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Abstract. Weak bisimilarity is a distribution-based equivalencdomfor Markov
automata. It has gained some popularity as the coarsesinadzle behavioural
equivalence on Markov automata. This paper studies algtdoarser notion:
Late weak bisimilarity enjoys valuable properties if reging to important sub-
classes of schedulers: Trace distribution equivalencenjiied for partial infor-
mation schedulers, and compositionality is preserved biridited schedulers.
The intersection of the two scheduler classes thus spararserand still reason-
able compositional theory of Markov automata.

1 Introduction

Compositional theories have become a foundation for dpusdpeffective techniques
for analysing stochastic systems. Their potential rangasa fompositional minimiza-
tion [3/1,2] approaches to component based verificatiof]4

Markov Automata K1As) are a com-
positional behavioural model for contin-
uous time stochastic and nondeterminis-
tic systems|[[8,9] subsuming Interactive
Markov Chains (MCs) [12] and Prob- )
abilistic Automata PAs) [19]. Markov 3, / %
automata weak probabilistic bisimilarity 12
has been introduced as an elegant and %, \% ;N
powerful way of abstracting from inter-
nal computation cascades. It is a conser@ @ @ @
vative extension ofMMCs weak bisimilar- @
ity, and also extends weak probabilistic
bisimilarity on PAs. But different from
standard bisimulation notions, Markov
automata weak bisimulations are defined as relations onrsbéapility distributions
instead of states. This enables us to equate automata subk ases on the left in
Fig.[, but not the ones on the right, whetedenotes the weak bisimilarity defined
in [9].

An alternative formulation oMA weak probabilistic bisimilarity has later been
coined [5] that, despite slight differences in the setupn@des with the original. As

Fig. 1. Examples of Markov automata.
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Tossing 1 Tossing 2

print(“l am going to toss”); :; ;;agcir(])e’n
,7; = m?do’ print(“l am going to toss”);
tr=3 tt‘ﬁ“ . ‘ print(“head”);
e||Sepr|nt( ead”); else |

| print(“tail’): ‘ pr!nt(“l am going to toss”);
end ’ print(“tail”);

end

Fig. 2. Two pieces of program used to simulate coin tossing.

shown there, weak probabilistic bisimilarity dfAs can be considered as tbearsest
equivalence relation preserving observable behavioueaju/ing a congruence prop-
erty with respect to parallel composition. More precisilis shown to be the coarsest
reduction-closed barbed congruerice [13].

However, the relation discriminates automata, which orghirintuitively expect to
behave equivalent for every reasonable observer, fomnstthe states, andss on the
right of Fig.[1. We illustrate this with the following exangglinspired by([189,11].

Example 1.Refer to Fid 2 for two pieces of program used to simulate onésing. We
assume only “print” is observable while others are non-oladge. In “Tossing 1", a
sentence “| am going to toss” is first printed to inform othet® want to guess the
tossing result. Thenis assigned with a random number in (0,1): i > % “head” is
printed meaning that the coin tossing result is head, ofisertail” is printed. Program
“Tossing 2" is slightly different. It first assignswith a random number in (0,1) as in
“Tossing 1”. In caser > % “I am going to toss” is printed followed by the tossing
result. Otherwise we obtain the tail of the coin. Intuitiyehese two programs have
no essential difference. However, when modelling them, weobtain two different
models, which are shown in Figl 3 (a) and (b) respectivelynddbservable action is
modelled by the internal actionas in Fig[3 (b). In Fig. 13 (c) the guesser is modelled.
While the tossing takes place (actidnhe non-deterministically guesses the outcome,
which he announces with the actiaror ¢, which stands for head or tail, respectively.
The complete system is obtained by a parallel composititimetoin tosser automa-
ton and the guesser automaton. We useS#style parallel composition. Throughout
our example, synchronization is enforced for actions indbed = {i, h,t}. These
actions synchronize with corresponding actions of the to&ser. Thus, if the guess
was right, the guesser finally performs the action: to announce that he successfully
guessed the outcome. a0

In the example, the probability to see head or tail after &elfacoin toss is one
half each, both for tosser (a) and (b). One would expect thaté the chance to guess
correct is one half for both tossers. Howewver,|| 4 ro andsj ||a 7o are not weakly
bisimilar, refer to FigCh. We will now show that the executsothat distinguish the
two systems are actually caused by unrealistic schedulbish cannot appear in real
world applications. In Fig.]4, we color the executionsgf||4 7o which is generated

by a scheduler that chooses transitions in a way such#atwill be executed with
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probability 1. It is easy to see that in contrast the proligitiat Suey is executed in
S0 ||a ro is at most 0.5, for every scheduler.

The intuitive reason why the
scheduler forsj |4 ro is too
powerful to be realistic is that it @
can base its decision which tran-
sition to choose in state; on i
the state the tosser has reached
by performing his internal prob- 1N
abilistic decision, namely either
statess or sg. If we consider the @
tosser and the guesser to be in-, ’
dependently running processes,
this is not a realistic scheduler, @
as then the guesser would need @)
to see the internal state of the
tosser. However, no communicaFig. 3. so ands represent two different ways of tossing a
tion between guesser and tossé&pin andro denotes the guessor.
has happened at this point in time, by which this informationld have been conveyed.
Thus, in distributed systems, where components only staéformation they gain
through explicit communication via observable actionss thehaviour is unrealistic.
Thus, for practically relevant models, weak bisimilarity MAs is still too coarse.

In this paper, we present a novel notion of weak bisimilacityMAs, calledlate
weak bisimilarity that is coarser than the existing notions of weak bisirtylaft
equates, for instance, the two automata of Exariple 1, anthelbnes in Figll. As
weak bisimilarity is the coarsest notion of equivalencd thr@serves observable be-
haviour and is closed under parallel composition, late wasinilarity cannot satisfy
these properties in their entirety. However, as we will shfow a restricted class of
schedulers, late weak bisimilarity preserves observadiatiour, in the sense that trace
distribution equivalencéi) is implied by late weak bisimilarity, angi) is preserved
in the context of parallel composition. This also means tina¢-bounded reachability
properties are preserved with respect to parallel compasiThe class of schedulers
under which these properties are satisfied is the intecseofitwo well-known sched-
uler classes, namely partial information schedulers [4] distributed schedulers [11].
Both these classes have been coined as principal meandtoexmdesired or unreal-
istically powerful schedulers. The co-inductive definitiof late weak bisimilarity we
provide echoes these considerations on the automatontlegstby resulting in a very
coarse, yet reasonable, notion of equality.

2 Preliminaries

Let S be a finite set of states ranged overiy, ¢, .... A distributionis a function
p o S — [0,1] satisfyingu(S) = > cgnu(s) < 1. If u(S) = 1, itis called afull
distribution, otherwise it is asub-distribution Let A Dist(S) denote the set of all (sub
or full) distributions overS, ranged over by, v, v, . ... Moreover, we uséist(S) to
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denote the set of all full distributions. Defisepp (1) = {s | u(s) > 0} as the support
set ofu. If u(s) = 1, thenu is called aDirac distribution, written ag,. Let|u| = u(S)
denote the size of the distributign Given a real number, x - 1 is the distribution
such that(z - u)(s) = = - u(s) for eachs € Supp(p) if x - || < 1, while y — s'is
the distribution such thaf — s)(s) = 0 and(u — s)(t) = u(t) with s # ¢. Moreover,
p = p1 + pe wheneveru(s) = pi(s) + pa(s) for eachs € S and|u| < 1. We
often write {s : u(s) | s € Supp(p)} alternatively for a distribution.. For instance,
{s1:0.4,s2: 0.6} denotes a distributiop such thaf:(s;) = 0.4 andu(sz) = 0.6.

2.1 Markov Automata

Definition 1. AnMA M is a tuple(S, Act.,——>,—> 5) wheres is the initial state,
S is a finite but non-empty set of states;t, = Act U {7} is a set of actions including

the internal actionr, —— C S x Act, x Dist(S) is a finite set of probabilistic
transitions, and—> C S x Ry( x S'is a finite set of Markovian transitions.

Let a, By, ...
range over the actions
in Act; and\ over the
rates inR~ . Moreover,
let 6 and#’ range over
Actr, = Act; UR>o.
Let rate(s,s) =
AN | (s A 8) €
—>»1  (with empty
sum equal td®) denote

, @
the rate froms to ¢'.

We overload rate to ;
also denote the exit /

rate of a states by

Suc
‘:\ G‘:s I '”5)

t S
G2

1
- 2 . i GH\hn N Sue
= . U s CTED) s CYED)
writing ’I"CLt@(S/) .:
> scgrate(s,s). A . ) () Sue
s'€S . AN i (o2l ap, (s 1 o)
states € S is stable, 2 “/’
written ass |, iff there D :
1 1
does not existy such
that (s,7,u) € —, (b)

similarly a distribution

u is stable, written as Fig. 4. Executions ofso || 7o ands ||a To whereA is omitted.

uw |, iff s | for each

s € Supp(u). For a stable state the sojourn time at is exponentially distributed with
rate equal taate(s), thus the probability of leaving statewithin time interval[a, ]

is equal toe—te(s)a _ o—rate(s)b |f more than one Markovian transition is enabled

from s, there is a race between them, and the probability that émsition to state’
is taken within[a, b] is given by(e~Tete(s)a — g=rate(s)by . %f(j)) We writes % g

if either ;) 6 € Act, ands—ao—m or (i) 8 € Rsyg, s |, rate(s) = 6, and for every
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states’, u(s') = ”ﬁ;(j(’j)/), or (iii) 6 = 0, p = ds, rate(s) = 0 ands |. This notation
unifies immediate transitions) and timed transitions:). As in [12/9], we make the
maximal progress assumpti@md encoded it with this notation. It says that if state
is not stable, no Markovian transitions can be executeduselaii) generalizes the
implicit tangibility check of Clause::) to states without outgoing timed transitions.
This generalization is needed to encode a stability cheelemk bisimilarity, which is
inherited fromIMCs, and necessary to achieve compositionality.

We remark thaMAs extend the well-known probabilistic automalk\§) [19] and
interactive Markov chaind¥Cs) [12]. Precisely, i—=»> = (), we obtainPAs. On the
other side, if distributions are all Dirac, i.es> C S x Act, x dg with 65 = {0 |
s € S}, we obtainlMCs.

2.2 Schedulers

We now recall some notations from [16] defined originally @FMDPs. Let through-
out the paperM denote theMA (S, Act.,——>,—, 5). Finite paths ofM are se-
quences liker = sg, 0o, to,-- -, Sn, Wheresy = s ands; € S are states on the path
andt; € R is the sojourn time in state;. Recall that; is either an action iMct,
or a Markovian action ifR>,. Moreoverf; € Act. impliest; = 0. The length of
m, denoted asr| , is equal to the number of states enandlast(r) = s, is the
last state onr. Let 7(m) = > ;. t: be the total time spent on, w[n| denote
the n-th state inm, and=[0..n] denote the prefix ofr with lengthn. Let 7 o (0, ¢, s)
denote a path obtained by extendimgnith (6,¢,s). Let 2 = Act,, x R>g x S,
then Paths™ (M) = S x 2™ is the set of paths aM with lengthn. Accordingly,
let Paths™ (M), Paths®” (M), and Paths(M) denote the set of finite, infinite, and all
paths of M, respectively. In caseM is replaced by a state, they are constrained
to paths starting frons. For simplicity we shall omit the scripM in the following

if it is clear from the context. Defing = (24~ x B x 2%) as theo-field over
subsets off2, where®s is the Borelo-field over R>o. According to standard mea-
sure theoryF pasnse = o({So X tro x ... x try, | So € 25 A tr; € F}) are mea-
surable subsets aPaths™. GivenII € Fpans», acylinder C based onlI can be
defined as followsC' = Cyl(II) = {m € Paths” | w[0..n] € II}. Theo-field
Sprathse = o(USo{ Cyl(IT) | IT € Fparns~}) contains all the cylinders.

As usual, we need to resolve non-determinism before we cfineda probabil-
ity measure for paths of a giveMA. This is done by introducing schedulers. Intu-
itively, a scheduler will decide how to resolve non-detaristic choices probabilisti-
cally based on some prior information like the states uisitbe elapsed time and so

on. LetSteps(s) = {(0,p) | s 4 w1} denote the set of transitions enabled aBelow
follows the formal definition of schedulers.

Definition 2. A scheduleg of M is a functionPaths™ x Act . x Dist(S) — [0, 1] with
&(m,-,-) € Dist(Steps(last(m))) for all m € Paths™ and whereg(-, 6, u) : Paths™ —
[0, 1] are measurable for all, 1) € 24¢tr.rx Pist(S),

Given a schedulef of M, we can now define a unique probability measBré :
Frathse — [0,1] on (Paths”, § pans~). The measuré’rs is defined inductively as
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follows: if IT € §pans0, thenPry = I (3), wherel is the characteristic function of
Setll. If IT € Fpyyent1, thenPrs(II) =

/ Cpapen ri(m) > E(m,0,mn(8,0) S In(mo (6,t,8)u(s) | dr

(0,u) € Steps(last(m)) s'esS

wheren(0,t) = 1if 6 € Act; ANt = 0,n(0,t) = 01if 6§ € Act, ANt # 0, and
n(0,t) = Ae~ if § = X. Intuitively, the value ofPr$ (I1) is equal to the sum aPrs (o
(6,1, ")) foreachr o (6,1, s') € II, where the value oPré(m o (0, ¢, s')) is inductively
determined by the product of four probabilities: the probability of the prefix ofr
with lengthn, given¢: Prg(w); (i) the probability of(0, 1) € Steps(last(m)) being
chosen by, givenm: &(m, 6, u); (i4) the probability of staying at statiest(w) for ¢
time units:n(0,t); (iv) the probability ofs’ in u: u(s’). The characteristic function
Iz (m o (0,t,s")) guarantees that we only count pathslin Functionn(6,t) is the
probability of staying at statéust () for ¢ time units before performing the transition
labelled withd. Therefore ifd = ), itis equal toe . If § € Act., it must be case
thatt = 0, otherwise we le)(6,¢) = 0 to ignore impossible paths.

3 Weak Bisimilarities for Markov Automata

In this section, we first introduce early weak bisimulatiamich is a variant of weak
bisimulation defined in[[5], and then define late weak bisatioh, which is strictly
coarser than early weak bisimulation.

We first introduce a standard weak transition relation ndedehe definitions of
bisimulation that allows to abstract from internal actioimguitively, s N u denotes
that a distributiory, is reached fromy by a 6-transition, which may be preceded and
followed by an arbitrary sequence of internal transitideermally, we define them as
derivations [[6,5] forMAs. In the following, letu LN u' iff there exists a transition

0

s — us for eachs € Supp(u) such tha' = ZSQSuW(#) u(s) - ps. Then,s == p
iff there existsds = pg” + 1, g — pr + u, p = py + ps, ..., where
=50 17 - We writes =% L iff there existss = %=C5 4.

Given a transition relatiors C S x Act, x Dist(S), we lets 3»0 u iff there exists a

finite number of real numbets; > 0, and transitions 2, w; suchthaty”, w; =1, and
> wi- i = p. We call~. combined transitiongof ~-). In general, we lift a transition
relation~~C S x Act, x Dist(S) over states to a transition relatidhst(S) x Act, x
Dist(S) over distributions by letting: 2, ' iff there exists a transition 2, s for
eachs € Supp(u) such thap’ = ZS€Supp(#) w(s) - phs.

Definition 3. A relationR C Dist(S) x Dist(S) is an early weak bisimulation over
M iff 4 R v implies: (i) whenevep: LA i, there exists a =%/ such that’ R v/;
(i) whenevep = > ., pi - i, there exists == > o<i<n Pi-visuchtha; R v;
for each0 < i < nwhere}_,_,., pi = 1; (ii) symmetrically for. We say that and
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v are early weak bisimilar, written ag %= v, iff there exists an early weak bisimulation
R such thatu R v. Moreovers %= r iff §; = 9,

Clause(l) is standard. Clausgz) says that no matter how we split there always
exists a splitting ofv probably after internal transitions to simulate the spigtof ..
Definition[3 is slightly different from Definition 5 in|5], wére Clausefl) is miss-
ing and Clause(i) is replaced by: whenever :9>c Y o<i<n Pi - 1, there exists
v :9>C Y o<i<n Pi - Vi Suchthap,; R v; for each0 < i < n. Essentially, this condition
subsumes Claus@d), sincep = > ;... pi - pi impliesp ==¢ Y cicp, pi + f1i- AS
we shall prove later, both definitions induce the same etpriea relation on Markov
automata. Clausgz) in Definition[3 is, in fact, the cause why this relation is wdig
tically strong for scenarios as those discussed in Exanipled reason is that in order
to establish a bisimulatioreverysplitting of 1 into subdistributions must be matched
by v (possibly after some internal transitions). This alsoudels splittings into Dirac
distributions. Intuitively, this means that still the in@lual behaviour of each single
state inSupp (1) must be matched. In our scenarios, however, we want to fattiseo
behaviour of distributions over states and not their irdiigl supporting states. We will
correct this in our definition of late weak bisimulation laté/e still need to introduce
a few notions beforehand.

Definition 4. A distribution . is transition consistent, written ag, if for any s €
Supp(p) andd & {r,0}, s = ~ for somey impliesu N ~' for somey’.

Intuitively, if a distribution is transition consistent| states in its support have the same
set of enabled visible actions. When a distribution is titeors consistent, thep =

whenever there is a a statec Supp(u) with s =%, This also means that when a
distribution isnot transition consistent, then there may be a weakansition that a
certain state in the support can perform but the distrilbutiannot. We then say that
this state idlockedfrom taking this transition. When we adopt the notion of lied
states accordingly for non-weak transition relations altransitions can be blocked.

We now introduce—, an alternative lifting of transitions of states to traiwsis of
distributions that differs from the standard definitiondige[9]5]. There, a distribution
is able to perform a transition labelled withf and only if all the states in its support
can perform transitions with the very same label. In comtrhe transition relation
— behaves like a weak transition, where every state in themstipp . may at most
perform one transition.

Definition 5. p Jy ' iff either ;) for eachs € Supp(u) there exists 4 s such that
1 =3 s supp(u) M(S) - ks OF, (i) 0 = 7 and there exists € Supp(u) ands LN s
such thaty’ = (u — s) + p(s) - ps.

In the definition of late weak bisimulation, this extensioill We used to prevent
transitions of states from being blocked. Below follows aaraple:

Example 2.Let p = {s; : 0.4,5, : 0.6} such thats; = 8y = p1, 51 LN L2,

S9 = pi3, andss LN 14, Wherea # (3 are visible actions. According to Clau# of
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Definition[3, we will haveyu ﬁ> (04 - p2 + 0.6 - ug). Without Clause(il), this would
be the only transition of;, since ther transition ofs; and thex transition ofs, will be
blocked by each other, ag ands, cannot perform transitions with labetsand« at
the same time.

Note that thea transition is blocked by the transition ofs;, so according to
Clause (@) of Definition[3, we in addition have: <> (0.4 - dy + 0.6 - d,,) <
(0.4 - u1 + 0.6 - u3). Note that in Clause:) of Definition[3, — can be replaced by
— without changing the resulting equivalence relation, @&sshme effect can be ob-
tained by a suitable splitting in Clauge). In this example, we could lgt be split into
0.4 -5, + 0.6 - d5,, such that no transition is blocked in the resulting distitns.

Definition 6. A relationR C Dist(S) x Dist(S) is a late weak bisimulation ovext
iff 1 R v implies: ;) wheneven <ﬁ>c i, there exists av =% v/ such thaty’ R v/;
(i) if not 77, then there exists = 3 ;o pi - i andv =5¢ ;. pi - v; such
thatz; andy; R v; for each0 < i < n where) .., pi = 1; (ii) symmetrically for
v. We say tha, andv are late weak bisimilar, written ag =** v, iff there exists a late
weak bisimulatiorR such that: R v. Moreovers =2 riff 55 =/ 4,.

In Clause(fd), this definition differs from
Definition[3 by the use of-. It is straight-

forward to show that— can also be used in @
Definition [3 without changing the resulting
bisimilarity. However, in Definitiod 6, using 5/ |a T

— instead of— will lead to a finer relation.

The key difference between Definitioh 3 and Ry
[6, however, is Clausdiil). In Definition 3, S
we require that forany split of x such that B
o= S gcicn Di - i, there existy =5 ’
ZOQQ%Z?D?With w; R v; for eachi, while @ @ e @ @ @
in Definition[8, we require to spljt only if it

is not transition consistent. We further require Fig.5.s0 & 0.

that the resulting distributions; are transition consistent. We do not require this for the
v;. It can be shown, however, thﬁi andu; R v; impIiesE?. These conditions ensure
that no states in the support @fare blocked from executing certain transitidosever
Clearly, if . is already transition consistent, we do not need to gpftirther, since

no transition of states iSupp(u) are blocked, and thus the distribution transitions in
Clause:) suffice to capture every visible behaviour.

Remark 1.Essentially, in Definition 6 we keep all states with the saeteo$ enabled
actions together. This is similar to the idealin [4], whetettes with the same enabled
actions are non-distinguishable from the outside. Oncstailolition becomes transition
consistent, we will not try to split it anymore — but rathertoiathe lifted transitions
according to the first clause.

Example 3.We will show that in FigLB so ~* si. Let R = {(ds,,ds; ) (95, {55
0.5,s6 : 0.5})} U ID whereID is the identity relation. It is easy to show tH&tis a
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late weak bisimulation. The only non-trivial case is Whig(p L {s5:0.5,56 : 0.5}.

But thend,, can simulate it without performing any transition idg, = 0s,- Since
(050, {85 : 0.5,56 : 0.5}) € R, Clause(l)) of Definition[§ is satisfied. Moreover both,
and{ss : 0.5, s¢ : 0.5} are transition consistent, thus we do not need to split theym a
further. Conversely, we can show tHatis not an early weak bisimulation. According
to Clausef) of Definition[3, we require that for any split d&s : 0.5, s : 0.5}, there
must exist a matching split @, which cannot be established. For instance the split
{s5:0.5,86: 0.5} =0.5-d,, + 0.5 45, cannot be matched by any split&f . ad

The following example shows that the transition consisgezundition of Defini-
tion[d is necessary to not equate states which should begiigshed.

Example 4.Suppose there are two statgsandr, such thatsy — s; andrg — {r; :
0.5,79 : 0.5} where all ofsy, r1, andr, have a transition to themselves with labels
in addition,r; % 7; wherea # 7. Let R = {(0s,,0ry ), (0,5 {71 : 0.5,79 : 0.5})}.
If we dropped the transition consistency condition from Bigfin[6, we could show
thatR is a late weak bisimulation, and therefarg ~* ry, because the distribution
{r1 : 0.5,72 : 0.5} can only perform a transition to itself, while thex transition
of r; would then be blocked. Howeves; andry should be distinguished, because
can reachr; with positive probability, which is a state able to perfortmansition with
visible labela. Note that aqr, : 0.5,r5 : 0.5} is not transition consistent, we should
split it further according to Definitioh]6. Thus we can prohettR is not a late weak
bisimulation i.esy 22 rg.

Since we treat Markovian transitions in the same way as narkiian transitions,
Definition[@ also applies foPAs, a subset df1As without Markovian transitions:

Example 5.Let sq ands; be two states in Fid.]5, where we omit the transitions;of
ro, andrs. Note that insy the probabilistic transition is after thetransition, while in
s1 the probabilistic transition is before thetransition. It is routine to check thag and

s1 are late weak bisimilar, but not early weak bisimilar. Simde transition consistent,
and can be simulated Wy, according to Definitiofil6. But for early weak bisimulation,
there exists a split = 1 - 05, + 3 - d5,, which cannot be simulated by, . Intuitively,
statessg, s, s2, andss have the same set of enabled actions, and kgtinds; can
perform either any transition evolving into{rs : %, r3 %}, or perform a5 transition
leading tod.., . For schedulers with limited power like partial informatischedulerss
ands; cannot be distinguished.

The following theorem shows th&t defined in Definitiod B is an equivalence rela-
tion, similarly for~*. Moreover=® is strictly coarser thafr which is straightforward
from Definition[3 andb.

Theorem 1. (;) *~ and=? are equivalence relationg;i) ~ C =&2.

4 Observable Behaviour and Composition

In this section we consider important properties of late kvbasimulation, namely
preservation of trace distributions, and compositiopailthile these properties dwot
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hold if considering all schedulers, we establish them ferghbclass of partial informa-
tion distributed schedulers. Partial information schedsp have been coined by De
Alfaro [4], and distributed schedulesg stem from D’Argenio and Gird [11]. Both have
been proposed to rule out unrealistic scheduling decisianh as the ones discussed
in Fig.[3. We echo these arguments to back our claim that latkwbisimulation is a
valuable relation in the context of any realistic schedylifio get started, we review
desirable properties we are going to discuss. For this, wallrthe parallel operator
introduced in[[9]. It is an entirely straightforward adajia of parallel composition for
IMCs and forPAs.

Definition 7. Let M; = (Sy, Act;,—>1,—1,5) and M, =
(So, Act;,—>9,—5 55) be twoMAs, and A C Act then M; |4 My =
(S, ACtT,_’—’,_)»,g) such thats = 35; ”A S0, (i) S = {81 ”A S92 | (81,82) S
S1 x So}, @) (s1 ||la s2,,p1 ||a p2) € —e— iff eithera € A and si—oé—n-ui
forall i € {1,2 or @ ¢ A, si—e>u;, and ps_; = 6., , for i € {1,2},
(i) (51 ||a s2, A, 81 ||a sh) € — iff eithers; = s, and (s;, A\, s;) € —; with
A+ A=A 0r(si, A, sf) € ™ andss_; = s5_; fori € {1,2}, whereu || 4 p2 is
a distribution such tha(ul HA /Lg)(sl HA 82) = U1 (81) '/,62(82).

We now introduce the notion of trace distribution equivakeil8] adapted to our
setting. Let € (ActUR~()* denote a finite trace of aA M consisting of an ordered
sequence of visible actions. Moreover, the cylindeinduced by is defined by, =
U{Cyl(IT) | II € Fpaths+ N trace(IT) = ¢} wheretrace(II) = e denoting an empty
trace(IT") I =1I' o (0,t,8') N0 € {7,0}
trace(II'Y0 I =II" o (0,t, ') NO & {7,0}

The measurability of’. is straightforward from its definition since it is a countabl
set of cylindersCyl(IT). Below we define a family of equivalences, parametrized by
certain classes of schedulers.

trace if|[II| < 1, andtrace(Il) =

Definition 8. Let s; and sy be two states of aMA, and.$ a set of schedulers. Then,
s1 =s so iff for each schedule€; € S there exists a schedulép € s, such that
Pri (Cq) = Prﬁi(cg) for each finite trace; and vice versa. Ifs is the set of all
schedulers, we simply write.

Below follow examples (and counterexamples) of trace ithstion equivalent states:

Example 6.Let sy ands{, be two states in Fi@ll 3, then we haye = s, since the only
trace distribution ofs, ands{, is {ih : 1,4t : 3}. In contrasts, ands; in Fig.[8 are
not trace distribution equivalence. Since there are twaiptsstrace distributions for
s0: {8 : 1} and{« : 1}, but for s; there are four trace distribution&e : 1}, {5 : 1},
{a:L,8: 2}, and{B: 1, : 2}.

4.1 Realistic Schedulers

We are now refining the very liberal Definitibh 2 where the dealbschedulers was
introduced. As discussed, this class can be consideredawerful, since it includes
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unrealistic schedules such as the one scheduling the eal@xecution ok{, ||4 7o
depicted in Figl 4.

In the following we define two prominent sub-classes of sahed, where only
limited information is at hand for scheduling. We need td finfroduce some notations.
Let BA : S — 24¢tUR>0 gych thatEA(s) = {6 € (Act URsq) | Ju.s N u}
that is, the functionZA returns the set of visible actions that a state is able top®f
possibly after some internal transitions. We generaligeftimction to paths as follows:
FA(m) = EA(s) if m = s,andFA(w) =

EA(r") m=mn"0(0,t,s) AN € {1,0} A EA(last(n")) = FA(s) (1)

{ FA(7'),0,t, EA(s) w=7"0(0,t,8)A(0&{r,0} Vv EA(last(r")) # FA(s)) (2)
where Casd (1) takes care of a special situation such teahaitactions do not change
enabled actions. In this cagk! will not see the difference. IntuitivelyyA () abstracts
concrete states on to their corresponding enabled actions. Whenever an bieisic-
tion does not change the enabled actions, this will simplpipéted. In other words,
EA(s) can be seen as the interfacespivhich is observable by other components. Other
components can observe the execution,@s long as either it performs a visible action
(0 ¢ {r,0}), or its interface has been changdt4(last(n') # EA(s)). We are now
ready to define thpartial information schedulerfd] as follows:

Definition 9. A schedulek is a partial information scheduler of if for any 71, 75 €
Paths™(s), EA(m1) = EA(m2) implies: () eitheré(my) = (7, p) or £(ma) = (7, ) for
somey, (i) or {(m) = (0, u) and{(ms) = (6, v) for someu, v such that) # 7.

We denote the set of all partial information schedulersspy Intuitively a partial in-
formation scheduler can only distinguish states via dif¢ienabled visible actions. It
therefore excludes the possibility to schedule diffeseatlly because of different state
identities. This fits very well to a behaviour-oriented extthan state-oriented view, as
it is typical for process calculi. Consequently, for twofdient pathsr, andws with
FA(m) = EA(m2), a partial information scheduler either chooses a tramslébelled
with 7 action form; (: = 1,2), or it chooses transitions labelled with the same visible
actions for bothr; andn,. Partial information schedulers do notimpose any resgbrict
on the execution of transitions, instead they can be performed spontaneously.

In order to exclude unrealistic schedulers when composingliel systems, another
important sub-class of schedulers caligstributed schedulefsas been introduced [11].
The idea of distributed schedulers is to assume that a coempoanning in parallel to
other components needs to make its local scheduling dasigidsolation, and thus can
use only that information about other components that has bemmunicated to them
beforehand. For instance the guesser in[Big. 3 cannot lsaeedt scheduling decision
on the tossing outcome at the moment when his guess is to bddeld.

To formalise this locality idea, we first need to define thggetion of a path to the
path of its components. Let= |4 {s; | 1 < i < n} be a state which is composed
by n > 1 processes in parallel such that all the processes synaeroniactions ir.
Let  be a path starting from, then thei-projection ofr denoted byjr]; is defined as
follows: [r1]; = [s]; if m = s, otherwise

(s = {[77’]1- o(0,t,[s'];) m=m"o(0,t,s)N(0€ AV (0& AN last(n")]; LN [s'1:))
(7] m=n"0(0,t,s)NO & AN (3j #i.llast(n')]; 4, [s']5)
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where[s]; = s; with 1 <4 < n. Intuitively, given a pathr of a states, thei-projection
of 7 is the path that only keeps track of the execution ofithtecomponent of during
its execution. Below defines the distributed schedulersiimductive way.

Definition 10. A scheduleg is a distributed scheduler of =||4 {s; | 1 < i < n} iff
for anyw, ' € Paths™(s), [7]; = [r']; for eachl < i < nimpliesé(r) = &(n').

We denote the set of all distributed schedulerspylIn casen = 1, distributed sched-
ulers degenerate to ordinary schedulers defined in DefirilicAccording to Defini-
tion[I0, a schedulef is distributed, if¢ cannot distinguish different paths starting from
s, provided the projections of these paths to each of its lgr@mponent coincide.
Note that the scheduler inducing the coloured executionign[4F is not distributed,
since the decision of, depends on the execution historygf i.e. at statess, ro will
choose the left transition, and it will choose the right #ition while at statess. By
restricting to the set of distributed schedulers, we caida¥@ unrealistic execution of
sh || ro depicted in Figl 4.

4.2 Properties of Late Weak Bisimilarity

In this section we show properties of late weak bisimilatityder realistic sched-
ulers. We first introduce some notations: lZétand ) denote distributions over set
{(m,s) | ®# € Paths* N's € S A last(w) = s}, moreoverl{], = u denotes the
projection of!/ to its corresponding distribution of states iids) = > {U((7,s)) |
Ir.(m, s) € Supp(UU)}. Given a schedulef, a transition froni/ to V with labeld is in-

duced by, written ag/ i>5 V,iff V(o (0,t,5"),5") =U((7,8)) - V(r,s(s") Where
Vir,s) = 2uepisi(s) &(m,0,v) - v for each(r, s) € Supp(U). Namely,v(, ;) is the
resulting distribution ofs under schedulef given the history informatiorr. For each
s" € Supp(v(x,s)), the probability ofs’ in V' is weighted by/((, s)), moreover we
need to update the history informatiarto = o (0, ¢, s"). Correspondingly, a transition

from p to v with label § is induced by a schedulé€r written asy i>5 v, iff U i>5 V
such tha{V], = v, wherel{((s, s)) = u(s) for eachs € Supp(p). Intuitively, given a
distributiony, for eachs € Supp(n) we uses as the history information faof to guide

the execution, since it is the only priori information we bdwnown so far. Similarly,
we can define weak transitions pfinduced by a given scheduler. Based on the nota-
tions introduced above, we can modify Definitldn 6 with salleds being considered
explicitly.

Definition 11. Let &,&,£ € S for a given set of schedulets. A relation R C
Dist(S) x Dist(S) is a late weak bisimulation ovekt with respect tas iff © R v

implies: (i) wheneven ﬁ>51 u', there exists/ :9>52 v’ such thaty’ R v/; () if not
7, then there exists = Y y<,<,, pi - i andv ==¢ 3., pi - vi such thati; and
pi R v; for each0 < i < n where) .., pi = 1; (i) Symmetrically forv. The
meanings of. ~% v ands =% r are the same as in Definiti¢n 6.

Definition[11 is almost the same as Definit[dn 6 except thateggiire every tran-
sition is induced by a scheduler jn As we shall prove later, these two definitions are
actually equivalent.
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As mentioned before, late weak bisimulation has a flavouilairto partial infor-
mation schedulers in the sense that, due to the transitiosistency requirement, there
is no difference between states in the support of a distabuf the same set of ac-
tions is enabled. Indeed, late weak bisimulation and dantiarmation schedulers are
closely related. The following theorem states that paitifdrmation schedulers are
enough to discriminate late weak bisimilarity with respecarbitrary schedulers, and
that if restricting to partial information schedulersglateak bisimulation implies trace
distribution equivalence.

Theorem 2. For any states; andss, s; ** sy <= 51 =%, 52 = 51 =g, S2.
Theoreni 2 does not hold if we consider general schedulers:

Example 7.Let sy ands; be two states in Fif]5, and in Example 5 we have shown that
so ~* s1, while in Examplé b we have shown that £ s;. But we also notice that the
schedulers giving rise to the trace distributidns: 1,3 : 2} and{3 : ,a : 2} are not
partial information schedulers, since at statge®ndss with the same enabled visible
actions, the schedulers can choose transitions with diftdlabels. By restricting to
partial information schedulers we exclude these two distions and can indeed show
thatsg =5, s1.

It is worthwhile to recall thaMA have a continuous time semantics, thus trace dis-
tribution equivalence implicitly relates the timed probitic behaviour of arMA, ba-
sically because traces are composed of external actionslbasirates, hence rates are
equated by trace equivalence. This implies that for ingainced reachability probabil-
ities are preserved. So, if we 18 (O=tG) = Pré({r € Paths* | In > 0.(x[n] €
G AT (x[0..n]) < t)}) denote the probability of reaching state<irirom s in no more
thant time units, under scheduléywe can establish that &* s; implies for arbitrary
schedulet; € Sp, there exists; € Sp such thatPr$! (O=G) = Pr (OSLG).

If looking at the effect of parallel composition, we need #strict to distributed
schedulers to establish compositionality, as indicatethbyollowing theorem:

Theorem 3. For two statess; and sy, of anMA,

1. 51 &% s <= s1 &% s2, provideds; ands, are sequential i.e. contain no parallel
operators;
2. 51 A%, 52 =>51||as3 A%, 52l s3foranyss.

In Clause 1 of Theorefd 3, we require that bethands, contain no parallel oper-
ators, otherwise the implication does not hold. Moreoveemwbeneral schedulers are
considered, Clause 2 of Theoréi 3 will not hold either. Thisémonstrated by the
following two examples:

Example 8.Let s{, |4 7o be a state as in Examdlé 1, whose execution is depicted in
Fig.[4 (b). Additionally, let- be a sequential state whose execution is samg fs 7o,
such sequential state always exists (simply introducini $or each node in Figl 4
(b)). By construction, we hav§ |4 7o = . However, if restricted to schedulersip,

sy la ro &%, r does not hold. Since the scheduler inducing the colourecieion of

sg |la mo in Fig.[4 (b) is not distributed, while the scheduler indurihe corresponding
execution ofr is distributed. Essentially, every possible scheduler & distributed
because is sequential.
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Example 9.Let sy, s;, andrg be the states in Figl 3. We have shown in Exariiple 3 that
so A2 sp, butwe havesg |4 r0 7 s( || 70 if general schedulers are considered. Since
the coloured execution af, || 4 o depicted in Figl ¥ cannot be simulated &y|| 4 70

no matter how we schedule the transitions®f| 4 7. For instance the probability for

s |la o reaching states; || 4 75 andsy || 4 6 is equal to 1, while the probability for

S0 ||a ro reaching these two states is at most 0.5.

However, when restricting to distributed schedulers, westeow that botls || 4 7o
ands) |4 7o can reach states; |4 75 andsy ||a 76 With probability 0.5 at most,
since the scheduler &f, || 4 7o, which induces the coloured execution in Hij. 4 is not
distributed. The reason is that at statgs||4 7o andss |4 7o, 7o makes different
decision by looking at the future transitionsggfandsg, which should not happen in a
distributed scheduler.

When restricting to the set of schedulerssp N $p, late weak bisimulation is
compositional and implies trace distribution equivalen®etually, we can show that
with respect to schedulers i» NSp, late weak bisimulation is the coarsest congruence
preserving trace distribution equivalence, which in tuan be seen as the symmetric
version of trace distribution precongruence defined in.[15]

Theorem 4. Lets = Sp N Sp, thens; /% sy iff 51 =§ s, for anys; ands,, where
S1 Eg So iff S1 =5 S2 and51 HA 83 =5 S92 ||A S3 for anysi, sg, s3, andA.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we have presented a novel and very coarse vigakilarity called late
weak bisimilarity forMAs. Late weak bisimilarity has interesting properties urtder
well-known subclasses of schedulers: It implies traceritistion equivalence under
partial information schedulers, while it is compositionalder distributed schedulers.
Working in the intersection of both scheduler classes tmssiees a restricted form of
compositionality, where the restriction excludes undabior unrealistically powerful
schedulers. As future work we intend to study reduction édrdongruences|[5] under
subclasses of schedulers, in order to pinpoint the charstits of late weak bisimilarity.
The logical characterization e would be also interesting. Moreover, we are working
on an efficient decision algorithm fe#*. We expect that the decision algorithm fet

is simpler than the algorithm fd*=, since we do not allow arbitrary splitting, thus it
is enough to consider all reachable transition consististriltlitions, which are finitely
many. However, this is not the case foe. To the best of our knowledge, the most
efficient algorithm so far to decid®: is exponential, seé [17,7].
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A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem[d

Before proving Theorefnl 1, we shall introduce two lemmas. #fidtion[3 and b we

have used strong transitions on the left side of ClaliiseAs in the standard setting
for transition systems, in the lemma below we show that wesiknnilation does not

change if we replace the strong transition by weak transifidis simple replacement
is useful for proving the transitivity.

Lemmal. Let M = (S, Act,,—>,—>> 5) be anMA. A relationR C Dist(S) x
Dist(S) is an early weak bisimulation iff R v implies that

1. whenever =% u, there exists a =% . 1/ such that’ R v/,

2. whenevep = ", pi- i, there exists/ == Y o<i<n Pi-visuchthap,; R v;
for each0 < i < nwhered ., pi =1,

3. symmetrically fou. o

Similar results hold for late weak bisimulation by adjusti@lause 2 accordingly.

Proof. Note thaty =% w' iff for eachs € Supp(u), there exists =% s Such that
/ . o,n . . .
w = ZseSupp(m u(s) - pus. Defines == p, inductively as follows:

1. pus =05 if n=0andf =7,

i(n

2. Ifn > 0, then either there exists= v such that’ 9:;?

0

s, OF there exists —
7,(n—1)

vsuch that’ "==" ., for eachs’ € Supp(v), whereps = 3¢ gupp) ¥(5') -

M’

In other wordsg LI s means that,; can be reached in steps froms. Similarly, we
can defing: 2% 4/'.

We first prove that whenever é’;c w', there exists: =% v/ such thaty’ R v/
which can be done by induction on

1. n = 0. Trivial, since it must be the case thtat 7 andy’ = p.

) . (n— 0,(n—
2. n > 0. Then there exists either %c 11 250 1/, of i T iy "8 1/, We

only show the proof of the first case, since the other one igainBy Definition[3,

there exists :9>c vy such thatu; R v4. The following proof is by induction
hypothesis showing that there exists == +’ such that.’ R /. Consequently,

there existy :9>c v/ such thap’ R v/ as desired.
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Next we show thap == 4/ iff there exists{u == 1/, },>0 such thaty’ =
lim,,—, o g}, It suffices to show that for any > 0 ands, whenever

ds = po + Hg »
1y Doy + oy,

p Doy g,

/’L?—l L) /L:,
there existd, —= s = (D g<i<n Hi). This can be proved by induction en

1. n = 0. Trivial. )
2. n > 0. By induction hypothesisi, == 11}, wherep, = (1,71 + Y gscp 11°)-

Sincep,” ; = p, there exists, ==c 1, = (Ygcicp 17 )-

We have proved that == 1/ iff there exists{y ==¢ 1/, }n>0 Such thaty’ =
lim,, oo /2,. Therefore we can conclude that whenever= 1/, there exists ==
v’ such thap/ R /. In caseu =4 ' with 6 # 7, we havey =2 i e phy = i
As shown above, there exists== v} such tha:; R v, which indicates that there

existsy] =% vy such thatuy, R v4 by Definition[3, which indicates that there exists
vy, ==¢ v/ such thag/ R v/. This completes the proof.

In order to prove that® is an equivalence relation, we shall introduce the follayvin
lemma saying that ifi ~* v, thenu andr must be transition consistent or not at the
same time.

Lemma 2. For all late weak bisimulatiorR, 1 R v implies 77 iff 7.

Proof. We prove by contradiction and assum& » and 7/ for some late weak bisim-
ulationR, but not7. Sincey R v, thenp = impliesv =% and vice versa for ang,
therefore we hav&A(u) = FA(v), whereEA(p) = {0 | 3p/ .1 N w'}, similarly for
FEA(v). Sincev is not transition consistent, there existe Supp(v), such that SN
wheretd ¢ EA(v). Therefore there exists = ,_; p; - v; such that; for eachi € T
and there existg € I such thav; :9> wherel is a finite set of indexes. Sinéé and

0 ¢ EA(p), there does not exigt == >_,_; p; - 1; such thaj; =% and thuss; R v;,
which contradicts the assumption that=* v.

Below follows the proof of Theorefd 1:

Proof. The proofs for early weak bisimulation is straightforwardm Lemmdl and
omitted here. We prove thaf* is an equivalence relation. The only non-trivial case is
transitivity, we need to prove that =* v andv =* + impliesu /* ~ for anyp, v, and
~. According to Definitio B, there exists late weak bisimislas R ; andR» such that
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pRivandy Ry y. LetR =Ry oRa = {(,y) | Iv.(p R1 v Av Rz )}, itis then
enough to prove thak is also a late weak bisimulation.

Let 4 R ~ such thaju R, v andv Rs ~y for somev. First we prove that whenever
@ =% 1/, there existsy =% + such thay/ R +'. Due to Lemm&R, the proof is
straightforward and omitted here.

Secondly, we need to show that if ript, then there existg = > icrPi - pi and

v = > ic1 Pi-vi suchthap,; R ; for eachi € I, whered,_; p; = 1. Sincey ~* v,

there existy = > icrPi-visuch thaﬂ; andy; Ry v; for eachi € I. By Lemmd2,
7, for eachi € I. We distinguish the following two cases:

Lv=>%,,piv.
According to Lemm@&]2y is not transition consistent, and moreover we hai/éor
eachi € I. Sincer R, v, there existsy == > ic1 i such that; Ry ;, thus we
havep; R ~; by the definition ofR for eachi € I.

2. v =V = Y icr Di Vi
Sincer R, 7, there existsy == ~’ such that’ R, ~' according to the first
clause of Definitiofill6. Since is not transition consistent, so there exists € T
such that # j and FA(u,;) # EA(u;), which indicates thaEA(v;) # EA(v;),
therefore/ is not transition consistent. As a result there exjsts= D icrPi Vi

i.e.v ==c > ;e pi - v such that; R «;, thusy; R ~; for eachi € 1.

For Clause 2, it is easy to see that the second condition ohiflefi[3 implies the
second condition of Definitidd 6, but not vice versa. Exarigpébows that the inclusion
is strict.

A.2 Proof of Theorem[2

Proof. 1. 51 R? 89 < 57 Rgp So.
This equivalence is straightforward from Definitidn 6, @mvee always group states
with the same enable visible actions together and let thénereperform transi-
tions with the same visible action at the same time, or amnialdransition spon-
taneously, which never breaks the conditions of partiarmiation schedulers. In
other words, all transitions we consider in Definitidn 6 arduced by some sched-
ulers insp.

2. s1 R 59 = 51 =sp S2-
Let 1 andv be two distributions such thaftupp (1) = {s;}ier and Supp(v) =
{ri}ics wherel andJ are two finite sets of indexes. Létr; },c; and{n}}ics be
two sets of finite paths such thakt (r;) = s; andlast(r;) = r; for eachi € I and
j € J. We prove a more general resylt:~* v implies for each partial information
schedulet;, there exists a partial information schedujesuch that

Pri, (Co{mibier) = Pré, (Co {nl}ies)

for each finite trace, provided the following conditions hold:
(a) EA(s;) = EA(s;) impliesEA(m;) = EA(w;) for eachi, j € I,
(b) EA(r;) = EA(r;) implies EA(r}) = EA(}) for eachi, j € J,
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(c) EA(si) = EA(r;) implies EA(m;) = EA(n) for eachi € I andj € J,
wherePr{gf1 (Ce, {mi}icr) is the probability ofC. starting fromy given execution
historyr; for eachs; € Supp(u) and scheduleg; .

Since EA(m;) = EA(w;) it EA(s;) = EA(s;) foranyi,j € I, if 77 and¢, is a
partial information scheduler,

Pré‘l(Cq, {mitier) = PT’Z (Cs, EA(m;))

foranyi € I. We then defing = Pry (C¢, EA(m;),n) as follows wherex > 0

and7Z:

(@) If|s| > 0andn =0,p =0,

(b) elseifls| =0,p=1,

(c) elseifu e > kex Pk - ik SuUCh thafi; for eachk € K, then

p= Z pr - Pref(Co, EA(m; o (7,0, 5)),m — 1)
keK
for any sy € Supp(pr),
(d) elseif¢c = ac’ andu ¢ > kex Pk - e Such thafi for eachk € K, then
p= Z pr - Pref(Co, EA(m; 0 (@, 0, 81)),m — 1)
keK

foranys; € Supp(u),
(e) elseif¢ = A¢’ andp ri>C > kek Pk - Mk such thaff, for eachk € K, then

D= Z Dk - / e . Prif(Co, EA(mi o (A, 2, 58)),n — 1)dx
kEK 0

foranys; € Supp(u),
(f) otherwisep = 0.
If =77 andp = 3", _ ¢ s such thafij, for eachk € K, then

Pri (Co {miticr,n) = > pi - Pri*(Cy, EA(my),n)
keK

wherery, = w; for anys; € Supp(ux).
Now we prove by induction om that for each partial information schedulgr,
there exists a partial information scheduersuch that

Pri (Co {mitier,n) < Pr¢, (Co, {m}ier)

for anyn > 0 andc.
First we assume that is transition consistent, which indicatég by Lemmal.
This is equivalent to show that

Pri (Ce, BA(mi),n) < Pr{, (C., BA(w))).

We distinguish the following cases:
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(@) n=0o0r|s| = 0. This case is trivial.

(b) n > 0, |s] > 0, and there existg Doyl = > kex Pk - 1k Such thatu;, for
eachk € K, and

re, (Co, BA(m;), Z pr - Prf(Co, EA(m o (7,0, 5%)),n — 1)
keK

_>
foranyi € I ands, € Supp(pr). SupposeK| = lie.u andEA(y') =
EA(u), thenEA(w; o (7,0, s;)) = EA(m;), thus

Prl! (Ce, BA(m;),n) = Prit (Ce, BA(m),n — 1)

Sinceu ~* v, there existss == v/ such that’ ~* v/, let &, be a partial
information scheduler mimicking the transitionafmoreover by induction

Pri, (Ce, EA(m;)) > Pri (Ce, EA(m;),n — 1).
If |[K| =1andFA(n') # FA(u), or|K| > 1,then

Pri (Cs, EA(m; Zpk Prif(Ce, BA(mi o (1,0, 85)),n — 1)
keK
for anysy € Supp(ui). Sinceu = v, there exists
V=1 = Zpk'Vk
keK

such tha, = v, thusiz, by Lemmd2 for eack € K, moreoverEA () =

EA(vy,). Let&, be a scheduler mimicking the transition== /. According
to Definition[9 such partial information schedulgralways exists, since only
T transitions are involved. Singe, ~* vy,

Pr¥(Ce, EA(m; o (7,0,71))) > Prif(Ce, EA(m; o (7,0, 5%)),n — 1)
by induction, where, € Supp(vy;) for eachk € K. Therefore

Pri, (Cs, EA(m;)) > Pry, (Co, BEA(Ti),m).

(©) n > 0, = ac’, and there existg ¢ 1/ = > kex Pk -k SUch thatz;, for
eachk € K, and

(Cg, EA(m;), Z Dk - PT (Cor, EA(m; 0 (o, 0,8;)),n — 1)
keK

foranyi € I ands;, € Supp(u). Sincep = v, there existy == > kek Pk

v, such thap, ~* v foreachk € K. Let&s be the scheduler which mimic the
weak transition of’. The¢&s is guaranteed to be a partial information scheduler,
since all states will perform a transition with lakelBy induction we have:

Prf(Co, EA(mi 0 (@, 0,1%))) > Prif(Co, BA(T; o (,0,51)),n — 1)
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wherery, € Supp(vy) for eachk € K, therefore
Pre,(Cq, BA(m;)) = Pri (Cq, BA(m;),n).

The case wheq = 3¢’ such thap3 # « s trivial, sincePrg1 (C., EA(m;),n) =
0.
(d) n > 0,n > 0,¢ = \¢’. This case is similar as Case 3, and is omitted here.
Secondly, if+7/ andu = 3, s such thafij, for eachk € K, then

Pri (Co, {mi}icr,n) = Y pi - Priv(Co, EA(my),n)
keK

wherer, = w; for anys; € Supp(ux). Sincep  ~* v, there existy =5
Zkerk - vk such thafu, ~* vy for eachk € K. Sinceka) and we have proved
that there exist§, such that

Pr¥(Cq, EA(my,)) > Prif(Ce, EA(my),n)
for eachk € K, again lett, mimic the transition o in a stepwise manner, we get
Pri, (Co {mities) = Pri (Co, {mitier,n)

as desired.
Note that

Pri (Co {mi}ier) = nhlgo Pri (Co, {mi}ier,n),

the remaining proof is then straightforward. This compete proof.

A.3 Proof of Theorem[3

Proof. 1. In case that; and s, contain no parallel operators, all schedulersspf
ands- are distributed schedulers according to Definifioh 10. &fwes; ~* s,
impliess; ~%_ s and vice versa.

2. LetR = {(u1 ||a p3, po ||a pu3) | p1 =%, po}, it suffices to prove thaR is a late
weak bisimulation with respect te. Let (11 ||a p3) R (p2 ||la u3) andps ||a
143 ﬁ>51 v for some¢; € Sp, we shall show that there exists ||a 13 :9>52 v
for someg, € sp such thai, R v. We distinguish several cases:

(a) 6 € Act andf ¢ A:
Since¢; is a distributed scheduler, we have eitherpu; i>5] v1 such that
v =u1|la ps, OF (4) us &51 ws such thaty = iy ||a ph. We first consider
Casei). Sinceu; =% 2, there existgi; :9>§2 v, for someg; € sp such that

v1 =%, va, therefore there exisis; |4 p3 :9>52 va ||a ps. According to the
definition of R, we haver = (v || u3) R (v2 ||a ps) = v/ as desired. The
proof of Caseii) is similar and omitted here.
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(b) 6 € A:
As before¢; is a distributed scheduler, according to the definition of pa
allel operator, it must be the case that i)gl vy and us ggl w5 such
thaty = vy |4 p3. Sincep; =3, po, there existsuy :9>§2 V5 such

thaty; =3 o, hence there existgs ||4 p3 :9>52 va ||la p5 such that
v=(v1laps) R (v2laps)=0"

(c) 6 =X eRxyg:
By the definition of parallel operator, we haug i)gl vy and s ﬁ)gl wh

such thath = A\ + Az andy = 4 - (1 ||la p3) + 32 - (1 [la pb). Since

p1 ~%, 2, there existgin %52 vo suchthav, % v, the remaining proof
is straightforward based on the above proof.

In order to prove Theorefd 4, we shall introduce the followigrgma:

Lemma 3. Lets = Sp N Sp, thenu, =% e implies

1o =5 pe;
2. p1|ja ps AR po ||a ps for any ps.

Proof. 1. Refer to the proof of Theorenh 2.
2. The proofis similar as the proof of Clause 2 of Theofém 3.

A.4 Proof of Theorem[4

~9 —cC-
Proof. -~} = =&

Lem. 3
pr AR pe TS =5 ppandus fla ps & po lla ps

Def. of =¢
-

1 =5 p2

-=¢ = &%
S S
Let R = {(u1,p2) | o1 =5 po}, we show thafR is a late weak bisimulation
with respect tas. Let i1 R p12. We first assume thaf] and i)gl wy for some

0 and&; € S. We need to prove that there exigts :9>§2 wh for someg, € §

such thatu} R pf. We proceed by contradiction and assume ijijat /R 5 i.e.

W #S  ph, we distinguish several cases as follows, where the maia igl¢o

construct a distributiops with a proper setd such thafuy |4 ps Zs g2 ||a 3.

1. 0 € Act andpy #s ph:

Given a set of visible actiond, we lets’ = A.s’ denote a state which can
only perform self loop transitions with labels ih. We can see that for any
distribution i such thatzZ, lla és induces the same trace distribution as
1, whereA contains all possible actions which can be performed bgstat
Supp(w) and their successors.
Now let A contains all visible actions which can be performed by state
in Supp(u1) and Supp(uz) and their successors. Let= 6.s' wheres’ is
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defined as above. Then for ea¢h € S, there exists(; € $ such that
Prill\ués(cf’f) = PrfﬁlnAés,(Og) = Prff,l(Cg), for eachg, similarly for
w2 ||a ds. Sincep) #s ph, we conclude thaty |4 ds =5 p2 ||la ds,
which contradicts the assumption that =§ s (us = ds).
2.0 € Act andp) =5 b, but there existgi, and A’ such thatu] | 4
py Es p |lar pst
If 6 € A, we can simply lejus = 0.u5 andA = A’ i.e. the only immediate
transition ofus is us LN w5, and the remaining argument is similar as Case 1.
Now suppose that ¢ A. For eachs € Supp(u4), we letsy denote the copy
of s but by adding a self loop with labél to s and all its successors. Let
A = A’ U {0} andus be a distribution such that the only immediate transition

of g is us 4 ws whereut (sg) = uj5(s) for eachs € Supp(uj), then for each

; &1 _ &2
&1 € $, there existg, € S such thal‘PrH,1 s i (Co) = PTNQIIA;L;,’ (C;) foreach

<. similarly for jzj || 15 andpdh |4 1§ Therefore(uy [la uf) #s (1 Ila
wy). Sinced € A, the remaining proof is similar.

3.0 Ry
Sinceu) /R ph, we have either iyf #s uh, or i) there existsu} and
A’ such thatu] ||ar ps #s ph ||ar ws. For Case i) letd = A', s’ be
defined as above, ang; = 4, such thatx is a fresh action. Then for each
& € 5, there existg; € $ such thatPrftl,IHA#S (Cag) = Prfﬁl (C;) for each

¢, thereforeu] |4 us Zs ph ||a ps. Since there exists only one transition
labelled withd € R+, hence for eacli, € s, there existg; € § such that

PrflIIHAMS (Cos) = Prfﬁl ||A#S(Og) for eachs, similarly for us || a4 13. Therefore

we conclude thaty ||4 ps Zs pe |4 ps, which contradicts the assumption
that, =§ po.
For Case ii), we can let = A" andus = a.uj i.e. the only immediate tran-
sition of 3 is u3 — 4 Wherea is a fresh action. The remaining argument is
similar as Case i).
For now we have only considered case whegrandu. are transition consistent. In
case thaf:; is not transition consistent, we can always find a gpht Zie]pi ‘Y

such thaty", ., pi = 1 and 7 for eachi € I, moreover there existgy ——=¢
> icr Pi - vi such thaty; =¢ wv] for eachi € I. Then we can apply the same
arguments as whem, is transition consistent.
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