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Kripke model c is given as follows (see e.g. [9]). Firstly, we interpret α ∈ Rνu as a
function [α]c : PX → PX. Concretely:

[a]c(P ) = {x | a ∈ V (x)} [a]c(P ) = {x | a ̸∈ V (x)}

[!u]c(P ) = {x | ∀y ∈ X. (x→ y implies y ∈ P )} ["u]c(P ) = {x | ∃y ∈ X. (x→ y and y ∈ P )}

[α ∧ α′]c(P ) = [α]P ∩ [α′]P [α ∨ α′]c(P ) = [α]P ∪ [α′]P

This function [α]c is easily seen to be monotone, since u occurs only positively in
α. Finally we define [νu.α]c ⊆ X to be the greatest fixed point of the monotone
function [α]c : PX → PX.

The Knaster-Tarski theorem guarantees the existence of such a greatest fixed
point [νu.α]c in a complete lattice PX. However its proof is highly nonconstructive.
In contrast, a well-known construction [14] by Cousot and Cousot computes [νu.α]c
as the limit of the following descending chain (see also [9]). Here ⊤ denotes the
subset X ⊆ X.

⊤ ≥ [α]c⊤ ≥ [α]2c⊤ ≥ · · · (2)

c1

· · ·

An issue now is the length of the chain. If [α]c preserves limits
∧

(which is the case with α ≡ !u), clearly ω steps are enough and yields∧
i∈ω([α]

i
c⊤) as the greatest fixed point. This is not the case with

α ≡ "u. Indeed, for the Kripke model c1 on the right [νu."u]c1 ̸=∧
i∈ω(["u]ic1⊤): there is no infinite path from the root; but it satisfies ["u]ic1⊤

(‘there is a path of length ≥ i’) for each i.

Yet the chain (2) eventually stabilizes, bounded by the size of the poset PX.
Therefore the calculation of [νu.α]c is, in general, via transfinite induction. This is
what we call a state space bound for (2).

Besides a state space bound, another (possibly better and seemingly less known)
bound can be obtained from a behavioral view. One realizes that not only the size
of the state space X but also the branching degree can be used to bound the length
of the chain (2). For example, a result similar to [24, Thm. 2.1] states that the
chain stabilizes after ω steps if the Kripke model c is finitely branching. This holds
however large the state space X is; and also for any Rν-formula νu.α. Notice that
the model c1 (depicted above) is not finitely branching.

1.2 Final Sequences in a Fibration

This paper is about putting the observations in §1.1 in general categorical terms.
Our starting observation is that the chain (2) resembles a final sequence, a classic
construction of a final coalgebra.

In the theory of coalgebra a final F -coalgebra is of prominent importance since
it is a fully abstract domain with respect to the F -behavioral equivalence. Therefore
a natural question is if a final F -coalgebra exists; the well-known Lambek lemma
prohibits e.g. a final P-coalgebra. What matters is the size of F : when it is suitably
bounded, it is known that a final coalgebra can be constructed via the following final
F -sequence.

1 F1! · · ·F ! F i1F i−1 ! · · ·F i ! (3)

Here 1 is a final object in C, and ! is the unique arrow. In particular, if F is
finitary, a final coalgebra arises as a suitable quotient of the ω-limit of the final
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