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We present an efficient algorithm for computing the partisirbulation preorder and equivalence for
labeled transitions systems. The partial bisimulatioroper lies between simulation and bisimula-
tion, as only a part of the set of actions is bisimulated, whstthe rest of the actions are simulated.
Computing quotients for simulation equivalence is moreesgive than for bisimulation equiva-
lence, as for simulation one has to account for the so-chftegbrothers, which represent classes of
states that can simulate other classes. It is known thatimlisence of little brother states, (partial
bi)simulation and bisimulation coincide, but still the cplaxity of existing minimization algorithms
for simulation and bisimulation does not scale. Therefae developed a minimization algorithm
and an accompanying tool that scales with respect to theblated action subset.

1 Introduction

A recent process-theoretic approach to supervisory cathieory [3] identified partial bisimulation pre-
order [18] as a suitable behavioral equivalence that captiire central notion of controllability [16, 6].
The property of controllability conditions automated $ygdis of supervisory control software based on
the discrete-event models of the uncontrolled system aaddintrol requirements. Supervisory con-
trollers ensure safe and nonblocking behavior of the sugmavsystem with respect to a given set of
control requirements. Safe behavior means that the sigaehglystem remains in the domain of the con-
trol requirements, whereas nonblocking behavior is agiday removing deadlock or livelock [16, 6].

The supervisory controllers observe the discrete behafitihe uncontrolled system by receiving
sensor signals, make a decision on which activities theesysan safely perform, and send back con-
trol signals that actuate the system. Typically, it is assdirthat the supervisory controller can react
sufficiently fast on machine input, which enables modelifithe supervisory control loop as a pair of
synchronizing processes. Then, controllability condittates that the supervisory controller must never
disable sensor events, also known as uncontrollable everdeder to achieve the control requirements.
Instead, it can only disable actuator signals, known asrclible events, so that the behavior of the
system remains safely within the bounds of the control reguénts and it is nonblocking.

In process-theoretic terms, the model of the uncontroliesiesn can be viewed as a specification,
whereas the model of the supervised system is an implenmantdthen, partial bisimulation preorder is
established in such a way that the specification simulatesdhtrollable events of the implementation,
whereas all reachable states with outgoing uncontrollabéats must be bisimulated in order to ensure
that the supervisory controller does not disabled themiriguhe synthesis process, the control require-
ments often change as designers develop the product, velteeemodel of the uncontrolled system, i.e.,
the hardware, remains fixed. Therefore, it is of interestitinmze the model of the uncontrolled system
with respect to induced partial bisimulation equivalenterder to optimize the synthesis procedure.

The patrtial bisimulation equivalence is parameterizedhaitbisimulation action set that identifies
the labels of the transitions that are to be bisimulated.hdf bisimulation action set is empty, then

C. Andrés and L. Llana (Eds.): 2nd Workshop on Formal
Methods in the Development of Software 2012 (WS-FMDS 2012).
EPTCS 86, 2012, pp. B16, doi:10.4204/EPTCS|86.2


http://dx.doi.org/10.4204/EPTCS.86.2

10 Scalable Minimization Algorithm for Partial Bisimulation

partial bisimulation equivalence reduces to simulationieajence [[9]_3]. If the bisimulation set com-
prises all action labels, then partial bisimulation egl@émae reduces to bisimulation equivalencg |9, 3].
For any other bisimulation action set, the correspondingigdaisimulation equivalence lies between
these two equivalences. There exist efficient proposalsniaimization algorithms for both simula-
tion [8,(5,[12,[10/ 17, _13] and bisimulation equivalencdes, [154]. Suppose that the system to be
minimized has a set of stat§s a transition relation—, a set of action label8, and resulting partition
classes contained in partitiogh Then, the most efficient minimization algorithm for simiidga has time
complexity of O(|P||—1) [12], whereas most efficient bisimulation algorithm foritsislation has time
complexity O(|—|log(|S|)) [15,[7]. Moreover, the minimization algorithm for simulati that offers
the best compromise between time and space complexityrhascomplexity ofO(|P||S|log(|S|)) and
space complexity 0®(|S|log(|P|) +|P|?) [17,[13].

The discrepancy between the minimization algorithms fsinilation and simulation lies in the fact
that for simulation, one has to additionally account for gbecalled little brother relation, which relates
partition classes that can simulate each other [8]. It has Ishown that if the little brother relation is
empty, then simulation and bisimulation actually coindidig?]. However, if we observe the complexi-
ties of the minimization algorithms, we can easily obsehad the algorithms do not scale accordingly.
This is the result of computing the state space partitionthadittle brother relation simultaneously in
order to increase overall time efficiency [17]. When deabotgly with simulation, this proves a valid
strategy. However, for partial bisimulation, we proposeléazouple the computation of the underlying
partition from the updating the little brother relationughobtaining a scalable implementation. For the
former, we employ techniques from bisimulation minimieat{15, 7], while for the latter we rely on the
representation of the little brother relation bf [13]. Tlsulting minimization algorithm has worst-case
time complexity ofO(]—|log(|S|) + |A||P||C|), whereC is the little brother relation, while having a
space complexity o®(|A||S|log(|P|) + |A||P|?log(|P|). We note a slight increase of space complexity
with respect to[[1/7, 13] as we employ an additional set of tensrthat optimize the partition splitting in
the vein of [15[7].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In sectioneavisit the notion of partial bisimulation
and discuss an alternative representation in the form oft#tipa-relation pair. Afterwards, in section
3 we develop a refinement for partition-relation pairs tlesuits in the coarsest partial bisimulation
guotient. We discuss the implementation of the algorithnsdntion 4 and finish with concluding re-
marks. We note that a prototype implementation of the algarican be downloaded frorn [14], whereas
technical details and proofs are given(in [2].

2 Partial Bisimulation and Partition-Relation Pairs Representation

The underlying model that we consider is labeled transitisystems (with successful termination op-
tions) following the notation of [1,13]. A labeled transitieystemG is a tupleG = (S, A, |, —), whereS

is a set of state?\ a set of event labelq, C S is a successful termination predicate that takes the role of
marked or final states in supervisory control setting [18]6and— C S x A x S is the labeled transition
relation. Forp,q € S anda € A, we write p—a> gandpd.

Definition 1 Arelation RC S x S is a partial bisimulation with respect to the bisimulatioatian set BC
A, if for all (p,q) € R it holds that:

1. if pJ, thenqg;
2. if p> p for some ac A, then there exists'@ S such that g> o and (p',q) € R;
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Figure 1: Partial bisimulation example

3. if q—b> g for some be B, then there exists’ g S such that p9> pand(p,q) €R.
If (p,q) € R, then pis partially bisimilar to g, notation Pgq. If q<g p holds as well, we write p>g Q.

It is not difficult to show that<g is a preorder relation, making>g an equivalence relation for all
B C A [3]. If B=0, then<p coincides with strong similarity preorder arep coincides with strong
similarity equivalence [9,/1]. WheB = A, <> turns into strong bisimilarity [9,]1].

Example 1 To provide better intuition, we consider the labeled tréinsi systems depicted in Figuré 1.
Following Definitior(1, if B= {a,b,c}, then we are looking to establish bisimulation betweenabeled
transition systems F and G, which is not possible. {f Bb}, then we have F+gG. For B= {c}, we
cannot establish that Kg G as the right branch of G has no outgoing transition labelgdchwhereas
it is required that this transition is (bi)simulated backthre partial bisimulation relation.

An important role in simulation-like relations is played the so-called little brother state pairs [8] 17].
Little brother state pairs identify states reachable in @mvalent manner, where one state has strictly
greater behavior with respect to the underlying relatioe.say thap' is the little brother ofp” if p-> p/
and p—a> p” with p’ <g p”. For example, the states reachable by the transition ldlla in the labeled
transition systen@ in Figurel1 represent a little brother pair, provided thetB.

If there are no little brother pairs in a simulation relatidhen the related processes are actually
bisimilar [4,[3]. The greatest challenge in minimizatiom@edures for simulation-based relations lies in
efficient treatment of the little brother paits [8, 17| 4] .1Bhe following theorem of [3,12] shows how to
address little brother pairs for partial bisimilarity.

Theorem 1 Let pp <g p2 <g ps for p1,p2,p3 € S, and let ac A\ B and be B for BC A.
1. If oq, 02 € S are such that gi p1, q13> p2, and qg—a> p2, then g < Qp.

2. If qi, 00 € S are such that g—b> p1, q13> P2, q13> ps, q2£> p1, and qg—b> p3, then q <»g Qp.

Intuitively, Theorem[ L states that for controllable eventtaining the biggest brother is sufficient,
whereas for uncontrollable events, both the littlest ardaiggest brother must be preserved.

To optimize the computation of the little brother pairs,hie sequel we represent partial bisimilarity
preorders by means of partition-relation pairs [8]. Thetipan identifies equivalent states by partial
bisimilarity, which are placed into the same classes, wdsetbe relation, given between the partition
classes, identifies the little brother pairs in the partitidus forming the quotient. L& = (S,A, |,—)
and letP ¢ 25. The setP is a partition overS if Up.p P =S and for allP,Q € P, if PNQ # 0, then
P = Q. A partition-relation pair oveG is a pair(P,C) whereP is a partition overS and the (little
brother) relatior= C P x P is a partial order, i.e., a reflexive, antisymmetric, andditive relation. We
denote the set of partition-relation pairs Ry

The patrtition classes induce several (Galois) relatiolyingeon | and— [8]. For all P € P, we have
thatP| or P, if for all p € P it holds thatp] or p/, respectively. For alP’ € P by p3> P’ we denote
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that there exist® € P’ such thatp-> p’. Moreover, byP % P’ we denote that there exispse P such
thatp-3 P, and byP -3, P’ we denote that for every € P, it holds thatp- P'. It is straightforward that
P2, P impliesP-35P. Also, if P2, P, thenQ -3, P’ for everyQ C P.

To relate partial bisimulation preorders and partitioladien pairs, we rely on stability conditions
which must hold for a given pair, so that it induces a partialnbilarity preorder with respect to the
termination predicate and the transition relation. Vicesae we show that every partial bisimulation
preorder induces a stable partition-relation pair. To ¢mid, we define byP = |J{Q € P | QC P} and
P- £ J{Q e P |PCQ} all little and big brother classes of the partition cl&ss P, respectively. Also,
given a relationrR € Sx T on some set§andT, we defineR™1 ¢ T x SasR 1 £ {(t,s) | (st) € R}.
Moreover, we note that if a given relatidhis a preorder, theRN R is an equivalence relation.
is an equivalence ové, thenS /< denotes the induced partition, wherépk, is the partition class of
p € S. First, we define the stability conditions that ensure thpamition-relation pair induces a partial
bisimulation preorder.

Definition 2 Let G= (S,A,/],—) be a labeled graph. We say th@®,C) € R over G is stable (with
respect ta, —, and BC A) if the following conditions are fulfilled:

a. Forall Pe P, it holds that B, or P }.
b. ForallPRQeP,ifPCQ and P, then Q.
c. Forall RQ,Re P andac A, if PCLQ and P25R, then Q% Rc-.

d. Forall RQ,Re P and be B, if PC Q and Q%4 R, then P2y cR.

Having in mind Definitior 1L, conditiona andb require that partially bisimilar equivalent states must
have the same termination options, whereas big brothers lmeuable to terminate if the little brother
is able to terminate. Conditioncorresponds to the stability condition for simulation([&,[13] and it
states that if a little brother can perform a transition lateby a € A, then the big brother must also
enable such a transition, possibly ending in a big brothdheftarget class. Condition is actually
induced by Theoreml 1 and it states that every little brothestrhe able to follow transitions labeled by
b € B that are enabled by a big brother, possibly ending in a littegher of the target class.

Next, we show that every partial bisimulation preorder wwhlia stable partition-relation pdif [2].

Theorem 2 Let G= (S,A,|,—) and let R be a partial bisimulation preorder ov8rwith respect to
BCA. Let«xg2RNR™L If P=S/«p andC C P x P are such that for all(p,q) € R it holds
[Plesg C [d)wg, then(P,C) € Ris stable.

Vice versa, stable partition-relation pairs induce patisimulation preorders.
Theorem 3 Let G= (S,A,],—) and (P,C) € R. Define R={(p,q) e PxQ|PLCQ}. If (P,C)is
stable, then R is a partial bisimulation preorder for B.

Theoremg$ 2 anf] 3 enable us to refine partition-relation pastead of dealing directly with the par-
tial bisimulation preorder. We specify a fix-point refinerheperator that induces the coarsest stable
partition-relation pair that induces the greatest pattisimulation preorder and equivalence.

3 Refinement Operator

To define the refinement operator, we need to specify when wader one partition-relation pair to be
finer than another pair. Moreover, finer stable partitidatien pairs should correspond to finer induced
partial bisimulation preorders.
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Definition 3 Let(P,C) and(P’,C’) be partition-relation pairs. We say thaP,C) is finer than(P’,C’),
notation (P,C) < (P’,C”), if and only if for all BQ € P such that FC Q there exist PQ' € P’ such that
PCP,QCQ,andPC'Q.

The relation< as given in Definitiol[3 is a partial order [2]. The followingebrem states that coarser
partition-relation pairs with respect to produce coarser partial bisimulation preorders.

Theorem 4 Let G= (S>A>\l/7_>) and(P]-?El)’ (PZ,EZ) € R. Define R: {(pi>qi) € I:)I X Qi | I:)I Ei QI}
fori € {1,2}. Then(P1,C;1) < (P2,Cy) ifand only if R C Ry.

For the refinement operator to contain a unique fix point, we ba establish a confluence property, i.e.,
for every two stable partition pairs of the same graph, tleeists a<-coarser stable partition pair.

Theorem 5 Let G= (S,A,],—) and let(P1,C1), (P2,C2) € R be stable partition pairs. Then, there
exists(P3,C3) € R that is also stable, anP1,C;) <t (P3,C3) and (P2, C») < (P3,C3).

Theoreni 5 implies that stable partition pairs form an uppéice with respect tad. Now, it is not
difficult to observe that finding thel-maximal stable partition pair over a labeled grapttoincides
with the problem of finding the coarsest partial bisimulatpreorder oveG.

Theorem 6 Let G= (S,A, ],—). The<-maximal(P,C) € R that is stable is induced by the partial
bisimilarity preorder<g, i.e.,P =S/«g and[p].; C [g)«y if @and only if p<gq.

Theorem 6 supported by Theorém 5 induces an algorithm fopaoting the coarsest mutual partial
bisimulation over a labeled transition syst&n= (S,A, |,—) by computing theg-maximal partition
pair (P,C) such tha({P,C) < ({S},{(S,S)}). We develop an iterative algorithm that refines this paniti
pair, until it reaches the;-maximal stable partition pair.

The algorithm works in two phases. First, we refine the panttfollowed by an update of the
partition pair. We refine the partitions by splitting themtle vein of [15[ 7 4], i.e., we choose subsets
of states, referred to as splitters, that do not adhere tstti®lity conditions in combination with the
other states from the same class and, consequently, we thiaein a separate class. To this end we
distinguish between parent partitions and child partgjdhe former comprising the potential splitters,
whereas the latter hold the result of the current applicadicthe refinement algorithm.

Let (P,C) € R be defined oveb. PartitionP’ is a parent partition oP, if for every P € P, there
existP’ € P’ with P C P'. The relationC induces a little brother relation’ on P/, defined byP’ =’ Q
for P,Q € P/, if there existP, Q € P such thaP C P/, QC Q, andPC Q. LetS C P’ for someP’ € P/
and putT’ = P’\ S. The setS is a splitter ofP” with respect tdP, if for every P C P’ eitherP C S or
PNS =0, whereSC'T or S andT’ are unrelated. The splitter partition &\ {P'} U{S,T’}. By
Definition[3, we have thatP,C) < (P/,C’). Note thatP’ contains a splitter if and only " # P.

Now, we can define a refinement fix-point operatgr Btakes as inputP;,C;) € R and an induced
parent partition paifP;,C}), with (P;,C;) < (P{,C}), for somei € N, which are stable with respect to
each other. Its result af®;1,Ci1) € R and parent partitiof®;, ; such thatP; 1,5, 1) < (P, 5;) and
(Pi,1,5{.1) <(P{,E). Note thatP{ andP;_, differ only in one class, which is induced by the splitter
that we employed to refin® to Pi 1. This splitter comprises classesif which are strict subsets from
some class oP{. The refinement stops, when a fix point is reachedniat N with P, = Py,.. In the
following, we omit partition pair indices, when clear frolmetcontext.

Suppose thatP,C) € R hasP’ as parent with P,C) < (P’,C'), whereZ' is induced byC. Con-
dition a of Definition[2 requires that all states in a class have oeradttively, do not have termination
options. We resolve this issue by choosing a stable initditpn pair, fori = 0, that fulfills this condi-
tion, i.e., for all classe® < Py it holds that eithelP] or P }. For conditionb, we specifyC, such that
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PCoQ with P holds, only ifQJ holds as well. Thus, following the initial refinement, we ynked to
ensure that stability conditiorisandd are satisfied. For convenience, we rewrite the stabilitydtmmns
for (P,C) with respect to the parent partition pgk’,C’"). Each condition is replaced by two stability
conditions, one ensuring stability of the partition and otiger dealing with the little brother relation.

Definition 4 Let(P,C) € R and let(P’,C’) be its parent partition pair, where for all’'Re P’ either P
or P]. Then,(P,C) is stable with respect tB’ and BC A, if:

1. ForallPeP,ac A and Re P, if P33R, then P, RL.

2. ForallPe P, be B, and Re P/, if P33R, then P2, -R.
3. ForallPQeP,acA P eP,ifPCQand PAyR, then Q3 RL..

4. ForallPQeP,beB,ReP,ifPCQand Q% R, then P, -R.

Itis not difficult to observe that stability conditions 1-€place stability conditionsandd of Definition[2.
They are equivalent whel= P’, which is the goal of our fix-point refinement operation. Fnoo on,
we refer to the stability conditions above instead of thesaneDefinition[2. The form of the stability
conditions is useful as conditions 1 and 2 are used to refimsplitters and they are employed in the
first phase of the algorithm, whereas conditions 3 and 4 ad tesadjust the little brother relation and
they are employed in the second phase. We note that if thatworsdof Definition[4 are not fulfilled for
(P,C) < (P',Z), then the partition paifP,C) is not stable.

Now, we have all the ingredients need to define the fix-poifiheenent operator g(for a given
bisimulation action seéB C A). We define §(P,C,P’,S) = (P, ), where(P,, ;) is the coarsest par-
tition pair (P;, ;) < (P, C) that is stable with respect to the (new) parent partiton{P'} U{S, T’} and
the stability conditions of Definitionl4. The existence af toarsest partition paiP,,C;) is guaranteed
by Theorem§15 and 6. Next, we have to show that once a stalilegoapair is reached, it is no longer
refined, and thati-order is preserved by the refinement operator.

Theorem 7 Let G= (S,A, |,—) and let(P,C) € R overS be stable. For every parent partitid® such
that P’ £ P and every splitter Sof P’ with respect tdP, it holds thatSg(P,C,P’,S) = (P,C).

When refining two partition paireP1,C1) <1 (P2,C2) with respect to the same parent partition and split-
ter, the resulting partition pairs are also relatecby

Theorem 8 Let (P1,C1),(P2,C2) € R be such thatP1,C41) < (P2,C2). LetP’ be a parent partition of
P, and let Sbe a splitter of?” with respect td®,. ThenSg(P1,C4,P’,S) <1Sg(P2, Co, P/, S).

Now, taking into account Theorerns 31 8, we have that itexapplication of the refinement operator
ultimately produces the coarsest stable partition pair.

Theorem 9 Let(P¢, C.) be the coarsest stable partition pair of G. There exist piarts P; and splitters
§fori e {1,...,n} such thatSg(P;,C;, P{, §) are well-defined wittP, = P}, and (P, C,) = (P¢,Ce).

We can summarize the high-level algorithm for computingdbarsest partition pair in Algorithfd 1.
The computation of the initial partition involves partitiog states to classes according to their outgoing
transitions and terminations options in the vein|[of| [13, #he algorithm implements the refinement
steps by splitting a pareft € P’ to S andP’\ S and, subsequently, splits every clas®iwith respect
to the splitterS in order to satisfy the stability conditions in the vein[of[LB]. The little brother relation
is adapted in the vein df [18] 2], by revisiting the little bvers of every partition class and adapting them
with respect to the latest splitting. The quoti&t(C N C~1) has classeP < P instead of states. The
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Algorithm 1: Computing the coarsest stable partition pair@®# (S,A, |,—) andB C A
1 Compute the initial partitiofiP, =) with respect td®’ = {S} andC’' = {(S,S)};

2 while P # P’ do

Find a splitterS for P/ w.r.t. P;

P :=P"\{PIU{S,P\S};

Update”';

RefineP such that it is stable w.r.B’ and conditions 1 and 2 of Definiti¢n 4;

RefineC such that it is stable w.r.2’ and conditions 3 and 4 of Definitidn 4;

N o 0o A~ W

8 Compute the quotier®/(CNE—Y);

Case | Original system  Minimization by bisimulation Minimizatiby simulation
Name | States Trang States Trans ExecTime(m$)States Trans ExecTime(ms)
CABP 464 1632 291 90 19| 175 87 31
LIFT 9918 4312| 1299 484 235 1224 469 406
1BIT | 496128 81920 42723 7047 76293 9990 2628 162930

Table 1: Experimental evaluation of the scalability of tiggoaithm for bisimulation and simulation

termination predicate is induced by the class terminati@uipate as’| or P} for everyP € P. The
transition relationP > Q is defined according to Theordr 1. Rog¢ B we have thaP > Q, if P-3, Q

and there does not exiRt# Q with QC R such that? —a>v R. Forb € B we have thaP L\ Q,if P—b>v Q
and there do not exist bofRy, R, = Q with Ri C QC R, such thatP —b>v Ry andP—bm Ro.

4 Discussion on the Implementation and Concluding Remarks

For the computation of the initial partition, we employ th@itiing procedure in the vein of [4], while
ensuring that the little brother relation is consistenthwvitie outgoing transitions and termination op-

2

tions [13,/2]. We implement the first phase of the algorithat earches for a splitter and computes the
stable partition with respect to stability conditions 1 @wf Definition[4 in the vein of[15,]7]. Thus, we
employ the “process the smaller half principle” [15] as itlene for bisimulation relations [4] 7]. This
phase of the algorithm has the same time complexity as fonblation, i.e.,0(] — |log|S|) [15,[7,4].

For efficient updating of the little brother relation, we gialternative representations of the se$
andP., for everyP’ € P/, which are required to enforce conditions 3 and 4 of Definilo The little
brother relatiorC is kept per partition class in the form of linked lists, whasdor"’, we use a counter
cnt= (P, Q) that keeps the number of paifB, Q) for PQ € P such thatP C P, QC Q, P# Q, and
PC Q [13]. We keep only one Galois relatior3, = —v U —3 and a counter cptP,a,P’) for P € P,

P’ € P’ andac A, where cng(P,a, P') keeps the number &' € P’ with P’ =’ Q andP-3 Q' [17,[13]. In
this way we can check the conditions of Definitldn 4 efficigrathd deduce wheth&@ %5 P or P35, P/
whenever needed. The updating of the little brother retatias time complexity oO(|A||P||C|) as
the little brothers are updated per label in at m&$titerations of the algorithm. For space complexity
we requireO(| C |) for the little brother relationQ(|A||P|2log(|P|)) is needed for the counters related to
the little brother relation [17, 13], whereas in addition kequireO(|A||S|log(|P|)) for counters need to
refine the partition[g,17], which amounts &(|S|log(|P|) + |A||P|?log(|P|)).

Finally, we implemented the algorithrn_[14], and we testeblyitsetting the bisimulation action set
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to be empty and comprise all action labels and, afterwardscompared the results with known the
simulation and bisimulation minimization tools of the mCRiool suite[[11], respectively.

To demonstrate the scalability of the algorithm, in Tablevé present experimental results for mini-
mization with respect to bisimulation and simulation eqlewces of three case studies readily available
in the mCRL2 tool suite [11]: (1) the concurrent alternafirigprotocol (CABP), (2) an industrial system
for lifting trucks (LIFT), and (3) the onebit sliding windoprotocol (1BIT). It is directly observed that
the minimization by bisimulation is much more time-effeeti The prototype implementation, however,
relies on linked lists, which overhead reflects into the akiea time for minimization by bisimulation.
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