Act ×X + 1)
γX✲ (PX)Act × 2 Ū 7→ (γAct

X Ū , γ2
X Ū),

where γAct
X Ū(a) = {x | (a, x) ∈ Ū} and γ2

X Ū = 1 ⇐⇒ • ∈ Ū .

Moreover, from [20] we know that γ is compatible with θ and
⋃

in the sense of

Lemma 23. Next consider the family of liftings P̂X
σa
X✲ P̂(XAct × 2) (for each

a ∈ Act) and P̂X
σ
↓
X✲ P̂(XAct × 2): U 7→ {(p, b) ∈ XAct × 2 | p(a) ∈ U} and

U 7→ {(p, 1) | p ∈ XAct}, respectively.

Lemma 28. The above mappings σa
X and σ↓

X are indexed morphisms.

Thanks to Theorem 22, λa = γ−1 ◦ σa, λ↓ = γ−1 ◦ σ↓ are valid predicate liftings

for the functor Rel
Act× +1✲ Rel. Moreover, for any U ⊆ PX we find:

λa
X(U) = γX

−1σa
PX(U) λ↓

X(U) = γX
−1σ↓

PX(U)

= γX
−1{(p, b) ∈ (PX)Act × 2 | p(a) ∈ U} = γX

−1{(p, 1) | p ∈ (PX)Act}

=
{

Ū ∈ Act ×X + 1 | {x | (a, x) ∈ Ū} ∈ U
}

=
{

Ū ∈ Act ×X + 1 | • ∈ Ū
}

.

The above indexed morphisms λa, λ↓ induce modalities that can be interpreted
on determinised automata. Given an NDA (X,Act ,→, ↓) with ↓⊆ X being the

termination predicate (or X
α✲ P(Act×X+1) ∈ Set), then the determinised

automaton has state space PX with dynamics given by the SOS rules or ab-
stractly by the composition γX ◦

⋃

◦Pα:

U ⊆ X Uα = {x′ | ∃x∈U x
a
−→ x′}

U
a
−→ Uα

U ⊆ X ∃x∈U x ↓

U ↓ .

In turn, we can now rewrite the two modalities to a simpler form:

|α|−1
λa
XU = |α|−1{Ū | {x | (a, x) ∈ Ū} ∈ U} |α|−1

λ↓
XU = |α|−1 {

Ū | • ∈ Ū
}

= {U | U
a
−→ Uα =⇒ Uα ∈ U} = {U | U ↓}.

Language equivalence through relation lifting First note that products exists
in Kl(P) and are given by disjoint union. Moreover, Assumption A4 is triv-
ially satisfied since the forgetful functor preserves all limits (cf. Corollary 26). So
we can create a relation lifting of F̄ from the following relation lifting P̂(X ×

X)
σ̄X✲ P̂(GX ×GX) of G (below R ⊆ X ×X):

(p, b) σ̄XR (p′, b′) ⇐⇒ b = b′ ∧ ∀a∈Act pa R p′a .
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Lemma 29. The mapping σ̄ defined above is an indexed morphism.

So Ψ
λ̄✲ ΨF̄ given in (15) is an indexed morphism. Concretely, it maps a

relation R ⊆ PX × PX to a relation λ̄XR ⊆ PFX × PFX : Ū λ̄XR Ū ′ iff

(

• ∈ Ū ⇐⇒ • ∈ Ū ′
)

∧
(

∀a∈Act {x | (a, x) ∈ Ū} R {x | (a, x) ∈ Ū ′}
)

.

Lemma 30. The indexed morphism σ̄ preserves arbitrary intersections at each
component; therefore, so does the predicate lifting λ̄. Moreover, λ̄ satisfies A2.

Theorem 31. Let X
α✲ FX ∈ Rel be an NDA. Then language equiva-

lence ≃X⊆ PX × PX on the determinised system is a Ψ(α) ◦ λ̄X-coalgebra,

i.e., ≃X⊆ (|α| × |α|)−1
(λ̄X ≃X). Moreover, ≃X= (|f | × |f |)−1 ≃Y for any coal-

gebra homomorphism f between (X,α) and (Y, β); thus, there is a behavioural

conformance functor Coalg
Rel

(F̄ )
1

λ̄

✲ CoalgE(Ψ)(F̄λ).

Logical characterisation of language equivalence Recall the adjoint situation r ⊣ 
that witnesses Setop is a reflective subcategory of Rel. We use this dual ad-
junction to model our logic because (intuitively) conjunction is not needed to
characterise language equivalence. Thus we fix A = Set, S = r, and T = .
Moreover, a left adjoint S̄ of T̄ exists due to Theorem 21.

Since to establish language equivalence one needs to ascertain whether a
word in Act⋆ is accepting or not, so we take our syntax functor L = Act × +1.
Note that the initial algebra of L exists and is given by A = Act⋆. As for the
one-step semantics given by a natural transformation δ, we are going to define it

(indirectly) by defining its mate LSX = Act ×PX + 1
θX✲ P(Act ×X + 1) =

SF̄X ∈ Set that acts on objects like the distributive law ϑX (see (3)). Note
that, however, they differ in their naturality conditions.

Proposition 32. The above defined mapping θ is a natural transformation.

The algebra Act × Act⋆ + 1
h✲ Act⋆ is given by the unary concatenation of

words and the constant ε (i.e., h(a, w) = aw and h• = ε). Consider the map

X
L M✲ A ∈ Rel that maps a state to the language accepted by it.

Corollary 33. The above map L M is indeed the theory map for a given NDA.
So the logic (L, δ) is both adequate and expressive for language equivalence on
determinised systems.

7 Conditional transition systems: an application in
coKleisli categories

We next consider conditional transition systems (CTSs) [1], strongly related to
the featured transition systems used for modelling software product lines [9]. A
conditional transition system is a compact representation of several transition
systems – one for each condition or product – where transitions are labelled
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by products. Here we consider the simpler case of conditional transition systems
without upgrades and action labels; their full treatment [3,5] is left for the future.
In our earlier work, CTSs were coalgebras living in the Kleisli category induced
by the reader monad K (for a fixed set of conditions K). It is however more
convenient to treat CTSs as coalgebras in coKleisli categories, hence we start
with a relevant comonad G = K × whose counit is given by the projection of
the second component and comultiplication ∆ is given by the diagonal map. The

map K×X
∆X✲ K×K×X is given by (k, x) 7→ (k, k, x) (for k ∈ K, x ∈ X).

Consider the coKleisli category coKl(G) whose objects, just like in any Kleisli

category, are sets; an arrow X
f✲ Y corresponds to a function GX

f✲ Y .

Now there is a forgetful functor coKl(G)
| |✲ Set; however, in contrast to

the Kleisli setting, it is now left adjoint to the inclusion Set
ι✲ coKl(G).

Concretely, this forgetful functor maps an object X 7→ GX and an arrow

X
f✲ Y ∈ coKl(G) to a function |f | mapping (k, x) 7→ (k, f(k, x)).

Next to model the branching type of CTSs, take F̄ to be the coKleisli exten-

sion [3] of F = P given by the following distributive law K×PX
γX✲ P(K×X):

γX(k, U) = {k}×U ; concretely, F̄X = PX and F̄ f(k, U) = {f(k, x) | x ∈ U} for

X
f✲ Y ∈ coKl(G). A CTS modelled as a coalgebra X

α✲ F̄X ∈ coKl(G)

is a function K×X
α✲ PX that assigns to each state x ∈ X and each condition

k ∈ K, the successors of x under condition k.
As mentioned earlier in Section 5, it is easier (than in the Kleisli case) to lift a

predicate lifting P̂
σ✲ P̂F of F to define a predicate lifting P̂| |

λ✲ P̂|F̄ | of
F̄ . In particular, λ is given by the composition in (14) and, moreover, Theorem 22
ensures that λ is indeed an indexed morphism once we have fixed the predicate
lifting σ of F . To this end, we simply take σ that corresponds to the box modality
(cf. Example 7). To answer whether these definitions give the right kind of ‘box’
modality for CTSs, let us first instantiate λX for any U ⊆ K ×X :

λXU = γ−1
X σXU = γ−1

X {U ′ | U ′ ⊆ U} = {(k, U ′) | {k} × U ′ ⊆ U}. (16)

Now given a coalgebra K ×X
α✲ PX ∈ Set, we derive the interpretation of

box modality for CTSs in the following way (below x
k
−→ x′ ⇐⇒ x′ ∈ αxk):

|α|−1λXU = {(k, x) | ∀x′ x
k
−→ x′ =⇒ (k, x′) ∈ U}. (17)

Conditional bisimilarity through relation lifting
Next we introduce conditional bisimilarity in which two states might be bisimilar
for all conditions or only under certain conditions.

Definition 34. Given a CTS X
α✲ P̄X ∈ coKl(G), a conditional bisimula-

tion is a relation R ⊆ (K×X)× (K×X) satisfying:

1 ∀k,k′∈K,x,x′∈X (k, x) R (k′, x′) =⇒ k = k′.

2 ∀x1,x2,x3,k

(

x1
k
−→ x3∧(k, x1) R (k, x2)

)

⇒ ∃x4∈X

(

x2
k
−→ x4∧(k, x3) R (k, x4)

)

.
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Two states x, x′ ∈ X are conditional bisimilar under k iff there is a conditional
bismulation relation R such that (k, x) R (k, x′). Moreover, two states x, x′ are
conditional bisimilar, denoted x -X x′, iff x and x′ are conditional bisimilar
under every condition k ∈ K.

In order to capture conditional bisimilarity, we first need a fibration Ψ of binary
relations on the state space. The first choice for Ψ is to consider the set of all bi-
nary relations on the underlying state space, i.e., Ψ = P̂(| |× | |). Unfortunately,
Assumption A3 fails to hold which we explain next.

Remark 35. We argue that Eq cannot have a left adjoint since it does not pre-
serve finite limits (in particular, terminal objects). Clearly, ι1 = 1 = {•} is
the terminal object in coKl(G) because ι is the right adjoint of | |. Now sup-
pose Eq1 = (1,=K×1) is the terminal object in E(Ψ). Then, for any (X,R),

there is a unique arrow (X,R)
!X✲ Eq1, i.e., X

!X✲ 1 ∈ coKl(G) and

R ⊆ (|!X | × |!X |)−1
=K×1. But we argue that !X is not a map in E(Ψ) for

|K| ≥ 2. To see this, let k, k′ ∈ K with k 6= k′ and let R ⊆ (K×X)× (K×X) be
an equivalence relation such that (k, x) R (k′, x). Then we find a contradiction

R ⊆ (|!X | × |!X |)−1
=K×1 =⇒ (k, !X(k, x)) = (k′, !X(k′, x)) =⇒ k = k′.

So we need to restrict ourselves to relations satisfying the first property of
conditional bisimulation (see Definition 34). An elegant way to address this is
by working with the indexed category of abstract relations given in (5); thus,
enabling the applicability of constructions given in Section 5. Note that binary
products ⊗ exist in coKl(G) and is given by the Cartesian product of two sets.
Thus Ψ in (5) is well defined.

Lemma 36. Assumptions A3 and A4 are valid.

Now to invoke the definition of λ̄ in (15), it suffices to define a relation lifting
σ of the set endofunctor F = P . We take σ to be the relation lifting associated
with bisimulation relations as defined in Example 15.

Theorem 37. Alternatively, the indexed morphism Ψ
λ̄✲ Ψ P̄ given in (15)

can be defined as follows: λ̄XR = {(k, U, U ′) | ∀x∈U∃x′∈U ′(k, x, x′) ∈ R ∧
∀x′∈U ′∃x∈U (k, x, x

′) ∈ R}. Moreover, λ̄ satisfies Assumption A2.

Corollary 38. Let X
α✲ PX ∈ coKl(G) be a CTS. A relation R on K×X is

a conditional bisimulation iff 〈πX
1 , πX

2 〉
−1

R is an α∗ ◦ λ̄-coalgebra in ΨX. More-

over, for any (X,α)
f✲ (Y, β) ∈ coKl(G) we have -X= (|f | × |f |)−1

-Y ;

thus, there is a functor CoalgcoKl(G)(P̄)
1

λ̄

✲ CoalgE(Ψ)(P̄λ̄).

Modal characterisation of conditional bisimilarity

coKl(K× )
| | ✲
⊥

✛ ι
Set

S ✲
⊥

✛ T
BAop



18 H. Beohar et al.

Consider the above adjoint situations where the adjoint situation on the right
is the well known duality (see, for instance [29]) between Set and the opposite
category of Boolean algebras BA; S is the contravariant powerset functor P̂
and T maps a Boolean algebra to its set of ultrafilters. We follow [21] and use

the proposed syntax functor BA
L✲ BA and the interpretation PT

δ✲ T L
induced by the box modality on (unlabelled) transition systems. Since P̄ is a
coKleisli extension of P , i.e., P̄ ◦ ι = ι ◦ P , we consider the following logical

interpretation for CTSs: P̄ ◦ ι ◦ T = ι ◦ P ◦ T
ιδ✲ ι ◦ T ◦ L.

Corollary 39. Since the lifting λ̄ preserves equalities, the logic (L, ιδ) defined
above is adequate for conditional bisimilarity. Moreover, since δ is injective in
each component [21], the function |ιδA| is injective; thus (L, ιδ) is expressive.

8 Conclusions

To recapitulate, we gave a systematic way to construct both predicate and re-
lation liftings in (co)Kleisli categories and Eilenberg-Moore categories. Relation
liftings form the basis to define behavioural equivalence as a coalgebra of certain
lifted endofunctor in the fibre of relations, although in some cases (such as CTSs)
such fibres can be subtle to define.

Once behavioural equivalence is captured as a fibred notion, the Kupke and
Rot setup becomes applicable to obtain its corresponding logical characteri-
sation. In particular, we gave a recipe to find the left adjoint S̄ of T̄ which
is a sufficient condition for both adequacy and expressivity. For coKleisli and
Eilenberg-Moore categories, the construction (11) of S̄ is based on the existence
of coequalisers in the underlying categories, while in the Kleisli case one has to
resort to a reflective subcategory having coequalisers (cf. Theorem 21).

In the future, we plan to develop extend the 2-player game [28] to coalgebras
with side effects. Lastly, we also plan to investigate whether the given recipe of
constructing predicate/relation liftings can be extended to more general monads
(like the ones on pseudometric spaces). This should help in developing quanti-
tative modal logics for coalgebras with side effects; thus, providing a pertinent
litmus test for the categorical unification of quantitiative expressivity as claimed
in the recent work [26].
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10. Dorsch, U., Milius, S., Schröder, L.: Graded Monads and Graded Logics
for the Linear Time - Branching Time Spectrum. In: Fokkink, W., van
Glabbeek, R.J. (eds.) 30th International Conference on Concurrency Theory
(CONCUR 2019). Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs),
vol. 140, pp. 36:1–36:16. Schloss Dagstuhl–Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik,
Dagstuhl, Germany (2019). https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.CONCUR.2019.36,
http://drops.dagstuhl.de/opus/volltexte/2019/10938

11. Ghani, N., Johann, P., Fumex, C.: Indexed Induction and Coinduction, Fibra-
tionally. Logical Methods in Computer Science Volume 9, Issue 3 (Aug 2013).
https://doi.org/10.2168/LMCS-9(3:6)2013, https://lmcs.episciences.org/738
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A Omitted proofs

Proposition 8. Under Assumption A1 the square drawn in (6) commutes for

any arrow X
f✲ Y in C. As a result, there is a functor C

Eq✲ E(Ψ) (hence-
forth called equality functor) that maps an object X to the abstract equality ≡X.

Proof. Let X
f✲ Y ∈ C. We need to show that ≡X⊆ f∗ ≡Y . First consider

the the following diagram, where p�i and π�
i (for i ∈ {1, 2} and � ∈ {X,Y }) are

the obvious projection arrows in Set and C, respectively.

|X ⊗X |
〈|πX

1 |, |πX
2 |〉 ✲ |X | × |X |

|X |
✛ p

X
i

|πX
i | ✲

|Y ⊗ Y |

|f ⊗ f |
❄ 〈|πY

1 |, |πY
2 |〉 ✲ |Y | × |Y |

(|f | × |f |)
❄

|Y |

|f |
❄✛ p

Y
i

|π Y
i | ✲

Note that all the dashed arrows exists due to the universal property of products.
Moreover, it is well known that projection functions pYi are jointly monic. So it
suffices to show that the corresponding outermost paths for each i from |X⊗X |
to |Y | commutes, which follows from diagram chasing. Now the result follows
from the following implications:

=|X|⊆ (|f | × |f |)−1
=|Y | ⇒ 〈|πX

1 |, |πX
2 |〉

−1
=|X|⊆ 〈|πX

1 |, |πX
2 |〉

−1
(|f | × |f |)−1

=|Y |

⇒ 〈|πX
1 |, |πX

2 |〉
−1

=|X|⊆ |f ⊗ f |−1〈|πY
1 |, |πY

2 |〉
−1

=|Y | .

The second implication holds due to the commutative of rectangle drawn with
dashed edges. ⊓⊔

Theorem 11. Given an indexed morphism Ψ
λ✲ Ψ ◦F , then under Assump-

tions A1 and A2, the behavioural equivalence induced by a coalgebra homomor-
phism f ∈ CoalgC(F ) on a coalgebra (X,α) ∈ CoalgC(F ) is a α∗ ◦λ-coalgebra
living in the fibre ΨX, i.e., f∗(≡Y ) ⊆ α∗λX(f∗ ≡Y ).

Proof. Let (X,α)
f✲ (Y, β) ∈ CoalgC(F ) be a coalgebra homomorphism and

consider the following commutative diagram.

ΦX
λX ✲ ΦFX

α∗
✲ ΦX

ΦY

f∗

✻

λY

✲ ΦFY

(Ff)∗

✻

β∗
✲ ΦY

f∗

✻
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Then using Assumptions A1, A2 and Proposition 8 we find that ≡Y ⊆ β∗(≡FY

) = β∗λY (≡Y ). Furthermore, we derive

f∗ ≡Y ⊆ f∗β∗λY ≡Y =⇒ f∗ ≡Y ⊆ α∗λXf∗ ≡Y . ⊓⊔

Theorem 12. Under Assumptions A1, A2, and A3 for every α∗◦λ-coalgebra R
there is a coalgebra homomorphism f ∈ Coalg

C
(F ) such that R ⊆ f∗(≡cod(f)),

where cod(f) denotes the codomain of f . Moreover, R = f∗(≡cod(f)) when the
unit of Q ⊣ Eq is Cartesian.

Proof. Let R ∈ ΨX such that R � α∗λXR and let κ be the unit of adjunction

Q ⊣ Eq. For a given coalgebra X
α✲ FX , we are going to first construct a

coalgebra of the form Q(X,R)
αR✲ FQ(X,R) such that pκX is the witnessing

coalgebra homomorphism. To define αR, consider the following diagram in E(Ψ)
without the dashed arrow.

(X,R)
κX ✲ Eq ◦Q(X,R)

(FX, λXR)

α

❄

FκX

✲ Eq ◦ F ◦Q(X,R)

Eq(αR)

❄

(18)

Note that by the assumption we have λX(≡X) = ≡FX and, since the unit
κX ∈ E(Ψ), we get that R � κ∗

X ≡Q(X,R). Thus,

λXR � λXκ∗
X(≡Q(X,R)) =⇒ λXR � (FκX)∗λQ(X,R) ≡Q(X,R)

=⇒ λXR � (FκX)∗ ≡FQ(X,R) .

Thus FκX drawn in (18) is a valid arrow in E(Ψ). And the universal property

of the unit κX gives a unique arrow Q(X,R)
αR✲ FQ(X,R), i.e., a coalgebraic

structure on Q(X,R), such that Square (18) commutes. Clearly, appyling the
forgetful functor p ensures that pκX is a coalgebra homomorphism. ⊓⊔

Lemma 14. Suppose Cop Φ✲ Cat has indexed final objects (i.e., the final
object exists in each fibre ΦX) and the reindexing functor f∗ preserves these

final objects. Then there is a functor C
1✲ E(Φ) that is right adjoint to p.

Proof. Define 1X = (X, 1X) where 1X is the final object in ΦX . Note for any

X
f✲ Y , we have 1X

id1X✲ 1X = f∗1Y since the reindexing functor preserves
the indexed final objects. Thus, we let 1f = (f, id1X ). Next we show that p ⊣ 1.

(X,U)
(g,ḡ)✲ (Y, id1Y ) ∈ E(Φ)

(X,U)
(g,ḡ)✲

1Y ∈ E(Φ)

p(X,U)
f✲ Y ∈ C

X
f✲ Y ∈ C
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⇑ Let X
f✲ Y ∈ C. Then take g = f and let ḡ be the unique arrow

U
ḡ✲ 1X ∈ ΦX to the final object 1X = f∗1Y .

⇓ Take f = g and the implication follows from the construction of E(Φ). ⊓⊔

Theorem 18. Under the assumptions of Theorem 11, if T̄ has a left adjoint S̄,
the logic (L, δ) is adequate. Moreover it is expressive if |δA| is injective.

Proof. For adequacy, we show the conditions of [30, Theorem 18] are satisfied.
It remains to show that there is a natural transformation (FT A,≡FT A) =

FλT̄ A
δ̄A✲ T̄ LA = (T LA,≡T LA). We can simply let δ̄ = δ because Eq is

a functor. For expressivity, we show that the conditions of [30, Theorem 19] are

satisfied, i.e., the arrow (FTA,=|TA|)
δA✲ (TLA,=|TLA|) ∈ E(Ψ) is Cartesian.

But this follows directly from the injectivity of |δA|. To see this let X
f✲ Y

be an arrow in C such that =|X| = (|f | × |f |)−1 =|Y |. Then we derive

|f ⊗ f |−1
(≡Y ) = |f ⊗ f |−1〈|πY

1 |, |πY
2 |〉

−1
(=|Y |)

(6)
= 〈|πX

1 |, |πX
2 |〉

−1
(|f | × |f |)−1

=|Y |

= 〈|πX
1 |, |πX

2 |〉
−1

(=|X|)

= ≡X .

Theorem 21. Under A1 and Aop being a reflective subcategory of Kl(T ) having
coequalisers, the above defined S̄ is a functor and left adjoint to T̄ = Eq ◦ T .

Proof. Due to A1 product exists in Kl(T ) and the forgetful functor preserves
these products. So we can work with concrete equality =|X| instead of ≡X (for
X ∈ Kl(T )) by showing that S̄ ⊣ T̄ , i.e., the following correspondence holds

X
f✲ Y ∈ Kl(T ) ∧R ⊆ (|f | × |f |)−1

=|Y |

(X,R)
f✲ (Y,=||Y ) ∈ E(Ψ)

S̄(X,R)
g✲ Y ∈ Aop

Y
g✲ S̄(X,R) ∈ A

⇓ Let X
f✲ Y ∈ Kl(T ) such that R ⊆ (|f | × |f |)−1

=|Y |. Then we find a

unique Y
g✲

rX ∈ A as the transpose of f under r ⊣ . Moreover, using the
counit of ι ⊣ | | one can show that if |f | ◦p1 = |f | ◦p2 =⇒ f ◦p′1 = f ◦p′2. Thus,
rp′1 ◦ g = rp′2 ◦ g. And by the universal property of equalisers we find a unique

Y
ug✲ S̄(X,R).

⇑ Let Y
g✲ S̄(X,R) ∈ A. Then take f as the transpose of e ◦ g under

r ⊣ . To show that f ◦ p′1 = f ◦ p′2 consider the following commutative diagram
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in Kl(T ), where η is the unit of r ⊣ .

rιR
rp′1 ✲

rp′1
✲ rX

(e ◦ g) ✲ Y

ιR

ηιR

✻

p′1 ✲

p′2
✲ X

ηX

✻

Lemma 23. Let F̄ be a Kleisli extension of F induced by a distributive law

FT
ϑ✲ TF . Then a natural transformation TF

γ✲ GT compatible with ϑ
and µ (i.e., Square 13 commutes) induces a distributive law | | ◦ F̄ ✲ G ◦ | |.
Moreover, the converse also holds.

Proof. Let C
f✲ D ∈ Kl(T ). Then we need to show that the following square

on the left commutes. But this follows immediately by the commutative diagram
drawn on the right, where the top square commutes due to the naturality of γ.

|F̄C|
γC✲ G|C|

|F̄D|

|F̄ f |

❄
γD✲ G|D|

G|f |

❄

TFC
γC ✲ GTC

TFTD

TFf
❄ γTD✲ GTTD

GTf
❄

TTFD

TθD ❄

TFD

µFD ❄ γD ✲ GTD

GµD

❄

For the converse, take f = idTC and view it as a Kleisli arrow TC ✲ C.

Lemma 28. The above mappings σa
X and σ↓

X are indexed morphisms.

Proof. Let V ⊆ Y and X
f✲ Y be a function. Then,

(fAct × 2)
−1

σa
Y V = (fAct × 2)

−1
{(q, b) ∈ Y Act × 2 | qa ∈ V }

=
{

(p, b′) ∈ XAct × 2 | (fAct × 2)(p, b′) ∈ {(q, b) | qa ∈ V }
}

=
{

(p, b′) ∈ XAct × 2 | (f ◦ p, b′) ∈ {(q, b) | qa ∈ V }
}

= {(p, b) | f(pa) ∈ V }

= {(p, b) | pa ∈ f−1V }

= σa
Xf−1V.

For the mapping associated with termination, we derive

(fAct × 2)
−1

σ↓
Y V = (fAct × 2)

−1
{(q, 1) | q ∈ Y Act}



26 H. Beohar et al.

=
{

(p, b) ∈ XAct × 2 | (fAct × 2)(p, b) ∈ {(q, 1) | q ∈ Y Act}
}

=
{

(p, 1) ∈ XAct × 2 | f ◦ p ∈ Y Act
}

= σ↓
Xf−1V. ⊓⊔

Lemma 29. The mapping σ̄ defined above is an indexed morphism.

Proof. Let R,R′ be two binary relations on X such that R ⊆ R′. We first show
that σ̄XR ⊆ σ̄XR′. Let (p, b) σ̄XR (p′, b). Then we find ∀a∈Act (pa R p′a =⇒
pa R′ p′a). Thus, (p, b) σ̄XR (p′, b).

Lastly, we need to show that the equation σ̄X ◦(f × f)−1 = (Gf ×Gf)−1◦σ̄Y

holds. Below S is a relation on Y .

(p, b) σ̄X ◦ (f × f)
−1

S (p′, b′) ⇐⇒ b = b′ ∧ ∀a pa (f × f)
−1

p′a

⇐⇒ b = b′ ∧ ∀a fpa R fp′a

⇐⇒ (f ◦ p, b) σ̄Y S (f ◦ p′, b′)

⇐⇒ Gf(p, b) σ̄Y S Gf(p′, b′)

⇐⇒ (p, b) (Gf ×Gf)
−1 ◦ σ̄Y S (p′, b′) .⊓⊔

Lemma 30. The indexed morphism σ̄ preserves arbitrary intersections at each
component; therefore, so does the predicate lifting λ̄. Moreover, λ̄ satisfies A2.

Proof. Let Ri (for i ∈ N) be relations on X . Then

(p, b)

(

σG
X

(

⋂

i∈N

Ri

))

(p′, b′) ⇐⇒ b = b′ ∧ ∀a∈Act pa (
⋂

i∈N

Ri) p
′a

⇐⇒ b = b′ ∧ ∀a∈Act,N pa Ri p
′a

⇐⇒ ∀i∈N (b = b′ ∧ ∀a∈Act pa Ri p
′a)

⇐⇒ ∀i∈N (p, b) (σG
XRi) (p

′, b′)

⇐⇒ (p, b)

(

⋂

i∈N

σG
XRi

)

(p′, b′) .

ote that λ is the composition (γX × γX)
−1 ◦ σG and since inverse functions pre-

serve arbitrary intersections, we can conclude that λ also preserves intersections
at each component.

Lastly, to show that λ̄ preserves equalities, let R ==PX . Let Ū , Ū ′ ⊆ Act ×
X +1 such that Ū λXR Ū ′. Clearly, • ∈ Ū ⇐⇒ • ∈ Ū ′. So consider (a, x̄) ∈ Ū .
Then x̄ ∈ {x | (a, x) ∈ Ū} and since the two sets {x | (a, x) ∈ Ū}, {x | (a, x) ∈
Ū ′} are the same, we find that (a, x) ∈ Ū ′. Likewise, we can show the other
direction and we conclude that Ū = Ū ′.

Theorem 31. Let X
α✲ FX ∈ Rel be an NDA. Then language equiva-

lence ≃X⊆ PX × PX on the determinised system is a Ψ(α) ◦ λ̄X-coalgebra,

i.e., ≃X⊆ (|α| × |α|)−1
(λ̄X ≃X). Moreover, ≃X= (|f | × |f |)−1 ≃Y for any coal-

gebra homomorphism f between (X,α) and (Y, β); thus, there is a behavioural

conformance functor Coalg
Rel

(F̄ )
1

λ̄

✲ CoalgE(Ψ)(F̄λ).
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Proof. Let X
α✲ Act ×X + 1 ∈ Rel be an NDA. Since the relation lifting λ̄

preserves intersections, so from Kleene fixed point theorem, the largest fixpoint
∼X∈ ΨX of α∗ ◦ λ̄ exists. That is, the following sequence stabilises (below
1X ∈ ΨX is the total relation on PX):

1X ⊇ (|α| × |α|)−1 ◦ λX(⊤X) ⊇ ((|α| × |α|)−1 ◦ λX)2(⊤X) ⊇ · · ·

Let us denote the above projective sequence as a diagram N
D✲ ΨX , i.e.

Di = (|α|−1 ◦λX)i⊤X (note that the zeroth iteration of a function is assumed to
return the full relation ⊤X and N has the set N of natural numbers as objects
and arrows induced by the less-than-equal-to relation). So ∼X=

⋂

i Di and note
that by definition ∼X is α∗ ◦ λ̄-coalgebra.

Let Uw is the unique state reached in the determinised system from the state
U after performing the trace w. Note that for any i > 1 we have:

U D(i+ 1) U ′ ⇐⇒ (U ↓ ⇐⇒ U ′ ↓) ∧ ∀a∈Act Ua Di U ′
a.

Moreover, it is not hard to show by induction on w that we have

U ≃X U ′ ⇐⇒ ∀w∈Act⋆ Uw ↓ ⇐⇒ U ′
w ↓ .

Next we show that ∼X=≃X . To show that ≃X⊆∼X , it suffices to show
that ≃X is a α∗ ◦ λ̄X -coalgebra, i.e., for any U,U ′ ⊆ X , if U ≃X U ′ then
|α|U λX ≃X |α|U ′. So let U ≃X U ′, clearly, U ↓ ⇐⇒ U ′ ↓. Moreover, Ua ≃X U ′

a

(for any a) because U ≃X U ′. So ≃X⊆∼X .
For the other direction, let U ∼X U ′. Then for any w ∈ Act⋆ we have

U D(#w + 1) U ′, where #w is the length of the word w. Thus, Uw ↓ ⇐⇒ U ′
w ↓.

Therefore, U ≃X U ′.

Lastly, let (X,α)
f✲ (Y, β) ∈ Coalg

Rel
(F̄ ), i.e., X

f✲ Y is a relation
satisfying the following two transfer properties:

– ∀x,y′,a

(

∃y (x f y ∧ y
a
−→ y′) ⇐⇒ ∃x′ (x′ f y′ ∧ x

a
−→ x′)

)

.
– ∀x

(

x ↓ ⇐⇒ ∃y (x f y ∧ y ↓)
)

.

Note that the second transfer property ensures that Uw ↓ ⇐⇒ (|f |U)w ↓, for
any U ⊆ X,w ∈ Act⋆. This is because

Uw ↓ ⇐⇒ ∃x∈Uw
x ↓ ⇐⇒ ∃x∈Uw,y x f y ∧ y ↓ ⇐⇒ (|f |Uw) ↓ .

Thus, for any w we have (Uw ↓ ⇐⇒ U ′
w ↓) ⇐⇒

(

(|f |U)w ↓ ⇐⇒ (|f |U ′)w ↓
)

.

Hence ≃X= (|f | × |f |)−1 ≃Y .

Proposition 32. The above defined mapping θ is a natural transformation.

Proof. We show that the following square commutes for any X
f✲ Y ∈ Rel.

Act × PX + 1
θX ✲ P(Act ×X + 1)

Act × PY + 1

Lrf

✻

θY ✲ P(Act × Y + 1)

rF̄ f

✻
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Let a ∈ Act , V ⊆ Y . Then we find

r̄(Ff)θY (a, V ) = r(F̄ f)({a} × V )

= {(a′, x) | ∃y∈V (a′, x) Ff (a, y)}

= {(a, x) | ∃y∈V x f y}

= {a} × {x | ∃y∈V x f y}

= {a} × rf(V )

= θX(a, rf(V )) = θX ◦ L(rsf)(a, V ).

Likewise, the case for • ∈ 1 can be verified; thus, LS
θ✲ SF is a natural

transformation.

Lemma 36. Assumptions A3 and A4 are valid.

Proof (A4). Consider the square drawn in (6) and let k, k′, y, y′, x, x′ be such
that 〈|πY

1 |, |πY
2 |〉(k, y, y′) = |f | × |f |((k, x), (k′, x′)). I.e., (k, y) = (k, f(k, x)) and

(k, y′) = (k′, f(k′, x′)). Thus, we find that k = k′. Therefore, we can conclude
that (k, x, x′) ∈ |X ⊗X |. Moreover, we also find that |f ⊗ f |(k, x, x′) = (k, f ⊗
f(k, x, x′)) = (k, f(k, x), f(k, x′)) = (k, y, y′). Lastly, 〈|πX

1 |, |πX
2 |〉(k, x, x′) =

((k, x), (k, x′). I.e., the universal property of weak pullback in Set holds. ⊓⊔

Proof (A3). Let G = K× and let (X,R) ∈ E(Ψ), i.e., X ∈ Set and R ∈ ΨX .
This means we have the following diagram in Set:

R!

p1✲
p2

✲ GX
q✲ GX/R!,

whereGX/R! is the coequaliser of p1, p2 andR! = 〈πX
1 , πX

2 〉!R = {((k, x), (k, x′)) |
(k, x, x′) ∈ R}. So we define Q(X,R) to be the object ι(GX/R!). In other words,
Q can be defined by the composition:

E(Ψ)
| |!✲ E(Ψ ′)

Q′

✲ Set
ι✲ coKl(G),

where Ψ ′ is the standard indexed category of relations on sets and Q′ is the
usual quotient functor as described in Remark 10. The functor | |! is defined
as: (X,R) 7→ (|X |, R!) and f 7→ |f |. This is welldefined due to Beck-Chevalley
property on the indexed category P̂ , which holds for weak pullback squares.

In particular, let (X,R)
f✲ (Y, S) ∈ E(Ψ), i.e., X

f✲ Y ∈ C and R ⊆

(f ⊗ f)
−1

S. By applying the direct image functor we get

〈|πX
1 |, |πX

2 |〉!R ⊆ 〈|πX
1 |, |πX

2 |〉!(f ⊗ f)−1S = (|f | × |f |)−1〈|πX
1 |, |πX

2 |〉!S.

Note that the righmost equality holds due to Beck-Chevalley condition and A4.
Therefore Q is a functor.
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Next we show that Q ⊣ Eq, i.e., we establish the following correspondence:

ι(GX/R!)
f✲ Y ∈ coKl(G)

(X,R)
g✲ EqY = (Y,≡Y ) ∈ E(Ψ)

X
g✲ Y ∈ coKl(G) ∧R ⊆ (|g ⊗ g|)−1 ≡Y

⇑ Let X
g✲ Y ∈ coKl(G) (i.e., GX

g✲ Y ∈ Set) and R ⊆ (|g ⊗ g|)−1 ≡Y .

We claim that g ◦ p1 = g ◦ p2. So let (k, x) R! (k′, x′). Then we find k = k′

because of the construction of R! and g(k, x) = g(k, x′) because of the inequality

R ⊆ (|g ⊗ g|)−1 ≡Y . This proves the claim. And from the universal property of

coequalisers in Set, we find a unique function GX/R
g′

✲ Y satisfying g′◦q = g.
So fix f = ιg′ and clearly f is uniquely determined by g.

⇓ Let ι(GX/R)
f✲ Y ∈ coKl(G). Recall the unitX

ηX✲ ι|X | ∈ coKl(G)

of the adjunction | | ⊣ ι. Then, let g be the following composition:

X
ηX✲ ι|X |

ιq✲ Q(X,R)
f✲ Y ∈ coKl(G).

Clearly, g is uniquely determined by f . Now it remains to show that for k, x, x′, if
(k, x, x′) ∈ R then |g⊗g|(k, x, x′) = (k, g⊗g(k, x, x′)) = (k, g(k, x), g(k, x′)) ∈≡Y .
Thus it remains to show that g(k, x) = g(k, x′).

To this end, we first evaluate g. Note that η is given by the identity arrow
and using the definition of coKleisli composition we find that

(k, x)
∆X✲ (k, k, x)

GηX✲ (k, k, x)
ιq✲ q(k, x).

Thus, ιq ◦ ηX = q. So computing the composition X
q✲ Q(X,R)

f✲ Y ∈
coKl(G) results in the evaluation of g. In particular,

g(k, x) = f(Gq(∆X(k, x))) = f(k, q(k, x)).

So if (k, x, x′) ∈ R then q(k, x) = q(k, x′). Thus, g(k, x) = f(k, q(k, x)) =
f(k, q(k, x′)) = g(k, x′). ⊓⊔

Theorem 37. Alternatively, the indexed morphism Ψ
λ̄✲ Ψ P̄ given in (15)

can be defined as follows: λ̄XR = {(k, U, U ′) | ∀x∈U∃x′∈U ′(k, x, x′) ∈ R ∧
∀x′∈U ′∃x∈U (k, x, x

′) ∈ R}. Moreover, λ̄ satisfies Assumption A2.

Proof. Recall from (15), the map λ̄ is given by the composition:

ΨX
〈|πX

1 |,|πX
2 |〉!✲ P̂(|X | × |X |)

σ|X|✲ P̂(P|X | × P|X |)

γX×γX
−1

✲ P̂(|PX | × |PX |)
〈|πFX

1 |,|πF
2 X|〉

−1

✲ Ψ P̄X.

Let R ⊆ G(X ×X), where G = K× . Then we compute

〈|πX
1 |, |πX

2 |〉!R = {((k, x), (k, x′)) | (k, x, x′) ∈ R}
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σ|X|〈|π
X
1 |, |πX

2 |〉!R =
{

(S, S′) ∈ P|X | × P|X | |

∀k,x
(

k S x =⇒ ∃x′ k S′ x′ ∧ (k, x, x′) ∈ R
)

∧

∀k,x′

(

k S′ x′ =⇒ ∃x k S x ∧ (k, x, x′) ∈ R
)

}

(γX × γX)−1(σ|X|〈|π
X
1 |, |πX

2 |〉!R) = {((k, U), (k, U ′)) | U,U ′ ⊆ X ∧

∀x∈U∃x′∈U ′(k, x, x′) ∈ R ∧ ∀x′∈U ′∃x∈U (k, x, x
′) ∈ R}

λ̄R = {(k, U, U ′) | ∀x∈U∃x′∈U ′(k, x, x′) ∈ R ∧ ∀x′∈U ′∃x∈U (k, x, x
′) ∈ R}.

For A2 we first find that

(k, x, x′) ∈≡X ⇐⇒ (k, x, x′) ∈ 〈πX
1 , πX

2 〉
−1

=|X| ⇐⇒ (k, x) = (k, x′).

Thus, λ̄X preserve abstract equalities. ⊓⊔

B Linear Weighted Automaton (LWA)

We consider (linear) weighted automata (LWA) as coalgebras as studied in [20].
LWA are modelled as coalgebras of the endofunctor MF(1 + Act × ), where F

is a field and MF is the multiset monad. The set of functions FX having finite
support is MFX and on arrows it is given by MFf(τ)(y) =

∑

x∈f−1(y) τ(x) (for

X
f✲ Y ∈ Set). We write x ↓s and x

a,s′

−−→ x′ whenever α(x)(•) = s and

α(x)(a, x′) = s′ for a given LWA X
α✲ MF(Act ×X + 1).

Recall the language of a given LWA α starting from a state x ∈ X is an induc-

tively defined function Act⋆
tr(x)✲ F described below, where a ∈ Act , w ∈ Act⋆,

and ε is the empty word.

tr(x)(ε) = α(x)(•), tr(x)(aw) =
∑

{s · tr(x′)(w) | x
a,s
−−→ x′}.

Two states x, x′ ∈ X are (weighted) language equivalent iff tr(x) = tr(x′). This
coincides with coalgebraic behavioural equivalence in Kl(MF) (see [20,27]). Note
that probabilistic automata can be encoded by letting F = R and restricting the
weights to the interval [0, 1].

Predicate lifting for weighted automata We employ a similar simplification as
carried out in NDA, by working with the indexed category P̂ ◦ (| | × | |). Now
to apply techniques of Section 5, we fix F = Act × + 1, G = Act × F, and

recall from [20, Section 7.3] the distributive laws FMFX
ϑX✲ MFFX and

MFFX
γX✲ GMFX :

ϑX(•)(♥) =

{

1, if ♥ = •

0, otherwise.
ϑX(a, τ)(♥) =

{

τ(x), if ♥ = (a, x), for some x ∈ X

0, otherwise.

γX(p̄) = (γAct
X p̄, p̄(•)), where γAct

X p̄(a)(x) = p̄(a, x) (for x ∈ X, p̄ ∈ MFFX).
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We know (from [20]) that γ is compatible with θ and µ (the multiplication of the
monad MF) in the sense of Lemma 23. Similar to NDAs, consider the following

predicate liftings P̂X
σa
X ,σs

X✲ P̂(XAct × F) (for a ∈ Act and s ∈ F):

U 7→ {(p, s) ∈ XAct×F | p(a) ∈ U} and U 7→ {(p, s) | p ∈ XAct}, respectively.

The proof of the following lemma is similar to the proof of Lemma 28. And
thanks to Theorem 22, we know that γ−1 ◦ σa and γ−1 ◦ σs are valid predicate
liftings.

Lemma 40. The above mappings σa
X , σs

X (for a ∈ Act , s ∈ F) are indexed mor-
phisms.

Lemma 41. For any U ⊆ MFX we find that λa
X(U) = {p̄ ∈ MF(Act ×X+1) |

γAct
X p̄(a) ∈ U} and λs

X(U) = {p̄ ∈ MF(Act ×X + 1) | p̄(•) = s}.

Proof. For any U ⊆ MFX we find that

λa
X(U) = γX

−1σa
MFX

(U)

= γX
−1{(p, s) ∈ (MFX)Act × F | p(a) ∈ U}

=
{

p̄ ∈ MF(Act ×X + 1) | γX p̄ ∈ {(p, s) ∈ (MFX)Act × F | p(a) ∈ U}
}

=
{

p̄ ∈ MF(Act ×X + 1) | γAct
X p̄(a) ∈ U

}

.

Similarly, in the context of termination, we find (for each s ∈ F):

λs
X(U) = γX

−1σs
MFX

(U)

= γX
−1{(p, s) | p ∈ (MFX)Act}

=
{

p̄ ∈ MF(Act ×X + 1) | γX p̄ ∈ {(p, s) | p ∈ (MFX)Act}
}

= {p̄ ∈ MF(Act ×X + 1) | p̄(•) = s} .

The proof that λa
X , λs preserves finite meet is similar to the Boolean case

(cf. Lemma 28).

Just like in our running example, the determinisation of an LWA α is the com-
position:

MFX
MFα✲ MFMF(Act×X+1)

µAct×X+1✲ MF(Act×X+1)
γX✲ (MFX)Act×F.

More concretely, it maps a p ∈ MFX to a pair (p̂, s), where p̂(a)(x′) =
∑

x∈X p(x)·
α(x)(a, x′) and s =

∑

x∈X p(x) ·α(x)(•). In terms of SOS rules, determinisation
is given as follows:

p ∈ MFX

p
a
−→ p̂(a)

p ∈ MFX s =
∑

x∈X p(x) · α(x)(•)

p ↓s
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Lemma 42. For any U ⊆ MFX and X
α✲ MF(Act × X + 1), we have

|α|−1
λa
XU = {p ∈ MFX | p

a
−→ p̂(a) =⇒ p̂(a) ∈ U} and |α|−1

λs
XU = {p ∈

MFX | s =
∑

x∈X p(x) · α(x)(•)}.

Proof. Let U ⊆ MFX and a given LWA X
α✲ MF(Act × X + 1). Then we

derive

|α|−1
λa
XU = |α|−1 {

p̄ ∈ MF(Act ×X + 1) | γAct
X p̄(a) ∈ U

}

=
{

p ∈ MFX | |α|p ∈
{

p̄ ∈ D(Act ×X + 1) | γAct
X p̄(a) ∈ U

}}

=
{

p ∈ MFX | γAct
X (µAct×X+1MFα(p))a ∈ U

}

=
{

p ∈ MFX | p
a
−→ p̂(a) =⇒ p̂(a) ∈ U

}

.

Similarly, we have a modality to handle termination that can be derived as
follows:

|α|−1
λs
XU = |α|−1 {p̄ ∈ MF(Act ×X + 1) | p̄(•) = s}

= {p ∈ MFX | |α|p ∈ {p̄ ∈ MF(Act ×X + 1) | p̄(•) = s}}

= {p ∈ MFX | s =
∑

x∈X

p(x) · α(x)(•)}.

Weighted language equivalence through relation lifting Consider the relation
lifting σ̄ of G that maps a relation R on X to σ̄XR defined as: (p, s) σ̄XR
(p′, s′) ⇐⇒ s = s′ ∧ ∀a∈Act pa R p′a. So (15) gives a relation lifting λ̄ for F̄ .
Concretely, λ̄ maps a relation R on MFX to a relation λ̄XR on MFFX given
as: p̄ λ̄XR p̄′ ⇐⇒ p̄(•) = p̄′(•) ∧ ∀a∈Act γAct

X p̄(a) R γAct
X p̄′(a).

Theorem 43. Let X
α✲ FX ∈ Kl(MF) be an LWA. Then weighted lan-

guage equivalence ≡X⊆ MFX ×MFX on the determinised system is a Ψ(α) ◦

λ̄X -coalgebra. Moreover, ≡X= (|f | × |f |)−1 ≡Y for any coalgebra homomor-

phism (X,α)
f✲ (Y, β); thus, there is a behavioural conformance functor

CoalgKl(MF)(F̄ )
1

λ̄

✲ CoalgE(Ψ)(F̄λ).

Proof. Let X
α✲ FX ∈ Kl(MF) be an LWA. Just like in the proof of Theo-

rem 31, we will show that weighted language equivalence ≡X coincides with the

relation ∼ defined as the limit of the diagram N
D✲ ΨX defined in the proof

of Theorem 31. Recall the determinisation of an LWA in terms of SOS rules:

p ∈ MFX

p
a
−→ pa

p ∈ MFX s =
∑

x∈X p(x) · α(x)(•)

p ↓s ,

where pa(x
′) =

∑

x∈X p(x) · α(x)(a, x′). We can extend this notation to words
as follows: pε = p and paw = (pa)w. Thus, p ≡X p′ ⇐⇒ ∀w,s pw ↓s ⇐⇒ p′w ↓s.

Note that for any i > 1 and p, p′ ∈ MFX we have

p D(i + 1) p′ ⇐⇒ ∀s∈F (p ↓s ⇐⇒ p′ ↓s) ∧ pa Di p′a.
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Clearly,≡X⊆∼ because ≡X⊆ α∗λX ≡X . For the other direction, suppose p ∼ p′.
Then for any word w ∈ Act⋆ we have p D(#w + 1) p′ which results pw ↓s ⇐⇒
p′w ↓s, for any s ∈ F. Since w was chosen arbitrarily, we find that p ≡X p′.

Logical characterisation of weighted language equivalence Just like language
equivalence, its weighted variant is a ‘linear’ notion of behavioural equivalence;
thus, we set A = Set and L = F . As for the dual adjunction, first recall that
Kl(MF) is equivalent to the Eilenberg-Moore category EM(MF) = VectF [20],
which is due to the fact that every vector space has a basis. In particular, the

comparison functor Kl(MF)
K✲ EM(MF) is fully faithful and essentially sur-

jective. As a result, K has an inverse K′ that maps every vector space to its
basis which can be arranged as K ⊣ K′. Moreover, the category of vector spaces
is related with the category of sets by a dual adjunction [20] as indicated below.

Kl(MF)
K ✲
⊥✛
K′

EM(MF)
hom( ,F) ✲

⊥✛
F

Setop.

So S = hom(K ,F) and T = K′F . Note that for any set X we have SX ∼= FX

and K′(FX) ∼= X . The former is true because hom(MFX,F) ∼= Set(X,F), while
the latter is because the basis of a vector space generated by a set is isomorphic
to the set itself. So Setop is a subcategory of Kl(MF) and Theorem 21 ensures
that Eq ◦ T has a left adjoint S̄. Finally, δX (for any set X) should be a natural

transformation of type FTX = FX
δX✲ FX = TLX . Therefore, we simply

take δX to be an identity arrow on FX in Kl(MF). Lastly, the theory map

X
L MX✲ T Act⋆ ∈ Kl(MF) is given by the trace function tr.

Theorem 44. The above defined map L M is a theory map for a given LWA. As
a result, the logic (L, δ) is both adequate and expressive for weighted language
equivalence.

Proof. We show the square associated with theory map is commutative, i.e.,
T h ◦ L MX = δAct⋆F L MX ◦ α; the uniqueness follows from structural recursion.
Since δAct⋆ is identity arrow, so it suffices to show that L MX is a coalgebra ho-
momorphism; T h ◦ L MX = F̄ L MX ◦ α. Note that we follow [27] by using matrix
multiplication to denote the composition of arrows in Kl(MF). Also, for a func-

tion Y
f✲ X , K′(Ff ) corresponds to unit matrix; namely, the cell (δx, δy) in

Ff corresponds to 1 if F f (δx) = δx ◦ f = δy; 0 otherwise. So concretely, T f is a
function defined as follows: T fxy = 1 if fy = x; 0, otherwise.

F L MX ◦ α(x, (a, w)) =
∑

(a′,x′)∈supp(αx)

α(x, (a′, x′)) · F̄ L MX((a′, x′), (a, w))

=
∑

(a,x′)∈supp(αx)

α(x, (a, x′)) · Lx′M(w)

= LxMX(aw)
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=
∑

w′=aw

LxMXw′ · T h(w′, (a, w))

= T h ◦ α(x, (a, w)).

Adequacy follows from Theorem 18. Furthermore, expressivity follows since
|δAct⋆ | is injective.

C Eilenberg-Moore categories

Although, in this paper, there are no case studies (see [4] for predicate liftings
in generalised Moore automata) worked out in the setting of Eilenberg-Moore
categories, it is still worthwhile to report that Eilenberg-Moore categories (at
least when T is finitary) are more well-behaved than Kleisli categories in satisfy-
ing the assumptions of this paper. First it is straightforward to show that every
predicate lifting F induces a predicate lifting of F̄ .

Proposition 45. Let F̄ be a lifting of F to EM(T ) with C
T✲ C. Then,

1. every indexed category on C induces an indexed category EM(T ) by com-
posing with | |.

2. every indexed morphism Φ ✲ ΦF induces an indexed morphism of type
Φ| | ✲ Φ| |F̄ .

Second, the adjunction Q ⊣ Eq does exist when T is finitary and Φ, Ψ are in-
stantiated as in the Kleisli case, i.e., Φ = P̂(| |) and Ψ = P̂(| | × | |). Intuitively,
Q creates quotients w.r.t. the smallest congruence relation generated by a rela-
tion on the underlying algebra. Formally, for an algebra (X,h) ∈ EM(T ), let
Cong(X,h) denote the poset of congruences on X ordered by ⊆. Next we claim
that arbitrary meets exist in Cong(X,h) since EM(T ) is complete. Therefore,
we can construct

C(R) =
∧

{(R′, h′) | (R′, h′) ∈ Cong(X,h) ∧R ⊆ R′} .

Now the algebraic structure on C(R), i.e., a function TC(R) ✲ C(R) exists
due to the universal property of limits, which we denote simply hR. So we take

Q((X,h), R) to be the coequaliser of (C(R), hR)
pi✲ (X,h) in EM(T ).

Theorem 46. Suppose T has a finite presentation, then the mapping Q is left
adjoint to Eq functor.

Proof. We need to show that the following correspondence holds.

Q(X,h,R)
f✲ (Y, k) ∈ EM(T )

(X,h,R)
g✲ Eq(Y, k) ∈ E(Ψ)

(X,h)
g✲ (Y, k) ∈ EM(T ) ∧R ⊆ (g × g)−1 =Y
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The direction from top to bottom is easy. Let qR be the coequaliser map of type

(X,h)
qR✲ Q(X,h,R). Then, we take g to be the arrow f ◦ qR.

For the converse, let (X,h)
g✲ (Y, k) ∈ EM(T ) be an algebra map such

that R ⊆ (g × g)
−1

=Y . Now it suffices to show that g ◦ p1 = g ◦ p2 because the
universal property of coequaliser then gives the unique arrow f .

To prove this we recall the construction of the congruence C(R) generated
by R when T has a finite presentation T = (Σ,E), where Σ is a set of function
symbols with finite arity and E is a set of equations.

– Define R0 the reflexive and symmetric closure of R.
– Define Ri+1 = Ri ◦Ri ∪ {(f(x1, · · · , xn), f(x

′
1, · · · , x

′
n)) | ∀j xjRix

′
j}, where

f is an n-ary operator in Σ.
– C(R) =

⋃

iRi.

Now by induction we show that ∀i t Ri t′ =⇒ T ⊢ gt = gt′. The base
case is trivial. So assume the property is true for some i ≥ 0. Let t Ri+1 t′.
Then we identify two cases: either t Ri ◦Ri t

′ or there is an n-ary operator and
variables xj , x

′
j (for 1 ≤ j ≤ n) such that t = f(x1, · · · , xn), t

′ = f(x′
1, · · · , x

′
n)

and xj Ri x
′
j (for all j). If the former is true then the property holds due to the

inductive hypothesis and the transitivity of ⊢. So suppose the latter is true. Then
by the inductive hypothesis we find that T ⊢ gxj = gx′

j (for each 1 ≤ j ≤ n).
Since g is a homomorphism, so applying the context rule of ⊢ gives us

T ⊢ gt = f(gx1, · · · , gxn) = f(gx′
1, · · · , gx

′
n) = gt′. ⊓⊔

Predicate liftings for generalised Moore machines

In [6,36], the authors captured failure/ready/trace equivalences as behavioural
equivalence for coalgebras living in the Eilenberg-Moore category introduced by
a finitary power set monad Pω. Interestingly, these linear equivalences can be
seen as an instance of behavioural equivalence induced by a common ‘generalised
Moore’ endofunctor FS = S × Act [6, Section 3], where S ∈ EM(Pω) is an
arbitrary semi-lattice.

Given a map X
o✲ S ∈ EM(Pω), then the generalised determinisation [7]

of an LTS X
α✲ (PωX)Act is a coalgebra PωX

(o′,α′)✲ FS(PωX) ∈ EM(Pω),
where the two functions are given as follows (cf. [6]):

o′(U) =
∨

x∈U

o(x) and α′(U)(a) =
⋃

x∈U

α(x)(a) (for U ⊆ X, a ∈ Act) .

In other words, the generalised determinisation induces a transition relation on
PωX and a predicate on PωX × S defined by the following SOS rules:

U ⊆ X Uα = {x′ | ∃x∈U x
a
−→ x′}

U
a
−→ Uα

U ⊆ X o′(U) =
∨

x∈U o(x)

U ↓ o′(U) .

The next theorem is recalled from [36] and captures the aforementioned linear
equivalences as instances of behavioural equivalence.
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Theorem 47. Two states U,U ′ ⊆ X in the coalgebra PωX
(o′,α′)✲ FS(PωX) ∈

EM(Pω) are behaviourally equivalent iff they get mapped to a common point in
the final coalgebra (which exists for the Moore functor FS). Moreover,

1. For S = 2 and o as constant 1, behavioural equivalence coincides with trace
equivalence.

2. For S = PωPωAct and o(x) (for each x ∈ X) is the set of sets of actions
that are refused by the state x, behavioural coincides with failure equivalence.

3. For S = PωPωAct and o(x) (for each x ∈ X) is the singleton containing the
set of actions enabled at x, behavioural coincides with ready equivalence.

Next we define two families of indexed morphisms P̂
λa

✲ P̂ ◦ FS (for each

a ∈ Act) and P̂
λs

✲ P̂ ◦ FS (for each s ∈ S).

– λa
XU = {(s′, p) ∈ S ×XAct | p(a) ∈ U}

– λs
XU = {(s, p) | p ∈ XAct}, for U ⊆ X .

Proposition 48. The above mappings P̂
λa,λs

✲ P̂ ◦ FS are indexed morphisms.

Proof. Let V ⊆ Y and X
f✲ Y ∈ Set. Then we derive

λa
Xf−1V = {(s, p) | p(a) ∈ f−1V }

= {(s, p) | f(pa) ∈ V }

= {(s, p) | (FSf)(s, p) ∈ {(s, q) | qa ∈ V }}

= (FSf)
−1

λa
Y V.

Moreover, λa
X preserves arbitrary meets since

λa
X

⋂

i∈I

Ui = S × {p | pa ∈
⋂

i

Ui} =
⋂

i

S × {p | pa ∈ Ui} =
⋂

i

λa
XUi.

Likewise, we derive the related facts for λs
X .

λs
Xf−1V = {(s, p) | p ∈ XAct}

= {(s, p) | (s, f ◦ p) ∈ {s} × Y Act}

= {(s, p) | (FSf)(s, p) ∈ {s} × Y Act}

= (FSf)
−1

λs
Y V.

Moreover, λs
X preserves arbitrary meets since

λs
X

⋂

i∈I

Ui = {s} ×XAct =
⋂

i

({s} ×XAct) =
⋂

i

λs
XUi.

As a result, thanks to Proposition 45, the mappings λa, λs are also indexed
morphisms of type P̂| | ✲ P̂| |F̄s. Recall the determinised systems

PωX
(o′,α′)✲ FS(PωX) ∈ EM(Pω),

which is induced by an LTS X
α✲ (PωX)Act . We are now ready to derive the

action and observation modalities on the determinised system.
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Theorem 49. Consider the compositions for ♥ ∈ {a, s}:

P̂|PωX |
λ♥
PωX✲ P̂|F̄SPωX |

|(o′,α′)|−1

✲ P̂|PωX |.

Let U be a predicate on PωX. Then, |(o′, α′)|−1
λa
PωXU = {U ⊆ X | U

a
−→

Uα =⇒ Uα ∈ U} and |(o′, α′)|−1
λs
PωXU = {U ⊆ X | U ↓ s}.

Proof. Let U ⊆ PωX . Then we derive the modality for action transition:

|(o′, α′)|
−1

λa
PωXU = (o′, α′)

−1
{(s′, p) ∈ S × (PωX)Act | p(a) ∈ U}

= {U ⊆ X | (o′, α′)U ∈ {(s′, p) ∈ S × (PωX)Act | p(a) ∈ U}}

= {U ⊆ X | α′(U) ∈ U}

= {U ⊆ X | U
a
−→ Uα =⇒ Uα ∈ U}.

Likewise, we derive the modalities for observations living in S:

|(o′, α′)|
−1

λs
PωXU = (o′, α′)

−1
{(s, p) | p ∈ (PωX)Act}

= {U ⊆ X | (o′, α′)U ∈ {(s, p) | p ∈ (PωX)Act}}

= {U ⊆ X | o′(U) = s}

= {U ⊆ X | U ↓ s}. ⊓⊔

Furthermore, a well-known application of the Linton’s theorem when the monad
T is finitary is that the category of Eilenberg-Moore algebras is cocomplete. So,
in particular, the finite powerset monad Pω is finitary, thus, EM(Pω) has all
coequalisers. Therefore, A3 is satisfied.
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