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Abstract. We consider Markov decision processes (MDPs) which arenalatd
model for probabilistic systems. We focus on qualitativeparties for MDPs that
can express that desired behaviors of the system arise tadmmedy (with prob-
ability 1) or with positive probability. We introduce a newnallation relation to
capture the refinement relation of MDPs with respect to tptate properties, and
present discrete graph theoretic algorithms with quacicatinplexity to compute
the simulation relation. We present an automated techrdanassume-guarantee
style reasoning for compositional analysis of MDPs withlgative properties by
giving a counterexample guided abstraction-refinementcagmh to compute our
new simulation relation. We have implemented our algorgétand show that the
compositional analysis leads to significant improvements.

1 Introduction

Markov decision processesMarkov decision processes (MDPa)e standard mod-
els for analysis of probabilistic systems that exhibit battobabilistic and non-
deterministic behavior [466,39]. In verification of problitic systems, MDPs have been
adopted as models for concurrent probabilistic systenisjpd@babilistic systems oper-
ating in open environments [60], under-specified probstixlisystemd [9], and applied
in diverse domains [6,52] such as analysis of randomizechwanication and security
protocols, stochastic distributed systems, biologicatews, etc.

Compositional analysis and CEGAR.One of the key challenges in analysis of prob-
abilistic systems (as in the case of non-probabilisticays) is thestate explosion
problem [29], as the size of concurrent systems grows exgally in the number of
components. One key technique to combat the state explpsitrtem is theassume-
guaranteestyle composition reasoning [68], where the analysis golis decomposed
into components and the results for components are usedsomabout the whole sys-
tem, instead of verifying the whole system directly. For steyn with two components,
the compositional reasoning can be captured as the folpgiimple rule: consider a
system with two components; andG2, and a specificatiofi”’ to be satisfied by the
system; ifA is an abstraction of; (i.e., G2 refinesA) andG; in composition withA
satisfieg7’, then the composite systems@f andGs also satisfiess’. Intuitively, A is
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an assumption o6y ’s environment that can be ensured®y. This simple, yet elegant
asymmetric rule is very effective in practice, speciallfhné counterexample guided
abstraction-refinemenfCEGAR) loop [30]. There are many symmetric [56] as well
as circular compositional reasoning [35,56,53] rules; évav the simple asymmetric
rule is most effective in practice and extensively studiadstly for non-probabilistic
systems|([56,38,12,44].

Compositional analysis for probabilistic systemsThere are many works that have
studied the abstraction-refinement and compositionalyaisafor probabilistic sys-
tems [11,45,51,37]. Our work is most closely related to arspired by [[50] where
a CEGAR approach was presented for analysis of MDPs (orddlmiobabilistic tran-
sition systems); and the refinement relation was capturestibgg simulatiorthat cap-
tures the logical relation induced by safe-pCTLI[41,4,9].

Qualitative analysis and its importance.In this work we consider the fragment of
pCTL* [41/419] that is relevant foqualitative analysisand refer to this fragment as
QCTL*. The qualitative analysis for probabilistic systems referalmost-sureresp.
positive properties that are satisfied with probability 1 (resp.itpasprobability). The
qualitative analysis for probabilistic systems is an int@ot problem in verification
that is of interest independent of the quantitative analpsoblem. There are many
applications where we need to know whether the correct behavises with proba-
bility 1. For instance, when analyzing a randomized embddadeduler, we are in-
terested in whether every thread progresses with probalilf17]. Even in settings
where it suffices to satisfy certain specifications with @bty A < 1, the cor-
rect choice of) is a challenging problem, due to the simplifications introehli dur-
ing modeling. For example, in the analysis of randomizettitisted algorithms it is
quite common to require correctness with probability 1 (seg., [59,62]). Further-
more, in contrast to quantitative analysis, qualitativalgsis is robust to numerical
perturbations and modeling errors in the transition prdhis. The qualitative anal-
ysis problem has been extensively studied for many proiseibimodels, such as for
MDPs [24,25,26], perfect-information stochastic gameé&12)], concurrent stochastic
games[36,18], partial-observation MDP$ [5,28,15,204, jpartial-observation stochas-
tic games([22,8,19,21,55,23].

Our contributions. In this work we focus on the compositional reasoning of proba
bilistic systems with respect to qualitative propertiesd @ur main contribution is a
CEGAR approach for qualitative analysis of probabilisiistems. The details of our
contributions are as follows:

1. To establish the logical relation induced QCTL* we consider the logidTL*
for two-player games and the two-player game interpratatiban MDP where
the probabilistic choices are resolved by an adversaryase of non-probabilistic
systems and games there are two classical notions for refimemamelysim-
ulation [54] andalternating-simulatiorfl]. We first show that the logical relation
induced byQCTL" isfinerthan the intersection of simulation and alternating simu-
lation. We then introduce a new notion of simulation, namedynbined simulation
and show that it captures the logical relation inducedy6yT'L*.

2. We show that our new notion of simulation, which captureslbgic relation of
QCTL*, can be computed using discrete graph theoretic algorithmsiadratic



time. In contrast, the current best known algorithm for stygimulation is poly-
nomial of degree seven and requires numerical algorithims 6fther advantage of
our approach is that it can be applied uniformly both to datilie analysis of prob-
abilistic systems as well as analysis of two-player gantest @re standard models
for open non-probabilistic systems).

3. We present a CEGAR approach for the computation of condtsimaulation, and
the counterexample analysis and abstraction refinemeahis\aed using the ideas
of [43] proposed for abstraction-refinement for games.

4. We have implemented our approach both for qualitativéyaisaof MDPs as well
as games, and experimented on a number of well-known exampDPs and
games. Our experimental results show that our method ashggnificantly better
performance as compared to the non-compositional veidicais well as compo-
sitional analysis of MDPs with strong simulation.

Related works. Compositional and assume-guarantee style reasoning leams ebe
tensively studied mostly in the context of non-probahdigtystems[[56,38,12.44].
Game-based abstraction refinement has been studied inrtextof probabilistic sys-
tems [51]. The CEGAR approach has been adapted to proligtsystems for reach-
ability [45] and safe-pCTL[111] under monolithic (non-coowyitional) abstraction re-
finement. The work of [50] considers CEGAR for compositicenadlysis of probabilis-
tic system with strong simulation. An abstraction-refinatregorithm for a class of
quantitative properties was studied [in[33,34] and alsoeémgnted[[40]. Our logical
characterization of the simulation relation is similar pirg to [31], which shows how
a fragment of the modat-calculus can be used to efficiently decide behavioral pre-
orders between components. Our work focuses on CEGAR fopositional analysis
of probabilistic systems for qualitative analysis: we @uderize the required simulation
relation; present a CEGAR approach for the computation efsimulation relation;
and show the effectiveness of our approach both for quisktamnalysis of MDPs and
games.

Organization of the paper.In Sectior 2 we present the basic definitions of games and
logic for games. In Sectidn 3 we introduce a new simulatidatien for games, show
that it is finer than both simulation and alternating simolatand present algorithms

to compute the relation. In Sectibh 4 we present the defirstad MDPs and qualitative
logics, and in Sectiohl5 show that the logical relation iretlby the qualitative log-

ics on MDPs can be obtained through our simulation relatroduced in Sectiol] 3.

In Section[® we present a CEGAR approach for our simulatitatiom and present
experimental results in Sectibh 7.

2 Game Graphs and Alternating-time Temporal Logics

Notations. Let AP denote a non-empty finite set of atomic propositions. Givénite
set.S we will denote byS* (respectivelyS“) the set of finite (resp. infinite) sequences
of elements fron®, and letS* = S* \ {€¢}, wheree is the empty string.



2.1 Two-player Games
Two-player gamesA two-playergame is a tuplé&r = (S, A, Av, 4§, L, s9), where

— Sis afinite set of states.

— Ais afinite set of actions.

— Av: S — 24\ () is anaction-availablefunction that assigns to every statec S
the setAv(s) of actions available is.

-6 : 8 x A — 29\ (is a non-deterministitransition function that given a state
s € S and an actiom € Av(s) gives the sef(s, a) of successors of given action
a.

- L : S — 2AP is alabelingfunction that labels the statesz .S with the set(s) of
atomic propositions true at

— 5o € Sis an initial state.

Alternating games.A two-player gamé is alternatingif in every state either Player 1
or Player 2 can make choices. Formally, forak S we have either (iJAv(s)| = 1
(then we refer tos as a Player-2 state); or (ii) for all € Av(s) we have|d(s,a)| =1
(then we refer tos as a Player-1 state). For technical convenience we contidem
the case of alternating games, there is an atomic propesitiia € AP such that for
every Player-1 state we haveturn € L(s), and for every Player 2 staté we have
turn & L(s').

Plays. A two-player game is played for infinitely many rounds asdalé: the game
starts at the initial state, and in every round Player 1 cbeas available action from
the current state and then Player 2 chooses a successorastdtthe game proceeds
to the successor state for the next round. Formalplag in a two-player game is an
infinite sequence = sgagsia;sqas - - - Of states and actions such that forialt 0 we
have that; € Av(s;) ands; 1 € (s;, a;). We denote by? the set of all plays.

Strategies.Strategies are recipes that describe how to extend finifexpseof plays.
Formally, astrategyfor Player 1 is a functiom : (S x A)* x S — A, that given a
finite historyw - s € (S x A)* x S of the game gives an action frohwv(s) to be
played next. We write¥’ for the set of all Playet- strategies. A strategy for Player 2
is a functiond : (S x A)™ — S, that given a finite history - s - a of a play selects
a successor state from the §ét, o). We write © for the set of all Playeg strategies.
Memorylessstrategies are independent of the history, but depend anthe current
state for Player 1 (resp. the current state and action forePla) and hence can be
represented as functiorfs — A for Player 1 (resp. as functions x A — S for
Player 2).

Outcomes.Given a strategy for Player 1 and for Player 2 theoutcomds a unique
play, denoted aBlays(s, o, 0) = spagsiay - - -, Which is defined as follows: (§y = s;
and (i) for alli > 0 we havea; = o(spag ... s;) ands;+1 = 0(spaop . . . s;a;). Given a
states € S we denote byPlays(s, o) (resp.Plays(s, #)) the set of possible plays given
o (resp.f),i.e.Uyco Plays(s,o,0") (resp., 5, Plays(s, o', 0)).

Parallel composition of two-player gamesGiven gamesz = (S, 4,Av, 4, L, so)
and G’ = (S',A,AV, 8 L, s{,) the parallel compositionof the gamess || G’ =
(S, A,Av, 6, L,35) is defined as follows:



— The states of the composition ase= S x S'.

— The set of actions does not change with the composition.

— For all (s, s’) we haveAv((s, s')) = Av(s) NAV'(s').

— The transition function for a states,s’) € S and an actior € Av((s, s')) is
defined a9 ((s, s'),a) = {(t,t') |t € §(s,a) At/ € 0'(s',a)}.

— The labeling functiorC((s, s')) is defined aL(s) U L'(s").

— The initial state i$o = (so, s3)-

Remark 1.For simplicity we assume that the set of actions in both camepts is iden-
tical, and for every pair of states the intersection of theailable actions is non-empty.
Parallel composition can be extended to cases where thefsations are different]2].

2.2 Alternating-time Temporal Logic

We consider the Alternating-time Temporal LogidTL*) [3] as a logic to specify
properties for two-player games.

Syntax. The syntax of the logic is given in positive normal form by défg the set of
path formulag¢) andstate formulagt) according to the following grammar:

state formulas: ¢ u=gq | g | Y VY|P AY | PQ(p)
path formulas: =19 |eVe|eAp| Qv | pUp | @We;

whereq € AP is an atomic proposition anblQ is a path quantifier. The operatars
(next), U (until), andW (weak until) are the temporal operators. We will uaee as a
shorthand for; vV —¢q andfalse for ¢ A ~q for someg € AP. The path quantifierBQ are
as follows:

ATL™ path quantifiers{(1)), (2), (1,2}, and{0}).

Semantics.Given a playw = spapsia; - - - we denote byu[i] the suffix starting at the
i-th state element of the play, i.e.,w[i] = s;a;si+1a;+1 - - -. The semantics of path
formulas is defined inductively as follows:

Wy i wl0] = o
wE w1V iff w1 0rw = o

w1 A iff w1 andw | ¢

wkE O iff wl] |= ¢

wE e1Ups iff 35 e N:w[j] E p2andV0 <i < j:wli] = ¢
w E 1 Weps iff 01U 0rvy € N: wlj] E 1.

Given a path formulg, we denote byjy]¢ the set of playsy such thatv = ¢. We
omit the G lower script when the game is clear from context. The serosuti state
formulas forATL* is defined as follows:



skEq iff g € L(s)

s —q iff ¢ & L(s)

5'21[11\/1Z12 iffs|:1/)10rs|:d)2

5'21[11/\1Z12 if‘fs|:1/)1ands|:w2

sE () () iff 30 € X,V0 € O : Plays(s, 0,0) € [¢]
s E(2)(¢) iff 30 € ©,Vo € X : Plays(s,0,0) € [¢]
s E(1,2)(v) iff 30 € X,30 € O : Plays(s,0,0) € [¢]
s E(0) () iff Vo € X,V0 € O : Plays(s, 0,0) € [¢];

wheres € S andg € AP. Given anATL* state formula) and a two-player gamé,
we denote byf¢)]¢ = {s € S | s = ¢} the set of states that satisfy the formilaWe
omit theG lower script when the game is clear from context.

Logic fragments. We define several fragments of the logi@'L*:

— Restricted temporal operator usén important fragment oATL* is ATL where
every temporal operator is immediately preceded by a padhtifier.

— Restricting path quantifiersMe also consider fragments &fTL* (resp.ATL)
where the path quantifiers are restricted. We considet-{fagment (denoted
1-ATL") where only(1)) path quantifier is used; (ii) th@, 2)-fragment (denoted
(1,2)-ATL") where only(1, 2)) path quantifier is used; and (iii) the combined frag-
ment (denoted@-ATL*) where both(1)) and({(1, 2)) path quantifiers are used. We
use a similar notation for the respective fragmentd’df. formulas.

Logical characterization of states.Given two games; andG’, and a logic fragment
F of ATL*, we consider the following relations on the state spacedadiy the logic
fragmentr:

<7 (G,G')={(s,8) e Sx S|V e F: if s E1thens Ev};

and when the games are clear from context we simply wgitefor < (G,G’). We
will use the following notations for the relation inducedtye logic fragments we con-
sider: (i) <7 (resp.<1) for the relation induced by the ATL* (resp.1-ATL) fragment;
(i) <7, (resp.<,2) for the relation induced by thel, 2)-ATL" (resp.(1,2)-ATL)
fragment; and (i) (resp. <) for the relation induced by th€-ATL* (resp.
C-ATL) fragment. GiverG andG’ we can also considér” which is the disjoint union
of the two games, and consider the relationgh and hence we will often consider a
single game as input for the relations.

3 Combined Simulation Relation Computation

In this section we first recall the notion of simulation[5#pealternating simulation [1];
and then present a new notionafmbined simulation

Simulation. Given two-player gamesG = (S5,A4,Av,d,L,s0) and G' =
(S, A" AV 6, L sp), arelationS C S x S is asimulationfrom G to G’ if for
all (s, s’) € S the following conditions hold:



1. Proposition matchThe atomic propositions match, i.&€(s) = £'(s').
2. Step-wise simulation conditiofffor all actionsa € Av(s) and states € (s, a)
there exists an actiosf € Av/(s’) and a state’ € §(s’, ') such tha(t,t') € S.

We denote bySS:S" the largest simulation relation between the two games (vite wr

Smax instead ofsgéﬁ/ whenG andG’ are clear from the context). We wri@ ~s G’
when(so, s() € Smax- The largest simulation relation characterizes the logjition of
(1,2)-ATL and(1,2)-ATL": the(1, 2)-ATL-fragment interprets a game as a transition
system and the formulas coincide with existentidlL, and hence the logic character-

ization follows from the classical results on simulatiom &L [54]2].

Proposition 1. For all gamesG andG’ we haveS,,.x =<7 s=<12.

s )

Alternating simulation. Given two gamesG = (S5, 4,Av,d,L,s9) and G' =
(S", A AV, &, L', sh), arelationAd C S x S’ is analternating simulationfrom G
to G’ if for all (s, s’) € A the following conditions hold:

1. Proposition matchThe atomic propositions match, i.&€(s) = £/(s').

2. Step-wise alternating-simulation conditiofRor all actionsy € Av(s) there exists
an actiona’ € AV/(s’) such that for all stateg € ¢'(s’,a’) there exists a state
t € §(s,a) such thatt,t') € A.

We denote by4§1;§(' the largest alternating-simulation relation between hegames
(we write A, instead ongﬁ when G and G’ are clear from the context). We
write G ~4 G’ when (so,s)) € Amax. The largest alternating-simulation relation

characterizes the logic relation 6fATL and1-ATL* [1].

Proposition 2. For all gamesG andG’ we haved,,.x =<7=<1.

Combined simulation. We present a new notion of combined simulation that extends
both simulation and alternating simulation, and we show timcombined simulation
characterizes the logic relation induced ®yATL* and C-ATL. Intuitively, the re-
quirements on the combined-simulation relation combieadyuirements imposed by
alternating simulation and simulation in a step-wise fashiGiven two-player games

G = (S,A,Av, 8, L,s0) andG’ = (5", A", AV, 8", L', s}), arelationC C S x S'is a
combined simulatiofrom G to G if for all (s, s") € C the following conditions hold:

1. Proposition matchThe atomic propositions match, i.&€(s) = £'(s').

2. Step-wise simulation conditioffor all actionsz € Av(s) and states € (s, a)
there exists an actiorf € Av/(s’) and a state’ € §(s’, a’) such tha(t, ') € C.

3. Step-wise alternating-simulation conditiofRor all actionsy € Av(s) there exists
an actiona’ € AV'(s") such that for all states € ¢'(s’,a’) there exists a state
t € 0(s,a) such thatt,t') € C.

We denote by’%:G” the largest combined-simulation relation between the tames
(and writeCp,.x WhenG andG’ are clear from the context). We also write ~¢ G’
when(sg, sp) € Cmax. We first illustrate with an example that the logic relatigp in-
duced byC-ATL is finer than the intersection of simulation and alternasirgulation
relation; then present a game theoretic characterizafidh,g.; and finally show that

Cmax gives the relations . and<c.
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Fig. 1. Games7, G’ such thati ~s G’ andG ~_4 G, butG »#c G'.

Example 1.Consider the game&s andG’ shown in Figuréll. White nodes are labeled
by an atomic propositiop and gray nodes by. The largest simulation and alternating-
simulation relations betwee@ and G’ are: Spmax = {(s0,%0), (51,%1)}, Amax =
{(s0,%0), (s0,t2), (s1,t1)}. However, consider the formula = {1)(Op A
(1,2)(Oq))). We have that, = v, buttg [~ . It follows that(so, to) €=<c. O

Combined-simulation games.The simulation and the alternating-simulation rela-
tion can be obtained by solving two-player safety garhe&l[42]. We now define a
two-player game for the combined-simulation relation eleterization. The game is
played on the synchronized product of the two input gameserGa state s, s’), first
Player 2 decides whether to check for the step-wise sinmmatondition or the step-
wise alternating-simulation condition. The step-wisedation condition is checked
by playing a two-step game, and the step-wise alternaimgiation condition is
checked by playing a four-step game. Consider two gafhes (S, A, Av, 4, L, so)
andG’ = (S, A", AV, &', L', s})). We construct theombined-simulation gamg® =
(8¢, A€, AV©, 6¢, L€, ) as follows:

— The set of stateThe set of state§¢ is:

S€ = (SxS)U(S xS x{Sim}x{1,2)U(S x5 x {Alt} x {2})
U (S xS x{Alt} x Ax {1}HU(S xS x {Alt} x Ax A x {1,2})

Intuitively, in states inS x S’ and in states where the last component is 2 it is
Player 2’s turn to make the choice of successors, and in ladraitates Player 1
makes the choice of actions.
— The set of actiond he set of actions is as followsl® = { L} USUS U A’
— The transition function and the action-available function
1. Choice of simulation or alternating-simulatiofror a state(s, s’) we have
only one action available for Player 1 and we havw¥((s,s’), 1) =
{(s, s, Alt,2), (s,s',Sim, 2)}, i.e., Player 2 decides whether to check for step-
wise simulation or step-wise alternating-simulation ddnds.
2. Checking step-wise simulation conditiond’e describe the transitions for
checking the simulation conditions:
(a) For a statés, s’,Sim, 2) we have only one action available for Player 1
and we have‘((s, s’,Sim,2), 1) = {(t,s,Sim,1) | 3a € Av(s) : t €
5(s,a)}.
(b) For a stat& = (t,s',Sim, 1) we haveAv®(3) = {t' | 3a’ € Av(s) : t' €
§'(s',a’)} ando® (3,t') = {(¢,t')}.



Intuitively, first Player 2 chooses an actiane Av(s) and a successar €

d(s,a) and challenges Player 1 to match, and Player 1 responds mvéthten

a' € AV'(s') and a state’ € §'(s',a’).

3. Checking step-wise alternating-simulation condition& describe the transi-
tions for checking the alternating-simulation conditions

(a) For a statés, s’, Alt, 2) we have only one actiot available for Player 1
and we have®((s, s, Alt,2), 1) = {(s,s',Alt,a,1) | a € Av(s)}.

(b) For astat@ = (s,s', Alt, a,1) we haveAv® (3) = AV/(s’) andd® (5, a’) =
{(s,s',Alt,a,a’,2)}.

(c) For a statq(s, s, Alt,a,a’,2) we have only one actior. available for
Player 1 and we havé ((s, s', Alt,a,a’,2), L) = {(s,t',Alt,a,a’,1) |
ted(s,ad)}.

(d) For a states = (s,t/,Alt,a,a’,1) we haveAv’(s) = d(s,a) and
&¢ (5,t) = {(t7 tl)}'

Intuitively, first Player 2 chooses an actioifrom Av(s) and Player 1 responds

with an actiona’ € AV/(s') (in the first two-steps); then Player 2 chooses a

successot’ from ¢’(s’, a’) and Player 1 responds by choosing a successor

0(s,a).

— The labeling functionThe set of atomic propositioAP contains a single proposi-
tion p € AP. The labeling functionC¢ given a state < S¢ is defined as follows:
LE(3) = piff 5= (s,s') andL(s) # L'(s"). Intuitively, Player 2’s goal is to reach
a state(s, s’) where the propositional labeling of the original games domatch,
i.e., to reach a state labelpdy £C.

— The initial stateThe states§ is (so, sj)-

In the combined simulation game we refer to Player 1 aptbponent(trying to es-
tablish the combined simulation) and Player 2 asabeersary(trying to violate the
combined simulation).

(s0, to,Alt, 2) S(]J:to) (s0, z‘g Sim, 2)
P NG

(s0,t0,Alt,a1,1) (So-,to-,A|t az, 1)
|
1
| az
v
(s0,to,Alt, a2, az,2) (so to, A|t<(1,2<(1,1,2 (s1,t0,Sim, 1) (s0,to, Slm 1)
|
ll | |
v v
(s0,t2,Alt, a2, az,1)
sol
(sU,Itg) (sllto) slltl (slltg)
1 1 1 1
| | | |
v v v v

Fig. 2. Part of the combined-simulation game@fandG’ from Figure].



Example 2.A part of the combined-simulation game 6f and G’ from Figure[1 is
shown in Figur€R. Dashed arrows indicate that the succes$argiven state are omit-
ted in the figure. Gray states are labeled by an atomic prijpogi, hence are the goal
states for the adversary. a

Shorthand for safety objectives We will use the following shorthand faafetyobjec-
tives:O ¢ = ¢ W false; i.e., the formuledy is satisfied by paths whergis always
true.

Theorem 1. For all gamesG and G’ we havel,,ax = [{1) (O-p)]ge N (S x S).

Proof. The statement follows directly from the definition of comédhsimulation, and
the fact that the game construction mimics the definitionomhbined simulation (as in
the case of simulation and alternating simulation[42]),14 a

Winning strategies. Given a combined-simulation gand& we say that a strategy
for the proponent isvinning from a states if for all strategies? of the adversary we
havePlays(s, 0,0) = O(—p). A strategyd for the adversary isvinning from states if
for all strategiesr of the proponent we havRlays(s, o,6) = trueldp. Whenever the
proponent (resp. adversary) has a winning strategy, thoment (resp. adversary) also
has memoryless winning strateqgy [40].

Combined simulation logical characterization.Our next goal is to establish that com-
bined simulation gives the logical characterization®8ATL* and C-ATL. To prove
the result we first introduce the notion of equivalence betwglays: Given two plays
w = S0aps1a182 - - andw’ = sjagsialsh - - we writew ~¢ ' if forall ¢ > 0 we
have(s;, s}) € Cmax-

Lemma 1. Given two game§& andG’, let C,,.x be the combined simulation. For all
(s,8") € Cmax the following assertions hold:

— For all Player 1 strategiew in G, there exists a Player 1 strategy in G’ such
that for every play.’ € Plays(s’, ') there exists a play € Plays(s, o) such that
w~e w.

— For all pair of strategiess andé in G, there exists a pair of strategies andé’ in
G’ such thatPlays(s, o, 0) ~¢ Plays(s’,0’,8"),

Proof. We present the details of the first item.

— Consider a winning strategy® for the proponent irG¢ such that for al(s, s’) €
Cmax and against all strategi®§ we havePlays(s, o, ) € [O(-p)]. Given the
Player 1 strategy in G we construct’ in G’ using the strategy. Consider a
historyw - s in G andw’ - s’ € G’ such that(s,s’) € Cpax- Leto(w - s) = a.
We defines’(w’ - s') as follows. Leth be an arbitrary history i that only visits
state inCpax and ends in(s, s'). Leta’ = o€ (h - (s, s, Alt,2) - (s, 5, Alt, a, 2));
(i.e., the action played by the strateg§ in response to the choice of checking
alternating simulation and the actianby Player 2 inG€). Then the strategy’
plays accordingly, i.e.g’(w’ - s') = a'. In the next step for every choidé of
the adversary there exists a choiaef the proponent such tha&(¢) = £'(¢') and
(t,t") € Cmax and the matching can proceed.
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— The proof is similar to the first item, and instead of usinggtep-wise alternating-
simulation gadget for strategy construction (of the firsiri} we use the step-wise
simulation gadget fron&° to construct the strategy pairs.

The desired result follows. O

In the following theorem we establish the relation betweemigined simulation
and theC-ATL* fragment of ATL".

Theorem 2. For all gamesG andG’ we havel,,.x =<5-=<c.

Proof. First implication.We first prove the implicatiof, .. C<¢.. We will show the
following assertions:

— For all statess ands’ such thaf(s, s') € Crax, We have that ever@-ATL™ state
formula satisfied irs is also satisfied iB’.

— For all playsw andw’ such thatv ~¢ w’, we have that everg-ATL* path formula
satisfied inv is also satisfied in’.

We will prove the theorem by induction on the structure offdrenulas. The interesting
cases for the induction step are formulgis)(¢) and {(1,2)(¢), wherey is a path
formula.

— Assumes = {(1)(y) and(s,s’) € Cmax. It follows that there exists a strategy
o € X that ensures the path formufafrom states against any strategy € ©.
We want to show that’ = (1) (¢). By Lemmd(item 1) we have that there exists
a strategy’ for Player 1 froms’ such that for every play’ € Plays(s’, ¢’) there
exists a play € Plays(s, o) such thatv ~¢ «’. By inductive hypothesis we have
thats’ |= (1) (o).

— Assumes = (1,2))(¢) andC(s, s). It follows that there exist strategies
XY, 6 € O that ensure the path formulsfrom states. By Lemmdl(item 2) we have
that there exist strategies andd’ such that the two plays’ = Plays(s’,0’,6’)
andw = Plays(s,o,0) satisfyw ~¢ w’. By inductive hypothesis we have that
s (1,2)(¢).

— Consider a path formula. If w ~¢ «’, then by inductive hypothesis for every sub-
formulay’ of ¢ we have thatifv = ¢’ thenw’ = ¢'. It follows that ifw = ¢ then
w' =

Second implicationlt remains to prove the second implicatieff, C<cC Cmax. As-
sume that given statesands’ we have tha(s, s’) ¢ Cumax, then there exists a win-
ning strategy in the corresponding combined-simulatiomeg#or the adversary from
state(s, s’), i.e., there exists a strategy such that against all strategie$ we have
Plays((s, s'), 0%, 6€) reaches a state labelpdAs memoryless strategies are sufficient
for both players irG¢ [40], there also exists a boundt N, such that the proponent fails
to match the choice of the adversary in at mottrns. We sketch the inductive proof
that there exists a formula witmested operator$l ) O or (1, 2)) O that is satisfied in

s but not ins’. Fori equal to0 the states can be distinguished by atomic propositions.
For the inductive step one can express the simulation tyriagi, 2) (O . . .) formula
and alternating simulation turns by(@) (O .. .) formula. It follows that(s, s') Z<c.
The result follows. O
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Remark 2.Lemmd and Theorenl 2 also hold for alternating games. Natarthmost
cases the action set is constant and the state space of thes gaenhuge. Then the
combined simulation game construction is quadratic, ahdrgpsafety games on them
can be achieved in linear time (on the size of the game) usswete graph theoretic
algorithms|[47.7].

Theorem 3. Given two-player gameS andG’, theCiax, <¢, and=<¢ relations can
be computed in quadratic time using discrete graph theosdgorithms.

4 MDPs and Qualitative Logics

In this section we consider Markov decisions processes (8J[2Rd logics to reason
qualitatively about them. We consider MDPs which can be edas a variant of two-
player games defined in Sectldn 2. First, we fix some notatignobability distribution
f on afinite setX is a functionf : X — [0,1] such thaty . f(x) = 1, and we
denote byD(X) the set of all probability distributions oi. For f € D(X) we denote
by Supp(f) = {z € X | f(z) > 0} thesupport of f.

4.1 MDPs

A Markov decision procesdIDP) is a tupleG = (5, (S1,Sp), A, Av,01,6p, L, s0);
where (i) S is a finite set of states with a partition 6finto Player-1 state$; and
probabilistic statesSp; (ii) A is a finite set of actions; (iipv : S; — 24\ 0 is an
action-available function that assigns to every Playetalesthe non-empty seétv(s)

of actions available i¥; (iv) 6; : S1 x A — S is a deterministic transition function
that given a Player-1 state and an action gives the next tgtép : Sp — D(S)

is a probabilistic transition function that given a probistic state gives a probability
distribution over the successor states (ig(s)(s’) is the transition probability from
to s'); (vi) the function. is the proposition labeling function as for two-player game
and (vii) so is the initial state. Strategies for Player 1 are defined agémes. In
this work we will consider MDPs with qualitative propertjesid hence not consider
reward-based MDP models.

Interpretations. We interpret an MDP in two distinct ways: (i) asle}—player game
and (ii) as an alternating two-player game. In ﬂhﬁeplayer setting in a state € 54,
Player 1 chooses an actiarnc Av(s) and the MDP moves to a unique successon
probabilistic states,, € Sp the successor is chosen according to the probability distri
butiondp(s,). In the alternating two-player interpretation, we regdmel probabilistic
states as Player-2 states, i.e., in a stgtec Sp, Player 2 chooses a successor state
s’ from the support of the probability distributi@i»(s). Given an MDPG we denote
by G its two-player interpretation, and is an alternating game. Thf?l-player inter-
pretation is the classical definition of MDPs. We will use thve-player interpretation
to relate logical characterizations of MDPs and logicalrebterization of two-player
games with fragments ofTL".

1§—Player Interpretation. Once a strategy € X for Player 1 is fixed, the outcome of
the MDP is a random walk for which the probabilitiesedfentsare uniquely defined,
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where arevent® C (2 is a measurable set of plays [40]. For a state S and an event
@ C 2, we writePr? (@) for the probability that a play belongs oif the game starts
from the state s and Player 1 follows the strategy

Two-player Interpretation. The two-player interpretation corresponds to alter-
nating two-player games introduced in Sectldn 2, where thebabilistic aspect
of the MDP is replaced by a second player. Formally, given aDPMG =
(S, (S1,Sp), A, Av,61,8p, L, sg) we define an alternating two-player ganie =
(§, /T, ,/AT/,S, f, S0) as follows: (i) the states arg = Sy U Sp; (ii) the set of actions
contains a new action. not present i, e, A= AU {L}; (iii) the action-available
function for statess € S; is defined asﬁ/(s) = Av(s) and for states, € Sp as
,/AT/(sp) = {L}, (iv) for s € S; anda in /@(s) we haveg(s,a) = {01(s,a)}, and for
sp € Sp we haveg(sp,J_) = Supp(dp(sp)); (v) the labeling function for a Player-
1 states is £(s) = L(s) U {turn} and for a Player-2 stat& coincides withZ(s');
and (vi) the initial state is the sanmig = so. Given an MDPG we denote bﬁ the
two-player interpretation of the MDP. Note that for all Réayl states € S; we have
|6(s)| = 1 and for all Player-2 states, € Sp we haveAv(s,)| = 1. Therefore for any
MDP the corresponding two-player interpretation is anraiéng game.

Parallel composition of MDPs. An MDP is said to be strictly alternating if
the initial state is a Player-1 state and all the successbrBlayer-1 states are
probabilistic states, and vice versa. Given two strictijeraating MDPsSG =
(S,(S1,Sp), A,Av, 81,6p, L, s0) and G’ = (S, (54, Sp), A, AV, 8, 8%, L', si,), the
parallel composition is an MDF || G’ = (S, (S1,Sp), A,Av,d1,dp, L,30) defined
as follows: (i) the states arg¢ = S; U Sp, whereS; = S; x S; andSp = Sp x Sp;
(i) for a state(s,s’) € S1 we haveAv((s,s’)) = Av(s) N AV/(s"); (iii) for a state
(s,s") € S1 and an actiom € Av((s, s')) we haved,((s, s'),a) = (61(s,a),d,(s',a));
(iv) for a state(s,,, s7,) € Sp we have’((s,, sp))(t,t") = 0p(sp)(t)-6p(sp,)(t); (v) for

a state(s,s’) € S we havel((s,s")) = L(s) U L'(s'), and (vi) the initial state is
(807 86)

Example 3.In Figure[3 we present three MDPS , G2, andG’ that we use as running
examples. We thoroughly describe only MOP = (S, (S1, Sp), A, Av,01,6p, L, so).
Player-1 states, depicted as circles, 8re= {s{, s5, s5} and probabilistic states, de-
picted as rectangles, af» = {s}, s} }. The set of actions isl = {a,b}. Actiona is
available in statesg, s, and actionb is available only in statesy), s;. The determin-
istic transition function i (s(, a) = s,91(sy,b) = s}, 01(s5,a) = s}, 01(sh,b) =
sy, 01(s5,b) = s). The probabilistic transition functiofi» gives the following prob-
ability distributions over possible successor states(s;)(sh) = %,dp(s))(s5) =
3.6p(s})(s5) = 1. There is a single atomic propositigne AP and the states la-
beled byp are depicted in gray. The initial states. a0

4.2 Qualitative Logics for MDPs

We consider the qualitative fragmenti @@ TL* [41[4.9] and refer to the logic apiali-
tative pCTL: (denoted a§)CTL") as it can express qualitative properties of MDPs.
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Fig. 3. Examples of MDPs.

Syntax and semanticsThe syntax of the logic is given in positive normal form and is
similar to the syntax oATL". It has the same state and path formulag@$.” with
the exception of path quantifiers. The logkCTL* comes with two path quantifiers
(PQ), namely(Almost) and(Positive) (instead of{(1)), (2}, (1, 2), and{(0)).

QCTL* path quantifiers:(Almost), (Positive).

The semantics of the logiQCTL"* is the same for the fragment shared wii'L*,
therefore we only give semantics for the new path quantifiéirgen a path formule,
we denote byj¢] ¢ the set of playss such thatv |= ¢. For a states and a path formula
© we have:

s = (Almost) () iff 3o € X :Prl(J¢]) =1
s |= (Positive)(y) iff 3o € X : PrI([¢]) > 0.

As before, we denote B CTL the fragment of) CTL* where every temporal operator
is immediately preceded by a path quantifier, and for a statadlay the set[¢]s
denotes the set of states@hthat satisfy the formula.

Logical relation induced by QCTL and QCTL*. Given two MDPsG andG’, the
logical relation induced bQCTL", denoted assy,, (resp. byQCTL, denoted a¢),
is defined as follows:

<o=1{(s,8) € S x 8" |V € QCTL" : if 5 |= ¢ thens' |= ¢}

(resp.Vy € QCTL).

5 Characterization of Qualitative Simulation for MDPs

In this section we establish the equivalence ofﬂjof;relation on MDPs with thes,
relation on the two-player interpretation of MDPs, i.e., preve that for all MDP<>
andG’ we havesy, (G, G') =<¢ (G, G"), whereG (resp.G") is the two-player inter-
pretation of the MDRY (resp.GG’). In the first step we show how to translate some of the
QCTL formulas intoC-ATL formulas. We only need to translate the path quantifiers
due to the similarity of path formulas in the logics.
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Lemma 2. For all atomic propositiong,  and for all MDPsG, we have:

[(Almost)(Oa)e = [(1)(Oa)]e @)
[(Almost) (¢Wr)l = [{1) (@Wr)]g )
[(Positive) (Og)]e = [{1,2)(Oa)ls (3)
[(Positive)(qUr)]c = [(1,2) (eUT)] & (4)

Proof. Point 1.The inclusion[{Almost)(Og)] 2 [{1)(Ogq)] follows from the fact
that there exists a strategy for Player 1 such that for altagies of Player 2 the next
state reached satisfigslt follows that the same strategy for Player 1 ensures the fo
mula with probabilityl. For the second inclusiof{Almost)(Ogq)] € [(1»(Oq)] we
consider two cases: (i) Iste [(Almost)(Oq)] be a Player-1 state. Then there exists an
available actiom that leads to a state that satisfies formulAs s is a Player-1 state, the
transition function unded has a unique successor. Therefore, playing the same action
ensureg also in the two-player interpretation. The second caseatsstis a probabilis-
tic states. In that case all the successors in the suppohtegpitobabilistic transition
function satisfyq. Therefore formulg is also satisfied in the two-player interpretation.

Point 2. As for the previous point the inclusiddAlmost) ((WWr)] 2 [{1)(gWr)]
follows easily from the definition. For the second inclusassume towards contradic-
tion that for every strategy for Player 1 there exists a strate@yjor Player 2 such that
the playPlays(s, o, ) violatesgWr. It follows that for every strategy for Player 1
there exists a strategyfor Player 2 such that plailays(s, o, 8) satisfies-r {—q. This
is possible only if there exists a finite path to-a state that uses onlyr states, and
the finite path has a positive probability in tﬂ]é-player interpretation of the MDP. It
follows that for every strategy of Player 1 there is a posijrobability of violating
gWr and the contradiction follows.

Point 3. and 4 Point3 follows similarly to Point 1, and Point follows the same
arguments as in Point 2. a

Lemma 3. For all atomic propositions » and for all MDPs we have:
[(Positive)(d r)] = [(Positive) (r U (Almost) (0 r))].

Proof. The result follows from[[20, Lemma 1] (shown even for a moreegal class of
partially observable MDPSs). a

Lemma 4. For all atomic propositions ¢, and for all MDPs, we have:

[(Positive) (gWWr)] = [(1, 2) (qUr)] U [(1, 2) (qU((1))(¢WVfalse)))].

Proof. By definition we have that[(Positive)(¢(Wr)] = [(Positive)((¢Ur) V
(q))]- We write the formula as follows:[(Positive)((qUr) Vv (Oq))] =
[(Positive) (¢ Ur)] U [(Positive)(dq)]. By Lemmd3B we have thd{Positive)(Oq)] =
[(Positive) (g U (Almost)(Cgq))]. Note that1q = g)Vfalse. All these facts together with
the already established translations presented in Ldmrive 21g the desired result.C

To complete the translation of temporal operators it remtonexpress th@ CTL
formula[(Almost)(gUr)] in terms of C-ATL. We first introduce thépre function:
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Apre. Given two sets of state¥ C Y C S we define the predecessor operatpre as
follows:

Apre(Y, X) ={s € S1 | Ja € Av(s) : d1(s,a) € X} U
{sp € Sp | Supp(dp(sp)) CY A Supp(dp(sp)) N X # 0}

As is shown in[[36] we can express the stafésimost)(qUr)] using the following
p-calculus notation, wherg (resp.v) denotes the least (resp. greatest) fixpoint:

[(Almost) (qUr)] = vY.uX.([r] U ([a] N Apre(Y, X))). (5)

The fixpoint computation on an MDP with states can be described as follows:is
initialized to all states, and in each iteratibthe setX; , is initialized to the empty set;
and X; ;41 is obtained fromX; ; applying the one step operators, aids set as the
fixpoint of iterationi. Formally, forl < <mn and0 < j < n — 1 we have

Yo = [true]; X, o= [false]; X ;1 = ([r[u([g]nApre(Yi—1, Xi;))); Yi= Xin;

and thenY,, = [(Almost)(qUr)]. Next we show that thépre function can be ex-
pressed irC-ATL. For C-ATL formulasi, 2 such thaffy;] C 2] we define:

Fapre(V1,92) = (IN(Ov1) A (1, 2)(O¢2)

Lemma 5. For C-ATL state formulasyn, w2 such that[y,] C [¢-] we have:
[Enpre (1, ¥2)] = Apre([yn], [v2]).

Proof. We prove the two inclusions. We start witlpre([¢n], [w=2]) C
[Fapre(¥1,12)]. Let s be a state irApre([¢1], [2]), we consider two cases: () €
S1; and (i) s € Sp. For the case (i) it follows from the definition @fpre that there
exists an actiom € Av(s) such that the unique stafe(s, a) satisfiesy; A 2. It fol-
lows thats € [(1))(Ovyn1) A (1,2)(Or2)] and therefore € [Fapre(11,12)]. In case
(i) we haves € Sp, Supp(dp(s)) C [¢1], andSupp(dp(s)) N [12] # 0. It follows
thats € [(1)(Od1) A (1,2)(Ov2)] and therefore € [Fapre (t1, ¢2)].

We continue with the second inclusi@fppre (1, 12)] € Apre([yn], [¥2]). Lets
be a state irff Fapre (11, %2)], we again consider two cases: {ix S;; and (ii) s € Sp.
For case (i) assume € [{1)(Oy1) A (1, 2)(O2)], it follows that there exists an
available actiom € Av(s) such that the stat® (s, a) is in [1)2] and as we haviys] C
[11], we have that there exists an actiog Av(s) such thaby (s, a) € [¢1]N[v2]. For
the second case (ii) whene Sp we again assumee [(1)(Op1) A (1, 2)(Ow2)]-
The first part of the formula ensures that(s) C [ ] and the second part ensures that
dp(s) N v2] # 0. The desired result follows. 0

The following lemma shows the first of the two inclusions:

Lemma 6. For an MDP we havesc C <¢.

Proof. We prove the counterpositive, i.e., we construct a mappinfpionulas f :
QCTL — C-ATL such that given two stataess’ and aQCTL formulaz we have that
if s =1 ands’ [~ ¢ then theC-ATL formula f(¢) is true ins and not true ins’. We
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proceed by structural induction on t”TT formula and replace parts that are in scope
of a path quantifier by theit-ATL version. The cases whegds an atomic proposition
or a Boolean combination of formulas are straightforwardeimains to translate the
formulas(Almost) (Owp1), (Almost) (w1 Wep2), and(Almost) (1 Uy, ) for QCTL for-
mulasyy, p2. The translation of the first two follows directly from LemiBatherefore

it remains to translate th@ CTL formula(Almost) (1 Ups). We proceed by encoding
the fixpoint computation of théAlmost) (o1 Uz ) formula into nested>-ATL formu-
las. Letn be the number of states of the MDP. let;, ¢;; | 0 < ,j < n} be a set of
formulas defined by the following clauses:

50 = true;
V1<i<n: ¢o=false

VI<i<nNVO<j<n—1: ¢ijr1=[f(p2)V(fle1)A FApre((zi—la bij))
V1<i<n: ¢ =i

By Lemma[5 the set of nested formulas; represents the computation &f; ; and

51- the computation ot; (for the computation of the fixpoint formula). It follows tha
we have[[(Almost) (1 Ugs)] = [én] and concludes the translation. The translation
for formulas(Positive) (Ow1 ), (Positive) (01 W2 ), and{Positive) (1 Ups) to C-ATL
formulas follows from Lemm@l2 and Lemrh 4. The desired rdeliws. O

Lemma 7. For an MDP G we havexg C <¢.

Proof. Given an MDP withn states, it follows from the proof of Theordm 2 for the
combined-simulation game that thestep approximatiorgy. is exactly the same as
<c¢. We define a sequenck,,¥,,...,¥, of sets of formulas ofQCTL with the
property thats <&, t iff every formulay € ¥; that is true ins is also true in
t. We denote byBoolC(¥) all the formulas that consist of disjunctions and con-
junctions of formulas inZ. We assume thaBoolC(¥) does not contain repeated el-
ements, therefore from finiteness &f follows finiteness ofBoolC(¥). We define
Yy = BoolC({q, ¢ | ¢ € AP}), and for all0 < i < n we definel,; = BoolC({¥; U
{(Positive) (O), (Almost) (Oy) | ¥ € ¥;}}). The formulas indy, ¥4, ..., ¥, pro-
vide witnesses that for all < : < n we have thatngsic, in particular we have that
<@C<c. O

Theorem 4. For all MDPs G andG’ we have<g = <c¢.
Theorem 5. For all MDPs G andG’ we have<y, = <¢

Proof. (Sketch)We need to show that if  CTL* formula distinguishes two states,
then there is & CTL formula that also distinguishes them. The basic idea isl@imi
to the proof of [16, Theorem 7.1, assertion 2]. We first caretta deterministic parity
automata given the formula iQCTL", and the almost-sure or positive solutions for
MDPs with parity objectives can be encoded as@alculus formula[18]. The transla-
tion of u-calculus formulas to  CTL formula is done as in Lemnia 6. a

Theorem 6. Given an MDP the relatior?, can be computed in quadratic time using
discrete graph theoretic algorithms.

Proof. Follows directly from Theorenid B] 4, ahH 5. O
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6 CEGAR for Combined Simulation

In this section we present a CEGAR approach for the compurtati combined simu-
lation.

6.1 Simulation Abstraction and Alternating-Simulation Abstraction

Abstraction. An abstractionof a game consists of a partition of the game graph such
that in each partition the atomic proposition labeling rhator all states. Given an
abstraction of a game, the abstract game can be defined lapsioly) states of each
partition and redefining the action-available and traosifunctions. The redefinition

of the action-available and transition functions can eitherease or decrease the power
of the players. If we increase the power of Player 1 and deertrge power of Player 2,
then the abstract game will be in alternating simulatiorhwlite original game, and if
we increase the power of both players, then the abstract galhsémulate the original
game. We now formally define the partitions, and the two alotins.

Partitions for abstraction. A partition of a gameG = (S, A,Av,d, L, s¢) is an
equivalence relatiod! = {m,ms,..., 7t} on S such that: (i) for alll < i < k&

we haver; C S and for alls,s’ € m; we havel(s) = L(s') (labeling match);
(i) Uy <, <, m = S (coversthe state space); and (iii) forak 4, j < k, such that # j

we haver; N 7; = ( (disjoint). Note that in alternating games Player 1 and &l&y
states are distinguished by propositionn, so they belong to different partitions.

Simulation abstraction. Given a two-player gamé& = (S, 4,Av,4, L, sg) and a
partition /T of G, we define thesimulation abstraction ofG as a two-player game
AbsH(G) = (S, A,Av, 6, L, 3), where

— S = II: the partitions in/T are the states of the abstract game.

— For all m; € IT we haveAv(r;) = Usex, Av(s): the set of available actions is
the union of the actions available to the states in the pantiand this gives more
power to Player 1.

— Forallm; € IT anda € Av(r;) we haved(m;,a) = {m; | 3s € m : (a €
Av(s) AN3s' € m; : s € §(s,a))}: there is a transition from a partition given
an actiona to a partitionr; if some states € ; can make am-transition to some
state ins’ € 7;, and this gives more power to Player 2.

— Forallm; € IT we havel(r;) = L(s) for somes € ;: the abstract labeling is well-
defined, since all states in a partition are labeled by theesstomic propositions.

— 3o is the partition in/I that contains statey.

Alternating-simulation abstraction. Given a two-player game G =
(S, A,Av,6,L,sp) and a partitionII of G, we define thealternating-simulation

abstraction ofG as a two-player gamebsZ (G) = (§, A, K/, 5, L, S0), where

— (i) S = I7; (ii) for all 7; € II we haveAv(r;) = (,,, Av(s); (iii) for all =; € I
we haveZ(m) = L(s) for somes € 7;; (iv) 5 is the partition in/I that contains
states, (as in the case of simulation abstraction).
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— Forallm; € IT anda € Av(m;) we haved(r;,a) = {mj | Vs € m : (a €
Av(s) A 3s' € m; : s’ € §(s,a))}: there is a transition from a partition given
an actiona to a partitionr; if all statess € m; can make am-transition to some
state ins’ € w;, and this gives less power to Player 2. For technical comvemi

we assumeé(;, a) is non-empty.

The following proposition states that (alternating-)slation abstraction of a gam@
is in (alternating-)simulation witldr.

Proposition 3. For all partitions IT of a two-player game&s we have: (1)G ~4
AbsT(G); and (2)G ~s AbsH (G).

Example 4.Consider a two-player interpretation of the MIOB from Figure[3. The

coarsest partition of7y is II = {m,m,m}, wheremy = {s,s?,s3},m =
{s3,53,52}, m = {s?}. The alternating-simulation abstraction and the simafatib-
straction ofII are depicted in Figuid 4. ad
a,b b b b
asticn (@ anter—~(m (@)
I <L

Fig. 4. Alternating-simulation and simulation abstractions#f from Figure[3.

6.2 Sound Assume-Guarantee Rule

In this section we present the sound assume-guarante@rahefcombined-simulation
problem. To achieve this we first need an extension of theonotif combined-
simulation game.

Modified  combined-simulation games. Consider games GA" =

(S, A, M AT Ls),  GS™ = (S,A,65™ AVV™ £ s9)  and

G = (8,A,8,A, L s)). The modified simulation gameGM =
(SM, AM AVM §M LM M) is defined exactly like the combined simulation
game givenGA' and G’, with the exception that the step-wise simulation gadget
is defined using the transitions @¢#>™ instead of GA'. Formally, we change the
transitions as follows:

— Checking step-wise simulation conditioff$ansition (a) is redefined: for a state
(s,s',Sim,2) we have only one action. available for Player 1 and we have
M ((s,8',Sim, 2), L) = {(t,&',Sim, 1) | 3a € AV®™(s) : t € 65 (s,a)}.

We write (GA'* @ GS'™) ~ ¢ G if and only if (so, sp) € [(1)(0-p)] .
Proposition 4. LetG, G’, GA't, GS™ be games such thét ~ 4 GA* andG ~g G5™.
Then(GA* @ GS™) ~q G impliesG ~¢ G,
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The key proof idea for the above proposition is as follows&if~4 GA't and
G ~s G°m, then in the modified combined-simulation garGé! the adversary
(Player 2) is stronger than in the combined-simulation g@fe Hence winning in
GM for the proponent (Player 1) implies winning@f and gives the desired result of
the proposition.
Sound assume-guarantee methodsiven two gamess; andG», checking whether
their parallel compositioriz; || G» is in combined simulation with a ganm@ can
be done explicitly by constructing the synchronized pradlibe composition, how-
ever, may be much larger than the components and thus makeettod ineffective
in practical cases. We present an alternative method tleaeprcombined simulation
in a compositional manner, by abstractiGg with some partition/I and then com-
posing it withG;. The sound assume-guarantee rule follows from Propos8iand
Propositio 4.

Proposition 5 (Sound assume-guarantee rulefsiven games:, G, G’, and a par-
tition I7 of G, letA = G || Abs'l (G2) andS = G4 || AbsZ(G2). If (A®S) ~pm G,
then(G || G2) ~c G, i.e.,

A=G H AbSﬁ(Gg), S=G || Absg(Gg), (A@ S) ~ M G’
(G ]| Ga) ~e G (6)

Remark 3.Note that for the trivial partition/I, where every equivalence relation is a
singleton, the modified combined-simulation game coirsidith the combined simu-
lation game. We will use this fact to argue about completenes CEGAR approach.

If the partitionII is coarse, then the abstractions in the assume-guaraitesaru
be smaller tharz; and also their composition witt¥;. As a consequence, combined
simulation can be proved faster as compared to explicitymating the composition.
In Sectior 6.4 we describe how to effectively compute thdifiams /7 and refine them
using CEGAR approach.

6.3 Counterexamples Analysis

If the premis A®S) ~ ¢ G’ of the assume-guarantee rdlé (6) is not satisfied, then the
adversary (Player 2) has a memoryless winning strategyih and the memoryless
strategy is theounterexampleTo use the sound assume-guaranteefiile (6) in a CEGAR
loop, we need analysis of counterexamples.

Representation of counterexampl@scounterexample is a memoryless winning strat-
egy for Player 2 irG™. Note that inG™ Player 2 has a reachability objective, and thus
a winning strategy ensures that the target set is alway$eedtom the starting state,
and hence no cycle can be formed without reaching the tatatet snce the memory-
less winning strategy is fixed. Hence we represent courdenpies as directed-acyclic
graphs (DAG), where the leafs are the target states and eeereaf state has a single
successor chosen by the strategy of Player 2 and has aklbleailctions for Player 1.

Abstract, concrete, and spurious counterexampl&sen two-player gameé&’; and
Go, let G = (Gy || G2) be the parallel composition. Givei and G’, let G¢ be
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the combined-simulation game 6f andG’. The abstract gamé“™ is the modified
combined-simulation game ¢A ® S) and G/, whereA = G; || Abs’I(G,) and
S=G | Absg(GQ). We refer to a counterexamplg,s in G™ asabstract and to a
counterexamplé.,, in G asconcrete An abstract counterexampldeasiblef we can
substitute partitions i\ andS with states of7; to obtain a concrete counterexample.
An abstract counterexamplespuriousif it is not feasible.

Concretization of counterexamplé§e follow the approach of [43] to check the feasi-
bility of a counterexample by finding@ncretizatiorfunctionConc from states irGM

to a set of states s that witness a concrete strategy from the abstract stratesfate

in GM has a component which is a partition 165, and the concretization constructs
a subset of the partition. Intuitively, for a statef GM in the counterexample DAG,
the concretization represents the subset of statés d@f the partition where a concrete
winning strategy exists using the strategy representech®DAG below the stats.
Informally, the witness concrete strategy is constructetlictively, going bottom-up
in the DAG as follows: (i) the leaves already represents wigistates and hence their
concretization is the entire partition; (ii) for non-leaates in the DAG of the abstract
counterexample, the concretization represents the saatssofG, of the partition
which lead to a successor state that belongs to the coratietinf the successor in the
DAG. An abstract counterexample is feasible, if the corzagibn of the root of the
DAG contains the initial state af’.

Computation of the concretizatiosiven an abstract counterexamplgs and a state

5 in GM, let Succ(3) be the set of all successor 8fin GM given 6, is fixed by
Player 2. The formal description of the concretization igegiin Figurdb, where the
concretization of a statein the abstract counterexample is computed from its succes-
sors in the DAG. We use the notatidn’, Av?, andj? to represent the action-available
functions ofGG; andG,, and the transition function a¥,, respectively.

lllustrative examplesWe present intuitive description of two representativeesasf
concretization from Figuriel 5: (1) Consider a state= ((s1,m2), s', Alt, 2) where the
abstract counterexample chooses the succassor((sq, m2), s', Alt, a, 1) (intuitively

this corresponds to choice of actioh The concretizatio€onc(s) = {s € m2 | a €
Av?(s) A s € Conc(3)} is the subset of states in, where the actiom is available
ands also belongs to the concretization of the successor staf@) For a statg =
((s1,m2),s",Alt,a,a’, 1), the concretization is the set of states where aciids not
available or all successors given actiobelong to the concretization of the successors
of 5.

Example 5.Consider MDPS5 1, G2, G’ in Figure[3 interpreted as games and the ab-
stract gamesdbs? (G), AbsZ(Gs) in Figure[d. LetA = G, || Abs(G,) and

S =G4 I Absg(@). Figure[6 shows part of an abstract counterexample to the
modified combined-simulation game A @ S) andG’. In this counterexample the
adversary first plays in the simulation gadget and the prepbresponds by moving to

a state((s}, 1), s;) or a state((s, ), s}) (their successors are not depicted in Fig-
ure[8). From the statfsi, 1), s) the adversary has a winning strategy by playing in
the alternating-simulation gadget, and fro(al, 1), s;) by playing in the simulation
gadget. The dashed shows assign the concretization of stettee abstract counterex-
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_ , c _ i) sis aleaf

5= ((s1,m2),5') + Cone(s) = Conc(s’) otherwise, wher&ucc(s) = {3’}

5 = ((s1,m2),s’,Sim, 2) : Conc(3) = {s € m2 | Ja € Av'(s1) NAVZ(s) : §%(s,a) N Conc(3) # B}
whereSucc(s) = {5}

5= ((s1,m2),s',Sim, 1) : Conc(s)= (] Conc(s)
s’ €Succ(s)
5= ((s1,m2),s,Alt,2) : Conc(3) = {s € 2 | a € Av?(s) A s € Conc(3), } where

Succ(s) = {5’} ands’ = ((s1,m2),s’, Alt, 2, a)

]
Il

((s1,m),s',Alt,a,1) : Conc(s)= [ Conc(s)
5/ €Succ(3)
= ((s1,m2), 8", Alt,a,a’,2) : Conc(s) = Conc(s'), whereSucc(s) = {5}

V|

5= ((s1,m2),5,Alt,a,a’,1) : Conc(s) = {s € m | a & AV?(s) V 6°(s,a) C U Conc(s')}

5/ €Succ(s)
Fig. 5. Concretization functions is a state in an abstract counterexample.

Conc

50

((s§,70), 50)

Conc

50

Conc

50

((s§.7m0), s Sim, 2)

Conc

{53} 2"

Conc

(], 7). ) (L sDF === {83, 53}

Fig. 6. Abstract counterexample to the modified combined-simutagiame of A ® S) andG’,
whereA = G || AbsTi (G2) andS = G || AbsZ(G2).

ample. The counterexample is spurious, since the initaésifG, does not belong to
the concretization of the initial state of the counterexmp a

6.4 CEGAR

The counterexample analysis presented in the previoumseatows us to automat-
ically refine abstractions using the CEGAR paradigni [30]e Thde of the CEGAR
algorithm for the assume-guarantee combined simulatishdsvn in Algorithnil. The
algorithm takes, G2, G’ as arguments and answers wheift@r || G2) ~¢ G’ holds.
Initially, the algorithms computes the coarsest partitidof G2. Then, it executes the
CEGAR loop: in every iteration the algorithm construétgresp.S) as the parallel
composition ofG; and the alternating-simulation abstraction (resp. sitmraabstrac-
tion) of G. Let GM be the modified combined-simulation game(&f® S) andG'.

If Player 1 has a winning strategy &' then the algorithm returns YES; otherwise it
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Algorithm 1 Assume-guarantee CEGAR fer.

Input: Two-player games:, G2, G'.
Output: yesif G1 || G2 ~c G’, otherwiseno
IT <+ coarsest partitioning af'»
loop
A — Gl || Absﬁ(Gg); S Gl || Ang(GQ)
G™ «+ modified combined simulation game @& ® S) andG’
if Player 1 wins inG™ then  return yes
else
Cex +abstract counterexample @™
if FeasibleCex) then return no
else IT < RefineCex, IT)

finds an abstract counterexamgilex in GM. In case the counterexample is feasible,
then it corresponds to a concrete counterexample, andgbéataim returns NO. Iex

is spurious, the algorithm calls a refinement procedureukas the concretization of
Cex to return a partitionlI’ finer than partition//. Our technique can be extended to
handle multiple components in a similar way as presentéfldn$ection 5].

Refinement procedure.Given a partition/I and a spurious counterexamjilex to-
gether with its concretization functiodbonc we describe how to compute the refined
partition I7’. Consider a partitionr € IT and letS, = {3,52,...,5,} denote the
states of the abstract counterexampde that containr as its component. Every state
5; splits w into at most two set€onc(s;) andr \ Conc(s;), and let this partition
be denoted a¥;. We define a partitior?, as the largest equivalence relation on
that is finer than any of the equivalence relatiBnfor all 1 < ¢ < m. Formally,
Pr = {71, T2,..., T} is a partition ofr such thatforalll < j < kandl <i<m
we haver; C Conc(s;) or7; C 7\ Conc(s;). The new partitionI” is then defined
as the union oveP, forall = € II.

Example 6.We continue with our running example. In Examjple 5 we shovat the
abstractions of3 by the coarsest partitiolV lead to a spurious counterexample de-
picted in Figuréb. Consider the partitian = {s3, s7, s2}. There are three states in the
counterexample that havg as its component and the concretization function assigns
to them three subsets of stat@s{s3}, {s3, s2}. After the refinement partitiom; is

split into two partitionst] = {s3} andn} = {s3,s2}. O

Proposition 6. Given a partition/] and a spurious counterexamplex, the partition
IT’" obtained as refinement &f is finer thanIT.

Sound and completeness of our CEGAR approactsince we consider finite games,
the refinement procedure only executes for finitely manysstiepevery iteration of the
CEGAR algorithm, either the algorithm returns a correcwaars(by soundness), or a
finer partition is obtained. Thus either we end up with a adresswer, or the trivial
partition, and hence by Remdrk 3 the completeness of ounapprfollows. Thus our
CEGAR approach is both sound and complete.
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7 Experimental Results

We implemented our CEGAR approach for combined simulatiodava, and experi-
mented with our tool on a number of MDPs and two-player gamesples. We use
PRISM [52] model checker to specify the examples and geaératit files for our tool.

Observable actionslo be compatible with the existing benchmarks (€.gl [50pum
tool actions are observable instead of atomic propositiGns algorithms are easily
adapted to this setting. We also allow the user to speciénsictions for components,
which are not required to be matched by the specificaibn

Improved (modified) combined-simulation gaiMe leverage the fact that MDPs are
interpreted as alternating games to simplify the (modifeoihbined-simulation game.
When comparing two Player-1 states, the last two steps irafteenating-simulation
gadget can be omitted, since the players have unique socseggen the actions cho-
sen in the first two steps. Similarly, for two probabilistiates, the first two steps in
the alternating-simulation gadget can be skipped. We ctiezkmodified) combined-
simulation games using the standard attractor algoritheohee games with safety (as
well as reachability) objectives|[2,63].

Improved partition refinement proceduta.the implementation we adopt the approach
of [43] for refinement. Given a stateof the abstract counterexample with partition
as its component, the equivalence relation may split the §¢€onc(s) into multiple
equivalence classes. Intuitively, this ensures that aimshaped spurious counterexam-
ples do not reappear in the following iterations. This apptois more efficient than the
naive one, and also implemented in our tool.

MDP examples.We used our tool on all the MDP examples from|[50]:

— CS; and CS,, model a Client-Server protocol with mutual exclusion witiolpa-
bilistic failures in one or all of the clients, respectively.

— MER is an arbiter module of NASAs software for Mars ExploratioovBrs which
grants shared resources for several users.

— SN models a network of sensors that communicate via a boundést kith prob-
abilistic behavior in the components.

In addition, we also considered two other classical MDP eplam

— LE is based on a PRISM case study][52] that modelsLiader election proto-
col [48], wheren agents on a ring randomly pick a number from a poolkbf
numbers. The agent with the highest number becomes therldadease there
are multiple agents with the same highest number the efeptioceed to the next
round. The specification requires that two leaders cannaldéxted at the same
time. The MDP is parametrized by the number of agents andzke$the pool.

— PETP is based on a Peterson’s algoritim![57] for mutual exclusibn threads,
where the execution order is controlled by a randomizeddiudee The specifica-
tion requires that two threads cannot access the criticdloseat the same time.
We extend Peterson’s algorithm by giving the threads a redarthinistic choice
to restart before entering the critical section. The réstperation succeeds with
probability% and with probability% the thread enters the critical section.

Details of experimental result3able[1 shows the results for MDP examples we ob-
tained using our assume-guarantee algorithm and the ntioiccdipproach (where the
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composition is computed explicitly). We also compared @suits with the tool pre-
sented in[[50] that implements both assume-guarantee andlitiic approaches for
strong simulation[61]. All the results were obtained on a Ubuntu-13.04 64rb#-
chine running on an Intel Core i5-2540M CPU of 2.60GHz. Wedisgd a 4.3GB up-
per bound on Java heap memory and one hour time limitMBR(6) andPETP(5)
PRISM cannot parse the input file (probably it runs out of mamo

Summary of result&or all examples, other than the Client-Server protocelagsume-

guarantee method scales better than the monolithic reagaand in all examples our
qualitative analysis scales better than the strong simoal@pproach. Qualitative anal-
ysis through combined simulation relies on graph-theomdtorithms (attractor com-
putation), while checking strong simulation requiress#dl an SMT solver.

AGCS AGSS MONCS MONSS
Ex. |Gi] |G2| |G'|| Time Mem I |II||Time Mem I |I||Time Mem | Time Mem
CS:(5) 36 405 16| 1.13s 112MB 49 856.11s 213MB 32 330.04s 34MB| 0.18s 95MB
CSi1(6) 49 1215 19| 2.52s 220MB 651231.41s 243MB 40 410.04s 51MB| 0.31s 99MB
CS:(7) 64 3645 22| 5.41s 408MB 84 15@1.16s 867MB 56 570.05s 82MB| 0.77s 113MB
CS.(3) 125 16 54| 0.65s 102MB 9 2433.43s 258MB 11 120.09s 35MB| 11.29s 115MB
CS,.(4) 625 25 189 6.22s 495MB 15 42 TO - - - | 0.4s 106MB| 1349.6s 577MB
CS.(5) 3k 36 648117.06s 2818MB 24 60 TO - - - |256s 345MB TO -
MER(3) 278 1728 11| 1.42s 143MB 8 14|2.74s 189MB 6 7|1.96s 228MB| 128.1s 548MB
MER(4) 465 21k 14| 4.63s 464MB 13 22|10.81s 870MB 10 1111.02s 1204MB TO -
MER(5) 700 250k 17|29.23s 1603MB20 32| 67s 2879MB 15 16 - MO MO -
SN(1) 43 32 18| 0.13s 38MB 3 6({0.28s 83MB 2 3/0.04s 29MB| 3.51s 135MB
SN(2) 796 32 54| 09s 117MB 3 6(66.09s 258MB 2 3/ 0.38s 103MB(3580.83s 1022MB
SN(3) 7k 32 162 4.99s 408MB 3 6| TO - - - 1499 612MB TO -
SN(4) 52k 32 486 34.09s 2448MB3 6 | TO - - - |44.47s 3409MB TO -
LE(3,4) 2 652 256 0.24s 70MB 6 14[1.63s 223MB 6 7/0.38s 103MB TO -
LE(3,5) 2 1280 500 0.31s 87MB 6 14|Error - - - |1.77s 253MB| Error B
LE(4,4) 3 31601280 0.61s 106MB 6 16| TO - - - 19.34s 1067MB TO -
LE(5,5) 4 18k 12k| 3.37s 364MB 6 18| TO - - - - MO TO -
LE(6,4) 5 27k 20k| 6.37s 743MB 6 20| TO - - - - MO TO -
LE(6,5) 5 107k 78k 23.72s 2192MB6 20| TO - - - - MO TO -
PETP(2) 68 3 3 |1004s 31MB O 2|0.04s 87MB O 1/0.04s 30MB | 0.04s 90MB
PETP(3) 4 1730 4| 0.19s 65MB 6 8|0.29s 153MB 3 4|/0.24s 72MB| 1.07s 170MB
PETP(4) 5 54k 5| 1.58s 325MB 8 10|3.12s 727MB 4 5|7.04s 960MB 31.52s 1741MB

Table 1. Results for MDPs example&GCS stands for our assume-guarantee combined simula-
tion; AGSS stands for assume-guarantee with strong simulatb@NCS stands for our mono-
lithic combined simulation; an1ONSS stands for monolithic strong simulation. The numiber
denotes the number of CEGAR iterations aff| the size of the abstraction in the last CEGAR
iteration. TO and MO stand for a time-out and memory-outpeetively, and Error means that
an error occurred during execution. The memory consumjsioitained using the Unixime

command.

Two-player games examplesiVe also experimented with our tool on several examples
of games, where one of the players controls the choices ofythieem and the other
player represents the environment.
— EC s based on [10] and models an error-correcting device tradsand receives
data blocks over a communication channel. NotaE@ifn, k, d) means that a data
block consists ofn bits and it encode$ bits of data; valuel is the minimum
Hamming distance between two distinct blocks. In the firshponent Player 2
chooses a message to be sent over the channel and is allofligdstame bits in
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AGCS MONCS AGAS MONAS
Ex. |G1| |G2| |G'||Time Mem I |I||Time Mem |Time Mem I |I||Time Mem
EC(32,6,16) 71k 193 1293.55s 446MB 1 7|1.15s 281MB|2.34s 391MB 0 2|1.03s 251MB
EC(64,7,16) 549k 385 25770.5s 3704MB 1 13{19.07s 1725MB16.79s 1812MB 0 2| 4.83s 1467MB
EC(64,8,16) 1.1m 769 513 - MO - - - MO [52.63s 3619MB0 2 | - MO
EC(64,8,32) 1.1m 1025 518 - MO - - - MO [54.08s 3665MB0 2 | - MO
PETG(2) 3 52 3|0.08 35MB 4 6|0.03s 30MB|0.07s 35MB 4 6|0.03s 29MB
PETG(3) 4 1514 4| 02s 63MB 6 8/|0.25s 74MB|0.22s 62MB 6 8 |0.21s 64MB
PETG(4) 5 49k 5|1.75s 316MB 8 1(08.16s 1080MB 1.6s 311MB 8 10|6.94s 939MB
VIR1(12) 14 4097 1|0.91s 159MB 15 301.69s 255MB 0.35s 114MB2 4 |1.53s 215MB
VIR1(13) 15 8193 1|1.47s 197MB 16 324.36s 601MB| 0.6s 178MB2 4 | 2.8s 402MB
VIR1(14) 16 16k 1]3.09s 326MB 17 348.22s 992MB| 0.75s 241MB2 4 |6.49s 816MB
VIR1(15) 17 32k 1|4.47s 643MB 18 3615.13s 2047MB1.05s 490MB2 4 |9.67s 1361MB
VIR1(16) 18 65k 1 |8.65s 1015MB 19 3$41.28s 3785MIB1.37s 839MB2 4 |23.71s 2591MB
VIR1(17) 19 131k 1|18.68s 1803MB 20 40 - MO |2.12s 1653MB2 4 |62.24s 4309MB
VIR1(18) 20 262k 1|38.68s 3079MB 21 42 - MO |[3.35s 2878MB2 4 | - MO
VIR2(12) 13 4096 1|1.02s 151MB 19 34 0.81 154MB|0.68s 122MB 9 14| 0.57s 133MB
VIR2(13) 14 8192 1|1.48s 190MB 20 36¢1.13s 216MB| 1.01s 183MB 9 14| 1.01s 208MB
VIR2(14) 15 16k 1| 29s 315MB 21 382.33s 389MB 1.94s 311MB9 14|2.09s 388MB
VIR2(15) 16 32k 1| 5s 631MB 22 4(6.29s 964MB 2.12s 489MB9 14|4.69s 757MB
VIR2(16) 17 65k 19.82s 949MB 23 427.55s 1468MB3.96s 897MB9 14|6.09s 1315MB
VIR2(17) 18 131k 1 |23.33s 1815MB 24 4423.54s 3012MIB8.16s 1676MB9 14 |15.36s 2542MB
VIR2(18) 19 262k 1 |45.89s 3049MB 25 455.28s 4288MB20.3s 2875MB9 14|28.79s 3755MB

Table 2. Results for two-player games examples.

the block during the transmission. The second componetrtatssthe number of
bits that Player 2 can flip. The specification requires thatymessage is correctly
decoded.

— PETG is the Peterson’s algorithrn [67] example for MDPs, with thlofving dif-
ferences: (a) the system may choose to restart instead erirgmnthe critical sec-
tion; (b) instead of a randomized scheduler we consider &rradrial scheduler.
As before, the specification requires mutual exclusion.

— VIR1 models a virus that attacks a computer system witiodes (based on case
study from PRISM[[5R]). Player 1 represents the virus andyigg to infect as
many nodes of the network as possible. Player 2 represemtsyitem and may
recover an infected node to an uninfected state. The speg@ificrequires that the
virus has a strategy to avoid being completely erased,maintain at least one
infected node in the network.IR2 is a modified version o¥/IR1 with two special
critical nodes in the network. Whenever both of the nodeg¥eeted, the virus can
overtake the system. The specification is as\ii1, i.e., the virus can play such
that at least one node in the network remains infected, ladditionally requires
that even if the system cooperates with the virus, the sysatasigned in a way
that the special nodes will never be infected at the same time

The results for two-player game examples are shown in TalMohg with AGCS
andMONCS for assume-guarantee and monolithic combined simulatierglso con-
siderAGAS andMONAS for assume-guarantee and monolithic alternating simarati
as for properties in-ATL it suffices to consider only alternating simulation. Fortaé
examples, the assume-guarantee algorithms scale bettethi monolithic ones. Com-
bined simulation is finer than alternating simulation aretéfiore combined simulation
may require more CEGAR iterations.
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Concluding remarks. In this work we considered compositional analysis of MDRs fo
qualitative properties and presented a CEGAR approachaf@uorithms are discrete
graph theoretic algorithms. An interesting direction dtfe work would be to consider
symbolic approaches to the problem.
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A Technical appendix

We start with an example that shows that also for alternagenges combined sim-
ulation is finer that the intersection of simulation and raléging-simulation relation.

Fig. 7.Games’, G’ suchthalG ~s G’ andG ~4 G', butG ¢ G'.

Example 7.Figure [T shows two alternating games,G’, where the circu-
lar states belong to Player 1 and the rectangular statesndelo Player 2,
white nodes are labeled by proposition and gray nodes by proposi-
tion ¢. The largest simulation and alternating-simulation ref& be-
tween G and G’ are: Smax = {(s0,t0), (s1,t1), (52,12), (53,%1)}, Amax =
{(So,to),(So,t4),(82,t2),(83,t3),(81,t3),(81,t1)}. Formula <<1>>(D(p A\
{(1,2) (true U q))) is satisfied in statey, but notin state,, hence(sg, to)  Crax. O

We now present detailed proofs of Lemia 1 and Theddem 2 inghtegt of alter-
nating games.

Lemma 8. Given two alternating gameS andG’, let C ..« be the combined simula-
tion. For all (s, s’) € Cimax the following assertions hold:

1. For all Player 1 strategies in G, there exists a Player 1 strategy in G’ such
that for every play’ € Plays(s’, ¢’) there exists a play € Plays(s, o) such that
w ~e w'

2. For all pairs of strategies andf in G, there exists a pair of strategies andd’ in
G’ such thatPlays(s, o, 0) ~¢ Plays(s’,0’,6’),

Proof. Assertion 1As the states of Player 1 and Player 2 are distinguished byuthe
atomic proposition, it follows from the fact thét, s') € Cax, that either (i)s € Sy
ands’ € S} or (ii) s € Sy ands’ € S5.

For the first case (i) we consider a winning strategfy in G such that for
all (s,s') € Cumax and against all strategie®® we havePlays((s,s'),o¢,0%) €
[O(—p)]cc - Given the Player 1 strategyin G we construct’ in G’ using the strategy
oC. Leth be an arbitrary history it that visits only states of types x S’) that are in
Cmax @nd ends irfs, s’). Consider a historw- s in G andw’-s"in G’. Leto(w- s) = a,
we definer’ (w'-s") as actions’ = o€ (h-((s, s'), Alt,2)-((s, s"), Alt, a, 2)), i.e., action
a’ corresponds to the choice of the proponents winning styatégn response to the
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adversarial choice of checking step-wise alternatingdtation followed by actior in

G. As boths ands’ are Player-1 states we have théts,a)| = 1 and|d' (s, a’)| = 1.
Let (¢,#') be the unique state reached2rsteps from((s, s'), Alt, a,a’,2) in G€. As-
sume towards contradiction thaf ((¢,¢')) = {p}, then there exists a strategy for ad-
versary that reaches a loosing state while the proponeyg plavinning strategy and
the contradiction follows. For the second case (ii) we hhe¢ $tates ands’ belong to
Player 2, and there is a single action availablesfor

Assertion ZT'he proof is similar to the first assertion, and instead afigisihe step-wise
alternating-simulation gadget for strategy constructiohthe first item) we use the
step-wise simulation gadget fro6f to construct the strategy pairs.

Theorem 7. For all alternating games andG’ we havel,.x =<E=<c.

Proof. First implication.We first prove the implicatiof,.. C<¢.. We will show the
following assertions:

— For all statess ands’ such thaf(s, s') € Crax, We have that ever@-ATL* state
formula satisfied irs is also satisfied is’.

— For all playsw andw’ such thatv ~¢ w’, we have that everg-ATL* path formula
satisfied inv is also satisfied in’.

We will prove the theorem by induction on the structure offtrenulas. The interesting
cases for the induction step are formulgk)(¢) and (1,2) (), wherey are path
formulas.

— Assumes = {(1)(y) and(s,s’) € Cmax. It follows that there exists a strategy
o € X that ensures the path formufafrom states against any strategy € ©.
We want to show that’ = (1) (¢). By Lemmd8(item 1) we have that there exists
a strategy’ for Player 1 froms’ such that for every play’ € Plays(s’, ¢’) there
exists a playw € Plays(s, o) such thatv ~¢ w’. By inductive hypothesis we have
thats’ |= (1) ().

— Assumes E (1, 2)(¢) and(s, s’) € Cmax. It follows that there exist strategiese
XY, 0 € O that ensure the path formu}afrom states. By Lemmd 8(item 2) we have
that there exist strategies and#’ such that the two plays’ = Plays(s’,¢’,8")
andw = Plays(s,o,0) satisfyw ~¢ w’. By inductive hypothesis we have that
s (1,2)(¢).

— Consider a path formula. If w ~¢ «’, then by inductive hypothesis for every sub-
formulay’ of ¢ we have thatifv |= ¢’ thenw’ | ¢’. It follows that ifw = ¢ then

w' =

Second implicationlt remains to prove the second implicatietf,C<cC Crax. We
prove that from the assumption that s’) & Ciax We can construct 8- ATL formula

v such thats = ¢ ands’ £ . We refer to the formulg as a distinguishing for-
mula. Assume that given stateands’ we have thats, s’) € Cmax, then there exists
a winning strategy in the corresponding combined-simaoitegiame for the adversary
from state(s, '), i.e., there exists a strateg§ such that against all strategie$ we
havePlays((s, s'),c¢, 0¢) reaches a state labeled pyAs memoryless strategies are
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sufficient for both players iiz¢ [40], there also exists a bouride N, such that the
proponent fails to match the choice of the adversary in at inogns. We construct the
C-ATL formulay inductively:

Base case: Assunie, s’) ¢ Cnax and letd be the number of turns the adversary needs
to play in order to win. It follows thats, s’) is a winning state for the adversary,
i.e., LC((s,s")) = {p}. It follows that L(s) # L'(s'). There are two options:
(i) there exists an atomic propositigre AP that is true ins and not true irs’ and
distinguishes the two states, or (ii) there exists an at@mipositiory € AP thatis
not true ins and true ins’, in that case the formulag distinguishes the two states.

Induction step: Assumes, s’) € Cmax and letn + 1 be the number of turns the ad-
versary needs to play in order to win. As the states of PlayandLPlayer 2 are
distinguished by theurn atomic proposition, it follows that either (§ € S; and
s’ € S7or (i) s € S; ands’ € S}. Otherwise the adversary could win@rturns
from (s, s').

We first consider case (i), i.e(s,s’) € S1 x Si. The adversary can choose
whether to verify (1) step-wise alternating-simulatidxitj or (2) step-wise sim-
ulation Sim). After that he chooses an actiarto be played according the adver-
sarial strategy* in state(s, s’), such that no matter what the proponent plays, the
adversary will win inn turns. We consider two cases: (1) the adversary checks for
step-wise alternating-simulation relatiokl{), or (2) the adversary checks for step-
wise simulation relation§im). For case (1) we have that there exists an acation
for the adversary such that for all actiarisof the proponent the adversary can win
in n turns from the unique successert’) of (s, s’) givenAlt anda was played by
the adversary and’ by the proponent. From the induction hypothesis there £xist
a C-ATL formulay,, such that = ¢,, andt’ (£ ¢,,. We define the formula,, ;4
that distinguishes statesands’ as (1) (Ownr). For case (2), where the adversary
playsSim the proof is exactly the same, as step-wise simulation nom Player 1
states coincides with step-wise alternating-simulation.t
Next we first consider case (i), i.€s, s’) € Sz x S5. The adversary can choose
whether to verify (1) step-wise alternating-simulatidtit] or(2) step-wise simu-
lation (Sim). We start with first case (1): there is a unique actioavailable to
the adversary from states, s’), Alt,2) and similarly a unique action’ for the
proponent from((s, s’), a, Alt,1). The adversary chooses an actirfrom the
((s,s"),a,d,Alt,2) according to the winning strategy and the proponent chooses
some actiory; from a set of available success@r, to, ..., t,,). As the adver-
sary follows a winning strateg§’ we have that it wins from all states;, t') for
1 <4 < min at mostn turns. From the induction hypothesis there exisATL
formulasy?, such thatt; = ¢, andt’ % ¢f,. We define the formula,, . ; that
distinguishes statesands’ as{(1)(O( \V ¢%,). For case (2) where the adver-
1<i<m

sary verifies the step-wise simulation step, the proof isommais. The formula that
distinguishes statesands’ is (1,2) (O V ¢4)).
1<i<m

The desired result follows. O
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