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THE LAWVERE CONDITION
NELSON MARTINS-FERREIRA*

ABSTRACT. The original Lawvere condition asserts that every reflexive
graph admits a unique natural structure of internal groupoid. This prop-
erty was identified by P. T. Johnstone, following a question by A. Carboni
and a suggestion by F. W. Lawvere, and it plays a central role in the char-
acterization of naturally Mal’tsev categories. A broad and conceptually
rich generalization emerges when the condition is formulated relative to a
chosen class of spans. In this setting, the familiar Mal’tsev situation is re-
covered when the class consists of internal relations (that is, jointly monic
spans) in which case the condition states that every internal reflexive re-
lation is an equivalence relation. The purpose of this paper is to establish
a comprehensive equivalence theorem that unifies the various categorical
and diagrammatic formulations of the relative Lawvere condition. Fur-
thermore, this formulation retains its significance even beyond the con-
text of categories with finite limits, extending, for example, to categories
admitting pullbacks of split epimorphisms along split epimorphisms. In
addition to providing a fresh perspective on previously established re-
sults, we present a new characterization involving Janelidze—Pedicchio
pseudogroupoids.

1. INTRODUCTION

The Lawvere condition for a category asserts that every reflexive graph
in that category admits a unique natural structure of internal groupoid. This
insight was first highlighted by P. T. Johnstone, following a question raised
by A. Carboni that itself traced back to a suggestion of F. W. Lawvere. It
is precisely this property that characterizes naturally Mal’tsev categories,
linking reflexive graphs to the presence of natural Mal’tsev operations in an
elegant and conceptual way [17, 4].

A particularly compelling generalization arises when one formulates the
Lawvere condition relative to a chosen class M of spans, as developed in
[30]. In this relative setting, the classical Mal’tsev case is recovered when
M consists of internal relations, that is, jointly monic spans. Other choices
of M lead to broader, yet equally meaningful, categorical landscapes, high-
lighting the flexibility of this framework and its capacity to capture diverse
structural phenomena.
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The main purpose of this paper is to establish a comprehensive equiv-
alence theorem that unifies the various categorical and diagrammatic for-
mulations of the relative Lawvere condition. To this end, we examine sev-
eral seemingly distinct conditions—the existence of canonical pregroupoid
structures on spans in M, the compatibility between spans in M and local
products, the admissibility of kite diagrams, and the existence of sections or
isomorphisms for certain forgetful functors—and show that they all express
the same underlying principle (see Theorem 3 of Section 5).

The basic definitions are collected in Section 2. Briefly, a local product
is obtained by taking the pullback of one split epimorphism along another,
and its span part refers to the span formed by the two canonical projections
(see Definition 3 item (8) of Section 2). A class of spans M is said to be
closed under the kernel pair construction if every span built up from zig-zag
triples (x, y, z) € D(d, c¢) of a given span (D, d, c) € M also belongs to M
(see Definition 3 items (3) and (4) of Section 2).

These results hold under mild structural assumptions on the ambient cate-
gory C, namely the existence of pullbacks of split epimorphisms along split
epimorphisms. Such assumptions are satisfied in many familiar categories
of algebraic and geometric interest, ensuring that the theory applies in broad
and natural contexts.

Theorem 1. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms along
split epimorphisms, and let M be a class of spans in C that is closed un-
der the kernel pair construction and contains the span part of every local
product. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(1) The Lawvere Condition holds in C with respect to the class M;
(2) The forgetful functor Grpd(C, M) — RG(C, M) has a section;
(3) The forgetful functor Cat(C, M) — RG(C, M) has a section;
(4) For every diagram in C of the form

Pi

NV

)2}

(a) the pair (p,, p,) is jointly monic;
(b) the spans (D, d,c) and (E, p,, p,) belong to M;



(¢c) the following identities hold:

pep =1, pey=lg,
(e;py)(eypy) = (eyp))(e1py),
ap(e;p,) = yp,(epy),
dap, = dap,(e,p,),

cyp, = crpy(epy),

then there exists a unique morphism m: E — D such that:
2) me, =a, me,=y, dm=dyp,, cm=cap,.
(5) For every diagram in C of the form

f g

3) D
N
D, D,
@ fr=15=gs
5 ar=f=ys
(6) da=dpf
(7 cfg=cy
and

(D,d,c) e M
then there exists a unique morphism

m: AXzC—> D

such that:
m(l,,sf)=a,
m(rg, 1) =7,
dm = dyn,,
cm = can,.

(6) Every span (D, d,c) € M is equipped with a unique morphism
pp: D(d,c) - D



such that given any three parallel morphisms x,y,z . Z — D with
dx = dyand cy = cz the following conditions hold

dpp(x,y,z) =dz, cpp(x,y,z)=cx,
pp{x.y.y) =x, pp(y,¥.2) =z,

and moreover, given any commutative diagram of the form

D,<*—D—°-D,

fol jf lfl
d c!
Dg ~— D > D;

with (D', d’,c") € M, the square

D(d,c) —2~D

fxfothft f

/

D'(d',c") L D

is a commutative square. In particular, for every object Z in C and
morphisms u,v,x,y,z . Z — D withdu = dv, cv = cx, dx = dy,
and cy = cz, the associative law holds:

pD<u’ U’pD<x’ Y, Z>> = pD<pD<u’ U, X), Vs Z)'

By taking, respectively, as M the class of strong relations, relations and
all spans, we get the notions of weakly Mal’tsev, Mal’tsev and naturally
Mal’tsev categories. Let us recall:

Definition 1. Ler C be any category.
(1) Weakly Mal’tsev [25]
The category C is called weakly Mal’tsev when it has all pullbacks
of split epimorphisms along split epimorphisms, and in every local
product diagram

141 12}
3 A=——=E—C
€ ]

the cospan (e, e,) is jointly epic.

(2) Mal’tsev [5, 6,9, 22]:
The category C is called Mal’tsev when every internal reflexive re-
lation is a tolerance relation.

(3) Naturally Mal’tsev [17]:
The category C is called naturally Mal’tsev if it has binary prod-
ucts and every object X of C is equipped with a natural Mal’tsev
operation, that is, a (canonical) morphism

Px - X XXXX->X



such that for every morphism f . X — Y in C, the square

XxXxX 23y Xx

fxf Xf\L \Lf

YxYxY?Y

commutes, and the identities

Px{x,y,¥) = x, pxymy,z) =2z

hold for all parallel morphisms x,y,z : S — X from any object S
to X.

A tolerance is a relation that is both reflexive and symmetric [34, 35].
There exist several equivalent ways to define a Mal’tsev category (see e.g.
[3]); we adopt this particular formulation because it appears to be the most
suitable for our purposes, as it applies to any category. As shown in [17],
within the context of finite limits, the Lawvere condition holds if and only
if the category is naturally Mal’tsev.

So that there is no ambiguity, by the Lawvere condition we mean precisely
that the forgetful functor from internal groupoids to reflexive graphs is an
isomorphism of categories. By the relative Lawvere condition, with respect
to a given class M of spans in a category C, we mean that the forgetful
functor from internal groupoids in C whose span part is in M, into the cat-
egory of reflexive graphs whose span part is also in M, is an isomorphism
of categories, which may be represented as

Grpd(C, M) —= RG(C, M) .

This clarification will also guide the interpretation of related conditions ap-
pearing later on.

To streamline the presentation of items (4) and (5) in Theorem 1, we now
introduce two auxiliary definitions (see also Section 2).

Definition 2. Let C be any category.

(1) Compatible spans:
A span (E, p,, p,) is said to be compatible with a span (D, d, c) if for



every a, y, e, e,, as in the diagram

P 12}

N

for which the following identities hold:

pe; =1y pe;=1lg,

(e py)(eypy) = (eypy)(epy)s
ap,(ep,) = yp,(epy),
dap, = dap,(e,p,),

cypy = cypy(epy),

there exists a unique morphism m . E — D such that:
(10) me, =a, me,=y, dm=dyp,, cm=cap,.

When a span (E, p,, p,) is compatible with all spans in a class of
spans M we say that the span (E, p,, p,) is M-compatible.

(2) Dikite diagrams and their admissibility:
A diagram in C of the form

f g

(11) D
N
DO Dl
with
(12) fr=1p=gs,
13) ar=p=ys,
(14) da=dpf,

(15) cpg = cy,
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is called a dikite diagram provided that the pullback of f and g ex-
ists. Such a diagram is said to be admissible if there exists a unique
morphism

m: AXgC—> D

making the following equalities hold:

m(l,,sf)=a,
m<rg’ 1C> = Ya
dm=dyn,,
cm = car,.

In this light, condition (4) of Theorem 1 can be restated as the assertion
that every jointly monic span (E, p;, p,) € M is M-compatible. Further-
more, condition (5) states that every dikite diagram whose direction span
lies in M is admissible. Finally, condition (6) establishes that the forgetful
functor from (associative) pregroupoids [20, 21, 18] whose span part lies
in M to the category of spans belonging to M is an isomorphism of cate-
gories.

Each one of the three classes of spans mentioned above contains local
products and is closed under the kernel pair construction (see Definition 3).
Consequently, they all satisfy the hypotheses of Theorem 1.

The following three corollaries illustrate the significance of our main the-
orem in unifying the classes of weakly Mal’tsev, Mal’tsev, and naturally
Mal’tsev categories.

Note that, rather than requiring the category C to have all kernel pairs,
we restrict our analysis to spans whose legs admit kernel pairs, as further
explained in Definition 3, item (1).

The case where M is the class of all strong relations (jointly strongly
monic spans—whose legs admit kernel pairs):

Corollary 1. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms along
split epimorphisms and equalizers. Then the following conditions are equiv-
alent:

(1) The category C is weakly Mal’tsev;

(2) Every reflexive strong relation is an equivalence relation;

(3) Every reflexive strong relation is a preorder;

(4) Every strong relation in C is compatible with the class of all strong
relations;

(5) Every dikite diagram whose direction is a strong relation is admis-
sible;

(6) Every strong relation is difunctional.

The case where M is the class of all relations (jointly monic spans—
whose legs admit kernel pairs):

Corollary 2. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms along
split epimorphisms. Then the following conditions are equivalent:



(1) The category C is Mal’tsev;

(2) Every reflexive relation is an equivalence relation;

(3) Every reflexive relation is a preorder;

(4) Every relation is compatible with the class of all relations;

(5) Every dikite diagram whose direction is a relation is admissible;
(6) Every relation is difunctional.

The case where M is the class of all spans (whose legs admit kernel pairs):

Corollary 3. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms along
split epimorphisms and finite products. Then the following conditions are
equivalent:

(1) The category C is naturally Mal’tsev;

(2) The forgetful functor Grpd(C) — RG(C) has a section;
(3) The forgetful functor Cat(C) — RG(C) has a section;
(4) Every relation is compatible with the class of all spans;
(5) Every dikite diagram is admissible;

(6) Every span has a canonical pregroupoid structure.

At this point, it is clear that conditions (4) and (5) in Corollary 3 assert that
every local product is also a local coproduct (see [2]). Similarly, in Corol-
lary 2, these conditions can be interpreted—now assuming that all pullbacks
exist—as stating that the cospan (e, e,) arising from every local product is
jointly extremally epimorphic, and that every comparison morphism in a
commutative split square is a strong epimorphism (see, for example, [3]).

These observations are further extended in Section 5, where they are con-
nected with commutators and Janelidze—Pedicchio pseudogroupoids [14,
15, 12].

2. BASIC DEFINITIONS OF INTERNAL CATEGORICAL STRUCTURES

In the spirit of Mac Lane’s reflections on the “health of mathematics”
[23], the pursuit of abstraction within category theory remains vital pre-
cisely when it ventures beyond the comfort of well-behaved environments.
The investigation of internal categorical structures in categories lacking all
finite limits embodies this spirit, seeking to preserve conceptual coherence
while relaxing structural assumptions.

With this motivation in mind, we recall the basic definitions of internal
categorical structures, since in our setting we do not assume that all limits
exist. For instance, rather than working in categories where kernel pairs are
guaranteed, we restrict attention to those spans whose legs possess kernel
pairs. In certain contexts, we shall also require the existence of a corre-
sponding box construction for a span; whenever this is the case, it will be
explicitly indicated.

Most of the notions involved are standard and were already well estab-
lished by the 1980s. By that time, it was clear that they could be formulated
in a general categorical setting; however, most results continued to be stated
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under the assumption of finite limits. Whenever appropriate, a reference is
provided for each basic concept being defined. For a general overview with
historical notes, see [12].

Definition 3. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms
along split epimorphisms.
(1) Span [1, 19, 21, 24, 36]:
A diagram in C of the form

D
N
DO Dl

is called a span when both morphisms d and ¢ admit kernel pairs,
that is, when there exist canonical pullback squares:

D(d) D(c)

D D D
NN
D, D,.

If needed, a span is represented as a tuple (D, d, c). Note that this
is not the standard definition of a span, but it becomes the standard
one as soon as the category C has kernel pairs.

(2) The box construction [14, 15]:
In some occasions we will need the box construction for a given span.

A span (D, d, c) admits the box construction when there exists an
object, denoted by D([]), together with four projection morphisms

ql’ q29 CI37 CI4 : D(I:D - D’
that constitute a limiting cone in the following diagram

dy c

D(d) D D(c)

|k

D——D[)——D

q1

N

D(c) —— D —"" D).

Intuitively, in terms of generalized elements, we may think of D([])
as consisting of tuples (x, y, z, w) of parallel morphisms from some
object Z into D with dx = dy, cy = cz, dz = dw and cw = cx as



10

illustrated in the case were we can take Z = 1 and identify x, y, z, w
with elements in D that may be seen as arrows:

The reason why w is dashed is because it will have a different treat-
ment than the triple (x,y, z) to which we will refer to as the ker-
nel pair construction. Moreover, we will also need the requirement
that the canonical projection {x, y, z, w) — (X, y, z) admits a kernel
pair, since this construction will be needed later on when defining
internal pseudogroupoid [14, 15, 12].
(3) The kernel pair construction [18]:

For a given span (D, d, c), since the kernel pairs of d and c exist, we
may from the Kernel pair construction by taking pullbacks as illus-
trated:

Py c
D(d,c) = D(c) —= D

€
10
d, .
D(d)—D—— D,
A
|
D—%- D,
In the event that the category C has all pullbacks and a terminal
object (and hence all finite limits), the kernel pair construction is
nothing but the familiar pullback of {d, c) along d X c as illustrated

dom,cod
D, )Y D% D

mid L L dxc
(d.c)

D D, % D,

in which case mid is obtained either by d,p, or by c,p,, and there
is an induced span (D(d, ¢), dom, cod) with dom = d,p, and cod =
¢,p,. Note that dom and cod are both split by the diagonal morphism
A: D — D(d,c) and hence admit kernel pairs.

Note also that the box construction is always possible in the pres-
ence of finite limits by observing that the square

D) L% p(d, ¢
‘Ml l(dcod,cdom)
(d.c)
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is a pullback square.

(4) Closure under the kernel pair construction:
We will say that a class of spans M is closed under the kernel pair
construction when for every span (D, d,c) € M, the induced span
(D(d, ¢), dom, cod) also is in M.

(5) Split span:
A diagram in C of the form

Dy %)
(16) A=——E—
€ €

is called a split span when pe;, = 1, and p,e, = 1. If needed it
will be referred to as a tuple (E, e, p;, e,, p,).

(6) Commutative split span:
Asplitspan (E, e, p,, e,, p,) is called a commutative split span when

e DDy, = €eprep;-

(7) Commutative split square:
A diagram in C of the form

a7 E—=C

is called a commutative split square when p,e;, = 1,, p,e, = 1,

fr=1p=2gs gp, = fp ande;r = e,s.
(8) Local product [16]:

A diagram in C of the form
P P2
(18) A== E—
e e

is called a local product when there exists a second diagram

f
(19) A B~——C

r N

with fr =15 = gs, such that the span (E, p,, p,) is the pullback of g
along f, and the morphisms e, = (1,,sf) and e, = (rg, 1) are the
canonical morphisms induced by the universal property of the pull-
back. In particular, it forms a commutative split span (E, e, p;, 5, p,).
Conversely, if in a commutative split span (E, e|, p,, e,, p,) the pushout
of p, and p, exists and the span (E,p,,p,) is the pullback of its
pushout then it is a local product.
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(9) Reflexive graph:
A diagram in C of the form

is called a reflexive graph when de = 1, = ce. It may also be
represented as a tuple (C,,C,,d, e, c).
(10) Unital multiplicative graph [11, 14, 15]:
A diagram in C of the form
d
C,—C, ——=G

is called a unital multiplicative graph when the tuple (C,, C,, d, e, c)
is a reflexive graph, and there exists a (canonical) pair of morphisms
(7, 7,) such that the square

o)

G —C
C,—C,
is a pullback square (that is C, = C, X¢, C}), and moreover:

dm=dn,,
cm=cmnm,
m(lc,ed)=1c =mlec,1c ).
In some cases, a unital multiplicative graph may be written as a tuple
(C,,C,,d, e, c,m), with the understanding that m is the multiplica-
tion, that is, a morphism from C, X, C, to C,.
(11) Internal category [24]
A diagram in C of the form
d
C,—C, ——=G

is called an internal category when the tuple (C,,C,,d,e,c,m) is a
unital multiplicative graph and the multiplication m: C, = C, is
associative, that is,

m(m Xc, l¢) = m(lg Xc, m).
(12) Internal groupoid [24]
A diagram in C of the form

O

C,—C, ——=G
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is called an internal groupoid when the tuple (C,, C,, d,e,c,m) is an
internal category, and moreover the morphismi: C;, — C,, called
the inverse, satisfies:

m(lcl,i) = ed,

m(i,1c ) = ec.

If needed, an internal groupoid such as the one displayed in the di-

agram above will be referred to as the tuple (C,,C,.d, e, c, m,i).
(13) Internal Pregroupoid [18]:

A diagram in C of the form

D(,c)

|»

is called an internal pregroupoid when (D, d, c¢) is a span, the object
D(d, c) is obtained via the kernel pair construction

1% c
D(d,c) = D(c)— D

o R

D(d) —= D —— D,

17

D—2- D,

and the morphism p satisfies

(20) pe =d;, pe; =0,
(21) dp=dc,p,, cp=cd,p,.
Intuitively, D(d, c) consists of triples of morphisms x,y,z . Z — D

such that dx = dy and cy = cz, under this interpretation, the four
conditions on p become

p<x’y’y>=x’ P(y,y,z>=2,
dp(x,y,z) =dz, cp{x,y,z)=cx.

If needed, a pregroupoid may be represented as a tuple (D, d, c, p).
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(14) Kock pregroupoid [20, 21]:
A diagram in C of the form

D(d,c)

is called a Kock pregroupoid (or associative pregroupoid) when the
tuple (D, d,c, p) is an internal pregroupoid, and the morphism p
satisfies the following condition: for every object Z in C and mor-
phisms u,v,x,y,z. Z — D withdu = dv, cv = cx, dx = dy, and
cy = cz, the associative law holds:

plu, v, p(x, y,z)) = p{(p{u, v, x), y, Z).

(15) Autonomous pregroupoid:
An associative pregroupoid (D, d, c, p) is called autonomous when
for every object Z in C and for any given nine parallel morphisms
X1s V1> 215 Xos Vas 20y X3, V3, 23+ Z — D with

dx, =dx, dx, =dy,

CX, = CX5 cy, =cz
dy, =dy, dx, =dy,

€Yy =¢)ys3 Cyy = €2y
dz, =dz, dx; =dy,

CZy =C2Z4 Cy; =C2Z3

as ilustrated

NN
SN
NN

it follows that

p<p<x17x25x3>’ p<y17y27 y3>’ p<zl’22’z3>> =
= p{P(X1> Y1 Z1)s P{X2, ¥2» Z2)s PAX35 35 23))-
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(16) Janelidze-Peddicchio pseudogroupoid [14, 15, 12]:
A diagram in C of the form

D)

is called an internal pseudogroupoid when (D, d,c) is a span that
admits the box construction (see above), thus given rise to the object
D([]) and the four projections q,, q,, 45,4, - D((]) = D and more-
over, the morphism m is required to satisfy the following condition:
for every object Z and every five parallel morphisms

x,v.zow,w : Z = D

with dx = dy, ¢cy = ¢z, dz = dw, cw = cx and dz = dw',

cw' =cx
(22) m(x,y,y,x) =x, m(y,y,2,2) =z,
(23) dm{x,y,z,w) =dz, cm(x,y,z,w) = cx.
(24) m{x,y,z,w) = m{(x,y,z,w')

as illustrated when the object Z can be taken as the terminal object
and the generalized elements in D can be pictured as arrows.

Note that in comparison to [14, 15, 12] we have chosen to project
the fourth variable w instead of the third one z, and we are not con-
sidering the associative condition.

(17) Directed kite [33]
A diagram in C of the form

S g

(25)

D
7N
DO Dl
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(26)
27)
(28)
(29)

is called a directed kite (or dikite diagram) when the following con-
ditions hold:

fr=15=gs,
ar = f =vys,
da=dpf,
cpg =cy,

and (D, d, c) is a span, called the direction of the dikite diagram.

(18) Multiplicative dikite [33]

A multiplication on a dikite such as the one displayed above is a
morphismm: A Xy C — D satisfying:

m(l,,sf)=a,
m<rg’ 1C> = y’
dm =dym,,
cm = can,.

When such a multiplication exists and is unique, we say that the
dikite diagram is admissible.

(19) A diagram in C of the form

D, <X— D—S+D,

1T

! !
D6<d—D’L>D;

in which (D, d,c) and (D',d’, c’) are spans is called a morphism of
spans when it is a commutative diagram.

(20) A diagram in C of the form

D, <4~ D—<+D,
foL jf lfl
DL p—-p

in which (D, d, ¢, p) and (D',d’,c’, p') are pregroupoids is called a
morphism of pregroupoids when it is a commutative diagram and
moreover the induced square

Dd,c) —2—~ D
fxfofxflft Lf

D’(d’,c’)# D

is a commutative square.
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Morphisms between reflexive graphs, unital multiplicative graphs,
internal categories, internal groupoids, Kock pregroupoids, directed
kites, and multiplicative dikites are obtained in a similar way.

The following proposition further illustrates the utility of the notion of
directed kite and will play a key role in the proof of the main theorem.

Proposition 1. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms
along split epimorphisms.

(1) A tuple (C,,C,,d,e,c) is a reflexive graph if and only if the diagram

C1<:>Coic1

N\ Clj/
COV \CO

(30)

is a directed kite.
(2) Atuple (C,,C,, d, e, c,m) is a unital multiplicative graph if and only
if the morphism

m: Cy X C = C

defines a multiplication for the directed kite

3D

\J/
/ \

(3) A diagram of the form

32) C, ==,
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(33)

(34)

represents a morphism of reflexive graphs if and only if the diagram

\efo/
A
C C/

is a directed kite and satisfies d'e’ = lcf = c'e’. Moreover, if the
directed kite is admissible (that is, there exists a unique multiplica-
tion u: C, — C)), then for any two multiplications on the reflexive
graphs, saym: C, — Cyand m' . C) — C|, it holds that

m'(f, xf0f1)=f1m

so that the triple (f\ X f1, f1, f,) defines a morphism of unital mul-
tiplicative graphs, as illustrated by the diagram
d

m —_—

c
| s
I d/

C’—>C ~——C;

c/

@) If (C,,C,,d,e,c,m) is a unital multiplicative graph then the dia-

(35)

(36)

grams
T Ty
C,—C,=—]=¢(C,
A
¢,
/ \
and

are directed kites.
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(5) A unital multiplicative graph (C,,C,, d, e, c,m) is an internal cate-
gory if and only if the directed kite

o \ H /
/ AN
is admissible.

(6) Aninternal category (C,, C,, d, e, c, m) is an internal groupoid if and
only if the directed kite

is admissible.

(7) If (D, d,c) is a span then the kernel pair construction gives a di-
rected kite as follows

(38)

D(d) —= 1)-<———-1)(c)

(39) \\\\\\ H ,/////
PN

This yields a reflection between the category of directed kites and
the category of spans

DiKite — Span

A directed kite goes to its direction span, a span goes to the di-
rected kite displayed above. Moreover, the span (D, d,c) is a pre-
groupoid if and only if its associated directed kite is multiplicative.
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(8) Consider a morphism between two directed kites as illustrated:

f g f!
A B C A’
\ ; / \
a Y (X’
D "

BI

!
4 C’
S/
/
5 /
/

(40) D
SN N
D, D, D D)
The morphism hp is accompanied by additional morphisms, let us
say hy: Dy — Dy, hy: Dy — D\, hy: A > A, hy: B —» B,
he: C — C' which together satisfy the necessary compatibility
conditions, making the full diagram commute. These data define
what we refer to as a morphism of directed kites.
This morphism induces the following diagram:
S g
A B C
h
hpa of hpy
(41)

!
1

DI
N
D] D

which is itself a directed kite.

Moreover, suppose this directed kite admits a unique multiplica-
tion, and that both of the original directed kites are multiplicative,
with respective multiplication morphisms

m: AxzC—>D and m': A' Xz C' - D'.
Then the following compatibility condition holds
hDom = m’O(hA XhB h’C)’

where h, X, hc denotes the induced morphism from the pullback
AXpCto A Xy C.

Given a class of spans M in C, we may restrict our attention in all the
previous definitions to those spans (D, d, c¢) that belong to M. This includes
the case of reflexive graphs: since their domain and codomain morphisms
are split epimorphisms, d and ¢ naturally form a span.

In each situation there is a canonical forgetful functor, as illustrated below.
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Ey

Grpd(C, M) RG(C, M)

Cat(C, M) ——~ RG(C, M)

Fz H

RG(C, M)

|

PreGrpd(C, M) —— Span(C, M) <=— M

|

MKite(C, M) —’~ DiKite(C, M)

For instance, the subcategory RG(C, M) of reflexive graphs whose span
part is in the class M determines a corresponding subcategory MG(C, M)
of unital multiplicative graphs, fitting into a pullback square:

MG(C, M)

FM
MG(C, M) —= RG(C, M)

| |

MG(C) —L—~ RG(C)

Here, F* denotes the restriction of F to those unital multiplicative graphs
whose underlying span (d, c¢) lies in M.

Similarly, if the span part of a kite is required to be in M then it is an
object in the category DiKite(C, M), where the morphisms are the natural
transformations between such diagrams, as illustrated before. Further details
may be found in [33, 30, 31].

We have thus defined the relevant categories and the canonical functors
between them that we will consider.

3. PROOF OF THE MAIN THEOREM

In this section, we prove the equivalence among all the items appearing in
the main theorem stated in the introduction (Theorem 1, as well as its three
corollaries). We include an additional item concerning unital multiplicative
graphs to facilitate the proof (see also Definition 3, item (10)). Later on, we
will present an extended version of the theorem incorporating further related
conditions (see Theorem 3).

We are now in a position to restate and prove our main theorem.

Theorem 2. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms along
split epimorphisms, and let M be a class of spans in C that is closed un-
der the kernel pair construction and contains the span part of every local
product. Then the following conditions are equivalent:
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(1) The Lawvere Condition holds in C with respect to the class M;

(2) The forgetful functor Grpd(C, M) — RG(C, M) has a section;

(3) The forgetful functor Cat(C, M) — RG(C, M) has a section;

(4) The forgetful functor MG(C, M) — RG(C, M) has a section;

(5) Every jointly monic span (E, p,, p,) € M is M-compatible;

(6) Every dikite diagram in C whose direction span is in M is admissi-
ble;

(7) The forgetful functor KockGrpd(C, M) — Span(C, M) is an iso-
morphism.

Proof. We will show that:
MH=>22)=>0B)=>@)=>(0)=>6)=>(7)=> ().

Clearly, (1) implies (2). Indeed, when we say that the Lawvere Condition
holds in C with respect to the class M, we are precisely saying that the
forgetful functor Grpd(C, M) — Span(C, M) is an isomorphism, hence in
particular it has a section.

Similarly, it is clear that (2) implies (3) which in turn implies (4).

Let us prove (4) implies (5). Given a diagram in C of the form (9) as in
Definition 2, consider the diagram

HE l'l’lldE P
E(p,. py) Xg E(py, py) — E(py. py) E A
| \
|
42) m3X,,m’ | m C ca
|
I dy
Hp mid), Y c
D(c,d) X, D(c,d) D(c,d) D D,
d \
DO

where mid,, is obtained as in the kernel pair construction and 4, is the mul-
tiplication on the reflexive graph (D(c, d), dom, cod, A) which is given by
the section to the forgetful functor from unital multiplicative graphs whose
span part is in M to the category of reflexive graphs whose span part is in

M

dom,
—_—
D(c,d) =2y
———cod —>
-_
mid

Hp

D(c,d) X D(c,d) D
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similarly we obtain (since (E, p;, p,) is in M)

domp

s
E(py, p) =2
—cod pj—>
R
midg

HE

E

E(pl,pZ) ><E E(l’]apz)

The morphisms 6 and € are well defined and are of the form

0 = ((apy, ap,, apie;py), (Y P2€1P1: Y P2> Y P2))
6 = ((e\py, 1Py, €1P1€:D,), (€2D,€1 P15 €2P5, €:D5))-
For the existence we take
(43) m = mid o 00
whereas for the uniqueness we first observe that:
the pair (p,, p,) 1s jointly monic
promidgouoé = p,

pyomidgoppoé = p,

and hence 1, = midgou;08, and moreover, (m*> X, m*)os = @, which,
together with the hypoteses that (E, p,, p,) € M, gives, by naturality of mid
and u

midyoupo(m® X, m*) = momid
and as a consequence
m = mol , = momidgou,oé
= midyoupyo(m® X, m*)oé
= midopup00.

This means that m is uniquely determined as desired.

In order to prove (5) = (6) it suffices to observe from Definition 2 that
the diagram (11) induces a diagram of the form (9) in which £ = A X, C,
p, = n; and p, = m, are the two canonical projections from the pullback
of f and g, whereas e; = (1,,sf) and e, = (rg, 1) are the two canonical
morphisms induced by the sections r and s, respectively, of f and g. It is
now a simple observation to check that all conditions are satisfied and hence
the desired morphism m : A Xz C — D is obtained.

That (6) implies (7) is a consequence of Proposition 1. Indeed, if every
directed kite whose direction span is in the class M is admissible then, in
particular, every span in M has a unique canonical pregroupoid structure
which is associative.

Finally, (7) implies (1) is a well-known fact. Take any reflexive graph
(C,,Cy,d,e,c)with (C,,d, c) € M, consider its pregroupoid structure

pc,: Cid,c) = C,
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and set m = p¢ (1c,ed, 1) and i = pc (1, ¢, ec) so that
(Cl’C09 d’ e c,m, l)

becomes an internal groupoid. Uniqueness follows from the naturality of
the canonical morphism p¢ @ C(d,c) - C,. U

4. PROOF OF THE COROLLARIES

Let us now prove the three corollaries stated in the introduction.

4.1. Weakly Mal’tsev. We will show that for a category C with pullbacks
of split epimorphisms along split epimorphisms and equalizers, the category
C is weakly Mal’tsev if and only if the relative Lawvere condition holds in
C with respect to the class of jointly strongly monic spans.

One direction is straightforward. Indeed, if C is weakly Mal’tsev, then
every kite diagram whose direction span (D, d, c¢) lies in M is admissible.
The required morphism is obtained as the unique diagonal filler arising from
the fact that a jointly epic cospan is orthogonal to every jointly strongly
monic span, as illustrated by the square

[e}.e;]

W)L B

DZ—— D,xD,
(d.0)

7

L (dymy, car;)

in the case where the product D, X D, and the coproduct A + C exist.
Clearly, this assumption is not essential, since we are working with jointly
epic cospans and jointly strongly monic spans.

Conversely, given any local product diagram of the form

Py P2
(44) A=—F_—C
€ ]

obtained as the pullback of f and g in

f
(45) A B~——C

r N

with fr = 15 = gs, our task is to prove that the pair (e, e,) is jointly epic.
To this end, consider the equalizer of any two parallel morphisms

uv. EFE—-> 7
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satisfying ue, = ve, and ue, = ve,. Let e, and e, be the morphisms induced
by e, and e,, respectively, as displayed:

— e
€
k=eq(u,v) u

Y
K E—=7

A v
el
1I e,

A

C
|
|

We can now form the kite diagram

(46) K
N
C A

and observe that the span (K, p,k, p;k) € M. By admissibility, we obtain
a morphism E — K, which turns the monomorphism k: K — E into an
isomorphism. Consequently, # = v, and hence the pair (e,, e,) is jointly
epimorphic.

4.2. Mal’tsev. We omit the proof of the classical case of a Mal’tsev cat-
egory, as it is well documented in the literature. Even though we do not
assume the existence of all finite limits, the arguments proceed in close anal-
ogy with the standard proofs; see, for example, [3] and the references therein.

4.3. Naturally Mal’tsev. Suppose that a category C is naturally Mal’tsev.
Then any span (D, d,c) in C such that d and ¢ admit kernel pairs can be
equipped with a natural pregroupoid structure

p = pp(dom, mid, cod) : D(d,c) — D,

where p, : D® — D is the natural Mal’tsev operation on the object D, and
dom, mid, cod : D(d,c) — D are the projections obtained by the kernel pair
construction, as in Definition 3, item (3).

Conversely, every object X in C inherits a Mal’tsev operation

Py X=X
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by admissibility of the dikite diagram

XXX —=X==XxX

N
VAR

which is natural by admissibility of every diagram of the form

(47)

XXX ——=X=—XxX

A A
A
Y
1 1
for every morphism f : X — Y. This shows that the forgetful functor from

pregroupoids to spans admits a section. The result then follows from the
extended version of the main theorem, presented in the next section.

f
fmy

(48)

5. EXTENDING THE SCOPE OF THE MAIN THEOREM

In this section, we include a few additional remarks related to the main
theorem presented in the introduction, the most notable of which is the con-
nection with pseudogroupoids and, consequently, with categorical commu-
tator theory [10, 12, 13]. For the box construction and related considera-
tions, see Definition 3, item (2). Recall that MG(C, M) denotes the cat-
egory of unital multiplicative graphs in C whose span part is in the class

M.

Theorem 3. Let C be a category admitting pullbacks of split epimorphisms

along split epimorphisms, and let M denote a class of spans in C for which

the box construction is defined. Assume further that M is closed under the

kernel pair construction and contains the span part of every local product.
Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(A) The Lawvere Condition holds in C with respect to the class M;
(B) The forgetful functor Grpd(C, M) — RG(C, M) has a section;
(C) The forgetful functor Cat(C, M) — RG(C, M) is an isomorphism;
(D) The forgetful functor Cat(C, M) — RG(C, M) has a section;

(E) The forgetful functor MG(C, M) — RG(C, M) is an isomorphism;
(F) The forgetful functor MG(C, M) — RG(C, M) has a section;
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(G) For every diagram in C of the form
E

7N
N

| C
|
|
|
Y
D

if:

](Ca) the pair (p,, p,) is jointly monic;

(b) the spans (D, d,c) and (E, p,, p,) belong to M;

(¢c) the following identities hold:
pey =1, pey=1lg,
(e;p1)(ep,) = (e3p,)(e1py),
ap(e;p,) = yp,(e py),
dap, = dap,(e,p,),
cyp, = cyp,(epy),

then there exists a unique morphism m . E — D such that:

(50) me, =a, me,=y, dm=dyp,, cm=cap,.
(H) For every diagram in C of the form

g

f
A B C

N4

51) D
N
D, D,
(52) fr=15=gs
(53) ar=f=ys
(54) da=dpf
(35) cpg=cy
and

(D,d,c)eM
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then there exists a unique morphism

m: AXzgC—> D

such that:
m(l,,sf)=a,
m(rg,1c) =,
dm = dyn,,
cm = car,.

(D) The forgetful functor PseudoGrpd(C, M) — Span(C, M) has a

section, and, moreover, if (D, d, c) is a span in M and

%]
(56) E——=

A

\u\

is a commutative split square in C then for every morphism
m: E—-D
with dm = dme,p,, cm = cme, p,, there exists a unique morphism
m: AXz;C—> D
such that
71 4. 5f) = me,
m(rg,1.) = me,
dm = dme,r,
cm = cme, x,.
(J) Every span (D, d,c) € M is equipped with a morphism
pp: D(d,c) = D
such that given any three parallel morphisms x,y,z . Z — D with
dx =dyand cy = cz the following conditions hold
dpp(x,y,z) =dz, cpp(x,y,z)=cx,
pp{x. 3, ¥) =X, pp(¥.¥.2) =z,
and moreover, given any commutative diagram of the form

D, <2~ D—°-D,

R

!’ ’
D6<d—D’;>D'1
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with (D', d’,c") € M, the square
Dd,c)—2+D
fxfofxflft Lf
Py
Dl(d/’ C,) . D/
is a commutative square.
(K) The forgetful functor PreGrpd(C, M) — Span(C, M) is an iso-
morphism;
(L) The forgetful functor KockGrpd(C, M) — Span(C, M) has a sec-
tion;
(M) The forgetful functor KockGrpd(C, M) — Span(C, M) is an iso-
morphism;
(N) The forgetful functor MKite(C, M) — DiKite(C, M) has a sec-
tion;
(O) The forgetful functor MKite(C, M) — DiKite(C, M) is an isomor-
phism;

Proof. The proof is asserted by establishing the following implications:
H \

% I K M o

F

|

B D J L N.
The implications in
A—C—E
B—D—F
and
K~—M~-——0
J<~—L~——N
g

are clear. Let us prove:

(H,I) We have already seen that condition (H) implies that the forgetful
functor PreGrpd(C, M) — Span(C, M) has a section, hence, in
particular, PseudoGrpd(C, M) — Span(C, M) has a section as
well. Furthermore, given any span (D, d,c) € M and a commuta-
tive square as illustrated in condition (I), together withm: E — D
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satisfying dm = dme,p, and cm = cme,p, we can build the dikite

diagram
f g
A B C
B
me, mey
57 D
7N
D, D,
in which:
(58) fr=1p=gs
(59 me,r = f = me,s
(60) dme, =dpf
61) cfg = cme,

and then, by admissibility, there exists a unique morphism
m: AXgC—> D
such that:
m<1A»Sf> = mey,
m(rg, 1C> = meZ’
dm = dme,r,,

cm = cmerx,.

(LK,J) Given (D, d,c) € M, consider m: D([]J) — D, its associated pseu-
dogroupoid.
Next, consider the commutative split square

(62) jY(m) pz D(c)
)41 JT‘% 4] HA
dy

From this square, we obtain a morphism
m: D(d,c) > D,

which defines a unique pregroupoid structure on the span (D, d, c).
In other words, every span (D, d, ¢) € M is equipped with a unique
pregroupoid structure, denoted p,, = m.
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To prove the naturality of each p,,, observe that the following di-
agram is a split coequalizer:

t N

/r\ (41-92-93)

D) —= D) D, c)

Here, r\,r,: D(J) — D([]) form the kernel pair of (q,, g, g3),
which is assumed to exist.

Intuitively, the object D([T]) consists of tuples (x, y, z, w, w'), as
illustrated by o

<= =
- - —

w/

Finally, the maps ¢ and s are defined on generalized elements by

s(x, 3, z) = (x,y, z,m(x, y, z)),
t(-x’ y’ Z, w) = <x’ y’ Z? w’m<x’ y’ Z))'

Now, since m satisfies mr, = mr, (the pseudogroupoid structure
m is independent of its fourth variable, see Definition 3), there exists
aunique m: D(d,c) — D such that m(q,, q,,q;) = m.

By the uniqueness property that defines m, we have m = m, and
therefore m = m(q,, q,, q;) as well.

The fact that (q,,¢,,495): D((]) = D(d,c) is an epimorphism,
together with the commutativity of the outer square in the diagram

m

D) 2% pd,e) =D

AT B
<ql r ! p—

129293

) po
DO —=D'd',c')—= D'

ml

gives the desired naturality of p,, = m.
(F,G,H) Has been established in Section 3, as well as (J,F).
(H,A) Follows from Proposition 1, as well as (H,0).

6. A FEW FURTHER APPLICATIONS

In this last section we outline a few simple applications that are conse-
quence of the extended main theorem.

Weakly Mal’tsev categories generalize Mal’tsev categories, capturing sit-
uations in which not every internal category forms a groupoid. This occurs,
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for example, in the categories of preordered groups, distributive lattices, or
commutative monoids with cancellation [7, 8, 26, 27, 28, 29, 31].

Proposition 2. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms
along split epimorphisms and with equalizers. Let M be a class of spans
in C that is closed under the kernel pair construction, contains the span
part of every local product, and is stable under restriction along regular
monomorphisms, in the sense that for every (D, d,c) € M and every reg-
ular monomorphism k . E — D, the restricted span (E,dk, ck) is also in
M.

The Lawvere condition holds in C with respect to M, if and only if C is a
weakly Mal’tsev category.

As a consequence, weakly Mal’tsev categories can be characterized by
taking M to be the smallest class of spans containing all exact spans and
closed under restriction along regular monomorphisms. Here, exact spans
are those that admit a pushout and are the pullback of that pushout.

When all finite limits exist, this smallest class coincides precisely with the
class of strong relations. Hence, weakly Mal’tsev categories can be seen as
the broadest context in which the characteristic properties of Mal’tsev-like
categories are preserved.

On the other hand, it remains open whether other types of classes may
arise—situations in which not all spans are relations, and not all induced
cospans into local products are jointly epic, but where the interaction be-
tween spans and cospans uniquely determines morphisms between them.
More precisely, instead of requiring a jointly epic cospan (e, e,) or a jointly
monic span (d, ¢), one might have both cooperating in such a way that, for
any u,v . E — D, the conditions

ue, = ue,, ve, =ve,, du=dv, and cu=cv

together imply u = v.
Another consequence of the relative Lawvere condition is a simplification
in the characterization of local products.

Proposition 3. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms
along split epimorphisms, and let M be a class of spans in C that is closed
under the kernel pair construction and contains the span part of every local
product.

If the Lawvere condition holds in C with respect to M, then a diagram in
C of the form

141 %)
(63) A=—=E—C
€ ]

is a local product if and only if the following conditions hold:
(1) pye, =1, and pye, = 1,;

(2) e;pie,p; = erprepy;
(3) the pair (p,, p,) is jointly monic;
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(4) the span (E, p,, p,) belongs to M;
(5) the pullback of e, and e, exists.

Proof. If the diagram is a local product, then by Definition 3 item (8), all
the conditions are satisfied. In particular, the span (E, p,, p,) belongs to M
by hypothesis.

Conversely, using again Definition 3 item (8), as well as Proposition 1 in
[31], it suffices to verify that for every pair of morphisms u: Z — A and
v: Z - C,if

pie,pre U = pey,
Dreu = p,e|pie,v,

then there exists a unique morphism w: Z — E such that pyw = u and
p,w = v. This follows from the relative Lawvere condition. U

Another application is to identify the conditions under which a canoni-
cal pregroupoid structure on a span in M is autonomous (see Definition 3,
item (15)).

Proposition 4. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms
along split epimorphisms, and let M be a class of spans in C that is closed
under the kernel pair construction and contains the span part of every local
product.

Suppose the Lawvere condition holds in C with respect to M. A span
(D,d,c) € M is autonomous—that is, the canonical induced pregroupoid
(D,d,c, pp) is autonomous—whenever the products Dy X D, and D, X D,
exist in C, and not only the span (D(d, c),dom, cod) € M but also the span
(D(d,c),d,c) belongs to M, where

= (dodom, docod) : D(d,c) — Dy X D,,
¢ = (codom, cocod) : D(d,c) - D, X D,.

Proof. Assuming that (D(d, c), E, ¢) € M we can form the kernel pair con-
struction and consequently consider the diagram

D(d, ¢)(d,?)
Pi )23

€1 e2

D(d, ¢)(d) D(d, ¢)(©)

|

|

|

|
(64 N
d Y 2

d

D(d, c)

VN

D, x D, D, xC,
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and observe that both morphisms

o 2 3
Pp,e) = <1’D(d,c)’pD(d,c)’pD(d,c)>
(Pp{X15 Y15 21)> Pp{Xas Y2 Z9)s Pp{X3, V35 23))

fit into the diagram. Hence they must be equal. The naturality of p, and
Ppa.c) completes the proof, as displayed

Pp.c)

D(d, c)(d,c) D(d, c) D, x D,
X
Pp Pp D, X D, &
(65) i
D(c,d) ro D ‘ D,

If we take M to be the class of all spans in C, the extended version of
the main theorem yields a characterization of naturally Mal’tsev categories,
now including a few additional equivalent conditions.

Theorem 4. Let C be a category with pullbacks of split epimorphisms along
split epimorphisms, kernel pairs, and finite products. Then the following
conditions are equivalent:

(1) The category C is naturally Mal’tsev.

(2) The Lawvere Condition holds in C.

(3) The functor Grpd(C) — RG(C) has a section;

(4) The functor Cat(C) - RG(C) is an isomorphism;

(5) The functor Cat(C) - RG(C) has a section;

(6) The functor UMG(C) — RG(C) is an isomorphism,

(7) The functor UMG(C) — RG(C) has a section,

(8) The functor PreGrpd(C) — Span(C) is an isomorphism;

(9) The functor PreGrpd(C) — Span(C) has a section;
(10) The functor KockGrpd(C) — Span(C) is an isomorphism;
(11) The functor KockGrpd(C) — Span(C) has a section;



(12) For every diagram in C of the form

(66)

(67)
(68)
(69)
(70)

(71)

f g

D
7N
DO Dl

fr=lz=gs
ar=pf=vys
da=dpf
cfg=cy

then there exists a unique morphism

m: AXgC—=> D

such that:
m(l,,sf)=a,
m(rg,1¢) =7,
dm = dyn,,
cm = cam,

D1 )2

(a) the pair (p,, p,) is jointly monic;

35
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(72)

(73)

(b) the following identities hold:
pe; =1y pey=1g,
(e, py)(eypy) = (eyp5)(epy)s
ap,(e;p,) = yp,(epy),
dap, = dap,(e,p,),
cyp, = cypy(e;py),

then there exists a unique morphism m . E — D such that:

me, =a, me,=y, dm=dyp,, cm=cap,.

(I) The forgetful functor PseudoGrpd(C) — Span(C) has a section,

and, moreover, if (D, d, c) is a span in C and

is a commutative split square in C then for every morphism
m: E— D
with dm = dme,p,, cm = cme, p,, there exists a unique morphism
m: AXz, C - D
such that
m(l,,sf) = me,
m(rg,1o) = me,
dm = dme,r,

cm = cme, 1.

(14) The induced comparison morphism (p,,p,): E — A X, C in every

(74)

split square

is a split epimorphism with a section ¢ . A Xz C = E uniquely de-
termined by (1 ,,sf) = e, and 6(rg, 1) = e,.

(15) Every local product is a local coproduct.
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(16) Every span (D, d,c) in C is equipped with a unique morphism
pp: D,c) - D

such that given any three parallel morphisms x,y,z . Z — D with
dx = dyand cy = cz the following conditions hold

dpp(x,y,z) =dz, cpp(x,y,z)=cx,
po{x. v, ¥) =x, pp(¥.y,2) =12,

and moreover, given any commutative diagram of the form

Dy<X—D—+D,

b

d !
j iy,

the induced square

D(d,c) —2~D
fxfofxflfL Lf
D'(d’ C’)LD,

s commutative.
In particular, given any nine parallel morphisms

X1, V15215 X095 Y2y 29, X3, V3,23 - £ = D

with
dx, =dx, dx, =dy,
CX, = CX4 cy, =cz,
dy, =dy, dx, =dy,
€Yy =C)3 Cyy = €2y
dz, =dz, dx; =dy,
CZy = C2Z4 Cy; =2z,
then

Pp{Pp{X1> X0, X3), Pp{¥V1>Y2s ¥3)» PplZ1» 205 23)) =
= pp{Pp{X1»Y1> Z1)> Ppl{X2>¥2» Z2)s Pp{X35 V35 Z3))-

Remark 1. The hypotheses above appear to be strictly weaker than the ex-
istence of all finite limits. Indeed, finite products already include a terminal
object, and kernel pairs provide a particular class of equalizers. However,
we only require pullbacks of split epimorphisms along split epimorphisms,
rather than all pullbacks. We note, though, that we do not have a concrete
example of a category in our context that lacks all finite limits.
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7. CONCLUSION

Condition (H) in Theorem 3 shows great versatility in encoding internal
categorical structures on spans or on reflexive graphs admitting a unique
multiplication. It also motivates the definition of dikite diagrams and the
corresponding notion of admissibility.

Furthermore, centralization between two relations over the same base ob-
ject (see, for example, [29] and the references therein) can be expressed
in this framework. Indeed, given two spans of the form (A, a, ff) and
(C, pg,v), regarded as relations, they centralize each other precisely when
the associated dikite diagram—such as the one displayed in Definition 2,
item (2)—is admissible. In this situation the relations need not be reflexive;
rather, they may be relations in which one leg factors through a split epimor-
phism. This perspective is also relevant to the study of categorical ideals in
the sense of [32].

A further direction for research is suggested by the observation that ev-
ery category possesses a kind of Mal’tsev signature, consisting of the class
of spans (D, d, ¢) such that every dikite diagram with direction (D, d, c) is
admissible. With this notion, a category is naturally Mal’tsev if and only if
its signature is the class of all spans; it is Mal’tsev if and only if its signature
contains all relations; and it is weakly Mal’tsev if and only if its signature
contains all strong relations. This perspective opens the way for a systematic
study of categories through their associated Mal’tsev signatures, suggesting
new avenues to understand internal structures and their interactions in cate-
gorical algebra.
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