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Abstract. Behavioural metrics provide a quantitative refinement of
classical two-valued behavioural equivalences on systems with quantita-
tive data, such as metric or probabilistic transition systems. In analogy
to the linear-time/ branching-time spectrum of two-valued behavioural
equivalences on transition systems, behavioural metrics vary in granu-
larity. We provide a unifying treatment of spectra of behavioural metrics
in the emerging framework of graded monads, working in coalgebraic
generality, that is, parametrically in the system type. In the ensuing de-
velopment of quantitative graded semantics, we introduce algebraic pre-
sentations of graded monads on the category of metric spaces. Moreover,
we obtain a canonical generic notion of invariant real-valued modal logic,
and provide criteria for such logics to be expressive in the sense that log-
ical distance coincides with behavioural distance. We present positive
examples based on this criterion, covering both known and new expres-
siveness results; in particular, we show that expressiveness holds essen-
tially always for Eilenberg-Moore type trace semantics, and we obtain a
new expressiveness result for trace semantics of fuzzy transition systems.
As a negative result, we show that trace distance on probabilistic metric
transition systems does not admit any characteristic real-valued modal
logic, even in a more broadly understood sense.

1 Introduction

While qualitative models of concurrent systems are traditionally analysed using
various notions of two-valued process equivalence, it has long been recognized
that for systems involving quantitative data, notions of behavioural distance
play a useful role as a more fine-grained measure of process similarity. Well-
known examples include behavioural distances on probabilistic transition sys-
tems [23,12,7], on systems combining nondeterminism and probability [9], and
on metric transition systems [2,15]. Like in the two-valued case, where process
equivalences of varying granularity are arranged on the linear-time/branching-
time spectrum [24], one has a spectrum of behavioural metrics on a given system
that vary in granularity (with greater distances thought of as having finer granu-
larity) [14]. In the present work, we provide a framework for behavioural metrics
on quantitative systems that is parametric both in the type of systems (e.g.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.01487v3


2

probabilistic, metric, fuzzy) and in the quantitative semantics of systems, i.e.
the choice of behavioural distance. For parametricity in the system type, we rely
on universal coalgebra [38], in which the transition type of systems is abstracted
as an endofunctor on a suitable base category. Parametricity in the system se-
mantics, on the other hand, is based on the framework of graded monads [34,13],
which handles additional semantic identifications (beyond branching-time equiv-
alence) by algebraic means, using grades to control the depth of look-ahead.
For the syntactic treatment of spectra of behavioural distances, we introduce a
graded extension of quantitative algebra [33] that allows describing graded mon-
ads on the category of metric spaces by operations and approximate equations.

We then focus on providing characteristic real-valued modal logics for be-
havioural distances, in the sense that logical distance should coincide with the
respective behavioural distance; this amounts to a quantitative form of the
Hennessy-Milner property, which we briefly refer to as expressiveness. A proto-
typical example is quantitative probabilistic modal logic, which is characteristic
for branching-time behavioural distance on probabilistic transition systems [7],
so that high behavioural distance may be certified by means of distinguishing
modal formulae [36]. We consider a notion of logical distance induced by a general
form of quantitative graded logic, building on previous work in the two-valued
setting [13,17]. Quantitative graded logics are always invariant under the under-
lying behavioural distance in the sense that formula evaluation is nonexpansive,
so that logical distance is below behavioural distance. We provide a general cri-
terion for the reverse inequality, i.e. for expressiveness of quantitative graded
logics; building on similar criteria for the two-valued case [13,17] but needs to
deal with issues that are quite specific to the metric setting. In particular, it
needs to be parametric in a strengthening of the inductive hypothesis in the
induction on depth of look-ahead that it encapsulates; indeed, this happens al-
ready in strikingly simple cases. We develop a number of example applications:
We partially recover results on expressiveness of quantitative modal logics for
(finite-depth) branching-time distances [30,41,17,29], as well as a recent result on
expressiveness of a quantitative modal logic for trace distance in metric transition
systems [5]; we show that Eilenberg-Moore style trace semantics [26] essentially
always admits an expressive quantitative modal logic; and we establish a new
expressiveness result for a modal logic for fuzzy trace distance. Beyond these
positive results, we establish a maybe surprising negative result: For probabilis-
tic metric trace distance (on generative probabilistic transition systems in which
the set of labels is equipped with a metric, i.e. on the probabilistic variant of
metric transition systems), there does not exists any characteristic quantitative
modal logic, in a fairly broadly defined sense that includes having a composi-
tional semantics defined directly on the transition system. Probabilistic metric
trace distance may be cast as an instance of Kleisli-style coalgebraic trace se-
mantics [25], so this result contrasts sharply with the above-mentioned positive
result on Eilenberg-Moore style trace semantics [26].

Proofs are generally given in the appendix.
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Related Work We have mentioned previous work on coalgebraic branching-
time behavioural distances [3,30,20,42,43,5,29] and on graded semantics for two-
valued behavioural equivalences and preorders [34,13,17]. Kupke and Rot [31]
study logics for coinductive predicates, which generalize branching-time be-
havioural distances. Recent work on Galois connections for logical distances [5,6]
is highly general but leaves more work to the instance logics than the framework
of graded monads; see Remark 33 for more concrete comments. Alternative coal-
gebraic approaches to process equivalences coarser than branching time include
coalgebraic trace semantics in Kleisli [25] and Eilenberg-Moore categories [26],
which are both subsumed by the paradigm of graded monads [34], as well as an
approach in which behavioural equivalences are defined via characteristic log-
ics [28]. The Eilenberg-Moore and Kleisli setups can be unified using corecursive
algebras, which also support, under certain assumptions, a logical characteri-
zation for these cases [37]. The Eilenberg-Moore approach has been applied to
linear-time behavioural distances [3]. De Alfaro et al. [2] introduce a linear-time
logic for (state-labelled) metric transition systems. The semantics of this logic
is defined by first computing the set of paths of a system, so that proposi-
tional operators and modalities have a different meaning than in corresponding
branching-time logics, while our graded logics are fragments of branching-time
logics. Fahrenberg et al. [15] present a game-based approach to a spectrum of
behavioural distances on metric transition systems. A two-valued logic for prob-
abilistic trace semantics (for a discrete set of labels) has been considered in the
context of differential privacy [8]. A notion of logical distance is then obtained
via a real-valued semantics defined using a syntactic distance on formulae; this
semantics is not compositional (truth values are defined by taking infima over
the whole logical syntax), so subsequent results relating this logical distance to
notions of weak anonymity do not contradict our negative result on (composi-
tional) characteristic logics for probabilistic trace semantics.

2 Preliminaries

We assume basic familiarity with category theory (e.g. [1]). We briefly recall
some background on metric spaces and on graded monads.

Metric spaces The real unit interval [0, 1] will serve as the domain of distances
and truth values. Under the usual ordering ≤, [0, 1] forms a complete lattice; we
write

∨

,
∧

for joins and meets in [0, 1] (e.g.
∨

i xi = supi xi), and ∨,∧ for binary
join and meet, respectively. Moreover, we write ⊕ and ⊖ for truncated addition
and subtraction, respectively; that is, x⊕y = min(x+y, 1) and x⊖y = max(x−
y, 0). These operations form part of a structure of [0, 1] as a (co-)quantale; for
readability, we refrain from working with more general quantales [42,20].

Definition 1. A pseudometric space is a pair (X, d) consisting of a set X and
a function d : X × X → [0, 1] satisfying the standard conditions of reflexivity
(d(x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ X), symmetry (d(x, y) = d(y, x) for all x, y ∈ X), and the
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triangle inequality (d(x, z) ≤ d(x, y) + d(y, z) for all x, y, z ∈ X); if additionally
separation holds (for x, y ∈ X , if d(x, y) = 0 then x = y), then (X, d) is a metric
space. A function f : X → Y between pseudometric spaces (X, dX) and (Y, dY )
is nonexpansive if dY (f(x), f(y)) ≤ dX(x, y) for all x, y ∈ X . Metric spaces and
nonexpansive maps form a category Met. A set X0 ⊆ X is dense in (X, dX) if
for every ǫ > 0 and every x ∈ X , there exists x′ ∈ X0 such that dX(x, x′) ≤ ǫ.

We often do not distinguish notationally between a (pseudo-)metric space (X, d)
and its underlying set X . If multiple (pseudo-)metric spaces are involved, we
sometimes denote the respective (pseudo-)metric with subscripts, so dX is the
(pseudo-)metric of the space with carrier X . The categorical product (X, dX)×
(Y, dY ) of (pseudo-)metric spaces equips the Cartesian product X × Y with the
supremum (pseudo-)metric dX×Y ((a, b), (a

′, b′)) = dX(a, a′)∨dY (b, b′). Similarly,
the Manhattan tensor ⊞ equips X × Y with the Manhattan (pseudo-)metric
dX⊞Y ((a, b), (a

′, b′)) = dX(a, a′)⊕ dY (b, b
′). We may occasionally write elements

of the product Xn+m as vw if v ∈ Xn and w ∈ Xm. Given (pseudo-)metric
spaces X,Y , the set of nonexpansive functions X → Y forms a (pseudo-)metric
space under the standard supremum distance.

Example 2. We recall some key examples of functors on the category Set of
sets and maps, and associated functors on Met.

1. We write Pω for the finite powerset functor on Set, and Pω for the lifting
of Pω to Met given by the Hausdorff metric. Explicitly,

dPωX(A,B) = (
∨

a∈A

∧

b∈B dX(a, b)) ∨ (
∨

b∈B

∧

a∈A dX(a, b))

for a metric space (X, dX) and A,B ∈ PωX .

2. Similarly, Dω denotes the functor on Set that maps a set X to the set of
finitely supported probability distributions on X , and Dω denotes the lifting of
Dω to Met that equips DωX with the Kantorovich metric. Explicitly,

dDωX(µ, ν) =
∨

f

∑

x∈X f(x)(µ(x) ⊖ ν(x))

for a metric space (X, d) and µ, ν ∈ DωX , where f ranges over all nonexpansive
functions X → [0, 1]. We often write elements of DωX as finite formal sums
∑

pi · xi, with xi ∈ X and
∑

pi = 1.

3. The finite fuzzy powerset functor Fω is given on sets X by FωX =
{A : X → [0, 1] | A(x) = 0 for almost all x ∈ X}, and on maps f : X → Y

by Fωf(A)(y) =
∨{A(x) | f(x) = y} for A ∈ FωX . We lift Fω to a functor Fω

on metric spaces that equips FωX with the fuzzy Hausdorff distance [42, Ex-
ample 5.3.1]. Explicitly, dFωX(A,B) = d0(A,B) ∨ d0(B,A) for a metric space
(X, d) and A,B ∈ FωX , where

d0(A,B) =
∨

x

∧

y(A(x) ⊖B(y)) ∨ (A(x) ∧ d(x, y)).
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Coalgebra Universal coalgebra [38] has established itself as a way to reason
about state-based systems at an appropriate level of abstraction. It is based on
encapsulating the transition type of systems as an endofunctor G : C → C on a
base category C. Then, a G-coalgebra (X, γ) consists of a C-object X , thought of
as an object of states, and a morphism γ : X → GX , thought of as assigning to
each state a collection of successors, structured according to G. A C-morphism
h : X → Y is a morphism (X, γ)→ (Y, δ) of G-coalgebras if Gh · γ = δ · h.

Example 3. Throughout the paper, we fix a metric space A of labels. In some
examples, A will be required to be discrete. Finitely branching metric transition
systems with transition labels in A are coalgebras for the functor Pω(A× (−)).
(More precisely, a metric transition system is usually assumed to have a set as
its state space, while Pω(A×(−))-coalgebras more generally have a metric space
of states, subsuming mere sets of states as discrete metric spaces).

We will use trace semantics on metric labelled transition systems as a running
example of concepts as they appear through the text, and give a variety of further
examples in a consolidated fashion towards the end, in particular in Section 7.

Graded monads and graded algebras The framework of graded seman-
tics [13,34] is based on the central notion of graded monads, which algebraically
describe the structure of observable behaviours at each finite depth, with depth
understood as look-ahead, measured in terms of numbers of transition steps.

Definition 4. A graded monad M on a category C consists of a family of func-
tors Mn : C → C for n ∈ N and natural transformations η : Id → M0 (the
unit) and µn,k : MnMk → Mn+k for all n, k ∈ N (the multiplications), subject
to essentially the same laws as ordinary monads up to the insertion of grades
(specifically, one has unit laws µ0,n ·ηMn = idMn

= µn,0 ·Mnη and an associative
law µn+k,m · µn,kMn = µn,k+m ·Mnµ

k,m).

In particular, (M0, η, µ
00) is an ordinary (non-graded) monad.

Example 5. We give examples of graded monads for later use in graded se-
mantics. We concentrate on the linear-time end of the spectrum but note that
graded monads cover also branching-time and intermediate semantics, involving
readiness, failures etc. [13].

1. A Kleisli distributive law is a natural transformation λ : FT → TF where F

is a functor and T a monad, subject to coherence with the monad struc-
ture [25]. This yields a graded monad with Mn = TFn [34]. We will use the
following instance of this construction for our running example:

2. Put F = A × − and T = Pω. Then λ(a, U) = {(a, x) | x ∈ U} defines a
distributive law λ : A×Pω(−)→ Pω(A×−). We obtain the graded metric
trace monad Mn = Pω(An × (−)).

Graded monads come with a graded analogue of Eilenberg-Moore algebras, which
play a central role in the semantics of graded logics [34,13].
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Definition 6 (Graded Algebra). Let M be a graded monad in C. A graded
Mn-Algebra ((Ak)k≤n, (a

mk)m+k≤n) consists of a family of C-objects Ai and
morphisms amk : MmAk → Am+k satisfying essentially the same laws as a monad
algebra, up to insertion of the grades. Specifically, we have a0m ·ηAm

= idAm
for

m ≤ n, and whenever m+r+k ≤ n, then am+r,k·µm,r
Ak

= am,r+k·Mmar,k. An Mn-
homomorphism of Mn-algebras A and B is a family of maps (fk : Ak → Bk)k≤n

such that whenever m + k ≤ n, then fm+k · am,k = bm,k ·Mmfk. Graded Mn-
Algebras and their homomorphisms form a category Algn(M).

(In fact, the canonical choice of Eilenberg-Moore algebra of a graded monad
are Mω-algebras, which have carriers Ak for all k < ω [34,22]; however, for
our present purposes we mainly just need M1-algebras.) It is easy to see that
((MkX)k≤n, (µ

m,k)m+k≤n) is an Mn-algebra for every C-object X . Again, M0-
algebras are just (non-graded) algebras for the monad (M0, η, µ

00).
For n = 1, this definition instantiates as follows: An M1-algebra is a tuple

(A0, A1, a
00, a01, a10), with a10 termed the main structure map, such that

1. (A0, a
00) and (A1, a

01) are M0-algebras.
2. (Homomorphy) a10 : M1A0 → A1 is an M0-homomorphism (M1A0, µ

01) →
(A1, a

01).
3. (Coequalization) a10 ·M1a

00 = a10 ·µ10, i.e. the following diagram commutes
(without necessarily being a coequalizer):

M1M0A0 M1A0 A1
µ10

M1a
00

a10

(2.1)

The semantics of modalities will later need the following property:

Definition 7 (Canonical algebras). Let (−)i : Alg1(M) → Alg0(M) be the
functor taking an M1-algebra A = ((Ak)k≤1, (a

mk)m+k≤1) to the M0-algebra
(Ai, a

0i), the i-part of A. An M1-algebra A is canonical if it is free over (A)0,
i.e. if for every M1-algebra B and M0-homomorphism f : (A)0 → (B)0, there is
a unique M1-homomorphism g : A→ B such that (g)0 = f .

Lemma 8. ([13, Lemma 5.3]) An M1-algebra A is canonical iff (2.1) is a co-
equalizer diagram in the category of M0-algebras.

3 Graded Quantitative Semantics

We proceed to introduce the framework of graded quantitative semantics. Gener-
ally, a graded semantics [34] of a functor G : C → C is given by a graded monad M

and a natural transformation α : G→M1. Intuitively, Mn1 (where 1 is a termi-
nal object of C) is a domain of observable behaviours after n transitions, with α

determining behaviours after one step. For a G-coalgebra (X, γ), we inductively
define maps γ(n) : X →Mn1 assigning to a state in X its behaviour after n steps:

γ(0) : X
M0!·η−−−−→M01 γ(n+1) : X

α·γ−−→M1X
M1γ

(n)

−−−−−→M1Mn1
µ1n

−−→Mn+11

From these maps, we induce a notion of behavioural distance:
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Definition 9 (Graded behavioural distance). Given a graded seman-
tics α : G → M1 of a functor G on Met, (graded) behavioural distance
is the pseudometric on states in G-coalgebras (X, γ) given by dα(x, y) =
∨

n∈N
dMn1(γ

(n)(x), γ(n)(y)) for x, y ∈ X .

Example 10. The metric trace semantics of metric transition systems [2,14] is
captured by the graded metric trace monad Mn = Pω(An × −) (Example 5.2);
the semantics calculates, at each depth n, sets of length-n traces, equipped with
the Hausdorff distance induced by the supremum metric on traces.

4 Graded Quantitative Theories

Monads on Set are induced by equational theories [32]. By equipping each oper-
ation with an assigned depth and requiring each axiom to be of uniform depth,
one obtains a notion of graded equational theory which, with some care applied
to size issues, can be brought into bijective correspondence with graded mon-
ads [34]. On the other hand, Mardare et al. [33] introduce a system of quantitative
equational reasoning, with formulae of the form s =ǫ t understood intuitively
as “s differs from t by at most ǫ”. These quantitative equational theories induce
monads on the category of metric spaces. We use a graded version of this system
of quantitative equational reasoning to present graded monads in Met.

Definition 11 (Graded similarity types, uniform terms). A graded sim-
ilarity type consists of an algebraic similarity type Σ and a function δ : Σ → N

assigning a depth to each algebraic operation σ ∈ Σ. The concept of uniform
depth is then defined inductively: variables have uniform depth 0, and a term of
the form σ(t1, . . . , tn) has uniform depth n+k if δ(σ) = n and all ti have uniform
depth k. Thus, constants c ∈ Σ have uniform depth n for all n ≥ δ(c). We write
T
Σ
n X for the set of terms of uniform depth n over X , or TnX if Σ is clear from

the context. A substitution of uniform depth n is a function σ : X → TnY . Such
a substitution extends to a map σ : TkX → Tk+nY on terms for all k ∈ N,
where as usual one defines σ(f(t1, . . . , tm)) = f(σ(t1), . . . , σ(tm)). We will usu-
ally write application of substitutions in postfix notation, i.e. tσ applies σ to a
term t. A substitution is uniform-depth if it is of uniform depth n for some n.

Definition 12 (Graded quantitative theory). Let X be a set of variables.
By E(X) we denote the set of quantitative equalities x =ǫ y where x, y ∈ X

and ǫ ∈ [0, 1]. We write E(T(X)) =
⋃

n∈N
E(Tn(X)); that is, E(T(X)) is the set

of uniform-depth quantitative equalities among Σ-terms over X . A quantitative
theory T = (Σ, δ, E) consists of a graded similarity type (Σ, δ) and a set E ⊆
P(E(X))× E(TX). Elements of E are termed basic quantitative inferences, and
written in the form Γ ⊢ s =ǫ t; the depth of Γ ⊢ s =ǫ t is that of s =ǫ t. We
say that T is depth-1 if all its operations and basic quantitative inferences have
depth at most 1.

Derivability of quantitative equalities in E(T(X)) over a graded quantitative
theory T and a context Γ0 ∈ P(E(X)) is defined inductively by the following
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rules:

(triang)
t =ǫ s s =ǫ′ u

t =ǫ+ǫ′ u
(refl)

s =0 s
(sym)

t =ǫ s

s =ǫ t

(wk)
t =ǫ s

t =ǫ′ s
(ǫ′ ≥ ǫ) (arch)

{t =ǫ′ s | ǫ′ > ǫ}
t =ǫ s

(assn)
φ
(φ ∈ Γ0)

(ax)
Γσ

tσ =ǫ sσ
((Γ, t =ǫ s) ∈ E) (nexp)

t1 =ǫ s1 . . . tn =ǫ sn

f(t1, . . . , tn) =ǫ f(s1, . . . , sn)

where σ is a uniform-depth substitution. (Note the difference between rules (ax)
and (assn): Quantitative equalities from the theory can be substituted into,
while this is not sound for quantitative equalities from the context.) A graded
quantitative equational theory induces a graded monad M on Met where MnX

is the set of terms of uniform depth n over variables in X , quotiented by the
equivalence relation that identifies terms s, t if s =0 t is derivable in context X ,
with the distance dMn

([s], [t]) = ǫ of equivalence classes [s], [t] ∈ MnX being
least ǫ such that s =ǫ t is derivable (which exists by (arch)). Multiplication
collapses terms-over-terms, and the unit maps an element of x ∈ X to [x] ∈M0X .

Remark 13. The above system for quantitative reasoning follows Ford et
al. [18] in slight modifications to the original (ungraded) system [33]. In par-
ticular, we make do without a cut rule, and allow substitution only into axioms
(substitution into derived equalities is then admissible [18]). We include the rule
(nexp) ensuring that all operations are non-expansive, i.e. the induced graded
monad is enriched (acts non-expansively on functions).

We recall that a graded monad is depth-1 [34,13] if µnk and M0µ
1k are epi-

transformations and the diagram below is a coequalizer of M0-algebras for all X
and n < ω:

M1M0MnX M1MnX M1+nX.
µ10Mn

M1µ
0n

µ1n

(4.1)

Proposition 14. Graded monads in Met induced by depth-1 graded quantita-
tive theories are depth-1.

The following is then immediate [13]:

Proposition 15. If M is a depth-1 graded monad, then for every n ∈ N and
every object X, the M1-algebra with carriers MnX, Mn+1X and multiplications
as algebra structure is canonical.

We briefly refer to canonical algebras as per the above proposition as being of
the form MnX .
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Presentations of graded trace monads We proceed to investigate the
quantitative-algebraic presentation of graded trace monads, given by a Kleisli
distributive law of a metric space of action labels over some monad.

Let σ = (a1, . . . , an) = (a1, σ
′) and ρ = (b1, . . . , bn) = (b1, ρ

′) be traces of
labels in a metric space (A, dA). There are several ways to define the distance
d(σ, ρ), depending on the application. Some obvious choices are the p-norms,
recursively defined by d(σ, ρ) = p

√

d(a1, b1)p + d(σ′, ρ′)p. All of these metrics
are similar, in the sense that there is a (not necessarily nonexpansive) function
k : [0, 1]2 → [0, 1] such that d(σ, ρ) = k(d(a, b), d(σ′, ρ′)).

We will write ⊗ for the tensor that equips the Cartesian product of two sets
with the metric generated by k. So dA⊗B((a, b), (a

′, b′)) = k(d(a, a′), d(b, b′)).
The fact that k computes distances of traces recursively “one symbol at a time”
translates into uniform depth-1 equations, guaranteeing that the resulting theory
as a whole is depth-1:

Definition 16. Let T = (Σ, E) be a quantitative algebraic presentation of a
(plain) monad T on Met, and A a metric space. We define a graded quantitative
theory T [A] by including the operations and equations of T at depth 0, along
with unary depth-1 operations a for all labels a ∈ A, and as depth-1 axioms the
distributive laws ⊢ a(f(x1, . . . , xn)) =0 f(a(x1), . . . , a(xn)) for all a ∈ A and
f ∈ Σ, as well as the distance axioms x =ǫ y ⊢ a(x) =k(d(a,b),ǫ) b(y).

One would ideally define a Kleisli distributive law λ : A ⊗ T− → T (A ⊗ −)
by λX(a, t) = T 〈a, idX〉⊗(t), where 〈a, idX〉⊗ takes x ∈ X to (a, x) ∈ A ⊗ X ,
and then obtain that the graded monads induced by the theory T [A] and the
Kleisli law are isomorphic. However, non-expansiveness of λ is not guaranteed
in general:

Example 17. Take the monad Dω and construct λ as above, using supremum
distance. Put s = 0.5·x+0.5·y and t = 1·x ∈ Dω{x, y} where d(x, y) = 1. Clearly
d(s, t) = 0.5. Given a, b ∈ A with d(a, b) = 0.5, we have d((a, s), (b, t)) = 0.5
while d(λ(a, s), λ(b, t)) = d(0.5 · (a, x) + 0.5 · (a, y), 1 · (b, x)) = 0.75

In the special case of Manhattan distance, on the other hand, nonexpansivity
always works out in a nice way:

Lemma 18. The maps λX : A⊞ TX → T (A⊞X) as above are nonexpansive.

In case λ as above is nonexpansive, we do in fact have that the distributive law λ

and the algebraic theory defined above induce the same graded monad:

Lemma 19. Let λ : A ⊗ T− → T (A ⊗ −) be defined as above. If all compo-
nents λX are nonexpansive, then the quantitative equational theory T [A] is a
presentation of the graded monad defined by the distributive law λ.

Example 20. We give explicit descriptions for our running example of metric
trace semantics: It is easy to check that the distributive law claimed in Exam-
ple 5.2 is indeed non-expansive, so the respective graded monad is, by Lemma 19,
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presented by the corresponding theory as per Definition 16, and in particular is
depth-1. Recall [33, Corollary 9.4] that Pω is a monad, presented in quantitative
algebra by the usual axioms of join semilattices, i.e. by a binary operation +
and a constant 0, with basic ‘quantitative’ inferences ⊢ x+0 =0 x, ⊢ x+x =0 x,
x + y =0 y + x, ⊢ (x + y) + z =0 x + (y + z) (non-expansiveness of + is en-
forced by the deduction rules). The quantitative graded theory presenting the
graded metric trace monad Pω(An × (−)) according to Lemma 19 has depth-0
operators + and 0 and adds unary depth-1 operations a for all a ∈ A, subject
to additional axioms

⊢ a(0) =0 0 ⊢ a(x+ y) =0 a(x) + a(y) x =ǫ y ⊢ a(x) =ǫ∨dA(a,b) b(y)

for a, b ∈ A and ǫ ∈ [0, 1].

5 Quantitative Graded Logics

We proceed to introduce our notion of quantitative graded logic. While previous
presentations of graded logics [34,13,18] worked with a semantics defined on
the codomains Mn1 of the graded semantics, guaranteeing invariance under the
graded semantics by construction, we instead opt for a semantics defined directly
on the original coalgebra. We show that this semantics agrees with the original
one. Our new approach identifies (quantitative) graded logics as fragments of the
corresponding branching-time logics, whose definition [40,30,43] we recall first.

Syntactically, a modal logic is a triple L = (Θ,O, Λ) where Θ is a set of
truth constants, O is a set of propositional operators, each with associated finite
arity, and Λ is a set of modal operators, also each with an associated finite arity.
For readability, we restrict to unary modalities; extending our (positive) results
to modalities of higher arity is simply a matter of adding indices. The set of
formulae of L is then given by the grammar

φ ::= c | p(φ1, . . . , φn) | Lφ
where p ∈ O is n-ary, λ ∈ Λ and c ∈ Θ

In the semantic framework of (quantitative) coalgebraic modal
logic [40,30,43], formulae are interpreted in G-coalgebras for a given func-
tor G : C → C (we will be interested in C = Met), taking values in a truth value
object Ω of C. We assume that C has finite products and a terminal object. The
evaluation of a formula φ on a G-coalgebra (X, γ) is a morphism JφKγ : X → Ω.
The semantics is parametric in the following components:

– For every c ∈ Θ, a C-morphism ĉ : 1→ Ω.
– For p ∈ O with arity n, a C-morphism JpK : Ωn → Ω
– For L ∈ Λ, a C-morphism JLK : GΩ → Ω

Formula evaluation is then defined inductively by

JcKγ = X
!−→ 1

ĉ−→ Ω

Jp(φ1, . . . , φn)Kγ = JpK · 〈Jφ1Kγ , . . . , JφnKγ〉
JLφKγ = JLK ·GJφKγ · γ
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Formula evaluation is always invariant under branching-time semantics, e.g. non-
expansive under branching-time behavioural distance [30,43,20] (Section 7). We
next identify criteria for invariance under a graded semantics (α,M) for a func-
tor G : Met→Met that we fix from now on; also, we fix [0, 1] as the underlying
metric space of Ω, and occasionally write Ω for [0, 1].

Definition 21 (Graded logic). Let o : M0Ω → Ω be an M0-algebra structure
on Ω. A logic L is a graded logic (for (α,M)) if the following hold:

1. For every n-ary p ∈ O, the semantics JpK is an M0-algebra homomorphism
(Ω, o)n → (Ω, o).

2. For every L ∈ Λ, the semantics JLK factors as JLK = f ·αΩ such that the tuple
(Ω,Ω, o, o, f) constitutes an M1-algebra (that is, f satisfies homomorphy and
coequalization, cf. Section 2).

In many examples, α = id, in which case condition 2 just states that
(Ω,Ω, o, o, JLK) is an M1-algebra (non-identity α are associated, for instance,
with readiness and failure semantics [13]). Invariance additionally relies on the
requirement that formulae have uniform depth [13] in essentially the same sense
as for terms (Definition 11), with propositional operators having depth 0 and
modal operators depth 1 (and hence every depth ≥ 0 or ≥ 1, respectively, for
nullary operators), and truth constants having only depth 0. If there are no truth
constants (which happens in examples where M01 = 1), then all formulae are
uniform. We write Lunif for the set of uniform-depth L-formulae, and restrict to
uniform-depth formulae in the definition of logical distance:

Definition 22. Logical distance under the logic L on a G-coalgebra (X, γ) is
the pseudometric dL given by

dL(x, y) =
∨{dΩ(JφKγ(x), JφKγ (y)) | φ ∈ Lunif}.

We say that L is invariant with respect to a graded semantics (α,M), if for all
G-coalgebras we have that dL ≤ dα, and expressive if dL ≥ dα.

Theorem 23 (Invariance). Let L be a graded logic for (α,M). Then the eval-
uation maps JφKγ of uniform-depth L-formulae φ on G-coalgebras (X, γ) are
non-expansive w.r.t. behavioural distance dα, and hence L is invariant.

The proof is based on showing, by induction on φ, the stronger property
that the evaluation functions JφKγ of depth-n formulae φ factor through M0-
homomorphisms JφKM : Mn1→ Ω, as used in earlier formulations of the seman-
tics [13,17], with canonicity of Mn1 (Lemma 8) being the key property in the
step for modalities.

Example 24. We have a graded logic Lmtrace for metric trace semantics (Ex-
ample 10) featuring modalities ♦a for all a ∈ A, a single truth constant 1,
and no propositional operators. For the semantics, we take the truth object Ω

to be the Pω-algebra ([0, 1],∨), with 1̂ : 1 → [0, 1] being constantly 1 and
J♦aK : Pω(A × Ω) → Ω given by J♦aK(U) =

∨

(b,v)∈U (1 − d(a, b)) ∧ v. Lmtrace

remains invariant under metric trace semantics when extended with proposi-
tional operators that are non-expansive join-semilattice morphisms, such as ∨.
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Remark 25. In previous work [34,13,18], uniform depth was a technical ne-
cessity to define the semantics of formulae. Defining graded logic as a frag-
ment of coalgebraic modal logic, as we do here, gives a well-defined semantics
even to non-uniform depth formulae, for which, however, invariance fails in gen-
eral: As a counterexample, instantiate Example 5.1 with the monad T = P ,
the functor FX = X × X , and the Kleisli distributive law λ : FT → TF

given by λX(A,B) = X × Y for A,B ⊆ X . These data induce a minimal
form of tree-shaped-trace semantics: For a state x in a TF -coalgebra (X, γ),
γ(n)(x) ∈ TFn1 = P(1) records whether the complete binary tree of depth n

can be executed at x; we view P(1) as a discrete metric space, correspond-
ing to the Hausdorff metric (indeed the counterexample works also in the two-
valued setting). We define a graded logic L over (Ω, o), where Ω = [0, 1] and
o : PΩ → Ω takes suprema. The logic contains a truth constant ⊤, where
⊤̂ : 1 → Ω is the constant map to 1. We also have a binary modal operator ♦,
with J♦K : P(Ω2 × Ω2) → Ω defined as J♦K(S) = o(Pπ1(S)) ∧ o(Pπ4(S)) where
πi is the i-th projection of Ω2 × Ω2 ∼= Ω4; that is, ♦(φ1, φ2) is the degree to
which there is a successor pair whose first component satisfies φ1 and whose
second component satisfies φ2. We define a TF -coalgebra ({x, y, z}, γ) where
γ(x) = {(z, z)}, γ(y) = {(x, z)}, and γ(z) = ∅. Then x and y disagree by 1 on
the non-uniform formula ♦(♦(⊤,⊤),⊤), even though dα(x, y) = 0.

6 Expressivity Criteria

We proceed to adapt expressivity criteria appearing in previous work on two-
valued behavioural equivalences [13,17] to the quantitative setting, which poses
quite specific challenges. A key role in the treatment of expressiveness of logics
will be played by the notion of initiality.

Definition 26. A cone in a category is a family of morphisms fi : A → Bi

with joint domain A. A cone of nonexpansive maps is initial if A carries the
(pseudo-)metric induced from the (pseudo-)metrics di on Bi via fi, explicitly:
d(x, y) =

∨

i di(fi(x), fi(y)).

Using this notion, the definition of expressivity can be rephrased as follows: L is
expressive if for every G-coalgebra (X, γ), the cone of all evaluation maps JφKγ
of uniform-depth formulae φ is initial on (X, dα).

Remark 27. In the branching-time case, a stronger notion of expressiveness,
roughly phrased as density of the set of depth-n formulae in the set of non-
expansive properties at depth n, follows from expressiveness under certain ad-
ditional conditions [20,41,42,44,30], using lattice-theoretic variants of the Stone-
Weierstraß theorem. We show in the appendix that the analogue of the Stone-
Weierstraß theorem in general fails for coarser semantics. Also, for semantics
coarser than branching time, expressiveness in the sense of Definition 22 can
often be established using more economic sets of propositional operators (e.g. no
propositional operators at all), for which density will clearly fail.
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Definition 28. An initiality invariant is a property Φ of sets A ⊆Met(X,Ω)
of nonexpansive functions (such sets are a special form of cones) such that (i)
every cone satisfying Φ is initial, and (ii) Φ is upwards closed w.r.t. subset in-
clusion. A graded logic L consisting of Θ, O, Λ is Φ-type depth-0 separating if
the family of maps {o ·M0ĉ : 1 → Ω | c ∈ Θ} has property Φ. Moreover, L is
Φ-type depth-1 separating if whenever A is a canonical M1-algebra of the form
Mn1 (Proposition 15) and A is a set of M0-homomorphisms A0 → Ω that has
property Φ and is closed under the propositional operators in O, then the set

Λ(A) := {JLK#(g) : A1 → Ω | L ∈ Λ, g ∈ A, }

has property Φ, where JLK#(g) is the (by canonicity, unique) morphism making
the following diagram commute:

M1A0 M1Ω

A1 Ω

M1g

a10 f

JLK#(g)

Example 29. 1. Initiality itself is an initiality invariant. If Φ is initiality, then
we say ‘initial-type’ for ‘Φ-type’.

2. We say that A ⊆Met(X,Ω) is normed isometric if whenever d(x, y) > ǫ for
x, y ∈ X and ǫ > 0, then there is some f ∈ A such that |f(x) − f(y)| > ǫ

and f(x) ∨ f(y) = 1. Normed isometry is an initiality invariant.

Theorem 30 (Expressiveness). Let Φ be an initiality invariant, and sup-
pose that a graded logic L is both Φ-type depth-0 separating and Φ-type depth-1
separating. Then L is expressive.

Remark 31. Our definition of separation differs from that of previous instan-
tiations of the framework of graded semantics in several ways. Most obvious is
the parametrization by a property Φ. Choosing a Φ other than initiality amounts
to strengthening the induction hypothesis in the inductive proof of Theorem 30.
We will see that this is needed even in very simple examples in the quantitative
setting (nothing comparable being needed in the two-valued case [13,17])

Moreover, we have phrased separation in terms of the specific canonical alge-
bras Mn1 on which it is needed, rather than on unrestricted canonical algebras
like in previous work [13,17]. This occasionally allows exploiting additional prop-
erties of Mn1. In particular, we use that for graded monads Mn = TFnX arising
from Kleisli distributive laws (Example 5.1), Mn1 is free as an M0-algebra.

Example 32. 1. Metric Streams: A simple example for failure of initial-
type separation is the following: Metric streams, i.e. streams over a metric space
of labels (A, dA), are coalgebras for the functor G = A × −. The behavioural
distance on streams is captured by the ‘branching’-time graded semantics that
uses the graded monad Gn = An×{−} (cf. Example 7). Expressivity of a logic L
that has modalities ♦a for all a ∈ A, with interpretation J♦aK : A× [0, 1]→ [0, 1]
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given by (b, v) 7→ (1 − dA(a, b)) ∧ v, no propositional operators, and the truth
constant 1 can be shown using Theorem 30: L is Φ-type depth-0 separating and
Φ-type depth-1 separating for Φ being normed isometry. On the other hand, L
fails to be initial-type depth-1 separating, illustrating the necessity of the general
form of Theorem 30.

2. Metric transition systems: The graded logic Lmtrace for metric trace se-
mantics (Example 24), in the version with no propositional operators, is Φ-type
depth-0 separating and Φ-type depth-1 separating for Φ being normed isometry,
and hence is expressive by Theorem 30. We thus improve on an example from
recent work based on Galois connections [5], where application of the general
framework required the inclusion of propositional shift operators (which were
subsequently eliminated in an ad-hoc manner).

Remark 33. In a recent approach based on Galois connections [5,6], logics are
related to fixpoints of behaviour functions induced by the logic itself (similar to
approaches that define trace semantics via intended characteristic logics [28]),
while our present interest is in providing logical characterizations of given be-
havioural distances. In the Galois setting, one considers complete lattices L (‘log-
ics’) and B (‘behaviours’) where in typical instances, L consists of sets of (quan-
titative) predicates on a set X , and B of pseudometrics on X (or indeed on
a different set, such as P(X)). The Galois connection then consists of a map
α : L → B that assigns to a set of predicates the least pseudometric making all
predicates non-expansive, and a map γ : B→ L that assigns to each pseudometric
its set of non-expansive predicates. One then designs a logic function log : L→ L

on the basis of a given coalgebra, whose least fixpoint represents the semantics
of the logic, and which induces a behaviour map beh = α · log · γ : B→ B whose
least fixpoint yields a notion of behavioural distance. Under suitable conditions,
one obtains that logical and behavioural distance coincide; notably, these in-
clude compatibility of log with the closure γ · α of the Galois connection, which
roughly speaking amounts to depth-1 separation of the logic w.r.t. its own Kan-
torovich lifting [3,6]. The Galois framework is highly general but on the other
hand offers little guidance on how to set up the logic function. By comparison,
the framework of graded logic comes with more definite recipes in the shape of
the conditions in Definition 21, and then yields invariance entirely for free.

7 Examples

The recipe outlined above and applied in the following examples can be sum-
marized as follows: One first casts the desired behavioural metric as a graded
semantics, that is, a depth-1 graded monad M and the appropriate α. If M has
the form of a trace semantics, in many cases the check that M is depth-1 fol-
lows from application of the techniques outlined in Section 4. Then one identifies
a candidate for a characteristic logic L, checking that all operators satisfy the
axioms of graded logics. Invariance of L under the graded semantics then fol-
lows automatically. Expressivity can then be shown by providing an appropriate
initiality invariant Φ and showing Φ-type depth-0 and Φ-type depth-1 separation.
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Branching-Time semantics Any functor G yields a graded monad given by
iterated application of G, that is Mn = Gn, and by unit and multiplication
being identity [34]. In general, the finite-depth branching-time semantics of a
G-coalgebra (X, γ) is defined via its canonical cone (pi : X → Gi1)i<ω into the

final sequence 1
!←− G1

G!←− G21 ← . . . of G. The pi are defined inductively by
p0 = ! : X → 1 and pi+1 = Gpi · γ. This semantics is captured by the graded
monad Mn = Gn and α = id [34]. More specifically, the finite-depth branching-
time behavioural distance of states x, y ∈ X is

∨

i<ω d(pi(x), pi(y)), and thus
agrees with the graded behavioural distance obtained via the graded semantics
in the graded monad Mn = Gn. This monad has M0 = id , so that the cor-
responding graded logics are just branching-time logics without further restric-
tion [34,13]. Coalgebraic quantitative logics of this kind have received some recent
attention [20,41,42,44,2,27,30]. Suppose Λ is a finite separating set of modalities,
i.e. the maps JLK ·Gf : GX → Ω, with L ranging over modalities and f over non-
expansive maps X → Ω, form an initial cone. Moreover, let O contain truth 1,
meet ∧, fuzzy negation ¬ (i.e. ¬x = 1− x), and truncated addition of constants
(−) ⊕ c. Then one shows using a variant of the Stone-Weierstraß theorem [44]
that the graded logic L given by Λ, O, and Θ = ∅ is initial-type depth-0 sepa-
rating and initial-type depth-1 separating. By Theorem 30, we obtain that L is
expressive. Previous work on quantitative branching-time logics [44,30,41,42,20]
discusses, amongst other things, conditions on G that allow concluding expres-
siveness even for infinite-depth behavioural distance.

Eilenberg-Moore Semantics We have seen examples of graded monads TFn

arising from Kleisli distributive laws FT → TF (Example 5.1). An Eilenberg-
Moore (EM) distributive law is a natural transformation λ : TF → FT for a func-
tor F and a monad T , subject to coherence with the monad structure [26]. We
then have a graded semantics (id,Mλ), where Mλ

n = FnT [34]. Eilenberg-Moore
laws correspond to liftings F̃ : EM(T ) → EM(T ) of F to the Eilenberg-Moore
category EM(T ) of T [26]. Coalgebras γ : X → FTX admit a generalized pow-
erset construction, γ# : TX → FTX [26]. Eilenberg-Moore semantics typically
applies to variants of word automata; e.g., reactive probabilistic automata are
FT -coalgebras for F = 2× (−)A and T = Dω . The usual notion of (finite-depth)
behavioural equivalence on the determinization is langauge equivalence. It is ob-
tained as a natural quotient of the arising graded semantics (which in general
also includes information about traces) [34], with which it agrees if T 1 ∼= 1 [19],
e.g. on probabilistic automata.

Logics for EM-Semantics: The graded monad M
λ admits a complete char-

acterization of operators admissible in graded logics. Propositional operators
are precisely T -algebra homomorphisms (Ω, o)n → (Ω, o) (e.g. affine maps in
case T = Dω), and one can show that the admissible n-ary modal opera-
tors are precisely the maps of the form g · Fo〈n〉 where g is a homomorphism
F̃ (Ω, o)n → (Ω, o) and o〈n〉 : T (Ωn) → Ωn is the algebra structure of the n-
fold product (Ω, o)n in EM(T ). Moreover, let Φ be an initiality invariant and
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L = (Θ,O, Λ) a graded logic for (id,Mλ). Then Φ-type depth-1 separation holds
for L iff Φ-type depth-1 separation holds for L′ = (Θ,O, Λ′) w.r.t. the semantics
(id,MF ) of F -coalgebras, where Λ′ = {g : FΩn → Ω | g · Fo〈n〉 ∈ Λ}. If F

is the machine functor F = Ω × −A on Met, consider the set of modalities
Λ′ = {f} ∪ {♦a | a ∈ A}, where f has arity 0, while the ♦a have arity 1. The
semantics is defined by JfK(v, δ) = v and J♦aK(v, δ) = δ(a), that is, the modali-
ties are the projections of the infinite product constructed by F . Then Λ′ forms
a separating set of modalities for (id,MF ), and by abstract reasoning the corre-
sponding set Λ contains only valid graded modalities for (id,Mλ). Therefore we
always have an expressive logic for cases where the F = Ω × −A. We spell this
out in greater detail in the appendix.

Kleisli Semantics In contrast to Eilenberg-Moore semantics, where expres-
sivity follows automatically from general results for a large class of important
examples, semantics that arise via Kleisli-laws, treated in the following, tend to
require a more individual approach. Many examples involve strengthening of the
initiality invariant Φ to prove depth-1 separation, and as we will see, in some
cases an expressive and invariant logic in fact fails to exist.

Fuzzy Trace semantics A fuzzy A-labelled transition system (fuzzy LTS)
(e.g. [11,45,46,27]) consists of a set (or metric space) X of states and a fuzzy
transition relation R : X ×A×X → [0, 1], with A discrete. A fuzzy LTS (X,R)
is finitely branching if {(a, y) | R(x, a, y) > 0} is finite for every x ∈ X . Equiva-
lently, a finitely branching fuzzy LTS is a coalgebra for the functor Fω(A×(−)).

The fuzzy trace monad: A natural notion of fuzzy trace semantics of fuzzy tran-
sition systems is given by assigning to each state x of a fuzzy LTS (X,R) a fuzzy
trace set Tr(x) ∈ Fω(A∗) where

Tr(x)(a1 . . . an) =
∨{∧n

i=1 R(xi−1, ai, xi) | x = x0, x1, . . . , xn ∈ X}.

This notion of trace relates, for instance, to a notion of fuzzy path that is im-
plicit in the semantics of fuzzy computation tree logic [35] and to notions of
fuzzy language accepted by fuzzy automata (e.g. [4]). We equip the set A∗ of
traces with the discrete metric, and then obtain a notion of fuzzy trace dis-
tance dT of states x, y, given by the distance of Tr(x), Tr(y) in Fω(A∗), which
simplifies to dT (x, y) =

∨

w∈A∗ |Tr(x)(w) − Tr(y)(w)|. To define the graded se-

mantics, consider the distributive law λ : A × Fω(−) → Fω(A × −) given by
λ(a, U)(a, x) = U(x) and λ(a, U)(b, x) = 0 for b 6= a. By instantiating Exam-
ple 5.1 we thus obtain the graded fuzzy trace monad Mn = Fω(An × (−)). We
show in the appendix (Section A.5) that Fω is a monad presented by the fol-
lowing quantitative equational theory: Take a binary operation +, a constant 0,
and unary operations r for every r ∈ [0, 1]. Impose strict equations (=0) saying
that +, 0 form a join semilattice structure and that the operations r define an
action of the monoid ([0, 1],∧) (e.g. r(s(x)) =0 (r ∧ s)(x)). Finally, impose basic
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quantatitive inferences x =ǫ y ⊢ r(x) =ǫ s(y) for r, s ∈ [0, 1] such that |r−s| ≤ ǫ.
By Lemma 19, the graded fuzzy trace monad Mn = Fω(An ×X) (with A dis-
crete) is presented by the above algebraic description of Fω at depth 0, with
additional depth-1 unary operations a for a ∈ A and strict depth-1 equations
a(x+ y) =0 a(x) + a(y), a(0) =0 0, and a(r(x)) =0 r(a(x)).

Fuzzy trace logic: Again, we use [0, 1] as the truth value object, interpreting
the additional algebraic structure by meets in [0, 1]. We define modal opera-
tors ♦a for a ∈ A, with interpretation J♦aK : M1[0, 1] → [0, 1] by J♦aK(A) =
∨

v∈[0,1] A(a, v)∧ v, thus capturing the usual fuzzy diamond modality (e.g. [16]).

Additionally we have a truth constant ⊤, with ⊤̂ being the constant map 1.
Again, the logic remains invariant when extended with additional non-expansive
propositional operators that are homomorphic w.r.t. the operations in the pre-
sentation of Fω. This logic is initial-type depth-0 separating and initial-type
depth-1 separating, and hence expressive for fuzzy trace distance by Theorem 30,
a result that appears to be new.

Probabilistic Trace Semantics Similarly, finitely branching probabilistic
metric transition systems with transition labels in A are coalgebras for the func-
tor Dω(A⊞ (−)). When A is discrete (in which case A⊞ (−) = A× (−)), then
we speak of probabilistic labelled transition systems.

Probabilistic (metric) trace semantics: The probabilistic (metric) trace seman-
tics [10] of a probabilistic transition system calculates, at each depth n, a
distribution over length-n traces. This semantics is captured as the graded
semantics induced by the graded probabilistic (metric) trace monad M

ptrace,
with Mptrace

n = Dω(A⊞n ⊞ (−)). Setting α = id, one obtains a notion of depth-n
probabilistic trace distance dptracen , which takes Kantorovich distances of depth-n
trace distributions under the Manhattan distance on traces. The arising notion
of behavioural distance is then probabilistic trace distance dptrace =

∨

n<ω dptracen .

The monad Dω on Met may be presented by the quantitative theory of inter-
polative barycentric algebras [33], a quantitative version of the theory of convex
algebras that has binary operations +p for all p ∈ [0, 1] (and axioms that we do
not repeat here). By Lemma 19, the graded monad M

ptrace is presented by this
theory at depth 0 and additional depth-1 operations a for all a ∈ A, subject to
the axioms

⊢ a(x+p y) =0 a(x) +p a(y) x =ǫ y ⊢ a(x) =ǫ⊕d(a,b) b(y)

for a, b ∈ A. (Replacing the second axiom with x =ǫ y ⊢ a(x) =ǫ∨d(a,b) b(y) will
induce a graded monad M such that MnX is carried by Dω(An×X) but carries,
by Example 17, a metric strictly smaller than that of the space Dω(An ×X).)

Probabilistic trace logic: As we have shown expressivity of logics with diamond-
type modalities for trace semantics in both metric and fuzzy transition systems,
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as well as for most instance of Eilenberg-Moore-type trace semantics, one might
expect this pattern to continue for the distribution monad, or even generalize to
arbitrary monads. However, instead we have the following negative result:

Theorem 34. Let L = (Θ,O, Λ) be a coalgebraic modal logic with unary modal-
ities for the functor Dω(A ⊞ −), over a non-discrete metric space A of labels.
Then dL 6= dα.

In other words, no branching-time quantitative modal logic for probabilistic met-
ric transition systems has a compositionally defined fragment that characterizes
probabilistic metric trace distance, as long as modalities are restricted to be
unary. In particular, the logic featuring modalities ♦a for a ∈ A, with ♦aφ

being the expected truth value of φ restricted to a-successors, fails to character-
ize probabilistic trace distance (even though it characterizes probabilistic trace
equivalence [13]) We emphasize that this result does not assume that L is a
graded logic in the sense of Definition 21. We leave the question of whether a
characteristic logic with higher-arity modalities exists as an open problem.

8 Conclusions

We have developed a generic framework for linear-time/branching-time spectra
of behavioural distances on state-based systems in coalgebraic generality, cov-
ering, for instance, metric, probabilistic, and fuzzy transition systems. The key
abstraction in the framework is the notion of a graded monad on the category
of metric spaces, and an arising notion of quantitative graded semantics. We
have provided a graded quantitative algebraic system for the description of such
graded monads (extending the existing non-graded system [33]), as well as a
notion of graded logic that is invariant under the given graded semantics, in the
sense of being nonexpansive w.r.t. behavioural distance. We have shown that
such graded logics are expressive under natural conditions, a criterion that we
have exploited to show expressiveness of, e.g., logics for metric traces and fuzzy
traces, respectively, as well as generic logics for Eilenberg-Moore-type trace se-
mantics [26]. Contrasting with these positive results, in particular with the last,
we have shown that there does not exist any expressive logic for probabilistic
metric trace distance, an instance of Kleisli-type trace semantics [25].

One important next step in the development will be to identify a generic
game-based characterization of behavioural distances in the framework of graded
semantics, generalizing work specific to metric transition systems [14] and build-
ing on game-based concepts for two-valued graded semantics [19].
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A Appendix: Additional Details and Omitted Proofs

We give details and proofs omitted in the main body. The example of Eilenberg-
Moore semantics in Section 7 is provided with additional details and underscored
with further examples in a preprint available on arXiv [21].

A.1 Details for Section 4

Proof of Proposition 14 Let T = (Σ, δ, E) be a depth-1 graded quantitative
equational theory and M the graded monad it induces.

1. We show that Diagram (4.1) is a coequalizer. Elements of M1MnX are
represented as equivalence classes [s] of depth-1-terms over depth-n terms over
variables from X ; we briefly refer to such terms s as layered terms. More presicely
speaking, the element of [s] ∈ M1MnX represented by s is formed by first
taking the equivalence classes of the lower depth-n terms, and then taking the
equivalence class of the depth-1 tern over MnX thus obtained. We write s̄ for
the collapse of s into a deptn-n + 1 term over X , so s̄ represents the element
µ10([s]) ∈Mn+1X . Given layered terms s, t, d(µ1n

X ([s]), µ1n
X ([t])) = ǫ implies that

there is a proof for s̄ =ǫ t̄ in the context ΓX = {x =δ y | x, y ∈ X, d(x, y) = δ}.
Approximate equalities of layered terms in M1MnX are derived by regard-

ing the lower depth-n terms as variables, assembled in a context Γ0 containing
all derivable approximate equalities among then, and then applying the usual
derivation system to the upper depth-1 terms. The coequalizer of M1µ

0n
X and

µ10MnX as in (4.1) is formed by additionally allowing deriviation steps using
strict equalities where depth-0 operations are shifted from the upper depth-1
layer to the lower depth-n layer. Equivalently (by (nexp), which on strict equal-
ities acts like a congruence rule), this amounts to using as assumptions, instead
of just Γ0, all approximate equalities u =ǫ v among depth-0 terms u, v over
depth-n terms over X (i.e. representatives of elements of M0MnX) that hold in
MnX (i.e. the elements of M0MnX represented by u, v are identified up to ǫ by
µ0n); that is, we assume, in the upper-layer depth-1 deriviations, not only the
metric structure of MnX but also the structure of MnX as an M0-algebra. We
write ∆ for the set of these assumptions.

We now claim that whenever s̄ =ǫ t̄ is derivable in context ΓX for layered
terms s, t, then s =ǫ t is derivable, as a depth-1 approximate equality, from
the assumptions in ∆ (of course, like the usual assumptions on variables, the
assumptions in ∆ cannot be substituted into). By the above discussion, it follows
that (4.1) is indeed a coequalizer. We proceed by induction on the derivation of
s̄ =ǫ t̄, distinguishing cases on the last step. We note that since s̄, t̄ have depth
at least 1, the case for (assn) does not occur. The remaining cases are as follows.

– (refl): In this case, the layered terms s and t collapse into syntactically iden-
tical terms, which implies that they differ only by shifting depth-0 operations
between the upper depth-1 layer and the lower depth-n layer, and hence are
derivably equal under ∆.
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– Steps using (sym), (triang), (wk), and (arch) can just be copied. As
an example, we treat the case for (triang) in detail: Since approximate
equalities derivable in context ΓX are uniform-depth and use only variables
from ΓX , the intermediate term used in the last step is necessarily a depth-
n+1 term over X , and therefore a collapse w̄ of some layered term w. That
is, we have concluded s̄ =ǫ t̄ from s̄ =δ1 w̄ and w̄ =δ2 t̄ where ǫ = δ1+ δ2. By
induction, s =δ1 w and w =δ2 t are derivable under ∆, and then the same
holds for s =ǫ t.

– (nexp): Nonexpansiveness of an operation f is equivalently phrased as a
basic quantitative inference x1 =ǫ y1, . . . , xn =ǫ yn ⊢ f(x1, . . . , xn) =ǫ

f(y1, . . . , yn), so we omit this case, referring to the case for (ax).
– (ax): In this case, we have applied an axiom Γ ⊢ u =ǫ v, and derived

uσ =ǫ vσ from σ(x) =δ σ(y) for all (x =δ y) ∈ Γ . First we consider the case
that u, v are depth-0. Then for (x =δ y) ∈ Γ , σ(x) and σ(y) have depth n+1,
and hence arise by collapsing layered terms wx, wy; by induction, wx =δ wy is
derivable under ∆, and again applying Γ ⊢ u =ǫ v, we obtain that uσ′ = vσ′

is derivable under ∆ where σ′ is the substitution given by σ′(x) = wx. Since
the layered terms uσ′ and vσ′ collapse to s̄ and t̄, respectively, they differ
from s and t, respectively, only by shifting depth-0 operations between the
layers, and hence s =ǫ t is derivable under ∆.
The remaining case is that u, v have depth 1. In this case, for (x =δ y) ∈ Γ ,
σ(x) and σ(y) have depth n, and σ(x) =δ σ(y) is derivable, hence in ∆.
We write uσ and vσ for the layered terms with depth-1 layer given by u

and v, respectively, and depth-n layer given by σ. Then uσ =ǫ vσ is derivable
under ∆. The layered terms uσ and vσ differ from s and t, respectively,
at most by shifting depth-0 operations between the depth-1 layer and the
depth-n layer, so s =ǫ t is also derivable under ∆.
2. Second, we show that the µnk are epi. The µ1k are (regular) epimorphisms

since diagram 4.1 is a coequalizer diagram. This implies that all µnk are epi. To
see this, first note that each µ0k is split epi by the unit law µ0kηMk = idMk

.
We show that µnk is epi by induction on n. The base cases n ≤ 1 are already
discharged. For the step from n to n+1, recall the associative law µn+1,kµ1nMk =
µ1,m+kM1µ

nk. We have that µ1,m+k is epi, and by induction, so is M1µ
nk. Thus,

both sides of the associative law are epi. It follows that µ(n+1)k is epi as desired.
⊓⊔

A.2 Details on Section 4

Fix k : [0, 1]2 → [0, 1] such that

1. x+ y ≥ z and x′ + y′ ≥ z′ implies k(x, x′) + k(y, y′) ≥ k(z, z′).
2. k(x, y) = 0 if and only if x = y = 0

Put dA⊗B((a, b), (a
′, b′)) = k(d(a, a′), d(b, b′)).

Lemma 35. The function dA⊗B defined above is a metric on the set A×B.



25

Proof. For reflexivity, we have that dA⊗B((a, b), (a, b)) = k(dA(a, a), dB(b, b)) =
k(0, 0) = 0. For positivity, suppose that dA⊗B((a, b), (a

′, b′)) = 0. Then
k(d(a, a′), d(b, b′)) = 0, implying d(a, a′) = 0 and thus a = a′ and similarly
b = b′, therefore (a, a′) = (b, b′). For the triangle inequality, we have that

dA⊗B((a, b), (a
′, b′)) + dA⊗B((a

′, b′), (a′′, b′′))

= k(d(a, a′), d(b, b′)) + k(d(a′, a′′), d(b′, b′′))

≥ k(d(a, a′′), d(b, b′′))

= dA⊗B((a, b), (a
′′, b′′)).

⊓⊔

Lemma 36. The p-norms for 1 ≤ p ∈ N with discount factor δ ∈ (0, 1], i.e.
k(x, y) =

p
√

xp + (δy)p, satisfy these conditions.

Proof. For the second condition: It is clear that k(0, 0) = 0. So suppose k(x, y) =
0. This is the case if and only if xp +(δy)p = 0, which in turn implies x = y = 0.
For the first condition, suppose that x+ y ≥ z and x′ + y′ ≥ z′. Then

k(x, x′) + k(y, y′)

= p
√

xp + (δy)p + p
√

x′p + (δy′)p

≥ p
√

(x + x′)p + ((δy) + (δy′))p (Minkowski inequality)

≥ p
√

zp + (δz′)p (Monotonicity of +, p
√
− and δ·)

= k(z, z′)

⊓⊔

Lemma 37. The sup norm k(x, y) = x ∨ δy satisfies these conditions.

Proof. Satisfaction of the second condition is obvious, we show the first con-
dition. Assume x + y ≥ z and x′ + y′ ≥ z′. Then k(x, x′) + k(y, y′) =
(x ∨ δx′) + (y ∨ δy′) ≥ (x+ y) ∨ (δx′ + δy′) ≥ z ∨ δz′ = k(z, z′) ⊓⊔

Proof of Lemma 18 Let (a, s), (b, t) ∈ A ⊞ TX where s = g(x1, . . . , xn) and
t = h(y1, . . . , ym) are terms of TX written in form of a algebraic equational
theory associated to T . Then we have that d((a, s), (b, t)) = d(a, b) ⊕ d(s, t).
Therefore

d(λX(a, s), λX(b, t))

= d(g((a, x1), . . . , (a, xn)), h(((b, y1), . . . , (b, ym))))

≤ d(g((a, x1), . . . , (a, xn)), g(((b, x1), . . . , (b, xn))))

⊕ d(g((b, x1), . . . , (b, xn)), h(((b, y1), . . . , (b, ym))))

≤ d(a, b)⊕ d(g((b, x1), . . . , (b, xn)), h(((b, y1), . . . , (b, ym))))

= d(a, b)⊕ d(s, t) = d((a, s), (b, t))

⊓⊔
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Proof of Lemma 19 We proceed in two parts. First, we show that (MnX)n∈N

is a quantitative graded T [A] algebra, i.e. a quantitative algebra [33], extended
with grades in the obvious way (generalized from the set-based concept [13]).
Second, we show that (MnX)n∈N is generated from X vie the operations of
T [A]. Lastly, we prove completeness of the axioms with respect to this algebra.
We interpret depth-0 operations on MnX = T (A⊗n ⊗X), ensuring satisfaction
of T , using the fact that T is the monad generated by T , so that every set TY is
a free T -algebra. Depth-1 operations a are given by the functions an : T (A⊗n ⊗
−) → T (A⊗n+1 ⊗ −) defined by an(s) = λA⊗n⊗X(a, s). For satisfaction of the
distributivity axiom, let v1, . . . , vn ∈ T (A⊗n ⊗X), represented as T -terms, and
let g be an n-ary operation of T ; then a(g(v1, . . . , vn)) = λ(a, g(v1, . . . , vn)) =
T 〈a, idA⊗n⊗X〉(t) = g((a, v1), . . . , (a, vn)). For the distance axiom x =ǫ y ⊢
a(x) =k(d(a,b),ǫ) b(y), let s, t ∈ T (A⊗n ⊗−). Then we have

d(a(s), b(t)) = d(λX(a, s), λX(b, t))

≤ dA⊗T (A⊗n⊗X)((a, s), (b, t))

= k(d(a, b), d(s, t)),

using non-expansiveness of λ in the second step.
Generatedness of MnX under these operations is then clear. For complete-

ness, we show that low distances in MnX are derivable using quantitative equa-
tional reasoning: Let s, t ∈ MnX = T (A⊗m ⊗ X). By generatedness, we can
write s, t as terms s = g(σ1(x1), . . . , σn(xn)), t = h(ρ1(y1), . . . , (ρm(ym)) where
g, h are T -terms, σi, ρi ∈ A⊗n, and xi, yi ∈ X for i = 1, . . . , n. Let Γ con-
tain all distances among x1, . . . , xn, y1. . . . , yn. Assume d(s, t) ≤ ǫ, then we need
to show that Γ ⊢ s =ǫ t. By completeness of the theory T for T , it is clear
that Γ ′ ⊢ s =ǫ t where Γ ′ contains all distances among the trace-poststate
pairs σ1(x1), . . . , σn(xn)), ρ1(y1), . . . , ρn(yn)). So we reduce to proving that dis-
tances of these traces can be derived, i.e. Γ ⊢ (a1, . . . , an, x) =ǫ′ (b1, . . . , bn, y)
if d((a1, . . . , an, x), (b1, . . . , bn, y)) ≤ ǫ′. This is immediate by induction over n,
where the inductive step applies the distance axiom. ⊓⊔

A.3 Details for Section 5

Proof of Theorem 23 We define for each depth-n formula φ an M0-algebra
homomorphism JφKM : Mn1→ Ω and show that on a coalgebra (X, γ), we have
JφKγ = JφKM · γ(n). The claim then follows from the fact that the JφKM are
nonexpansive and dα(x, y) ≤ dMn1(γ

(n)(x), γ(n)(y)) for x, y ∈ X . We define
JφKM recursively as follows.

– JcKM = M01
M0 ĉ−−−→M0Ω

o−→ Ω for c ∈ Θ;
– Jp(φ1, . . . , φk)KM = JpK · 〈Jφ1KM, . . . , JφkKM〉 for p ∈ O k-ary;
– JLφKM = f(Jφ′KM) for L ∈ Λ and JLK = f · αΩ as per Definition 21.

Here, the definition of modal operators is by freeness of the canonical algebra,
that is, f(Jφ′KM) is the unique morphism that makes the following square com-
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mute:

M1Mn1 M1Ω

Mn+11 Ω

M1Jφ′KM

µ1n f

f#(Jφ′KM)

(A.1)

It is straightforward to show by induction on the depth of φ that the morphism
JφKM defines a homomorphism of M0-algebras (Mn1, µ

0n) and (Ω, o), which is
needed for JLφKM to be defined.

Given a coalgebra (X, γ) and a depth-n formula φ of L, we now show by
induction on φ that JφKγ = JφKM · γ(n).

For the case of φ = c ∈ Θ we have, by unfolding definitions, that JcKγ = ĉ·!X
and JφKM · γ(n) = o ·M0ĉ ·M0!X · ηX , which are the outer paths in the following
diagram:

X 1 Ω

M0X M01 M0Ω Ω

!

ηX η1

ĉ

ηΩ
id

M0! M0 ĉ o

The squares commute by naturality of η, while commutativity of the triangle is
implied by o being an M0-algebra.

The step for formulae of the form φ = p(φ1, . . . , φn) is immediate from the
definitions. For φ = Lφ′ with φ′ being of uniform depth n, we have

JφKγ = JLK ·GJφ′Kγ · γ
= f · αΩ ·GJφ′Kγ · γ
= f ·M1Jφ

′Kγ · αX · γ (naturality of α)

= f ·M1Jφ
′KM ·M1γ

(n) · αX · γ (induction)

= f#(Jφ′KM) · µ1n ·M1γ
(n) · αX · γ (A.1)

= JφKM · γ(n+1) (definitions)

⊓⊔

A.4 Details for Section 6

Details for Remark 27 We make explicit the fact that given an initial cone
A of Pω-homomorphisms (i.e. quantitative join semilattice homomorphisms)
A → [0, 1], the closure of A under all admissible propositional operators (i.e.
Pω-homomorphisms [0, 1]k → [0, 1]) may not be dense in the space of all
Pω-homomorphisms A → [0, 1], even when A is free. Take for instance the
Pω-algebra Pω(X, dX) where X = {a, b, c} with d(a, b) = d(b, c) = 0.3 and
d(a, c) = 0.4. We attempt to recover the Pω-homomorphism f : Pω(X, dX) →
[0, 1] uniquely defined by f({a}) = 0.6, f({b}) = 0.8, f({c}) = 1 and f({d}) = 0.
We define a set A as above as consisting of all join semilattice homomorphisms g
where either a) g 6≤ f or b) g({c}) < 1. This set of functions is initial. We show
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that A is also closed under the propositional operators mentioned above: Let
o : [0, 1]n → [0, 1] be a join semilattice homomorphism, and let g1, . . . , gn ∈ A.
We have to show that o〈gi〉 ∈ A. It is clear that o〈gi〉 is a join semilattice mor-
phism. For the remaining property, we distinguish cases as follows.

– Suppose that o(1, . . . , 1) < 1. Then by monotonicity of join semilattice mor-
phisms, o(〈gi〉i≤n({c})) < 1, so o〈gi〉 ∈ A.

– Otherwise, o(1n) = 1. By join continuity, the set J = {j ∈ {1, . . . , n} |
o(0j−110n−j−1) = 1} is nonempty. Since o preserves the empty join, i.e.
o(0n) = 0, we know by nonexpansiveness that

o(0j−1v0n−j−1) = v for all j ∈ J . (A.2)

If gj({c}) < 1 for all j ∈ J , then o(〈gi〉i≤n({c})) < 1 by join continuity, so
o〈gi〉 ∈ A as claimed. Otherwise, we have j ∈ J such that gj({c}) = 1. Since
gj ∈ A, this means that we have z ∈ X such that gj(z) > f(z), implying
by (A.2) that o(0j−1gj(z)0

n−j−1) = gj(z) > f(z) and thus o(〈gi〉i≤n(z)) >
f(z) by monotonicity. Thus, o〈gi〉 6≤ f , so o〈gi〉 ∈ A.

On the other hand, it is clear that A is not dense in Alg0(M)(Pω(X), [0, 1]).

Proof of Theorem 30 We have to show that the closure of the family of maps

{JφK : Mn1→ [0, 1] | φ is a depth-n formula}

under the propositional operators in O has property Φ and is thus initial for
each n. We proceed by induction on n. The base case n = 0 is immediate by Φ-
type depth-0 separation. For the inductive step let A denote the set of evaluations
Mn1→ Ω of depth-n formulae. By the induction hypothesis, A has property Φ.
By definition, A is closed under propositional operators in O. By Φ-type depth-1
separation, it follows that set

{JLK#(JφK) | L ∈ Λ, φ a depth-n formula}

has property Φ, proving the claim. ⊓⊔

Details on Example 32.1 (Metric Streams) In the following, we write
Lstream for the logic of metric streams featuring only the truth constant 1 and
modalities ♦a for a ∈ A.

Lemma 38. Lstream is normed isometric depth-0 and normed isometric depth-1
separating.

Proof. For normed isometric depth-0 separation, note that M01 = 1 and that
J⊤K = M0⊤̂ is defined by ∗ 7→ 1, so that {J⊤K} is normed isometric. For normed
isometric depth-1 separation, note that since M0 = id in the present case, canon-
ical M1-algebras have the form id : GA0 → A1 = GA0 = A × A0. Let A be
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such a canonical M1-algebra, and let A be a normed isometric set of morphisms
A0 → Ω. Let (a, v), (b, w) ∈M1A0 = A×A0. Since A is normed isometric, there
is f ∈ A such that f(v) = 1 and f(w) = 1−d(v, w). To show that Λ(A) is normed
isometric, we show that J♦aK(f) ∈ Λ(A) exhibits the required properties. On the
one hand, we have

J♦aK
#(f)((a, v))

= J♦aK((a, f(v))

= min{1− d(a, a), f(v)}
= f(v)

= 1

and on the other hand,

J♦aK
#(f)((b, w))

= J♦aK((b, f(w)))

= min{1− d(a, b), f(w)}
= min{1− d(a, b), 1− d(v, w)}
= 1−max{d(a, b), d(v, w)}
= 1− d((a, v), (b, w)).

⊓⊔
Proposition 39. Lstream is not initial-type depth-1 separating.

Proof. Let A = {a, b} with d(a, b) = 0.8. Let A be a canonical M1-algebra
(described as in the proof of Lemma 38) with A0 = {v, w} where d(v, w) = 0.5.
The map f : A0 → Ω defined by f(w) = 0.25 and f(v) = 0.75 is thus initial; we
show that Λ({f}) = {J♦aK

#(f), J♦bK
#(f)} (a set of maps A1 = A × A0 → Ω)

is not, thus proving the claim (recall that there are no propositional operators).
For J♦aK

#(f), we have

|J♦aK
#(f)((a, v)) − J♦aK

#(f)((b, w))|
= |J♦aK((a, f(v))) − J♦aK((b, f(w))|
= |min{1− d(a, a), f(v)} −min{1− d(a, b), f(w)}|
= |f(v)−min{1− d(a, b), f(w)}|
= |0.75−min{0.2, 0.25}| = 0.55

Moreover, for J♦bK
#(f), we have

|J♦bK
#(f)((a, v)) − J♦bK

#(f)((b, w))|
= |J♦bK((a, f(v))) − J♦bK((b, f(w))|
= |min{1− d(b, a), f(v)} −min{1− d(b, b), f(w)}|
= |min{1− d(b, a), f(v)} − f(w)}|
= |min{0.2, 0.75}− 0.25}| = 0.05.

Since d((a, v), (b, w)) = 0.8, this shows that Λ(A) is not initial. ⊓⊔
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Details on Example 32.2 (Metric Transition Systems)

Lemma 40. The graded quantitative theory in Example 20 induces the graded
monad Pω(L

n ×−)
Proof. By Lemma 19, it suffices to show that the natural transformation λ : A×
Pω− → Pω(A × −) given by λX(a, S) = {(a, s) | s ∈ S} is nonexpansive. Let
(a, S), (b, T ) ∈ A× PωX for a metric space X . Then

d(λX(a, S), λX(b, T ))

=
(

∨

s∈S

∧

t∈T

d((a, s), (b, t))
)

∨
(

∨

t∈T

∧

s∈S

d((a, s), (b, t))
)

=
(

∨

s∈S

∧

t∈T

d(a, b) ∨ d(s, t)
)

∨
(

∨

t∈T

∧

s∈S

d(a, b) ∨ d(s, t)
)

= d(a, b) ∨
(

∨

s∈S

∧

t∈T

d(s, t)
)

∨
(

∨

t∈T

∧

s∈S

d(s, t)
)

= d((a, S), (b, T )).

⊓⊔
Lemma 41. The logic for trace semantics given in Example 24 is expressive.

Proof. As indicated in Example 32.2, we use Theorem 30, with normed isome-
try as the initiality invariant. Depth-0 separation is straightforward. For depth-
1 separation, we proceed according to Remark 31 and exploit that canonical
M1-algebras of the form Mn1 are free as M0-algebras, which in the case at
hand means they are finite-powerset quantitative join semilattices carrying the
Hausdorff metric. That is, we are given a canonical M1-algebra A such that
A0 = Pω(X) where X is a metric space, and then A1 = Pω(A ×X). Let A be
a normed isometric set of nonexpansive join-semilattice morphisms A→ Ω. We
have to show that Λ(A) is normed isometric. So let S, T ∈ Pω(A×X) such that
d(S, T ) > ǫ. Without loss of generality this means that we have (a, x) ∈ S such
that d((a, x), T ) > ǫ. Put

Ca,ǫ(T ) = {y ∈ X | ∃(b, y) ∈ T. d(a, b) ≤ ǫ}.
Then d({x}, Ca,ǫ(T )) > ǫ in A0 = Pω(X). To see this, let y ∈ Ca,ǫ(T ), i.e.
(b, y) ∈ T for some b such that d(a, b) ≤ ǫ. Then d((a, x), (b, y)) > ǫ because
d((a, x), T ) > ǫ, and hence d(x, y) > ǫ, as required.

It follows that d({x} ∪ Ca,ǫ(T ), Ca,ǫ(T )) > ǫ. Since A is normed isometric,
we thus have f ∈ A such that

|f({x} ∪ Ca,ǫ(T ))− f(Ca,ǫ(T ))| > ǫ

and moreover f({x}∪Ca,ǫ(T ))∨f(Ca,ǫ(T )) = 1. Since f , being a join semilattice
morphism, is monotone w.r.t. set inclusion, this implies that f({x}∪Ca,ǫ(T )) = 1
and f(Ca,ǫ(T )) < 1− ǫ, and moreover f({x} ∪Ca,ǫ(T )) = f(x) ∨ f(Ca,ǫ(T )), so
f({x}) = 1. It follows that ♦a(f)(S) = 1; it remains to show that ♦a(f)(T ) <
1 − ǫ. So let (b, y) ∈ T ; we have to show that f(y) ∧ (1 − d(a, b)) < 1 − ǫ. We
distinguish cases:
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– d(a, b) ≤ ǫ: Then y ∈ Ca,ǫ(T ). Since f(Ca,ǫ(T )) < 1 − ǫ and f presevres
joins, we have f(y) < 1− ǫ, which implies the claim.

– d(a, b) > ǫ: Then 1− d(a, b) < 1− ǫ, which implies the claim.
⊓⊔

A.5 Details for Section 7

Details on Eilenberg-Moore Semantics

We need the rather technical definition of M1, introduced in [19] for our results
relating to Eilenberg-Moore semantics.

Definition 42. Let M be a graded monad. We have a functor E : Alg0(M) →
Alg1(M) that takes an M0-algebra A to the free M1-algebra over A (which is
then canonical). This gives rise to a functor

M1 = (Alg0(M)
E−→ Alg1(M)

(−)1−−−→ Alg0(M)),

which intuitively takes an M0-algebra of behaviours to the M0-algebra of be-
haviours having absorbed one more step.

Since (M0X,M1X,µ
0,0
X , µ

0,1
X , µ

1,0
X ) is canonical (Proposition 15), we have

M1(M0X,µ0,0) = (M1X,µ0,1), or stated slightly differently, if we denote the
free-forgetful adjunction on Alg0(M) by L ⊣ R, then M1 = RM1L.

Let λ : TF → FT be an EM-law and M
λ the graded monad induced by λ.

By F̃ we denote the lifting of F to EM(T ) via λ.

Lemma 43. If M = M
λ then M1 = F̃ .

Proof. Let (A, a) be a T -algebra. Then F̃ (A, a) = (Fa, Fa · λA). On the other
hand, by Lemma 8, the 1-part of the canonical algebra of M1(A, a) is given by
the following (split) coequalizer:

FTTA FTA FA
FµA

FTa

Fa

FηTA
FηA

Commutativity of all relevant paths is obvious from the algebra and monad
axioms, implying that the diagram is a coequalizer diagram by virtue of being
a split coequalizer. Then (A,FA, a, Fa · λA, Fa) defines a canonical M1-algebra
where coequalization, as well as canonicity (due to Lemme 8), are by the above
coequalizer, and homomorphy instantiates to the outer paths of the following
diagram:

TFTA FTTA FTA

TFA FTA FA

λTA

TFa

Fµ

FTa Fa

λA Fa
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Commutativity of the outer rectangle follows from the fact that the left square
commutes by naturality of λ and the right square commutes by virtue of (A, a)
being a T -algebra. Taking the 1-part of this canonical algebra then leaves us with
(Fa, Fa · λA). On morphisms h : (A, a)→ (B, b), the lifting F̃ acts by sending h

to Fh. Commutativity of the relevant diagram making Fh a T -algebra morphism
between FA and FB is easily checked, as is the fact that (h, Fh) constitutes a
morphism between the canonical M1-algebras. ⊓⊔

The following theorem gives a complete characterization of the graded modal
operators for a graded semantics of the form (id,Mλ).

Theorem 44. Let JLK : FTΩ → Ω be a modal operator for a graded logic with
truth value object (Ω, o). Then JLK = evL · Fo for some algebra homomor-
phism evL : F̃ (Ω, o)→ (Ω, o). On the other hand, every algebra homomorphism
F̃ (Ω, o)→ (Ω, o) yields a modal operator in this way.

Proof. Since JLK is an M1-algebra structure and thus satisfies the coequal-
ization property, it factors through the coequalizer of µ

1,0
Ω : M1M0Ω → M1Ω

and M1o : M1M0Ω → M1Ω, which, by definition, is given by M1(Ω, o) =
(FΩ,Fo · λΩ), as displayed in the following diagram:

FTTΩ FTΩ Ω

FΩ

FµΩ

FTo
Fo

JLK

evL

To show that evL is a homomorphism of T -algebras consider the following
diagram:

FTΩ Ω

FΩ

FTTΩ FTΩ

TFΩ

TFTΩ TΩ

Fo

JLK

evL

Fµ

FTo

Fo

TevL

λΩ

T JLK

TFo

λTΩ

o

The outer square commutes by homomorphy of JLK. The top triangle commutes
by coequalization, as does the bottom triangle, since it is just T applied to
the top triangle. The left top square commutes since o is a T -algebra structure
and the left bottom square commutes by naturality of λ. It follows that the
right hand square precomposed with TFo commutes. TFo is a split coequalizer,
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and therefore an epimorphism. Therefore by canceling TFo we have that the
right hand square commutes, which is precisely the condition for evL to be a
homomorphism of T -algebras.

Conversely, given a morphism evL : F̃ (Ω, o)→ (Ω, o) it is straight forward to
check that JLK = evL · Fo satisfies the laws necessary to make it an M1-algebra
main structure. ⊓⊔

As our second result relating to Eilenberg-Moore semantics, we next show that
a logic is depth-1 separating for the semantics of M

λ if the F -algebra part of
its modal operators is expressive for F . This criterion is typically very easy to
establish and can be shown for general classes of functors, which is what we mean
by our slogan that expressive graded logics for EM sematics come essentially for
free.

Theorem 45. Let L = (Θ,O, Λ) be a graded logic for M
λ and L′ = (Θ,O, Λ′)

the (graded) logic for MF with Λ′ = {g : FΩ → Ω | g · Fo ∈ Λ}. Let Φ be an
initiality invariant. Then L is Φ-type depth-1 separating for M

λ iff L′ is Φ-type
depth-1 separating for MF .

Proof. Let A be a canonical M1-algebra. Since M1 = F̃ , we know that A has the
form (A0, FA0, a

0,0, Fa0,0 ·λ, Fa0,0). For a homomorphism h : (A0, a
0,0)→ (Ω, o)

of T -algebras and L ∈ Λ where JLK = g · Fo, we have that JLK#(h) is, by
definition, the unique morphism that makes the outer rectangle in the following
diagram commute:

FTA0 FTΩ

FΩ

FA0 Ω

FTh

Fa0,0

Fo

g

JLK#(h)

Fh

The top square commutes since it is just F applied to the homomorphy square
of h. Since a0,0 is a split epimorphism (by virtue of being an algebra for a
monad), Fa0,0 is also a split epimorphism. Therefore, JLK#(h) = g · Fh. Let
A ⊆ EM(T )((A0, a

0,0), (Ω, o)) be a set of algebra homomorphisms satisfying
Φ. Since JLK#(h) = g · Fh for all h ∈ A and JLK = g · Fo ∈ Λ, we have
Λ′(A) = {g · Fh | g ∈ Λ′, h ∈ A} = Λ(A). Therefore Λ(A) satisfies Φ if and only
if Λ′(A) satisfies Φ. ⊓⊔

We conclude our discussion of EM semantics by substantiating the claim that
for the machine functor F = Ω × −A we almost always have an expressive
logic, independent of the monad: We have the set Λ′ = {eva | a ∈ A} ∪ {evf}
of modalities for F , where evσ : Ω × ΩA → Ω is a unary operator defined by
(v, δ) 7→ δ(a), and evf : Ω× 1A → Ω is the 0-ary operator defined by (v, δ) 7→ v.
For a monad T and an algebra structure o : TΩ → Ω, the semantics of each
evL ∈ Λ′ extends to a modal operator JLK for FT , given by J♦aK = eva · Fo for
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a ∈ A, and JfK = evf ·!T1. We thus have coalgebraic logics L′ = (∅, ∅, Λ′) for F

and L = (∅, ∅, Λ) for FT .

Lemma 46. Let F = Ω ×−A. Let T be a monad and F̃ : EM(T )→ EM(T ) a
lifting of F . Moreover, suppose that Ω carries a T -algebra structure o : TΩ → Ω.
Then, for every evL ∈ Λ′, the semantics evL is a homomorphism of algebras
F̃ (Ω, o)→ (Ω, o)

Proof. Since the evL are just product projections, this follows from the fact that
the forgetful functor U : EM(T )→ C creates limits [1, Proposition 20.12]. ⊓⊔
Corollary 47. Let λ : TF → FT be the EM-law associated with F̃ . The logic L
as defined above is a graded logic for the graded semantics (id ,Mλ).

Lemma 48. The logic L′ as defined above is depth-1 separating for the graded
semantics (id ,MF ).

Proof. By Proposition 15, canonical M1-algebras for MF have the form A =
(A0, FA0, id , id , id). Let A be a canonical M1-algebra and A an initial source
A0 → [0, 1]; we then need to show that the lower edges in the following diagram
collectively form an initial source, where h ranges over A:

FA0 FV

FA0 V
id

Fh

evL

ev
#
L
(h)

Since the modal operators evL are precisely the projections of the product
FΩ, they constitute an initial source; moreover, again since F is a product, it
preserves initial sources, so the source of all Fh : FA0 → FΩ is initial, and also
if this source is extenden by F ! : FA0 → F1. Since JfK : F1 → Ω is initial with
respect to the first component, and the J♦aK are initial with respect to the second
components, thus the compositions J♦K ◦Fh and JfK ◦F ! togehter, that is Λ(A),
is initial. ⊓⊔

Details on Fuzzy Trace Semantics

The Fuzzy Finite Powerset Monad The fuzzy finite powerset monad Fω

on Set is given as follows. For a set X , FωX is the set of maps X → [0, 1] with
finite support. For a map f : X → Y , Fωf takes fuzzy direct images; explicitly,
for S ∈ FωX and y ∈ Y , Fωf(S)(y) =

∨

x∈X|f(x)=y S(x). The unit η takes

singletons; explicitly, ηX(x)(x) = 1, and ηX(x)(x) = 0 for y 6= x. Finally, the
multiplication µ takes fuzzy big unions; explicitly, µX(S)(x) =

∨

S∈Fω(X) S(S)∧
S(x).

We lift Fω to a functor Fω on metric spaces by means of the Kantorovich
lifting construction [3], applied to the evaluation function ev♦ : Fω[0, 1]→ [0, 1]
given by

ev♦S =
∨

v∈[0,1]

S(v) ∧ v,
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equivalently presented as the predicate lifting ♦ : [0, 1]− → [0, 1]Fω given by

♦X(f)(S) =
∨

x∈X

S(x) ∧ f(x)

for f ∈ [0, 1]X and S ∈ Fω(X). Explicitly, for a metric space X = (X, d), the
metric on FX is thus given by

d(S, T ) =
∨

f∈Met(X,[0,1])

|♦X(f)(S)− ♦X(f)(T )|. (A.3)

This metric has an equivalent Hausdorff-style characterization [42, Exam-
ple 5.3.1] as

d(S, T ) =
(

∨

x

∧

y

(S(x) ⊖ T (y)) ∨ (S(x) ∧ d(x, y))
)

∨
(

∨

y

∧

x

(T (y)⊖ S(x)) ∨ (T (y) ∧ d(x, y))
)

(A.4)

(in loc. cit., only the asymmetric case is mentioned, but note [43, Lemma 5.10]3).
This metric in fact lifts the monad Fω to a monad on Met: The unit is

clearly nonexpansive. Nonexpansiveness of the multiplication, i.e. of fuzzy big
union, is seen by means of the Kantorovich description A.3; in fact, it suffices
to show that every map ♦X(f) : FωX → [0, 1] ∼= Fω1 is a morphism of Fω-
algebras. Indeed, we can then argue as follows: By definition, the cone of all
♦X(f) is initial, so it suffices to show that ♦X(f)µX is nonexpansive for all f ;
but Fω-homomorphy of ♦X(f) means that these maps equal µ1Fω♦(f). The
map Fω♦(f) is nonexpansive because ♦(f) is nonexpansive and Fω lifts Fω;
nonexpansiveness of µ1 follows from the fact that join and meet are nonexpansive
operations on [0, 1].

So we check that ♦X(f) is a morphism of Fω-algebras. Note that under
the isomorphism Fω(1) ∼= [0, 1], µ1 corresponds to ev♦, and under the usual
Yoneda correspondence [39] between ev♦ and ♦, ♦X(f) = ev♦Fωf . But Fωf is
a morphism of free F -algebras, and so is ev♦, since µ1 is.

We claim that Fω is presented by the following quantitative algebraic the-
ory. We have unary operations r for all r ∈ [0, 1], a constant 0, and a binary
operation +. These are subject to strict equations saying that 0,+ form a join
semilattice structure; strict equations stating that the operations r form an ac-
tion of ([0, 1],∧), with 0 as zero element:

1(x) = x r(s(x)) = (r ∧ s)(x) 0(x) = 0;

3 In more detail, one applies [42, Lemma 5.10] to obtain that the Kantorovich lax
extension [42] agrees with the Kantorovich lifting [3] on pseudometrics when we
additionally consider the dual modality � of ♦; this Kantorovich lifting, in turn, is
easily seen to coincide with (A.3). On the other hand, applying the characterization
given in [42, Example 5.3.1] both to ♦ and, dualizing appropriately, to � in the
Kantorovich lax extension yields (A.4).
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and the following basic quantitative inferences governing distance:

x =ǫ y ⊢ r(x) =ǫ s(y)

under the side condition that |r − s| ≤ ǫ. Using nonexpansiveness of joins, one
derives

x1 =ǫ y1, . . . , xn =ǫ yn ⊢
∑

i

ri(xi) =ǫ

∑

i

si(yi), (A.5)

again under the side condition that |ri − si| ≤ ǫ for all i, where we use big sum
notation in the evident sense.

It is clear that the operations and strict equations induce Fω. To see that
the full theory induces Fω , it remains to show two things:

Axiom (A.5) is sound over FωX: Since we have already shown that Fω is
a monad, it suffices to show that (A.5) holds in F{x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , yn} for
x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , yn ∈ X (with every variable interpreted by itself, and dis-
tances inherited from X). But this is immediate from the Hausdorff description
of the distance: By symmetry, it suffices to show that the left-hand term in the
maximum in (A.4) is at most ǫ. This follows from the fact that by the side
conditions of (A.5), (ri ⊖ si) ∨ (ri ∧ d(xi, yi)) ≤ (ri ⊖ si) ∨ d(xi, yi) ≤ ǫ for all i.

Completeness: Low distances in FωX are derivable. Let S, T ∈ FωX such
that d(S, T ) ≤ ǫ; read S, T as terms S =

∑

x S(x)(x), T =
∑

x T (x)(x). We
have to show that Γ ⊢ S =ǫ T is derivable where Γ records the distances of
all elements of the (finite) supports of S and T . Now d(S, T ) ≤ ǫ implies that
∨

x

∧

y(S(x) ⊖ T (y)) ∨ (S(x) ∧ d(x, y)) ≤ ǫ. That is, for every x there exists yx
such that (S(x) ⊖ T (yx)) ∨ (S(x) ∧ d(x, yx)) ≤ ǫ. This means that

1. S(x) ≤ T (yx)⊕ ǫ, and
2. either d(x, yx) ≤ ǫ or S(x) ≤ ǫ. In the latter case, we may take yx = x,

ensuring both S(x) ≤ T (yx)⊕ ǫ and, again, d(x, yx) ≤ ǫ.

By the strict equational laws, it follows that

Γ ⊢ S =
∑

d(x,y)≤ǫ

(S(x) ∧ (T (y)⊕ ǫ))(x). (A.6)

Analogously, we obtain

Γ ⊢ T =
∑

d(x,y)≤ǫ

((S(x)⊕ ǫ) ∧ T (y))(y). (A.7)

Using (A.5) and equations (A.6) and (A.7), we obtain that Γ ⊢ S =ǫ T is
derivable as desired.

Graded Logic for Fuzzy Trace Semantics To see that the given logic is
indeed a graded logic, we have to show that J♦aK : G[0, 1] = M1[0, 1] → [0, 1]
is an M1-algebra. In terms of the algebraic description of M, this means that
J♦aK should represent term evaluation w.r.t. the M0-algebra structure of [0, 1]
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(which consists in the usual join semilattice structure of [0, 1] and additionally
the interpretation of unary operations r, for r ∈ [0, 1], as taking meets with r)
and suitably chosen nonexpansive interpretations b♦a : [0, 1]→ [0, 1] of the unary
depth-1 operations b for b ∈ A; we take a♦a to be the identity map on [0, 1] for
all a, and b♦a to be constantly 0 for b 6= a. For depth-0 operations, the fact
that J♦aK agrees with term evaluation then just amounts to the homomorphy
condition, which is checked straightforwardly. For the depth-1 operation a, we
calculate as follows (exploiting that every depth-0 term over Ω = [0, 1] can be
normalized to have the form

∑

ri(vi) with ri, vi ∈ [0, 1]):

J♦aK(a(
∑

ri(vi)))

= J♦aK(
∑

ri(a(vi))) (equivalence of depth-1 terms)

=
∨

i ri ∧ vi (definition of J♦aK)

= a♦a(
∨

i

ri ∧ vi),

and
∨

i ri ∧ vi is the evaluation of the term
∑

i ri ∧ vi in [0, 1], Finally, for b 6= a,
we similarly have J♦aK(b(

∑

ri(vi))) = J♦aK(
∑

ri(b(vi))) = 0 = b♦a(
∨

i ri ∧ vi).
It is straightforward to check that the logic is initial-type depth-0 separating.

To show that it is also initial-type depth-1 separating, let A be a canonical M1-
algebra with free 0-part A0 = FX (so A1 = F(A × X)), and let A be an
initial cone of maps A0 → [0, 1]. We have to show that the cone Λ(A) of maps
A1 → [0, 1] is again initial. So let S, T ∈ Fω(A × X) such that d(S, T ) ≥ ǫ.
W.l.o.g. this means that there exist a, x such that

∧

b,y

(S(a, x)⊖ T (b, y)) ∨ (S(a, x) ∧ d((a, x), (b, y))) ≥ ǫ.

All elements whose meet is taken in the above expression are below S(a, x), and
those for b 6= a equal S(a, x) and can hence be omitted. That is, we have

∧

y

(S(a, x)⊖ T (a, y)) ∨ (S(a, x) ∧ d((a, x), (a, y))) ≥ ǫ. (A.8)

Now define Ta ∈ FωX by

Ta =
∑

y

T (a, y)(y).

By (A.8),
d(S(a, x)(x), Ta) ≥ ǫ. (A.9)

By the Hausdorff-style description of the metric on F(A ×X), it is immediate
that d(S(a, x)(x) + Ta, Ta) ≥ d(S(a, x)(x), Ta), so

d(S(a, x)(x) + Ta, Ta) ≥ ǫ. (A.10)

Since A is an initial cone and the maps in A are M0-morphisms, in particular
monotone w.r.t. the ordering of FωX as a join semilattice, it follows that we have
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f ∈ A such that f(Ta) ≤ c− ǫ where c = f(S(a, x)(x) + Ta). Since f is an M0-
morphism, it follows that f(S(a, x)(x)) = c, and f(S(a, x)(x)) = S(a, x) ∧ f(x),
so

J♦aK
#(f)(S) ≥ S(a, x) ∧ f(x) = c.

We are thus done once we show that J♦aK
#(f)(T ) ≤ c− ǫ. But J♦aK

#(f)(T ) =
∨

y∈X T (a, y) ∧ f(y), and for y ∈ X , we have T (a, y) ∧ f(y) = f(T (a, y)(y)) ≤
f(Ta) ≤ c− ǫ.

Details on Probabilistic Trace Semantics

Fig. 1. States with probabilistic trace distance v and logical distance < v2.
x

xa
xb

y

yb ya

1

2
a 1

2
b

1

a

1

b

1

b

1

a

1

2
a 1

2
b

Proof of Theorem 34 Consider the transition systems pictured in Figure 1.
Here, a, b ∈ A with a 6= b and d(a, b) = v < 1. The depth-2 behaviour of x is
0.5(a, a)+ 0.5(b, b), and that of y is 0.5(a, b)+ 0.5(b, a). It is easy to see that the
behavioural distance of these length-2 trace distributions is v. We show that the
deviations of truth values of L-formulae between x and y stay away from that
value, specifically below v2.

First, note that x and y are behaviourally equivalent up to depth-1, and hence
agree on formulae of depth at most 1; we thus restrict attention to formulae of
depth at least 2 (where we do not insist on uniform depth but exclude top-level
depth-1 subformulae). Let L ∈ Λ be a modal operator, interpreted as

JLK : Dω(A⊞ [0, 1])→ [0, 1]. For the sake of contradiction we assume that L
is invariant and expressive. The we have the following:

Claim 49. The interpretation JLK satisfies the equation

JLK
(

∑

i∈I

pi(ai,
∑

j∈Ji

qijvij)
)

= JLK
(

∑

i∈I,j∈Ji

piqij(ai, vij)
)

(A.11)

where the outer sum on the left hand side and the sum on the right hand side
are formal sums describing probability distributions while the inner sum on the
left hand side is an arithmetic one.
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Proof (Claim 49). We show the claim first for all values on vij ∈ (0, 1). Let x0

and x1 be states in coalgebras with probabilistic trace distance 1. By expressive-
ness, there is a formula φǫ for any ǫ > 0 such that d(JφǫKγ(x0), JφǫKγ(x1)) > 1−ǫ

(w.l.o.g. we assume JφK(x0) < ǫ and JφK(x1) > 1− ǫ. Now it is possible to create
states xp in a new coalgebra with successor distribution γ(xp) = γ(x1)+p γ(x0).
The probabilistic trace distance of x0 and xp is p, while the probabilistic trace
distance between xp and x1 is 1− p. By invariance, p− ǫ < JφK(xp) < p+ ǫ. We
construct a coalgebra (X, γ) from the disjoint union of the (Xij , γij) and two
new states l and r, which receive successor distributions

γ(l) =
∑

i∈I

pi(ai,
∑

j∈Ji

qijxvij ) γ(r) =
∑

i∈I,j∈Ji

piqij(ai, xvij ).

It is clear that l and r are probabilistically trace equivalent. Now Dω(A⊞JφǫK)(l)
has a distance of at most ǫ from the left hand side of (A.11), and symmetrically
Dω(A⊞ JφǫK)(r) has distance of at most ǫ from the right hand side. Since JLK is
by assumption non-expansive, we have that

JLK





∑

i∈I

pi(ai,
∑

j∈Ji

qijvij)



 =

JLK



lim
ǫ→0
Dω(A⊞ JφǫK)





∑

i∈I

pi(ai,
∑

j∈Ji

qijxvij )







 =

JLK



lim
ǫ→0
Dω(A⊞ JφǫK)





∑

i∈I,j∈Ji

piqij(ai, xvij )







 =

JLK





∑

i∈I,j∈Ji

piqij(ai, vij)





(A.12)

⊓⊔

Now any distribution
∑

I pi(ai, vi) can be transformed using equation (A.11) to
take the form

∑

I pivi(ai, 1) + pi(1 − vi)(ai, 0). equivalent if they are identified
under JLK. Then any distribution

∑

I pi(ai, vi) is, by equation (A.11), equivalent
to one of the form

∑

I pivi(ai, 1) + pi(1 − vi)(ai, 0). Then we have JφKγ(xa) =
JφKγ(ya) = va and JφKγ(xb) = JφKγ(yb) = vb with |va − vb| ≤ v. Then we have

JLφKγ(x) = JLK · Dω(A⊞ JφKγ)(0.5(a, xa) + 0.5(b, xb)) = L(0.5(a, va) + 0.5(b, vb)).

Symmetrically,

JLφKγ(y) = JLK · Dω(A⊞ JφKγ)(0.5(a, yb) + 0.5(b, ya)) = JLK(0.5(a, vb) + 0.5(b, va))

The distribution in the second line x is equivalent to µ = 0.5va(a, 1) + 0.5(1 −
va)(a, 0) + 0.5vb(b, 1) + 0.5(1 − vb)(b, 0), while the second one is equivalent to
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ν = 0.5vb(a, 1) + 0.5(1 − vb)(a, 0) + 0.5va(b, 1) + 0.5(1 − va)(b, 0). We give an
upper bound on d(µ, ν). Without loss of generality assume va ≤ vb. Then the
following distribution γ is a coupling of µ and ν:

γ = 0.5va((a, 1), (a, 1)) + 0.5(1− vb)((a, 0), (a, 0))

+ 0.5va((b, 1), (b, 1)) + 0.5(1− vb)((b, 0), (b, 0))

+ 0.5(vb − va)((b, 1), (a, 1)) + 0.5(vb − va)((a, 0), (b, 0))

(A.13)

By the Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality, d(µ, ν) is bounded by Eγd. In the cal-
culation of Eγd, the first two lines in Equation (A.13) contriubte 0. Thus,

Eγd = 0.5(vb − va)d((b, 1), (a, 1)) + 0.5(vb − va)d((a, 0), (b, 0))

≤ 0.5vd((b, 1), (a, 1)) + 0.5vd((a, 0), (b, 0))

≤ 0.5v2 + 0.5v2

≤ v2

Therefore, since d(µ, ν) ≤ v2 and v < 1, there is no nonexpansive morphism
h : Dω(A×{0, 1})→ [0, 1] (and by extension no modal operator) that separates
these distributions in the sense that |h(µ)− h(ν)| approximates v. ⊓⊔

Remark 50. We note that for coalgebraic logics in the sense we employ here,
which live natively in the category of metric spaces, interpretations JLK : Dω(A⊕
[0, 1])→ [0, 1] of modalities L are nonexpansive by definition. We can strengthen
our above negative result by letting the modal logic live over Set, in the sense
that interpretations JLK can be unrestricted maps; for purposes of the present
discussion, we refer to such modalities as set-based. Under a mild additional
assumption on the logic, we can show that this relaxation does not actually
provide additional room for maneuvering:

Claim. If L is an adequate and expressive set-based coalgebraic logic for prob-
abilistic metric trace semantics, and there is a formula φ and states x0 and
x1 in a coalgebra (X, ζ) such that JφK(x0) = 0 and JφK(x1) = 1, then JLK is
nonexpansive.

Proof. Assume for the sake of contradiction, there are s, t ∈ Dω(A⊞ [0, 1]), such
that d(JLK(s), JLK(t)) > d(s, t). Since the logic is assumed to be expressive, x0

and x1 must have probabilistic trace distance 1 (and since trace distance is a
lower bound of behavioural distance also behavioural distance 1). We define a
new coalgebra (X ∪ {xp | p ∈ (0, 1)} ∪ x̄, ȳ, ζ′), where ζ′(x) = ζ(x) if x ∈ X .
For states xp we define ζ′(xp) = ζ(x1) +p ζ(x0). The state xp is easily seen to
have trace distance p (respectively 1 − p) from x0 (x1). Therefore, because of
adequacy JφK(xp) = p. For the states x̄, ȳ we define ζ(x̄) = s′ and ζ(ȳ) = t′,
where s′, t′ ∈ Dω(A ⊞ {xp | p ∈ [0, 1]}) are defined by substituting all values
p ∈ [0, 1] in s, t by xp. We know that the behavioural distance of x and y is
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d(s, t). We then have

d(JLφKγ(x̄), JLφKγ(ȳ))

= d(JLK(Dω(A⊞ JφKγ)(s
′)), JLK(Dω(A⊞ JφKγ)t(t

′))

= d(JLK(s), JLK(t))

> d(s, t),

so L is not adequate with respect to behavioural distance. and hence also not
adequate with respect to probabilistic trace distance. ⊓⊔
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