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Abstract Bisimilarity is a central notion for coalgebras. In recent work,
Geuvers and Jacobs suggest to focus on apartness, which they define by
dualising coalgebraic bisimulations. This yields the possibility of finite
proofs of distinguishability for a wide variety of state-based systems.
We propose behavioural apartness, defined by dualising behavioural equi-
valence rather than bisimulations. A motivating example is the subdis-
tribution functor, where the proof system based on bisimilarity requires
an infinite quantification over couplings, whereas behavioural apartness
instantiates to a finite rule. In addition, we provide optimised proof rules
for behavioural apartness and show their use in several examples.

1 Introduction

In the study of coalgebra as a general approach to state-based systems, a num-
ber of notions of equivalence of states have been developed. Among these are:
bisimilarity as defined by Aczel & Mendler; behavioural equivalence; and bisim-
ilarity defined using (canonical) relation lifting due to Hermida & Jacobs[1,14].
Alongside these definitions, proof systems have been developed for some of these
notions, to give a syntactic way to deduce equivalence of states in a coalgebra.
However, due to the coinductive nature of coalgebraic notions of equivalence,
these are challenging to develop as they have to deal with the circularity inher-
ent in coinduction [21,5,3,26].

Another (closely related) line of research is coalgebraic modal logic [22], where
coalgebras give the semantics of modal formulas. These logics bring with them
another notion of equivalence, namely we can call states logically equivalent if
they satisfy exactly the same formulas of a given logic. Comparing these equi-
valences to the aforementioned coinductive ones, we can ask whether bisim-
ilar states are logically equivalent (adequacy) and whether logically equivalent
states are bisimilar (expressivity). Already (implicitly) present in the study of
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these properties are dual notions, defining states instead as inequivalent (see,
e.g., [6,7,19,30]). For example, expressivity of a logic may more easily be shown
by giving, for any pair of non-bisimilar states, a formula distinguishing them.

In recent work, Geuvers & Jacobs [9] focus on such notions of inequivalence
(or distinguishability), and investigate what they call apartness. This is done
first for concrete examples, such as labelled transition systems, before they show
how their definitions can be obtained coalgebraically. For this, the starting point
is bisimilarity defined using (canonical) relation lifting, which for a coalgebra (in
the category Set) is the largest relation R such that if two states are related, then
their successor structures must be related by the relation lifting of the behaviour
functor applied to R. The dual notion of apartness, again on a Set coalgebra,
can then be described as the smallest relation R such that if successor structures
of two states are related by the relation obtained by applying opposite relation
lifting to R, then R must relate those two states. This immediately gives us that
states are bisimilar if and only if they are not apart. Furthermore, in op. cit., it
is shown how their notion of apartness quite directly gives rise to a derivation
system allowing apartness to be determined inductively.

In this work, we continue the investigation of the possible notions of inequi-
valence related to existing definitions of bisimilarity and behavioural equivalence,
and the development of corresponding proof systems. We start by recalling the
apartness notion due to Geuvers & Jacobs, before giving an example of a func-
tor for which this does not easily provide a satisfactory proof system for apart-
ness (Section 2). Namely, the subdistribution functor, which gives a rule whose
premise universally quantifies over the infinite set of couplings. This does not al-
low proofs which exhibit some state witnessing the apartness, which can be done
for the systems considered in [9]. An alternative characterisation of bisimilarity
is present in work on probabilistic systems based on summing successor distri-
butions over equivalence classes [20], which has further been shown to coincide
with coalgebraic notions of bisimilarity and behavioural equivalence [28,23,24].
We use this characterisation from the starting point of behavioural equivalence
to give a dual notion, which we call behavioural apartness. This will give rise
to a proof system where the inductive step does not involve a universal quanti-
fication, allowing finite proofs of apartness. We present this system, prove it to
be sound and complete with respect to the dual of behavioural equivalence for
finitary functors on Set, and provide optimised rules which we compare to the
basic rule by application to examples (Sections 3 and 4).

Notation For an equivalence relation R ⊆ X ×X, we denote the quotient map
by qR : X → X/R, which sends an element x to its equivalence class [x]R. We
extend this to arbitrary relations R ⊆ X × X, by defining qR as qe(R), where
e(R) is the equivalence closure of R. Further, we write R for the complement of
a relation R ⊆ X ×X on a set X.
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2 Cobisimilarity

We start by recalling the well-known notion of coalgebraic bisimulation, defined
via relation lifting [14]. The dual of this notion has been investigated in [9],
using the so called fibred opposite construction. In this section, we review this
approach and show how it can be utilised to obtain a proof system for apartness.
We will further show that there exist functors for which this dualised definition
does not give rise to a satisfactory proof rule for cobisimilarity, in contrast to
the rules provided in op. cit.

For an endofunctor B on the category Set of sets and functions, the (canon-
ical) relation lifting Rel(B) is defined on a relation R ⊆ X ×X as follows

Rel(B)(R) := {(s, t) | ∃z ∈ B(R). B(π1)(z) = s ∧B(π2)(z) = t}

This is then used to define the following notion of coalgebraic bisimulation:

Definition 1. A relation R ⊆ X×X is a coalgebraic bisimulation for a coalgebra
γ : X → B(X) if R ⊆ (γ × γ)

−1 ◦ Rel(B)(R), that is, it satisfies:

x R y

γ(x) Rel(B)(R) γ(y)

The largest such relation is called bisimilarity, denoted by ↔.

Replacing R above with its complement, we obtain a dual definition.

Definition 2. A cobisimulation on γ : X → B(X) is a relation R satisfying

γ(x) Rel(B)(R) γ(y)

x R y
(1)

Equivalently, R is a cobisimulation if R ⊇ (γ × γ)
−1 ◦ Rel(B)(R), where the

right-hand relation is constructed using the following monotone composition:

RelX RelX RelB(X) RelB(X) RelX
(−) Rel(B) (−) (γ×γ)−1

where we use RelX to denote the lattice of relations on X, ordered by inclusion.

The relation of cobisimilarity is then defined as the smallest cobisimulation.
We denote this relation using #, and we see that ↔ = (#). For a more general
coalgebraic treatment, see [9].

Example 1 (Labelled Transition Systems). In [9] apartness dual to weak forms
of bisimulation are studied. To simplify the presentation, we instantiate the
definition of cobisimulation to LTSs, which we model as coalgebras for the functor
P(−)

A for an input alphabet A.
The relation lifting of P(−)

A acts as follows

Rel(P(−)
A
)(R) = {(f, g) | ∀a ∈ A.[∀x ∈ f(a). ∃y ∈ g(a). (x, y) ∈ R]

∧[∀y ∈ g(a). ∃x ∈ f(a). (x, y) ∈ R]}
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Applying the dualisation as in (1), we see that a relation R is a cobisimulation
on a coalgebra γ : X → P(X)

A if it satisfies the following two rules

x
a→ x′ ∀y′. y a→ y′ =⇒ x′ R y′

x R y

y
a→ y′ ∀x′. x

a→ x′ =⇒ x′ R y′

x R y

where x
a−→ x′ means x′ ∈ γ(x)(a). Then cobisimilarity on LTSs is the smallest

relation satisfying these rules. This gives an inductive proof system for cobisim-
ilarity, as further explained in [9].

We finish this example by giving a derivation of cobisimilarity for the states
x and y in the following LTS:

x

x1 x2

y

y1 y2

a b a b

a

This derivation goes as follows:

x
b→ x2

y2
a→ y2 ∀x′. x2

a→ x′. y2 # x′

x2 # y2

∀y′. y b→ y′. x2 # y′

x # y

The states x and y can be distinguished by their b-transitions, and their suc-
cessors by the presence of an a-transition only on y2.

Example 2 (Subdistributions). We continue by instantiating the rule (1) for
cobisimulations to coalgebras for the subdistribution functor. In contrast to LTSs
above, this will give us an example of a functor for which the relation lifting
approach does not give a pleasant proof system.

The (finitely supported) subdistribution functor Ds : Set → Set, is defined as
follows, where supp(µ) = {x ∈ X | µ(x) 6= 0}.

Ds(X) =

{
µ : X → [0, 1] |

∑
x∈X

µ(x) ≤ 1, supp(µ) finite

}

We may equivalently write such distributions as formal sums
∑

x∈X µ(x) |x〉.
This allows us to denote the functor’s action on arrows as:

Ds(f : X → Y ) :

(∑
x∈X

µ(x) |x〉

)
7→

(∑
x∈X

µ(x) |f(x)〉

)
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We can now elaborate the action of the relation lifting of the subdistribution
functor Ds on a relation R ⊆ X ×X:

Rel(Ds)(R) = {(Ds(π1)(z),Ds(π2)(z)) | z ∈ Ds(R)}

=


∑
x∈X

∑
y∈X

µ(x, y)

 |x〉 ,
∑
y∈X

[∑
x∈X

µ(x, y)

]
|y〉

 | µ ∈ Ds(R)


Here, µ is a subdistribution over the elements of R, and the corresponding pair
in Rel(Ds)(R) consist of the left and right marginals of µ.

Now, we can instantiate the premise of the rule for cobisimulations for this
relation lifting on a coalgebra γ : X → Ds(X) to obtain the following rule:

∀µ ∈ Ds(R). γ(x) 6= Dsπ1(µ) ∨ γ(y) 6= Dsπ2(µ)

x R y
(2)

However, this quantifies over the infinite set of subdistributions on the comple-
ment of R. This is rather unfortunate since we would like to prove apartness by
giving a “witness”, as was the case for LTSs. There, apartness of states x, y can
be shown by giving a successor of x which is apart from all successors of y.

If we consider the example in (3), we see that x and y are cobisimilar, as they
have different transition weights to sets of equivalent states. To see this using
the rule (2), we could reason that given a distribution µ ∈ Ds(R), the weight
of the pair (x1, y1) (two states which are clearly equivalent) will always be such
that the left and right marginals do not match the transition probabilities from
x to x1 and from y to y1.

x

x1 x2

y

y1 y2

0.5 0.5 0.4 0.6

1 1

(3)

We see two main issues with rule (2): the reasoning provided (where we
choose the pair (x1, y1)) is not well reflected in the proof system; and the rule
requires reasoning about an infinite set even for a simple finite coalgebra. This
motivates much of the coming work, in which we move to an apartness notion
defined dually to behavioural equivalence rather than coalgebraic bisimulation.
The corresponding proof system will both exhibit the desired existential reas-
oning, and allow an optimisation giving finite proofs of apartness for both finite
and infinite systems.

In the next section, we show the dualisation of behavioural equivalence, be-
fore instantiating to examples which will already illustrate the benefit of this
approach over cobisimilarity. We go on to present the optimised proof rule, and
show how this is beneficial by application to the examples of labelled Markov
processes and stream systems.
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3 Behavioural Apartness

In this section, we use a characterisation of behavioural equivalence based on so
called precongruences due to Aczel & Mendler [1] to present a basic proof system
for the dual: behavioural apartness. We will further apply the proof system to
coalgebras for the subdistribution functor to show its benefits over the system
provided in Section 2. Throughout this paper we work with coalgebras living in
the category Set for an endofunctor B : Set → Set.

3.1 Behavioural equivalence

We start with the general definition of behavioural equivalence on Set coalgebras,
based on cospans of coalgebra homomorphisms.

Definition 3. States x, y of a coalgebra γ : X → B(X) are said to be behavi-
ourally equivalent if there is a coalgebra δ : Y → B(Y ) and coalgebra morphisms
f, g : (X, γ) → (Y, δ), such that f(x) = g(y).

Now the following definition (from [1]) will give an alternative characterisa-
tion of behavioural equivalence which is amenable to dualisation:

Definition 4. A precongruence on a coalgebra γ : X → B(X) is a relation R ⊆
X ×X satisfying the following rule:

x R y

BqR(γ(x)) = BqR(γ(y))
(4)

Following Aczel & Mendler we call a precongruence which is an equivalence
relation a congruence. They further showed that R is a congruence if and only if
it is the kernel of a coalgebra morphism, so that the maximal (pre)congruence
is equal to behavioural equivalence (also see [10]). The following lemma tells us
that this maximal congruence is a greatest fixed point of the operator (implicit
in Definition 4) mapping a relation R to the kernel ker(BqR ◦γ) [1, Lemma 4.1].

Lemma 1. For equivalence relations R,S ⊆ X × X, we have R ⊆ S =⇒
∀x, y ∈ X. [BqR(γ(x)) = BqR(γ(y)) =⇒ BqS(γ(x)) = BqS(γ(y))]

We note that Staton has shown similar results for more general categories
than Set [27]. However, this instead requires conditions on the behaviour functor,
which are not present in the results of Aczel & Mendler and as we apply our
results only to Set coalgebras, we prefer the above approach.

3.2 Dualising behavioural equivalence

The rule (4) can now be dualised to obtain a definition of behavioural apartness.
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Definition 5. Behavioural apartness is the smallest relation satisfying the fol-
lowing rule:

BqR(γ(x)) 6= BqR(γ(y))

x R y

where R is the complement of the relation R.

Dually to the case of precongruences and behavioural equivalence, this smal-
lest relation will be an apartness relation.

Proposition 1. Behavioural apartness is an apartness relation, i.e., it is irre-
flexive (∀x ∈ X.¬(x R x)), symmetric, and cotransitive (∀x1, x2, x3 ∈ X. (x1 R
x2 =⇒ x1 R x3 ∨ x2 R x3)).

In turning the rule of Definition 5 into a proof system, we make a number of
changes. First, we make the proof obligations explicit. Second, we require that all
pairs of the relation R have been proved apart. Finally, we introduce notation for
the inequality BqR(γ(x)) 6= BqR(γ(y)) while also taking the symmetric closure
Rs of R in the definition, namely we define

t1 6�B
R t2 := BqRs(t1) 6= BqRs(t2) (5)

Note that, in this definition, we are taking the equivalence closure of Rs, as in
Definition 4. This is equivalent to first taking the apartness interior (Rs)◦ of
Rs, defined as the largest apartness relation contained in Rs, and then taking
6�B

(Rs)◦ (where the equivalence closure does not change the relation). Also note
that symmetric closure does not commute with complement, i.e., taking the
symmetric closure really gives a distinct inequality. Our motivation for taking
this symmetric closure will become clear when we come to examples, where it
saves us the work of proving symmetric pairs apart.

Our proof rule for apartness is formally stated in the following theorem. To
ensure that finite proof trees suffice, we assume that the functor is finitary. It is
well-known that this suffices for behavioural equivalence to converge at ω in the
final chain. In the proof below, we use the results of Worrell on final sequences
of finitary Set functors to detail the case of behavioural apartness [31].

Theorem 1. Let B be a finitary endofunctor on Set, and γ : X → B(X) a
coalgebra. Then states x, y ∈ X are behaviourally apart if and only if we have a
proof tree of finite height built from the following rule:

∀(x′, y′) ∈ R. x′ # y′ γ(x) 6�B
R γ(y)

x # y
(6)

Note that the given “rule” is, strictly speaking, a family of rules indexed by
relations R ⊆ X ×X. Thus, a proof tree may contain different instances of the
rule, involving different choices of R.

Proof. The if direction holds by induction, as then R is contained in behavioural
apartness so that Rs is contained in behavioural equivalence, and we can apply
monotonicity of the operator in Lemma 1.
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For the other direction, first recall that a coalgebra γ : X → B(X) defines a
cone (f i : X → Bi1)i∈I over the final sequence of B by (transfinite) induction,
with f0 : X → 1 the unique map, f i+1 = Bf i ◦ γ, and for a limit ordinal
α, fα = limi<α f i. Futher recall the notion of n-step behavioural equivalence,
defined as the kernel of the n-th map of the above cone, i.e., ker(fn). This gives
a notion of n-steps behavioural apartness, namely the complement ker (fn).

We will now first show that for any n < ω and pair of states (x, y) ∈ ker (fn),
there is a proof tree of height n with x # y as its root. The base case is trivial, as
ker(f0) is empty. Now suppose that the property holds for all i < n with n > 0,
and further that we have some (x, y) ∈ ker (fn). This means (by definition) that

Bfn(γ(x)) 6= Bfn(γ(y))

We then need to show that there is some set of pairs R ⊆ X ×X so that

BqRs(γ(x)) 6= BqRs(γ(y)) (7)

and we claim that ker (fn) is such an R, and that it gives us a proof tree of
height n with x # y as root.

By the induction hypothesis, for any (x′, y′) ∈ ker (fn), we have proof trees
with x′ # y′ at the root, and height < n. Further, the premise (Eq. (7)) holds
by definition of the kernel. Combining these gives us the required proof tree.

For the limit at ω, we have

ker(fω) =

(∩
i<ω

ker(f i)

)
=
∪
i<ω

ker(f i)

so that for (x, y) ∈ ker(fω), there is some i < ω with (x, y) ∈ ker(f i). We obtain
the required proof tree by induction.

It is further shown by Worrell [31], that the final sequence for finitary functors
on Set stabilises at ω2 and, more importantly here, that the connecting maps
Bβ → Bλ for ω ≤ λ ≤ β ≤ ω2 are injective. Thus, for ω ≤ β ≤ ω2, we have
fβ(x) 6= fβ(y) =⇒ fω(x) 6= fω(y), again giving the required proof tree.

We note that this could likely be generalised using results from [13], namely
that coinductive predicates for finitary functors can be constructed via a final
sequence which stabilises after ω steps. Dualising, there should be a correspond-
ence between stages of the initial sequence forming proof trees, and the sequence
constructing behavioural apartness as an inductive predicate. However, as we
work in Set, we are able to use the earlier results due to Worrell.

Before we show how this rule can be improved further, we apply it to the
earlier example of a coalgebra for the subdistribution functor to show how it
improves on rule (1) of Section 2.

3.3 Example: Subdistributions
We saw in Section 2 how the definition of cobisimilarity for coalgebras of the
subdistribution functor does not allow us to easily produce proofs. Here, we show
that our new notion of behavioural apartness is more usable in this regard.
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For this, we first elaborate how the functor Ds acts on the quotient map of
an equivalence relation R, i.e., the map qR : X ↠ X/R mapping an element to
its equivalence class under R. The image of such a map under Ds is given by

Ds(qR)(µ)([z]R) =
∑

x∈[z]R

µ(x)

where, by [z]R we mean the equivalence class of z under R. We may also write
this sum as µ[z]R, an instance of the general notation µ(S ⊆ X) =

∑
s∈S µ(s).

Then rule (6), for some coalgebra γ : X → Ds(X), instantiates to

∀(x′, y′) ∈ R. x′ # y′ ∃z ∈ X. γ(x)[z]e(Rs) 6= γ(y)[z]e(Rs)

x # y

Returning to the earlier concrete example of (3), we can now produce a proof
which closely matches the reasoning we suggested earlier. We start by noting that
for states such as x1 and y2 with one state having no outgoing probability weight,
we have the following proof of behavioural apartness:

R = ∅ γ(x1)[y2]⊤X
= 0 6= 1 = γ(y2)[y2]⊤X

x1 # y2

where >X is the total relation on X. In this same way, we can prove x′ # y′ for
all pairs in the set S1 = {(x1, x2), (x1, y2), (x2, y1), (y1, y2)}. We go on to prove
that both x and y are apart from both of x1, y1. For example, we can prove

R = S1 γ(x)[x]⊤X
= 1 6= 0 = γ(y1)[x]⊤X

x # y1

Although we have already proved a number of apartness pairs, taking the apart-
ness interior still yields the empty set, due to the missing pairs required to make
the relation cotransitive. This means we can only distinguish states for which
the total outgoing weight is different.

Only once we have proven apartness for all pairs in the set S := S1 ∪
{(x, x1), (x, y1), (y, x1), (y, y1)} can we give the proof of x # y:

R = S γ(x)[x1]Rs = 0.5 6= 0.4 = γ(y)[x1]Rs

x # y

Note that here

Rs = e(Rs) = {(x, y), (x1, y1), (x2, y2), (x, x2), (y, y2), (x, y2), (y, x2)}s ∪∆X

This demonstrates that we are indeed able to provide a proof of behavioural
apartness using rule (6) which is finite and built up from inequations exhibiting
differences in transition weights. The situation can however still be improved,
by reducing the work required in our proofs. As mentioned, we were required
to prove for instance the apartness pair x # y1. As x does not contribute to
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the transition distributions of the states we are proving apart, this should not
be necessary for the proof. Such proof obligations arise because we take the
apartness interior/equivalence closure with respect to the entire state space, and
(co)transitivity forces that we include many “unnecessary” pairs. In the next
section, we show that we can restrict to apartness relations on just those states
that are in the supports of the successor distributions, or more generally, states
which are reachable in one step.

4 Optimised Rules for Behavioural Apartness

To further improve our proof system, we show that it is sound and complete to
prove apartness using an inductive step in which apartness need only be proved
on states which are “reachable in one step” from the states which we are proving
apart. We make this notion precise in the following definition.

Definition 6. Given a coalgebra γ : X → B(X), we will say that a subobject
m : Z ↣ X is a one-step covering of a subobject s : S ↣ X if there exists a
g : S → BZ such that Bm ◦ g = γ ◦ s.

Using this definition, we show that inequality of pairs of states under the map
BqR ◦ γ which we have used in all our rules so far, is equivalent to inequality
under the map BqR|Z ◦g where we restrict the relation R to a Z that is a one-step
covering of some S via g.

Lemma 2. Let γ : X → B(X) be a Set-coalgebra, R ⊆ X × X an equivalence
relation, and S ↣ X a subobject. If there is a non-empty m : Z ↣ X which is a
one-step covering of S via g : S → B(Z), then

BqR(γ(x)) 6= BqR(γ(y)) ⇐⇒ BqR|Z (g(x)) 6= BqR|Z (g(y))

where qR : X → X/R, qR|Z : Z → Z/R|Z are quotient maps on X, Z respectively.

This means, in other words, that we can determine behavioural apartness by
looking only at apartness on one-step coverings. The given definition is a gen-
eralised version of the notion of the base of a functor originally due to Blok [4]
which can be stated as the smallest one-step covering. It has been shown that
this notion indeed instantiates to one-step reachability [2,29]. As an example,
for a coalgebra γ : X → Ds(X) for the subdistribution functor, the base for a
singleton {x} ↣ X is exactly the support of the successor distribution of x.
More interestingly for our applications are one-step coverings of pairs of states
x, y, which will instantiate to the union of the supports of x and y in the subdis-
tribution case. In general, the base may not always exist. Indeed, it requires the
base category to be complete and well-powered, and the behaviour functor to
preserve wide intersections (see [2, Prop. 12]). The restriction to finitary functors
on Set (which we make in Theorem 1) however implies these conditions. Despite
this, we choose not to take the base itself in the rule which we give in Theorem 2,
as this makes the application of the rule and the proof of completeness simpler.
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Proof. Suppose we have a g such that γ ◦ s = Bm ◦ g, with m : Z ↣ X non-
empty. We form the restriction of a relation to the subobject m : Z ↣ X by the
following pullback:

R|Z Z × Z

R X ×X

m×m
⌟

We then obtain the following diagram:

R|Z Z Z/R|Z

R X X/R

πZ
1

πZ
2

qR|Z

m !

πX
1

πX
2

qR

where ! : Z/R|Z → X/R is the unique map which arises from the fact that
qR ◦m coequalizes πZ

1 , π
Z
2 by commutativity of the left square. We now consider

the commutative diagram:

S X B(X) B(X/R)

BZ B(Z/(R)|Z)

s

g

γ BqR

Bm

Bq(R)|Z

B!

This means that BqR ◦ γ ◦ s = BqR ◦Bm ◦ g = B! ◦Bq(R)|Z ◦ g so that

BqR(γ(s(x))) 6= BqR(γ(s(y)))

⇐⇒ B! ◦Bq(R)|Z ◦ g(x) 6= B! ◦Bq(R)|Z ◦ g(y)
=⇒ Bq(R)|Z ◦ g(x) 6= Bq(R)|Z ◦ g(y)

Now, if B! is mono, the last implication becomes a bi-implication, which is what
we want. In Set this holds as follows: we have !([z]R|Z ) = [z]R and it is clear that
[z]R = [z′]R =⇒ [z]R|Z = [z′]R|Z , i.e., ! is mono. Now, as Z is non-empty, Z/R|Z
is non-empty, so that ! is split, and thus its monicity is preserved by B.

We are now in a position to give our final proof rule for behavioural apartness,
so that we can prove behavioural apartness x # y with an inductive step, where
only pairs of states in a one-step covering of {x, y} need to be proved apart.

Theorem 2. Let γ : X → B(X). For all x, y ∈ X, and m : Z ↣ X a non-empty
one-step covering of {x, y} ↣ X via g : S → B(Z), the following rule is sound
and complete for behavioural apartness on γ:

∀(x′, y′) ∈ R. x′ # y′ g(x) 6�B
R,Z g(y)

x # y
(8)
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where we now define

t1 6�B
R,Z t2 := Bqe(Rs)|Z (t1) 6= Bqe(Rs)|Z (t2)

Proof. Suppose we have a proof tree with root x # y built using this rule
involving a relation R. Soundness holds by Lemma 2 instantiated to the relation
e(Rs), as for the same R this lemma tells us that γ(x) 6�B

R γ(y) will hold, so that
the premise of the sound rule (6) holds.

For completeness, we note that the entire state space X is always a non-
empty one-step covering of {x, y} with g = γ. The rule (8) then reduces to rule
(6), which is complete.

Example 3 (Subdistributions). We return to the example of coalgebras for the
subdistribution functor, and show how rule (8) improves on rule (6).

First, note that we can specialise the rule to subdistributions:

∀(x′, y′) ∈ R. x′ # y′ ∃z ∈ Z. g(x)[z]E 6= g(y)[z]E
x # y

where E = e(Rs)|Z . For the example of (3), we will again prove the apartness
x # y, using our new rule. For the last proof step, we will use the one-step
covering Z = {x1, x2, y1, y2} (the supports of x and y). Thus, we will have

R = {(x1, y2), (x1, x2), (y1, x2), (y1, y2)}
g(x)[x1]E = 0.5 6= 0.4 = g(y)[x1]E

x # y

where E = {(x1, y1), (x2, y2)} ∪∆Z .
We now still need to prove the apartness pairs in this R. Here, we give one

pair as an example; the rest are similar.

R = ∅ g(x1)[y2]E = 0 6= 1 = g(y2)[y2]E
x1 # y2

We have taken Z = {y2} as one-step covering of {x1, y2}. We see that while
the proof step for such leaves does not change much when using the rule of
Theorem 2, the proof in its totality is easier to provide than what we showed
in Section 3.3, and fits better with the desired reasoning based on supplying
witnesses of apartness and only reasoning about successors.

Example 4 (Streams). Taking B = A × (−) for some set of symbols A, we can
instantiate the rules (6) and (8) to stream systems, by first elaborating the
premises. The condition in (6) for a stream system 〈o, t〉 : X → A×X becomes:

idA × qRs(〈o, t〉(x)) 6= idA × qRs(〈o, t〉(y))
⇐⇒ (o(x), qRs(t(x))) 6= (o(y), qRs(t(y)))

⇐⇒ o(x) 6= o(y) ∨ ¬(t(x) e(Rs) t(y))

⇐⇒ o(x) 6= o(y) ∨ t(x) (Rs)◦ t(y)
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In words, two states of a stream system behave differently if they have different
outputs (the heads of the streams they represent are different) or their successors
behave differently (the tails of the streams they represent are different).

Rule (6) can now be instantiated to stream systems:

o(x) 6= o(y)

x # y

∀(x′, y′) ∈ R. x′ # y′ t(x) R◦ t(y)

x # y

In this form, the right-hand rule involving successors requires us to take the
interior. As we have seen in Section 3.3, this will be empty unless we have proven
enough apartness pairs. Consider, for instance, the following simple example

x0 x1 x2 x3 x4 · · ·1 1 2 3 5 (9)

in which o(xi) is the i-th Fibonacci number, so that x0 generates the full stream
of Fibonacci numbers and x1 generates the stream of Fibonacci numbers exclud-
ing the first one. It should be clear that these states are therefore behaviourally
apart. However, in order to prove this with the above rules we must use the rule
involving successors, and hence provide a useful relation R. For this R to be an
apartness on the whole state space and to be non-empty, we must already prove
an infinity of apartness pairs (at least one including each of the states due to
cotransitivity). Instantiating instead our optimised rule (8), we obtain

og(x) 6= og(y)

x # y

∀(x′, y′) ∈ R. x′ # y′ tg(x) E tg(y)

x # y

where we again write E for e(Rs)|Z and where Z is some one-step covering of
{x, y} via g and we write og and tg for the components of g.

For the example (9), we can take the set Z = {x1, x2} which is a one-
step covering of {x0, x1} via the map g : {x0, x1} → A × {x1, x2} defined by
g(x0) = (1, x1) and g(x1) = (1, x2). The states x1, x2 can be distinguished by
their outputs, and so we have the following finite proof of apartness for x0, x1:

R = {x1 # x2}
o(x1) 6= o(x2)

x1 # x2

x0 # x1

4.1 Inductive Characterisation of ≍

In [9, Appendix A], an inductive definition of cobisimilarity for Kripke polyno-
mial functors is given. Here, we show the instantiation of the relation 6�B

R to a
class of functors extending the Kripke polynomial functors. This will allow us to
easily obtain proof rules for coalgebras of functors in this class.

We consider a slight restriction of Kripke polynomial functors on Set as
defined by Jacobs [15] extended with the subdistribution functor, the syntax
of which we give using the following grammar:

B ::= Id | A | B ×B | B +B | BA | PB | DsB
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where A is any set. The restriction is to binary coproducts, which matches the
presentation in [9, Appendix A]. Note, also, that we do not restrict to finite
Kripke polynomial functors as we wish to cover the examples of LTSs and MDPs.

We can now instantiate the definition of the relation 6�B
R given in (5), with

the functor B built from the above grammar. The proof is a routine calculation.

Lemma 3. For a relation R ⊆ X × X and functors B,B1, B2 : Set → Set we
have the following inductive characterisation of t1 6�B

R t2.

– If B = Id, then t1 6�B
R t2 ⇐⇒ t1 (Rs)◦ t2.

– If B = A, then t1 6�B
R t2 ⇐⇒ t1 6= t2.

– If B = B1 ×B2, then (u1, v1) 6�B
R (u2, v2) ⇐⇒ u1 6�B1

R u2 ∨ v1 6�B2

R v2.
– If B = B1+B2, then t1 6�B

R t2 ⇐⇒ [t1, t2 ∈ B1X =⇒ t1 6�B1

R t2]∧ [t1, t2 ∈
B2X =⇒ t1 6�B2

R t2]

– If B = BA
1 , then t1 6�B

R t2 ⇐⇒ ∃a ∈ A. t1(a) 6�B1

R t2(a)

– If B = PB1, then t1 6�B
R t2 ⇐⇒ [∃u ∈ t1. ∀v ∈ t2. u 6�B1

R v] ∨ [∃v ∈ t2. ∀u ∈
t1. u 6�B1

R v]

– If B = DsB1, then t1 6�B
R t2 ⇐⇒ ∃z. t1[z] ̸≍B1

R

6= t1[z] ̸≍B1
R

To replace 6�B
R with 6�B

R,Z in this lemma, we must take the apartness in-
terior in the first statement with respect to Z, and the complement in the case
B = DsB1 must also be taken with respect to Z. More precisely, we have that
6�B1

R,Z = (Z × Z)\ 6�B1

R,Z . As discussed by Sokolova in [24], the (sub)distribution
functor can be seen as an instance of the finitely supported monoid valuations
functor M−

S,f , a generalisation of the finitely supported multiset functor (see
also [11,12]). Due to the construction of our proof system, rules for such a func-
tor can be straightforwardly obtained by calculation of 6�

M−
S,f

R .

Example: LMPs There are of course now many examples for which we ob-
tain a proof system. Here, we take coalgebras for the functor Ds(−)A, with A
some finite set of actions, sometimes called Markov Decision Processes (without
rewards) or Labelled Markov Processes.

We consider the following LMP:

x

· ·

x1 x2

·

x3

y

· ·

y1 y2

·

y3

a b

0.5 0.5
1

a,b
1

a,b
1

a b

0.4 0.6
1
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States with no outgoing edge are those s for which γ(s)(σ) = 0 (the zero distri-
bution) for all σ ∈ A. Instantiating the generic rule to this setting, gives us

∀(x′, y′) ∈ R. x′ # y′ ∃a ∈ A. ∃z. γ(x)(a)[z]e(Rs)|Z 6= γ(y)(a)[z]e(Rs)|Z

x # y

We now take σ = a, the one-step covering Z = {x1, x2, x3, y1, y2, y3}, and

R = {(x1, x2), (x2, x3), (y1, y2), (y2, y3), (x1, y2), (x2, y3), (x3, y2), (x2, y3)}

Then, for example, z = x2 gives us

...
∀(x′, y′) ∈ R. x′ # y′ γ(x)(a)[x2]e(Rs)|Z = 0.5 6= 0.6 = γ(y)(a)[x2]e(Rs)|Z

x # y

5 Future Work

There are a number of avenues for future work. The first is based on the es-
tablished link between apartness and (coalgebraic) modal logic [9,6,7,19,30,8].
We would like to investigate how proofs of behavioural apartness in our system
relate to formulas in a corresponding logic. Namely, can we extract formulas
distinguishing states which are behaviourally apart? Such results already seem
close by if we are able to choose our logic to match the reasoning present in our
proof system. Indeed, a proof of behavioural apartness seems close to a proof
that a formula is true in one state and its negation is true in the other.

A more recent notion of equivalence based on codensity lifting [16,25,17] could
also be an approach to more general notions of inequivalence. It has been shown
how this can be used to define, e.g., behavioural preorders such as simulation [16]
and also quantitative equivalences, which have further been linked to quantitat-
ive logics [18]. We would like to investigate whether the dual notions (which we
may call codensity apartness) allow an easier development of expressive logics
in these settings. Part of this line of research should be to apply the ideas of
Section 4 to general liftings beyond that for behavioural apartness (also beyond
Set). For instance, can we prove codensity apartness while only looking at states
reachable in one step? We hope this would simplify the development of proof
systems in the quantitative setting.

References

1. Aczel, P., Mendler, N.P.: A final coalgebra theorem. In: Category Theory and
Computer Science. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 389, pp. 357–365.
Springer (1989)

2. Barlocco, S., Kupke, C., Rot, J.: Coalgebra learning via duality. In: FoSSaCS.
Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 11425, pp. 62–79. Springer (2019)



16 R. Turkenburg et al.

3. Basold, H.: Mixed Inductive-Coinductive Reasoning Types, Programs and Logic.
Ph.D. thesis, Radboud Universiteit Nijmegen (2018)

4. Blok, A.: Interaction, observation and denotation. Master’s thesis, Universiteit van
Amsterdam (2012)

5. Clouston, R., Bizjak, A., Grathwohl, H.B., Birkedal, L.: Programming and reason-
ing with guarded recursion for coinductive types. In: FoSSaCS. Lecture Notes in
Computer Science, vol. 9034, pp. 407–421. Springer (2015)

6. Desharnais, J., Edalat, A., Panangaden, P.: Bisimulation for labelled markov pro-
cesses. Inf. Comput. 179(2), 163–193 (2002)

7. Fijalkow, N., Klin, B., Panangaden, P.: Expressiveness of probabilistic modal logics,
revisited. In: ICALP. LIPIcs, vol. 80, pp. 105:1–105:12. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-
Zentrum für Informatik (2017)

8. Geuvers, H.: Apartness and distinguishing formulas in hennessy-milner logic. In:
A Journey from Process Algebra via Timed Automata to Model Learning. Lecture
Notes in Computer Science, vol. 13560, pp. 266–282. Springer (2022)

9. Geuvers, H., Jacobs, B.: Relating apartness and bisimulation. Log. Methods Com-
put. Sci. 17(3) (2021)

10. Gumm, H.P.: Elements of the general theory of coalgebras. In: LUATCS 99. Rand
Afrikaans University, South Africa (1999)

11. Gumm, H.P.: Copower functors. Theor. Comput. Sci. 410(12-13), 1129–1142
(2009)

12. Gumm, H.P., Schröder, T.: Monoid-labeled transition systems. In: CMCS. Elec-
tronic Notes in Theoretical Computer Science, vol. 44, pp. 185–204. Elsevier (2001)

13. Hasuo, I., Kataoka, T., Cho, K.: Coinductive predicates and final sequences in a
fibration. Math. Struct. Comput. Sci. 28(4), 562–611 (2018)

14. Hermida, C., Jacobs, B.: Structural induction and coinduction in a fibrational
setting. Inf. Comput. 145(2), 107–152 (1998)

15. Jacobs, B.: Introduction to Coalgebra: Towards Mathematics of States and Ob-
servation, Cambridge Tracts in Theoretical Computer Science, vol. 59. Cambridge
University Press (2016). https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316823187

16. Katsumata, S., Sato, T., Uustalu, T.: Codensity lifting of monads and its dual.
Log. Methods Comput. Sci. 14(4) (2018)

17. Komorida, Y., Katsumata, S., Hu, N., Klin, B., Humeau, S., Eberhart, C., Hasuo,
I.: Codensity games for bisimilarity. New Gener. Comput. 40(2), 403–465 (2022)

18. Komorida, Y., Katsumata, S., Kupke, C., Rot, J., Hasuo, I.: Expressivity of quant-
itative modal logics : Categorical foundations via codensity and approximation. In:
LICS. pp. 1–14. IEEE (2021)

19. König, B., Mika-Michalski, C., Schröder, L.: Explaining non-bisimilarity in a coal-
gebraic approach: Games and distinguishing formulas. In: CMCS. Lecture Notes
in Computer Science, vol. 12094, pp. 133–154. Springer (2020)

20. Larsen, K.G., Skou, A.: Bisimulation through probabilistic testing. Inf. Comput.
94(1), 1–28 (1991)

21. Lucanu, D., Goriac, E., Caltais, G., Rosu, G.: CIRC: A behavioral verification tool
based on circular coinduction. In: CALCO. Lecture Notes in Computer Science,
vol. 5728, pp. 433–442. Springer (2009)

22. Moss, L.S.: Coalgebraic Logic. Ann. Pure Appl. Log. 96(1-3), 277–317
(1999). https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-0072(98)00042-6, https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0168-0072(98)00042-6

23. Sokolova, A.: Coalgebraic analysis of probabilistic systems. Ph.D. thesis (2005)
24. Sokolova, A.: Probabilistic systems coalgebraically: A survey. Theor. Comput. Sci.

412(38), 5095–5110 (2011)

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316823187
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-0072(98)00042-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-0072(98)00042-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-0072(98)00042-6


Proving Behavioural Apartness 17

25. Sprunger, D., Katsumata, S., Dubut, J., Hasuo, I.: Fibrational bisimulations and
quantitative reasoning: Extended version. J. Log. Comput. 31(6), 1526–1559 (2021)

26. Sprunger, D., Moss, L.S.: Precongruences and parametrized coinduction for logics
for behavioral equivalence. In: CALCO. LIPIcs, vol. 72, pp. 23:1–23:15. Schloss
Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik (2017)

27. Staton, S.: Relating coalgebraic notions of bisimulation. Log. Methods Comput.
Sci. 7(1) (2011)

28. de Vink, E.P., Rutten, J.J.M.M.: Bisimulation for probabilistic transition systems:
A coalgebraic approach. Theor. Comput. Sci. 221(1-2), 271–293 (1999)

29. Wißmann, T., Milius, S., Katsumata, S., Dubut, J.: A coalgebraic view on reach-
ability (2020)

30. Wißmann, T., Milius, S., Schröder, L.: Quasilinear-time computation of generic
modal witnesses for behavioural inequivalence. Log. Methods Comput. Sci. 18(4)
(2022)

31. Worrell, J.: On the final sequence of a finitary set functor. Theoretical Computer
Science 338(1), 184–199 (Jun 2005). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tcs.2004.12.009,
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0304397504008023

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tcs.2004.12.009
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0304397504008023

	Proving Behavioural Apartness

