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Abstract

Branching and weak probabilistic bisimilarities are two well-known notions capturing behavioral equivalence

between nondeterministic probabilistic systems. For probabilistic systems, divergence is of major concern.

Recently several divergence-sensitive refinements of branching and weak probabilistic bisimilarities have

been proposed in the literature. Both the definitions of these equivalences and the techniques to investigate

them differ significantly. This paper presents a comprehensive comparative study on divergence-sensitive

behavioral equivalence relations that refine the branching and weak probabilistic bisimilarities. Additionally,

these equivalence relations are shown to have efficient checking algorithms. The techniques of this paper

might be of independent interest in a more general setting.
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1. Introduction

Background and Motivation

In the area of program analysis, probability and nondeterminism have received significant attention in

recent years [17, 9, 15]. Many different nondeterministic probabilistic models have been studied from both

theoretical and practical perspectives, such as Markov decision processes (MDP) [2, 15, 4], Probabilistic

automata (PA) [27, 8, 29], Randomized CCS (RCCS) [18, 36, 34], etc.. For these models, a fundamental

question is how to define the behavioral equivalence between probabilistic systems. Variants of equivalence

for these nondeterministic probabilistic models have already been studied over the years, including strong

bisimulation [22, 32, 5], weak bisimulation [1, 13, 34, 27], branching bisimulation [28, 7, 6, 18], trace equiva-

lence [20] and testing equivalence [22, 35, 14]. Among them probabilistic branching and weak bisimulations

are of great importance. Their non-probabilistic versions have been intensively studied in the linear-time

branching-time spectrum by van Glabbeek [31]. Traditional branching and weak bisimulations ignore the

role of divergence, i.e., an infinite sequence of internal computation steps need not be bisimulated. However,
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divergence is crucial in practice as a non-terminating computation could be unintended in many applications.

As it turns out, system behaviors become far more complicated when divergence is an issue. Liu et al. [24]

have addressed the importance of divergence for non-probabilistic processes in system verification. They

put forward divergence-sensitive branching and weak bisimilarities in the non-probabilistic setting, and give

equivalent characterizations for them.

As mentioned above, probability adds complexity to the analysis of systems. There have been mainly

two ways to capture divergence in the nondeterministic probabilistic models. The first one is defined by

the existence of a divergent ǫ-tree (roughly, the probabilistic version of state-preserving internal action

sequences) [18]. The second one is defined by the reachability to a τ-EC (roughly, the probabilistic version of

the internal action cycle) [19]. Although the two concepts are defined in the context of probabilistic branching

and weak bisimulations respectively, they are actually independent of specific bisimulation semantics.

We give an example to explain the motivation of our work. In Figure 1, S is the specification of a

probabilistic system, and P1, P2 are two implementation candidates. We would like to tell whether P1 and

P2 implement S faithfully. In probabilistic program analysis, almost-sure termination [9, 25, 17] is a standard

criterion, which requires that a given probabilistic program terminates with probability 1. In this example, if

we ignore divergence, it is easily seen that P1, P2 and S are pairwise branching (also weak) bisimilar to each

other. However, only P1 and S are almost-surely terminating, whereas P2 is not almost-surely terminating

(as P2 can reach a state Q2 that can loop forever). Thus from the point of view of almost-sure termination,

P1 and P2 are not equivalent, and it is reasonable to say that only P1 implements S faithfully. Since P2 can

reach a silent cycle whereas S and P1 cannot, the exhaustive weak probabilistic bisimilarity proposed by He

et al. [19] distinguishes P2 from P1 (and S as well).

Let us take an even closer look at P2, and consider the pair of states (P2, Q2). Neither P2 nor Q2 is

almost-surely terminating, and both can reach the cycle ofQ2. So they cannot be separated by the exhaustive

weak bisimilarity of He et al. [19]. However, their behaviors might appear very different to environments,

and from the perspective of observation they ought to be distinguished. Consider the two nondeterministic

transitions from Q2, one has tr1 = Q2
τ
−→ Q2 and tr2 = Q2

τ
−→ P2. By our understanding of nondeterminism,

there is the possibility that tr1 is repeatedly executed ad infinitum, due to say hardware malfunction. An

external observer O can tell P2 and Q2 apart by interacting with them. There is a non-zero probability

that O communicates with P2 through channel a or b. On the other hand there is a possibility that O may

never communicate with Q2. The distinction between probability and possibility must be maintained in

probabilistic nondeterministic models. The subtle difference between P2 and Q2 cannot be detected by the

τ -EC approach. It can be recognized by the divergence-sensitive branching bisimilarity of Fu [18].

Related Work

van Glabbeek et al. [30] explore the equivalence property of branching bisimilarity with explicit divergence.
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Figure 1: Examples of systems with different divergence behaviors.

Liu et al. [24] show that it is much more difficult to prove the equivalence property of the weak bisimilarity

with explicit divergence. Instead of giving a direct proof, they get around the difficulty by constructing

a new equivalence called complete weak bisimilarity and showing that it is the largest weak bisimulation

with explicit divergence. A key property for both the branching bisimilarity with explicit divergence and

the complete weak bisimilarity is the stuttering property [3, 24]. None of these works can be extended to

probabilistic models in a straightforward manner. In this work, we will extend results about branching

bisimilarity with explicit divergence to the probabilistic models. However, extending the weak bisimilarity

with explicit divergence to probabilistic models turns out to be much more complicated. This is because the

extra discriminating power introduced by probability makes the equivalent characterization by the complete

weak bisimilarity no longer work.

Recently a model-independent approach for studying branching bisimilarity of probabilistic systems

has been proposed in [18], along with the conception of divergence-sensitive branching bisimilarity. In

[19], the authors have proposed the exhaustive weak probabilistic bisimilarity and showed that it is an

equivalence. The exhaustive weak probabilistic bisimilarity is actually a probabilistic version of the complete

weak bisimilarity of Liu et al. [24]. It is well-known that branching bisimilarities are strictly finer than weak

bisimilarities [33]. Proving this relationship in the probabilistic setting is a challenge. The technical reason

is that Fu [18] takes a tree-based characterization for probabilistic transitions whereas He et al. [19] takes

the distribution-based characterization.

Quite a few equivalence checking algorithms for the above mentioned equivalences have been studied

in the literature. Zhang et al. [36] introduce a polynomial algorithm for checking probabilistic branching

bisimilarity, which follows the partition-refinement strategy. Turrini and Hermanns [29] give a delicate

polynomial time algorithm for deciding weak probabilistic bisimulation for PA model, significantly improving

the previous exponential complexity in [8]. The key technique in [29] is a novel characterization of the weak

combined transitions as a linear programming problem. It should be emphasized that Turrini and Hermanns

[29] also study the branching version in terms of the so-called branching combined transition, which is different

from the concepts in [24, 18]. Neither Zhang et al. [36] nor Turrini and Hermanns [29] give consideration to

the divergence issue. In the most recent work [19], a polynomial verification algorithm for exhaustive weak

probabilistic bisimilarity is proposed that incorporates the partition-refinement algorithm with the inductive
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verification approach proposed in [24].

The picture of the divergence-sensitive probabilistic bisimulation equivalences is far from complete. In

this paper we focus on the divergence issue in this picture. We shall prove a number of separation results

regarding the equivalence relations mentioned above, and carry out algorithmic studies on these equivalences.

Contribution

The main contributions of this paper are stated as follows.

1. We give a comprehensive comparison between variants of the (divergence-sensitive) branching (or

weak) bisimulation semantics for probabilistic processes (Theorem 4.6). Particularly we show that

the ǫ-tree based branching bisimilarity is finer than the distribution-based weak bisimilarity (Theorem

2.20). We also show that the divergent ǫ-tree property is stronger than the τ -EC property in the

branching semantics (Theorem 3.15).

2. We give an efficient verification algorithm for each divergence-sensitive bisimilarity studied in (1). Our

polynomial algorithm for the exhaustive weak bisimilarity (≃e) makes use of the so-called maximal

τ -EC, which is simpler than the inductive characterization of ≈e used in the previous work.

3. We also present some novel techniques that could be of independent interest. In establishing Theorem

2.20, we come up with a way to relate distribution-based semantics and ǫ-tree based semantics for

probabilistic models. When proving Theorem 3.15, we apply a technical lemma (Lemma 3.12) that

builds the connection between τ -EC and divergent ǫ-tree.

Organization

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 summarizes the necessary knowledge about the finite

state probabilistic model and two notions of bisimulations. The relationship between the branching and

weak bisimilarities for such model is also studied. Section 3 defines two divergence-sensitive branching

bisimulation semantics, the branching bisimilarity with explicit divergence and the exhaustive branching

bisimilarity, along with the discussion of their relationship. Section 4 builds up a lattice for the variants

of the probabilistic bisimilarities. Section 5 gives the equivalence checking algorithms for the divergence-

sensitive bisimilarities studied in the paper, all with polynomial time complexity. Section 6 concludes.

2. Preliminaries

We begin by fixing the probabilistic process model of this paper. We then introduce the branching and

weak bisimilarities without any consideration of divergence. The technical contribution of this section is a

proof of the fact that the branching bisimilarity indeed implies the weak bisimilarity in the randomized CCS
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model. This is not a routine exercise since it calls for a comparison of the ǫ-tree based semantics against

the distribution-based semantics.

2.1. Background knowledge

2.1.1. Finite state randomized CCS model

Let Chan be the set of channels, ranged over by lowercase letters a, b, c. We use τ to represent the

silent action. The set of actions is Act = Chan ∪ {τ}, ranged over by α, β, γ, ℓ. Let Actp be the set

Act ∪ {pτ | 0 < p < 1}, ranged over by λ. The grammar of finite state randomized CCS model, RCCSfs, is

defined as:

S, T := 0

∣∣∣ X
∣∣∣
∑

i∈I

αi.Ti

∣∣∣
⊕

i∈I

piτ.Ti

∣∣∣ µX.T, (∗)

where the non-empty index set I is finite. In (∗), 0 is the nil term, X is a process variable,
∑

i∈I αi.Ti is

a nondeterministic choice term,
⊕

i∈I piτ.Ti is a probabilistic choice term, and µX.T is a fixpoint term. A

trailing 0 which appears at the end of a term is often omitted, e.g., τ.a represents τ.a.0. Sometimes we will

use the infix notation of
∑

to specify particular summands in the nondeterministic choice term, writing for

example
∑

i∈I′ αi.Ti+β.T ′+γ.T ′′. In the probabilistic choice term
⊕

i∈I piτ.Ti, I is a finite set with |I| ≥ 2,

each pi ∈ (0, 1) and
∑

i∈I pi = 1. As usual, the variable X in µX.T is bound. A variable in a term is free

if it is not bound. A term is a process if it contains no free variables. We write A,B,C, P,Q for processes.

The set of all RCCSfs processes will be denoted by PRCCSfs
. The operational semantics of RCCSfs is given

by the labeled transition system (LTS for short) in Figure 2, where λ ∈ Actp and the transition relation

−→ ⊆ PRCCSfs
×Actp × PRCCSfs

.

∑
i∈I αi.Ti

αi−→ Ti
⊕

i∈I piτ.Ti
piτ
−−→ Ti

T {µX.T/X}
λ
−→ T ′

µX.T
λ
−→ T ′

Figure 2: LTS for RCCSfs.

For any A ∈ PRCCSfs
, there could be only a finite number of processes reachable from A. The induced

transition graph of A, denoted by GA = (VA, EA), is a directed labeled graph satisfying that VA contains

all the processes reachable from A, EA contains all the transitions on VA and each edge eA = (A′, A′′) ∈ EA

with label λ ∈ Actp stands for the transition A′ λ
−→ A′′ in LTS.

Example 2.1. The three probabilistic systems in Figure 1 can be defined as the following RCCSfs processes:

S = 1
2τ.a ⊕

1
2τ.b, P1 = µX.(13τ.X ⊕

1
3τ.a ⊕

1
3τ.b), Q2 = µX.(τ.X + τ.(13 τ.X ⊕

1
3τ.a ⊕

1
3τ.b)) and P2 =

1
3τ.Q2 ⊕

1
3τ.a⊕

1
3τ.b. Figures 1a, 1b and 1c then give the induced transition graph for the RCCSfs process

S, P1 and P2, respectively.

Following [18], a collection of probabilistic transitions
{⊕

i∈I piτ.Ti
piτ
−−→ Ti

}
i∈I

can be treated as a

collective silent transition, in notation
⊕

i∈I piτ.Ti

∐
i∈I piτ
−−−−−−→

∐
i∈I Ti, where the auxiliary notation

∐
is
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used to indicate a collection of things. We extend the notation

∐
i∈I piτ

−−−−−−→ to fixpoint terms as follows: if

T {µX.T/X}
∐

i∈I piτ
−−−−−−→

∐
i∈I Ti, then we define µX.T

∐
i∈I piτ
−−−−−−→

∐
i∈I Ti. We give an example as follows.

Example 2.2. Let T = 1
3τ.X ⊕

2
3τ.0 and consider the fixpoint process P = µX.T = µX.(13τ.X ⊕

2
3τ.0).

Let p1 = 1
3 , p2 = 2

3 , T1 = P and T2 = 0, then T {P/X} =
⊕

i∈[2] piτ.Ti. Since T {P/X} can perform the

collective silent transition T {P/X}

∐
i∈[2] piτ
−−−−−−→

∐
i∈[2] Ti, one has P

∐
i∈[2] piτ

−−−−−−→
∐

i∈[2] Ti.

An immediate silent transition of A, denoted by itrA, is either a non-probabilistic silent transition A
τ
−→ A′

or a collective silent transition A

∐
j∈J qjτ

−−−−−−→
∐

j∈J Aj (where
∑

j∈J qj = 1). We use tgt(itrA) to denote the

target set of itrA, which is defined as tgt(A
τ
−→ A′) = {A′} and tgt(A

∐
j∈J qjτ
−−−−−−→

∐
j∈J Aj) = {Aj | j ∈ J}.

We will use E to denote an equivalence and R to denote a binary relation. We write A E B for (A,B) ∈ E

and use [A]E to denote the equivalence class containing A. For an equivalence E on PRCCSfs
, the notation

PRCCSfs
/E stands for the set of equivalence classes defined by E . Given an equivalence E on PRCCSfs

, we say

that an immediate silent transition itr = A
τ
−→ A′ is state-preserving if A′ E A and itr = A

∐
j∈J qjτ
−−−−−−→

∐
j∈J Aj

is state-preserving if Aj E A for all j ∈ J . An immediate silent transition itr is called state-changing if it is

not state-preserving.

2.1.2. Branching bisimilarity

Branching bisimilarity for RCCSfs model was proposed by Fu [18]. It is a behavioral equivalence compat-

ible with the classical branching bisimilarity [33]. We start with the definition of ǫ-tree [18]. Intuitively an

ǫ-tree is a randomized version of a sequence of state-preserving internal actions. In the following definition,

[k] stands for the set {1, · · · , k}.

Definition 2.3 (ǫ-tree). Let E be an equivalence on PRCCS and A ∈ PRCCS be a process. An ǫ-tree tAE of

A with regard to E is a labeled tree such that the following statements are valid.

• Each node of tAE is labeled by an element of [A]E , and each edge is labeled by an element of (0, 1]. The

root of tAE is labeled by A.

• If a node labeled B has only one child B′, then B
τ
−→ B′ and the edge from B to B′ is labeled 1.

• If a node labeled B has k children B1, · · · , Bk and each edge from B to Bi is labeled pi, then

B

∐
i∈[k] piτ

−−−−−−→
∐

i∈[k] Bi.

Example 2.4. Let P3 = µX.(12τ.(a + τ.X)⊕ 1
2τ.(b + τ.X)) and E3 = {{P3, a + τ.P3, b + τ.P3}, {0}}. The

diagrams in Figure 3a describe two possible ǫ-trees of P3 with regard to E3. Let P4 = µX.(13τ.X⊕
2
3τ.(

1
2τ.X⊕

1
4τ.a ⊕

1
4τ.b)), Q4 = 1

2τ.P4 ⊕
1
4τ.a ⊕

1
4τ.b and E4 = {{P4, Q4}, {a}, {b}, {0}}. An infinite ǫ-tree of P4 with

regard to E4 is given in Figure 3b.
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(a) P3 = µX.( 1
2 τ.(a+ τ.X)⊕ 1

2 τ.(b + τ.X))

E3 = {{P3, a + τ.P3, b + τ.P3}, {0}}

P4

P4 Q4

P4 Q4

Q4

2

3

2

3

2

3

1

3

1

3

(b) P4 = µX.( 1
3 τ.X ⊕ 2

3 τ.(
1
2 τ.X ⊕ 1

4 τ.a ⊕ 1
4 τ.b))

Q4 = 1
2 τ.P4 ⊕ 1

4 τ.a ⊕ 1
4 τ.b

E4 = {{P4, Q4}, {a}, {b}, {0}}

Figure 3: Examples of ǫ-tree.

Note that though in Figure 3 all nodes with the same label have the same children, this is not a necessary

requirement for the ǫ-trees. As another example, consider the processes P1 = µX.(τ.τ.X + τ.(µY.(τ.Y ))),

P2 = τ.P1, P3 = µY.(τ.Y ) and the equivalence E = {{P1, P2, P3}}. The sequence P1
τ
−→ P2

τ
−→ P1

τ
−→ P3

forms a finite ǫ-tree of P1 with regard to E , while the two nodes with the same label P1 in the tree have

different children.

An ǫ-tree tAE of A with regard to E is called maximal if there is no other ǫ-tree (t′)AE such that tAE is a

proper subtree of (t′)AE . For a tree t, a branch is either a finite path from its root to a leaf or an infinite

path. To a finite path π, we will use π(i) to denote the label of the i-th edge in π and use |π| to denote the

length of π. The probability P(π) of a finite path π is
∏

i≤|π| π(i). The convergence probability of tAE is then

defined by Pc(tAE ) = limk→∞ Pk(t
A
E ), where

Pk(t
A
E )

def
=

∑
{P(π) | π is a finite branch in tAE such that |π| ≤ k}.

Definition 2.5 (Regular and divergent ǫ-tree). An ǫ-tree tAE is regular if Pc(tAE ) = 1; it is divergent if

Pc(tAE ) = 0.

We then give the definition of ℓ-transition.

Definition 2.6 (ℓ-transition). Suppose B ∈ PRCCS/E and (ℓ ∈ Chan) ∨ (ℓ = τ ∧ B 6= [A]E). We say that

there is an ℓ-transition from A to B with regard to E , written A E
ℓ
−→ B, if there exists a regular ǫ-tree tAE

such that L
ℓ
−→ L′ ∈ B for every leaf L of tAE .

Example 2.7. Consider the process P3 and equivalence E3 in Example 2.4. The two ǫ-trees in Figure 3a

induce the ℓ-transitions P3  E3

b
−→ [0]E3 and P3  E3

a
−→ [0]E3 .

State-changing probabilistic silent actions are characterized by q-transitions in [18]. Intuitively q-

transitions capture the idea that after some state-preserving internal actions, every derived process can
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evolve into some new equivalence class with the same conditional probability q.

Suppose L

∐
i∈[k] piτ

−−−−−−−→
∐

i∈[k] Li and some Li falls into an equivalence class B 6= [L]E . Define

P

(
L

∐
i∈[k] piτ
−−−−−−−→ B

)
def
=

∑

i∈[k], Li∈B

pi

The normalized probability is defined as the conditional probability of leaving [L]E to B, i.e.,

PE

(
L

∐
i∈[k] piτ

−−−−−−−→ B

)
def
= P

(
L

∐
i∈[k] piτ
−−−−−−−→ B

)
/

(
1− P

(
L

∐
i∈[k] piτ
−−−−−−−→ [L]E

))
.

Definition 2.8 (q-transition). Suppose B ∈ PRCCS/E and B 6= [A]E . We say that there is a q-transition from

A to B with regard to E , written A E
q
−→ B, if there exists a regular ǫ-tree tAE satisfying L

∐
i∈[k] piτ

−−−−−−→
∐

i∈[k] Li

and PE

(
L

∐
i∈[k] piτ

−−−−−−→ B

)
= q for every leaf L of tAE .

Example 2.9. Consider the processes P4, Q4 and equivalence E4 in Example 2.4. The ǫ-tree in Figure 3b

induces the q-transition P4  E4

1/2
−−→ [a]E4 (P4  E4

1/2
−−→ [b]E4 resp.), where 1

2 = 1
4/(1−

1
2 ) is the normalized

probability of leaving [Q4]E4 to [a]E4 ([b]E4 resp.).

Definition 2.10 (Branching bisimulation). An equivalence E on PRCCSfs
is a branching bisimulation if,

whenever (A,B) ∈ E , then for all C ∈ PRCCS/E it holds that:

1. If A E
ℓ
−→ C and (ℓ ∈ Chan) ∨ (ℓ = τ ∧ C 6= [A]E), then B  E

ℓ
−→ C.

2. If A E
q
−→ C such that C 6= [A]E , then B  E

q
−→ C.

We write A ≃ B if there is a branching bisimulation E such that (A,B) ∈ E .

For a relation E on PRCCSfs
, we write E∗ for its equivalence closure.

Lemma 2.11 ([18]). If {Ei}i∈I is a collection of branching bisimulations, then E = (
⋃

i∈I Ei)
∗ is also a

branching bisimulation.

Theorem 2.12. The relation ≃ is an equivalence relation, and it is the largest branching bisimulation.

Lemma 2.13 ([36]). The equivalence ≃ is decidable in polynomial time.

2.1.3. Weak bisimilarity

We start by recalling the necessary notions for defining the weak bisimilarity for RCCSfs. A probabilistic

distribution over a countable set S is a function ρ : S → [0, 1] such that
∑

A∈S ρ(A) = 1. We denote by

Distr(S) the set of probabilistic distributions over S. For S′ ⊆ S, we define ρ(S′) =
∑

A∈S′ ρ(A). We use

δA to denote the Dirac distributions, defined by δA(A) = 1 and δA(A
′) = 0 for all A′ 6= A. The support of

a probabilistic distribution ρ, denoted by Supp(ρ), is the set {A | ρ(A) > 0}. For a distribution with finite
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support, we also write ρ = {(A : ρ(A)) | A ∈ Supp(ρ)} to enumerate the probability associated with each

element of Supp(ρ). Given a countable set of distributions {ρi ∈ Distr(S)}i∈I and a countable set of real

numbers {ci ∈ [0, 1]}i∈I such that
∑

i∈I ci = 1, we say that ρ is the convex combination of {ρi}i∈I according

to {ci}i∈I , denoted by
∑

i∈I ci · ρi, if for each A ∈ S, ρ(A) =
∑

i∈I ci · ρi(A).

To define the weak bisimilarity in RCCSfs, we need to introduce a probabilistic labeled transition system

(pLTS for short). The system is defined in Figure 4, where β ∈ Act and the probabilistic transition relation

−→ ⊆ PRCCSfs
×Act×Distr(PRCCSfs

). Although we use the same symbol −→ for the LTS and pLTS rules,

its meaning should be clear from the context.

∑
i∈I αi.Ti

αi−→ δTi

⊕
i∈I piτ.Ti

τ
−→ {Ti : pi}i∈I

T {µX.T/X}
β
−→ ρ

µX.T
β
−→ ρ

Figure 4: pLTS for RCCSfs.

Let Tr = {(A,α, ρ) | A
α
−→ ρ can be derived in the pLTS} be the set of transitions. For a transition

tr = (A,α, ρ), we denote by src(tr) the source process A, by act(tr) the action α, and by ρtr the evolved

distribution ρ. Let Tr(α) = {tr ∈ Tr | act(tr) = α}. An execution fragment of some process A0 is a

finite or infinite sequence of alternating states and actions ω = A0α0A1α1A2α2 · · · such that Ai
αi−→ ρi and

ρi(Ai+1) > 0. If ω is finite, we denote by last(ω) the last state of ω. We denote by frags∗(A) and frags(A)

the set of finite and all execution fragments of A, respectively. Given α ∈ Act, we define α̂ = α if α ∈ Chan,

and α̂ = ǫ (the empty string) if α = τ . The trace of an execution fragment ω is the sub-sequence of external

actions of ω, i.e., trace(ω) = α̂0α̂1α̂2 · · · .

In [29], the notion of scheduler is used to resolve non-determinism. To a process A, a scheduler is

a function σ : frags∗(A) → Distr(Tr ∪ {⊥}) such that for each ω ∈ frags∗(A), σ(ω) ∈ Distr({tr ∈ Tr |

src(tr) = last(ω)} ∪ {⊥}). Intuitively a scheduler specifies a distribution over possible next transitions

starting from state last(ω). If a scheduler takes the special value ⊥, it chooses no further transition and

terminates. We call a scheduler (of A) Dirac if for each ω ∈ frags∗(A), σ(ω) = δtr for some tr ∈ Tr or

σ(ω) = δ⊥. A scheduler σ and a process A induce a probability distribution ρσ,A over finite execution

fragments as follows. The basic measurable events are the cones of finite execution fragments, where the

cone of ω is defined by Cω = {ω′ ∈ frags(A) | ω is a prefix of ω′}. The probability ρσ,A of a cone Cω is

defined recursively as follows:

ρσ,A(Cω) =





1, if ω = A,

0, if ω = B for a process B 6= A,

ρσ,A(Cω′) ·
∑

tr∈Tr(α) σ(ω
′)(tr) · ρtr(B), if ω = ω′αB.

Finally, for any ω ∈ frags∗(A), ρσ,A(ω) is defined as ρσ,A(ω) = ρσ,A(Cω) · σ(ω)(⊥), where σ(ω)(⊥) is the

probability of choosing no further transition (i.e., terminating) after ω.
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The next definition of weak combined transition is standard [27, 29]. The fact that state A can weakly

transfer to distribution ρ by executing an observable action α is defined as follows: if there exists a scheduler

σ, from A by doing α and finite number of silent actions following σ, the probability of the final state being

B equals ρ(B).

Definition 2.14 (Weak combined transition). Given a process A ∈ PRCCSfs
, an action α ∈ Act and a

distribution ρ ∈ Distr(PRCCSfs
). We say that there is a weak combined transition from A to ρ labeled by α,

denoted by A
α

=⇒c ρ, if there exists a scheduler σ such that the following holds for the induced distribution

ρσ,A:

1. ρσ,A(frags
∗(A)) = 1.

2. For each ω ∈ frags∗(A), if ρσ,A(ω) > 0 then trace(ω) = α̂.

3. For each process B, ρσ,A{ω ∈ frags∗(A) | last(ω) = B} = ρ(B).

Definition 2.15 (Lifting [16, 12]). Given a binary relation R ⊆ X × Y . The lifting of R is the relation

R† ⊆ Distr(X) × Distr(Y ) satisfying that (ρX , ρY ) ∈ R† iff ρX =
∑

i∈I pixi and ρY =
∑

i∈I piyi such that

(xi, yi) ∈ R for each i ∈ I.

It has also been shown by Turrini and Hermanns [29] that if E is an equivalence relation on a set X ,

then (ρ1, ρ2) ∈ E† iff for each C ∈ X/E , ρ1(C) = ρ2(C). Now for an equivalence E , we often use ρ1 =E ρ2 to

denote that (ρ1, ρ2) ∈ E†.

The next definition resembles the traditional conception for probabilistic automata [27].

Definition 2.16 (Weak bisimulation). An equivalence E on PRCCSfs
is a weak bisimulation if, for all

(A,B) ∈ E , if A
α
−→ ρA, then there exists ρB such that B

α
=⇒c ρB and ρA E† ρB.

We write A ≈ B if there is a weak bisimulation E such that (A,B) ∈ E .

Theorem 2.17 ([29]). ≈ is an equivalence relation, and it is the largest weak bisimulation.

2.2. The comparison of branching and weak bisimulation semantics

The comparison between branching and weak semantics for probabilistic models is not trivial because

their definitions are quite different. To establish the containment relationship between them, we need to

find a way to relate ǫ-trees with probability distributions. To this end, we start by proving some technical

lemmas. Lemma 2.18 states that given a bunch of distributions with the same conditional probability of

leaving some [A]E for any other equivalence class C, the convex combination of these distributions will not

change the corresponding conditional probability.

Lemma 2.18. Given a process A and an equivalence E on PRCCSfs
. Let {ρi}i∈I be a countable set of

distributions rendering true the followings for all i ∈ I:
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• ρi([A]E) = pi < 1.

• For all equivalence class C ∈ PRCCS/E and C 6= [A]E , the conditional probability ρi|!A(C) is a constant

qC, where ρi|!A(C) = ρi(C)/(1− ρi([A]E)).

Then for any convex combination ρ =
∑

i∈I ciρi of {ρi}i∈I according to {ci}i∈I, we have ρ([A]E) < 1 and

ρ|!A(C) = qC for all C ∈ PRCCS/E and C 6= [A]E .

Proof. By putting all processes in the same equivalence classes together, we can represent each distribution

ρi as pi · [A]E +
∑

j∈Ji
(pij · [Aj ]E), where Ji is a finite index set and [A]E , {[Aj ]E}j∈Ji

are all different

equivalence classes (we reuse the addition sign to stand for the combination of distributions over equivalent

classes with respect to E). Now, by the assumption of the lemma, we have

(1) ∀i ∈ I : Ji = J for some constant index set J ;

(2) ∀i ∈ I : pi < 1 and pi +
∑

j∈J pij = 1;

(3) ∀i ∈ I, j ∈ J : pij/(1− pi) = qj , where qj is a constant for each fixed j;

(4)
∑

j∈J qj = 1.

Then each convex combination ρ =
∑

i∈I ciρi can be represented by
∑

i∈I ci(pi · [A]E +
∑

j∈J pij · [Aj ]E) =

(
∑

i∈I cipi) · [A]E +
∑

j∈J (
∑

i∈I cipij) · [Aj ]E .

Let r =
∑

i∈I cipi be the probability ρ([A]E ), then r < 1 follows from (2) and
∑

i∈I ci = 1. Since the

conditional probability ρ|!A([Aj ]E) =
∑

i∈I cipij/(1− r), we only need to show that
∑

i∈I cipij/(1− r) = qj

holds for all j ∈ J . In fact, we have

∑

i∈I

cipij =
∑

i∈I

ci(qj(1− pi)) (by (3))

= qj(
∑

i∈I

ci(1− pi)) = qj(
∑

i∈I

ci −
∑

i∈I

cipi) = qj(1− r) (by the definition of r)

which completes the proof.

Given two distributions ρ, ρ′ with the same conditional probability of leaving [A]E to any other equivalence

class C, the following lemma shows that if a process B enables a weak combined transition B
α

=⇒c ρ, then

it also enables another weak combined transition B
α

=⇒c ρ′′ for some ρ′′ such that ρ′′ is related to ρ′ via

lifting.

Lemma 2.19. Given a process A and an equivalence E on PRCCSfs
. Let ρ, ρ′ ∈ Distr(PRCCSfs

) be two

distributions rendering true the followings:

1. ρ([A]E ) < 1 and ρ′([A]E ) < 1;
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2. For all equivalence class C ∈ PRCCS/E and C 6= [A]E , the conditional probability ρ|!A(C) = ρ′|!A(C),

where ρ|!A(C) = ρ(C)/(1− ρ([A]E)).

For any process B ∈ [A]E , if B
α

=⇒c ρ, then B
α

=⇒c ρ
′′ for some ρ′′ such that ρ′ E† ρ′′.

Proof. By a similar argument as in the proof of Lemma 2.18, we can assume that ρ =E p·[A]E+
∑

i∈I(pi·[Ai]E)

and ρ′ =E q · [A]E +
∑

i∈I(qi · [Ai]E), where I is a finite index set and [A]E , {[Ai]E}i∈I are pairwise different

equivalence classes. Moreover, the conditional probability pi/(1− p) = qi/(1− q) holds for all i ∈ I.

Now suppose the weak combined transition B
α

=⇒c ρ is induced by scheduler σ, we then construct a

scheduler σ′′ that induces B
α

=⇒c ρ
′′ and ρ′ E† ρ′′ as follows: Let c = (1−q)/(1−p) and σ⊥ be the scheduler

choosing no transitions, i.e., σ⊥(B) = ⊥; scheduler σ′′ will behave as σ with probability c and behave as σ⊥

with probability 1− c. Since σ⊥ induces the distribution δB and B ∈ [A]E , the induced distribution by σ′′

would be ρ′′ = cρ+ (1 − c)δB =E c(p · [A]E +
∑

i∈I pi · [Ai]E) + (1 − c)(1 · [A]E). By simple calculation, we

can find that the last one equals q · [A]E +
∑

i∈I qi · [Ai]E =E ρ′.

With the above preparation, we can prove that branching bisimilarity implies weak bisimilarity (Theorem

2.20). This result is important in that it is the first time that these two bisimilarities (based on ǫ-tree and

distribution, respectively) are compared in the setting of probabilistic models.

Theorem 2.20 (≃ ⊆ ≈). If E is a branching bisimulation, then E is a weak bisimulation.

Proof. Let E be a branching bisimulation. Suppose (A,B) ∈ E and A
α
−→ ρA, according to Definition 2.16,

we need to show that there exists ρB such that B
α

=⇒c ρB and ρA E† ρB. We focus on the most difficult

case, i.e., α = τ and there exists A′ ∈ Supp(ρA) such that (A,A′) /∈ E .

Now assume that ρA = p · [A]E +
∑

i∈I(pi · [Ai]E), where p < 1,
∑

i∈I pi = 1− p, and [A]E , {[Ai]E}i∈I are

pairwise different equivalence classes. Since (A,B) ∈ E and E is a branching bisimulation, B  E
qi
−→ [Ai]E for

all i ∈ I, where qi = pi/(1− p). According to Definition 2.8, there exists a regular ǫ-tree tBE satisfying that

for every leaf L of tBE , L

∐
j∈J rjτ
−−−−−−→

∐
j∈J Mj and PE

(
L

∐
j∈J rjτ

−−−−−−→ [Ai]E

)
= qi for all i ∈ I. Let {Lk}k∈K

be the countable set of leaves in the tree tBE and ck be the probability of the path from B to Lk in tBE .

Since tBE is a regular tree,
∑

k∈K ck = 1. Let ρk be the induced probability distribution of the transition

Lk

∐
j∈J rjτ
−−−−−−→

∐
j∈J Mj. Then we can see that the regular ǫ-tree tBE induces a Dirac scheduler σ and a

distribution ρ =
∑

k∈K ckρk such that B
τ

=⇒c ρ. Since ρk([A]E) < 1 and ρk|!A([Ai]E) = qi hold for all k ∈ K

and i ∈ I, according to Lemma 2.18, we have ρ([A]E ) < 1 and ρ|!A([Ai]E) = qi for all i ∈ I. Now since

B
τ

=⇒c ρ, by Lemma 2.19, there exists a distribution ρB such that B
τ

=⇒c ρB and ρA E† ρB. So we are

done.

At the end of this part, we want to mention that there are some other bisimilarities based on similar

notion of ǫ-tree or probabilistic distribution in the literature. For example, the probabilistic weak bisimilarity
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proposed in [34] relies on the notion of weak ǫ-tree while the branching probabilistic bisimilarity defined in

[29] is based on probabilistic distribution. The techniques developed in this subsection should be helpful in

establishing the relationship among them and the branching (weak) bisimilarities defined in this paper.

3. Divergence in probabilistic branching bisimulation semantics

In this section we turn to the issue of divergence. We propose two bisimulation relations that interpret

divergence with varying strength. The first one, branching bisimulation with explicit divergence (Definition

3.2), is a probabilistic extension of the equivalence studied in [24]. The second one, exhaustive branching

bisimulation (Definition 3.9), is an instructive graph-based equivalence that extends the complete branching

bisimulation in [24]. A similar equivalence is also used in [19] to characterize divergence-sensitive weak

bisimulation. The relationship among these equivalence relations will be discussed in Section 4.

3.1. Branching bisimilarity with explicit divergence

Following Definition 2.5, for an equivalence relation E on PRCCSfs
, a process A is divergent with respect

to E , denoted by A ⇑E , if there exists a divergent ǫ-tree tAE of A with regard to E . We use A 6⇑E to mean

that A is not divergent with respect to E .

Definition 3.1 (Divergent ǫ-tree preserving). Let E be an equivalence on PRCCSfs
. E is divergent ǫ-tree

preserving if for all (A,B) ∈ E the following holds: A ⇑E if and only if B ⇑E .

The following definition is an extension of the corresponding notion proposed by van Glabbeek et al. [30]

for PRCCSfs
.

Definition 3.2 (Branching bisimulation with explicit divergence). Let E be an equivalence on PRCCSfs
.

E is called a branching bisimulation with explicit divergence if E is a branching bisimulation and divergent

ǫ-tree preserving.

We write A ≃∆ B if there is a branching bisimulation with explicit divergence E such that (A,B) ∈ E .

Similar to the non-probabilistic situation [24, 30], the requirement of divergent ǫ-tree preserving makes

it non-trivial to prove that ≃∆ is indeed the largest branching bisimulation with explicit divergence. In [18],

the divergence-sensitivity of ≃∆ is given as Lemma 4.1 without proof. However, it should be pointed out

that the original statement of this lemma is not correct in our setting. More specifically, the lemma can

be rephrased in our language as ‘If {Ei}i∈I is a collection of divergent ǫ-tree preserving equivalences, then

E = (
⋃

i∈I Ei)
∗ is also a divergent ǫ-tree preserving equivalence’. There is a simple counterexample to this

statement. Let A1 = τ.0, A2 = 0, B1 = µX.(τ.τ.τ.X), B2 = τ.τ.B1 and B3 = τ.B1. Consider the equivalence

E1 = {{A1, B1, B2}, {B3}, {A2}} and E2 = {{B1, B2, B3}, {A1}, {A2}}. It is not hard to check that both E1

and E2 are divergent ǫ-tree preserving. Yet the equivalence E = (E1 ∪E2)∗ = {{A1, B1, B2, B3}, {A2}} is not
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divergent ǫ-tree preserving, as A1 6⇑E and B1 ⇑E hold for the pair (A1, B1) ∈ E . The key issue here is that

E1 is not a branching bisimulation, as the ℓ-transition A1  E1

τ
−→ [A2]E1 cannot be bisimulated by B1. We

find that the requirement of branching bisimulation is necessary for achieving the divergent ǫ-tree preserving

property. Then we need the following technical lemma, a probabilistic generalization of the corresponding

result in [30].

Lemma 3.3. If {Ei}i∈I is a collection of branching bisimulation with explicit divergence, then E = (
⋃

i∈I Ei)
∗

is also a branching bisimulation with explicit divergence.

Proof. Since each Ei is a branching bisimulation, by Lemma 2.11, E is also a branching bisimulation. It

suffices to show that for each i ∈ I and (A,B) ∈ Ei ⊆ E , the following divergence-sensitive property holds:

if A ⇑E then B ⇑E . It should be emphasized that the pair (A,B) is in Ei, while the divergence property is

required with regard to E . Suppose A ⇑E , then there exists a divergent ǫ-tree tAE of A with regard to E . We

will construct a divergent ǫ-tree tBE of B with regard to E by induction on the structure of tAE . There are

two cases.

• tAE is an ǫ-tree of A with regard to Ei. In this case, all nodes in tree tAE belong to [A]Ei
, therefore A ⇑Ei

.

As Ei is a branching bisimulation with explicit divergence, we have B ⇑Ei
, which implies a divergent

ǫ-tree tBE of B with regard to E .

• tAE is not an ǫ-tree of A with regard to Ei. In this case, there exist some nodes in tree tAE which do not

belong to [A]Ei
. We only consider the case that A has multiple children (the case of having only one

child is similar and easier). Assume that A has k children A1, · · · , Ak with the corresponding edges

labeled by p1, · · · , pk respectively. In other words, A

∐
j∈[k] pj

−−−−−−→
∐

j∈[k] A
j . There are two sub-cases:

i) AjEiA for all j ∈ [k], i.e., A

∐
j∈[k] pj

−−−−−−→
∐

j∈[k] A
j is state-preserving. Since Ei is an equivalence

and AEiB, we have AjEiB for all j ∈ [k]. Thus we can continue to construct tBE by structural

induction on the divergent ǫ-tree of A1.

ii) Aj 6∈ [A]Ei
for some j ∈ [k], i.e., A

∐
j∈[k] pj

−−−−−−→
∐

j∈[k] A
j is state-changing. Suppose without

loss of generality that A1 /∈ [A]Ei
. Let q = PEi

(
A

∐
j∈[k] pk

−−−−−−→ [A1]Ei

)
. Then B  Ei

q
−→ [A1]Ei

follows from the fact that Ei is a branching bisimulation. The q-transition consists of a regular

ǫ-tree t′
B
Ei

of B with regard to Ei and, for each leaf B′′ of t′
B
Ei
, there exists a collective transition

B′′

∐
j′∈[k′] rj′

−−−−−−−→
∐

j′∈[k′] B
j′ such that the normalized probability PEi

(
B′′

∐
j′∈[k′] rj′

−−−−−−−→ [A1]Ei

)
=

q. For every process Bj′ ∈ [A1]Ei
, we continue to construct an ǫ-tree of Bj′ by structural

induction on the divergent ǫ-tree of A1. According to our construction, we have B′′EiB and

Bj′EiA1. By assumption, we have AEiB and AEA1. For Ei and E are equivalence, we can get

B′′EiBEiAEA1EiBj′ . As Ei ⊆ E , we can further get that BEB′′EBj′ . In other words, Bj′ is

indeed a node in tBE .
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We now prove that the above constructed tBE is a divergent ǫ-tree. Two cases are possible. In the first

case, A can go through infinite state-changing transitions with regard to Ei and never reach any ǫ-tree with

regard to Ei. Since each state-changing transition cannot be bisimulated vacuously in ii), we see that the

constructed tBE is a divergent tree in this case. In the second case, A will reach an ǫ-tree (t′)A
′

Ei
of some A′

with regard to Ei (where A′ is a node in tAE ) after finite state-preserving transitions with regard to Ei. In

this case, since (t′)A
′

Ei
is a divergent ǫ-tree, we have A′ ⇑Ei

. According to the above construction procedure,

there exists a process B′ in tBE satisfying that A′EiB
′. Since Ei is a branching bisimulation with explicit

divergence, we have B′ ⇑Ei
. Therefore the constructed tBE is also a divergent tree in this case.

Theorem 3.4 then follows directly from Lemma 3.3.

Theorem 3.4. The relation ≃∆ is an equivalence, and it is the largest branching bisimulation with explicit

divergence.

For any A,B ∈ PRCCSfs
, an efficient procedure for verifying the validity of A ≃∆ B is useful in applica-

tion. However Lemma 2.13 does not directly imply a polynomial algorithm for ≃∆. Given a process A and

an equivalence E , the naive strategy to check A ⇑E is to enumerate all ǫ-trees and verify if any of them is

divergent. But in the worst case this would imply that an exponential number of trees must be checked. A

smarter strategy (Algorithm 1) will be defined later.

3.2. Exhaustive branching bisimilarity

In [24], the concept of divergence set is proposed to define the so-called complete weak bisimilarity, giving

rise to an alternative characterization of weak bisimilarity with explicit divergence in the non-probabilistic

scenario. In [19], a similar concept, end component, is introduced for probabilistic processes, based on which

the authors defined exhaustive weak probabilistic bisimulations. The basic idea behind these definitions is

that they consider a process to be divergent if it can reach a silent circle in finitely many silent steps. Next

we extend the concept to probabilistic branching bisimulation. We show that unlike in the non-probabilistic

case, the extension produces a bisimilarity strictly coarser than ≃∆. We start by introducing some concepts.

Definition 3.5 (τ -EC). Given a process B ∈ PRCCSfs
. Let GB = (VB, EB) be the induced transition graph

of B. A τ -EC (of B), denoted by ec = (Vec, Eec), is a subgraph of GB satisfying:

1. ec = (Vec, Eec) is strongly connected;

2. All edges in Eec are restricted to be labeled with τ or pτ (where p ∈ (0, 1));

3. If there is an edge e′ = (C,C′) ∈ Eec with label qτ , then there must exist some collective silent

transition C

∐
i∈I piτ
−−−−−−→

∐
i∈I Ci such that q = pk and C′ = Ck for some k ∈ I. Moreover, for all i ∈ I,

the edge ei = (C,Ci) ∈ Eec and labeled by piτ .
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Given a process B′ ∈ PRCCSfs
, we write B′ 	ec to denote that B′ is in the τ -EC labeled as ec.

Intuitively speaking, τ -EC is a strongly connected graph which contains only silent transitions and is

closed under probabilistic silent transitions.

For two given τ -ECs, we will need to relate them under some equivalence E . Definition 3.6 promotes the

relation E between nodes (in τ -EC) to a relation between τ -ECs.

Definition 3.6 (Related τ -EC). Given an equivalence E , and two τ -ECs ec1 = (Vec1 , Eec1) and ec2 =

(Vec2 , Eec2). We say ec1 is related to ec2 with regard to E , denoted by ec1 E‡ ec2, iff for all B ∈ Vec2 there

exists A ∈ Vec1 with (A,B) ∈ E .

Remark 3.7. The notion of related τ-EC is actually a generalization of the corresponding requirement used in

the definition of complete weak bisimulation (Definition 2.8, [24]). The asymmetric requirement in Definition

3.6 is necessary for the correctness of Theorem 3.10.

Given two processes A,B and let GA be the induced transition graph of A, we use A =⇒ B to

stand for that B can be reached from A in GA through a sequence of edges labeled with τ or pτ (where

p ∈ (0, 1)). We use A =⇒	ec to denote that there exists A′ such that A =⇒ A′ and A′ 	ec. Before giving

the exhaustive branching bisimulation for PRCCSfs
, we need the following definition that characterizes the

divergence-sensitive property with regard to τ -EC.

Definition 3.8 (τ -EC invariant). Let E be an equivalence on PRCCSfs
. E is τ-EC invariant if for all

(A,B) ∈ E the following holds: whenever A =⇒	ec1 , then B =⇒	ec2 for some τ -EC ec2 such that ec1 E‡ ec2.

Definition 3.9 (Exhaustive branching bisimulation). Let E be an equivalence on PRCCSfs
. E is called an

exhaustive branching bisimulation if E is a branching bisimulation and τ -EC invariant.

We write A ≃e B if (A,B) ∈ E for some exhaustive branching bisimulation E .

Theorem 3.10. ≃e is an equivalence relation, and it is the largest exhaustive branching bisimulation.

Proof. Similar to the proof in [24]. We can show that if {Ei}i∈I is a collection of exhaustive branching

bisimulation, then so is E = (
⋃

i∈I Ei)
∗.

We note that ≃∆ and ≃e treat divergence in different ways. In ≃∆, a process A is divergent if and only

if it can diverge with probability 1 (i.e., there exists a divergent ǫ-tree of A). In contrast, in ≃e, a process

B is divergent if it can diverge with any non-zero probability (i.e., B can reach some τ -EC). Here we prove

that ≃∆ implies ≃e (Theorem 3.15). The strictness of the implication will be shown in Example 4.4.

Remark 3.11. One may consider defining a finer notion of bisimilarity by requiring that the probability of

reaching two related τ -ECs to be the same for two bisimilar processes. Actually a similar method has been

taken to define probabilistic applicative bisimulation for the probabilistic λ-calculus [10]. However, this idea
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does not work directly in our setting. Consider the following RCCSfs processes: P = τ.P1 + τ.P2, where

P1 = 1
2τ.a⊕

1
2τ.Ω, P2 = 1

3τ.b⊕
2
3τ.Ω, and Ω = µX.(τ.X) is an always divergent process. As the first step from

P is a nondeterministic choice between P1 and P2, we cannot simply say that P diverge with probability

1
2 or 2

3 . The reason why such definition does work in the probabilistic λ-calculus model is the absence

of nondeterminism. That is to say, given a probabilistic λ-term, the induced probabilistic distribution by

applying some specific reduction strategy (such as call-by-value or call-by-name strategy) is unique. This

is also the reason why schedulers [29] have been used to resolve non-determinism for nondeterministic

probabilistic models.

The following lemma states that for any two nodes A,B from a τ -EC, we can construct a regular ǫ-tree

whose root is A and every leaf is B.

Lemma 3.12. Given a τ-EC ec = (Vec, Eec), let E = Vec × Vec. If A,B ∈ Vec, then there exists a regular

ǫ-tree tAE of A with regard to E such that all leaves of tAE are labeled by B.

Proof. As Vec is a finite set, for any two nodes A,B ∈ Vec, let Vec\{B} = {Ai | i ∈ I} where I is a finite

index set. Surely A ∈ {Ai | i ∈ I}. As ec is strongly connected, we use πi to denote the shortest path from

Ai(i ∈ I) to B. We also use (t0)
Ai

E to stand for the minimal (finite) ǫ-tree induced by πi. We will inductively

(starting from (t0)
A
E ) build a regular tree whose leaves are all B.

For any tree t, we use P 6=B(t) to denote the probability of all finite path in t that does not end with B.

Again by strongly connected property, ∀i ∈ I, pi = P 6=B((t0)
Ai

E ) < 1. Let p = maxi∈I{pi}, p < 1. We then

inductively build a sequence of ǫ-trees {(tn)AE }n∈N of A with regard to E as follows:

For each n ≥ 0, (tn+1)
A
E is obtained from (tn)

A
E by replacing every leaf Ai 6= B by the tree (t0)

Ai

E .

We next show that P 6=B((tn)
A
E ) ≤ pn holds for all n ≥ 0 by induction on n.

• The base case n = 0 holds trivially.

• For the induction step, suppose P 6=B((tn)
A
E ) ≤ pn:

For any leafAi 6= B in (tn)
A
E , let (πn)i be the path fromA to Ai in (tn)

A
E . Then we have P 6=B((tn+1)

A
E ) =

∑
i∈I

(
P((πn)i) · P 6=B((t0)

Ai

E )
)
≤

∑
i∈I P((πn)i) · p = p ·

(
P 6=B((tn)

A
E )

)
≤ p · pn = pn+1, as desired.

To the set of all branches of (tn)
A
E , either they end with leaf B, or the probability of the rest (i.e.,

P 6=B((tn)
A
E ) ) is upper-bounded by pn, and can be replaced further. Thus when n approaches infinity, the

convergence probability of the ǫ-tree (t∞)AE is 0. By Definition 2.5, (t∞)AE is a regular ǫ-tree of A with regard

to E whose all leaves are B.

The following lemma shows that any two processes on τ -EC are branching bisimilar with explicit diver-

gence.
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Lemma 3.13. Given a τ-EC ec = (Vec, Eec), and suppose A,B ∈ Vec. Then A ≃∆ B.

Proof. Let E = Vec×Vec and E
′ = (E ∪ ≃∆)∗. We only need to show that E ′ is a branching bisimulation with

explicit divergence. Since each node A ∈ Vec satisfies that A ⇑E , it is not hard to see that E ′ is divergent

ǫ-tree preserving. Next we prove that E ′ is a branching bisimulation.

Consider any pair (A,B) ∈ E . The ℓ-transition B  E
ℓ
−→ B of B consists of a regular ǫ-tree tBE of B

satisfying that L
ℓ
−→ L′ ∈ B for every leaf L of tBE . According to Lemma 3.12, there exists a regular ǫ-tree

tAE of A with regard to E whose leaves are all B. By replacing all leaves B with tBE in tAE , we obtain a new

ǫ-tree (t′)AE of A satisfying that L
ℓ
−→ L′ ∈ B for every leaf L of (t′)AE . We then verify the regularity of (t′)AE .

Given any δ ∈ (0, 1), since tAE and tBE are two regular ǫ-trees, there exists two numbers Mδ and Nδ such that

1− PMδ
(tAE ) < δ/2 and 1− PNδ

(tAE ) < δ/2. Since the ǫ-tree (t′)AE is obtained from tAE by replacing all leaves

B in tAE with tBE , we have

1− PMδ+Nδ
((t′)AE ) < (1 − PMδ

(tAE )) + PMδ
(tAE ) · (1− PNδ

(tBE )) < δ/2 + 1 · δ/2 = δ.

Therefore (t′)AE is a regular ǫ-tree. Now we see that the ℓ-transition B  E
ℓ
−→ B is bisimulated by A E

ℓ
−→ B.

The case for q-transition is similar and thus omitted.

For any process A in a τ -EC, a Dirac scheduler σA of A induces a divergent tree of A, Lemma 3.13

further ensures every node in the tree is in the same equivalence class with respect to ≃∆, then we have the

following.

Corollary 3.14. Given a τ-EC ec = (Vec, Eec), and suppose A ∈ Vec. Then A ⇑≃∆.

Theorem 3.15 (≃∆ ⊆ ≃e). The equivalence ≃∆ is an exhaustive branching bisimulation.

Proof. Suppose (A,B) ∈ ≃∆ and A =⇒	ec1 . We need to show that there exists some ec2 such that B =⇒	ec2

and ec1 (≃∆)‡ ec2. By assumption there exists A′ such that A =⇒ A′ and A′ 	ec1 . Since (A,B) ∈ ≃∆ and

≃∆ is a branching bisimulation, we can show that there exists B′ such that B =⇒ B′ and (A′, B′) ∈ ≃∆ by

induction on the path from A to A′. Since A′
	ec1 , by Corollary 3.14, there exists a divergent ǫ-tree of A′

with respect to ≃∆. Since (A′, B′) ∈ ≃∆, there exists a divergent ǫ-tree tB
′

≃∆ of B′ with respect to ≃∆. Due

to the second property of ECs presented in Theorem 3.2 in [11], from B′ any path in the tree tB
′

≃∆ will end

up with probability one in a τ -EC. Arbitrarily choose one of these τ -ECs ec2, then there exists B′′ such that

B′ =⇒ B′′ and B′′ 	ec2 . Now for any B′′′ ∈ Sec2 , since B′′′ is in the ǫ-tree tB
′

≃∆ , we have B′′′ ≃∆ B′ ≃∆ A′.

Therefore ec1 (≃∆)‡ ec2. Putting together the above analysis, we have B =⇒ B′ =⇒ B′′ such that B′′ 	ec2

and ec1 (≃∆)‡ ec2.

4. Variations on divergence-sensitive bisimulations

In this section, we study the relationship between several divergence-sensitive branching and weak bisimi-

larities. Previously, two such bisimilarities were proposed in [18] and [19], respectively. A comparative study
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of these two equivalences has not been carried out. We will show that probability plus divergence bring

extra separation power to the model.

A remark on the divergence-sensitivity in the framework of weak bisimulation semantics is called for.

Remark 4.1. A natural definition of weak bisimulation with explicit divergence could be: Let E be an

equivalence on PRCCSfs
, E is called a weak bisimulation with explicit divergence if E is a weak bisimulation

and divergent ǫ-tree preserving. We write A ≈∆ B if there is a weak bisimulation with explicit divergence

E such that (A,B) ∈ E .

Although the above definition is straightforward, it is challenging to justify that ≈∆ is the largest weak

bisimulation with explicit divergence. So far we are not able to prove that it is an equivalence. The proof for

Lemma 3.3 does not apply here, for probabilistic weak bisimulation does not have the stuttering property,

which prevents us from constructing ǫ-trees. Neither can we take the strategy in [24] for non-probabilistic

weak bisimulation with explicit divergence. Example 4.4 gives a counterexample of ≈e = ≈∆. We leave the

justification of ≈∆ as an open problem.

The following τ -EC based divergence-sensitivity of weak bisimulation is due to [19].

Definition 4.2 (Exhaustive weak bisimulation). Let E be an equivalence on PRCCSfs
. The relation E is

called an exhaustive weak bisimulation if E is a weak bisimulation and τ -EC invariant.

We write A ≈e B if (A,B) ∈ E for some exhaustive weak bisimulation E .

Theorem 4.3 ([19]). The relation ≈e is an equivalence, and it is the largest exhaustive weak bisimulation.

We give two representative examples to highlight the differences between these bisimilarities. For any

process A ∈ PRCCSfs
and equivalence E on PRCCSfs

, let GA = (VA, EA) be the induced transition graph of

A. From now on, we will often abbreviate VA/E as E for clarity.

Example 4.4. Let B1 = µX.(τ.X + τ.(13τ.X ⊕
1
3τ.a⊕

1
3τ.b)) and A1 = 1

3τ.B1 ⊕
1
3τ.a⊕

1
3τ.b. The induced

transition graph of A1 is depicted in Figure 5a. Now consider the equivalence E = {{A1, B1}, {a}, {b}, {0}}.

The following facts can be easily checked.

1. E is the largest weak bisimulation and the largest branching bisimulation. That is ≈ = ≃ = E . To

see that E is a branching bisimulation, only note that the q-transition A1  E
1/2
−−→ [a]E of A1 (where

1
2 = 1

3/(1−
1
3 ) is the conditional probability of leaving [A1]E to [a]E) can be bisimulated by the

transition B1
τ
−→ A1  E

1/2
−−→ [a]E of B1. Here since (A1, B1) ∈ E , by sticking the regular ǫ-tree of A1

to the edge B1
τ
−→ A1, it then forms a regular ǫ-tree of B1 and then induces a q-transition of B1.

2. E is an exhaustive branching bisimulation. We see that both A1 and B1 can only reach the τ -EC

ecB1 = (B1, {B1
τ
−→ B1}) and thus satisfy the divergence requirement.
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3. E is not a weak bisimulation with explicit divergence, since for the pair (A1, B1) ∈ E , A1 6⇑E whereas

B1 ⇑E .

Since ≃e ⊆ ≃ = E and E is an exhaustive branching bisimulation, we have ≃e = E . Together with the

fact ≃e ⊆ ≈e ⊆ ≈, we derive that ≈e = E . Since ≈∆ ⊆ ≈ = E and E is not a weak bisimulation with

explicit divergence, we have ≈∆= {{A1}, {B1}, {a}, {b}, {0}}. Combining the fact that ≃∆ ⊆ ≈∆, we obtain

≃∆= {{A1}, {B1}, {a}, {b}, {0}}. Now we see that A1 ≃e B1 yet A1 6≃∆ B1 and A1 ≈e B1 yet A1 6≈∆ B1.

Example 4.5. Let C2 = 0, B2 = µX.(τ.X + τ.C2) and A2 = 1
2τ.B2 ⊕

1
2τ.C2. The induced transition

graph of A2 is depicted in Figure 5b. It is not hard to see that the coarsest relation {{A2, B2, C2}} is a

branching bisimulation, thus ≈ = ≃ = {{A2, B2, C2}}. Since both A2 and B2 can reach the only τ -EC

ecB2 = (B2, {B2
τ
−→ B2}) while C2 cannot, any equivalence E satisfying (A2, C2) ∈ E or (B2, C2) ∈ E cannot

be an exhaustive weak bisimulation. Now let E ′ = {{A2, B2}, {C2}}, then we have ≈e ⊆ E ′. We can

further verify the following facts.

1. E ′ is an exhaustive weak bisimulation. It is not hard to see that E ′ satisfies the divergence condition

with respect to τ -EC. Then we only need to show that E ′ is a weak bisimulation. Now consider the

following two transitions trA2 and trB2 for pair (A2, B2) ∈ E ′.

• trA2 = A2
τ
−→ {(B2 : 1

2 ), (C2 : 1
2 )}. Then the matched weak combined transition B2

τ
=⇒c {(B2 :

1
2 ), (C2 : 1

2 )} for B2 is induced by the following scheduler:

σB2 =




{(B2

τ
−→ δB2 : 1

2 ), (B2
τ
−→ δC2 : 1

2 )}, if ω = B2,

δ⊥, otherwise.

• trB2 = B2
τ
−→ δC2 . Then the matched weak combined transition A2

τ
=⇒c δC2 for A2 is induced by

the following scheduler:

σA2 =





δtrA2
, if ω = A2,

δtrB2
, if ω = A2τB2,

δ⊥, otherwise.

2. E ′ is not an exhaustive branching bisimulation. In fact, we will show that it is not a branching

bisimulation. Since the ℓ-transition B2
τ
−→ [C2]E′ for B2 cannot be bisimulated by A2 (for A2 cannot

perform any ℓ-transition), we see that the pair (A2, B2) ∈ E
′ violates the branching bisimulation

conditions.

Since ≈e ⊆ E ′ and E ′ is an exhaustive weak bisimulation, we have ≈e = E ′. Since ≃e ⊆ ≈e and E ′ is

not an exhaustive branching bisimulation, we have ≃e = {{A2}, {B2}, {C2}}. Since ≃∆ ⊆ ≃e, we have

≃∆ = {{A2}, {B2}, {C2}}. Now we see that although A2 ≈ B2 and A2 ≃ B2 hold, A2 ≈e B2 but A2 6≃e B2.
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(a) B1 = µX.(τ.X + τ.( 1
3 τ.X ⊕ 1

3 τ.a⊕ 1
3 τ.b)),

A1 = 1
3 τ.B1 ⊕ 1

3 τ.a⊕ 1
3 τ.b.

B2

A2

C2

1
2τ
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(b) C2 = 0 , B2 = µX.(τ.X + τ.C2),

A2 = 1
2 τ.B2 ⊕ 1

2 τ.C2.

Figure 5: Counterexamples of the inclusion relationship.

Lattice among variants of branching and weak bisimilarities for RCCSfs model can be summarized by

the following theorem. A more visual presentation of the theorem is given in Figure 6.

Theorem 4.6. The relationship between ≃∆,≃e,≃,≈e and ≈ is summarized as follows.

1. ≃∆ ( ≃e ( ≃ and ≈e ( ≈;

2. ≃ ( ≈, ≃e ( ≈e and ≈e 6⊆ ≃ 6⊆ ≈e.

Proof. (1) ≃∆ ⊆ ≃e follows from Theorem 3.15 while ≃e ⊆ ≃ and ≈e ⊆ ≈ are by definition. The strictness

is witnessed by the pair (A1, B1) given in Figure 5a and (B2, C2) given in Figure 5b.

(2) By Theorem 2.20, we have ≃ ⊆ ≈. We conclude that ≃e ⊆ ≈e by noticing that the definition of τ -EC

invariant is independent of the requirement of bisimulation. The processes A3 = τ.a+a+ b and B3 = τ.a+ b

witness the strictness of the subset relations. For one thing, we can show that E = {{A3, B3}, {a}, {b}, {0}}

is an exhaustive weak bisimulation, which implies that A3 ≈e B3. For another thing, since A3 6≃ 0, the

ℓ-transition A3  ≃
a
−→ [0]≃ cannot be bisimulated by any ℓ-transition of B3. Thus A3 6≃ B3. The inclusions

≃e ⊆ ≈e and ≃ ⊆ ≈ are strict since A3 ≈e B3 yet A3 6≃e B3, and A3 ≈ B3 yet A3 6≃ B3. The pair (A2, B2)

in Figure 5b is also a non-trivial example for ≃e ( ≈e, and (A3, B3) is also an evidence for the strictness of

≈e 6⊆ ≃. Finally the pair (B2, C2) in Figure 5b shows that ≃ 6⊆ ≈e.

We end this part by summarizing the results in Figure 6, where the arrow from one bisimilarity to the

other means that the former bisimilarity is strictly finer than the latter one. Solid arrows are new results of

this paper while the dotted arrow is a result from [19].

≃∆ (

Theorem 3.15
// ≃e

(
//

(

��

≃

(Theorem 2.20

��
≈e

(
// ≈

Figure 6: Divergence-sensitive bisimulation lattice (Theorem 4.6).
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5. Efficient equivalence checking algorithms

In this section, we provide polynomial time verification algorithms for all the bisimilarities presented in

this work. Particularly for ≈e, we improve known results for divergence-sensitive weak bisimilarity in [19] by

giving a more direct algorithm based on maximal end components. An overview of the algorithmic results

is given in Table 1.

5.1. Algorithm for deciding branching bisimilarity with explicit divergence

Given a process A and an equivalence E , the number of maximal ǫ-trees of A with regard to E could

be exponentially many. However, the existence of a divergent ǫ-tree can be checked in polynomial time by

the procedure DetDivTree given in Algorithm 1. In what follows, we will use \ for set difference, and / for

relation quotient. The ǫ-graph of A with regard to E [36], denoted by GE
A = (V E

A , EE
A), is a subgraph of GA

(where GA is the induced transition graph of A) satisfying that V E
A contains all processes reachable from A

by state-preserving immediate silent transitions and EE
A contains all the corresponding transition edges. A

node in GE
A is called a sink node if its out degree is 0.

Intuitively speaking, the procedure DetDivTree(A, E) starts with the set of sink nodes in ǫ-graph GE
A =

(V E
A , EE

A), then iteratively constructs the set {A′ ∈ V E
A | A

′ 6⇑E}. For a better understanding of DetDivTree,

we use an example to explain how it works.

Example 5.1. Let A = µX.(12 τ.(τ.X + τ.0) ⊕ 1
2τ.(

1
2τ.0 ⊕

1
2τ.(µY.τ.Y ))), B = τ.A + τ.0 and ≃ be the

branching bisimilarity. The ǫ-graph G≃
B = (S≃

B , T≃
B ) of B with regard to ≃ is shown in Figure 7a, where

s0 = B, s1 = A, s2 = 1
2τ.0⊕

1
2τ.(µY.τ.Y ), s3 = 0 and s4 = µY.τ.Y . Procedure DetDivTree(B,≃) works as

following:

1. Procedure CompEpsGraph(B,≃) computes the ǫ-graph G≃
B = (S≃

B , T≃
B ) and Sink((S≃

B , T≃
B )) returns

the set of sink nodes in G≃
B. Thus L

0
ndiv = {s3} and L0und = {s0, s1, s2, s4}.

2. In the first iteration of the do–while loop, we add all processes B′ ∈ L0und satisfying that tgt(itr) ∩

L0ndiv 6= ∅ for all immediate silent transitions itr of B′ into the set L1ndiv. Then we have

• L1ndiv = L0ndiv ∪ {s2},L
1
und = {s0, s1, s4} and toCon = T.

3. Similarly, in the second and third iterations of the do–while loop, we have

• L2ndiv = L1ndiv ∪ {s1},L
2
und = {s0, s4} and toCon = T.

• L3ndiv = L2ndiv ∪ {s0},L
3
und = {s4} and toCon = T.

4. In the fourth iteration of the do–while loop, there does not exist any process B′ ∈ L3und satisfying

that tgt(itr) ∩ L3ndiv 6= ∅ for all collective transitions itr of B′. Then the loop terminates, and we have
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• L4ndiv = L3ndiv,L
4
und = {s4} and toCon = F.

5. For the final L4ndiv = {s3, s2, s1, s0}, we depict the result in Figure 7b, where the four nodes in red are

non-divergent, only the one in blue is divergent as it has a divergent ǫ-tree ts4≃ with respect to ≃. As

B = s0 ∈ L4ndiv, we have B 6⇑≃.

Algorithm 1: DetDivTree /* checking the existence of divergent ǫ-tree of A with regard to E */

Input : A, E

Output: isDiv ∈ {T,F}

1 (V, E)← CompEpsGraph(A, E) /* Computes the ǫ-graph GE
A

= (V E
A
, EE

A
) */

2 Lndiv ← Sink((V, E)), Lund ← V \Lndiv /* Sink returns the sink nodes in (V, E) */

3 do

4 toCon← F

5 for B ∈ Lund do

6 nonDiv ← T

7 for (B,B′) ∈ E with label τ do

8 if B′ ∈ Lund then

9 nonDiv ← F

10 end if

11 end for

12 for (B,B′) ∈ E with label pτ do

13 if all B
qτ
−−→ B′′ satisfying that B′′ ∈ Lund then

14 nonDiv ← F

15 end if

16 end for

17 if nonDiv = T then

18 toCon← T, Lndiv ← Lndiv ∪ {B}, Lund ← Lund\{B}

19 end if

20 end for

21 while toCon = T

22 if A ∈ Lndiv then

23 isDiv ← F

24 else

25 isDiv ← T

26 end if

27 return isDiv

The correctness of DetDivTree is proven in the following proposition.

Proposition 5.2. Given an equivalence E on PRCCSfs
and a process A ∈ PRCCSfs

. Then A 6⇑E if and only

if the procedure DetDivTree(A, E) returns F.

Proof. Let Lindiv be the set Lndiv at the end of i-th iteration of the do–while loop. The do–while loop

always terminates, as the (i + 1)-th iteration proceeds iff in i-th iteration the set Lindiv gets strictly larger,
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(b) After DetDivTree(B,≃).

Figure 7: The procedure of DetDivTree(B,≃).

while it is always true that Lindiv ⊆ V E
A . Let n be the number of iterations of the do–while loop. For

correctness, it will be sufficient to show that A 6⇑E iff A ∈ Lnndiv.

(⇐= ) We prove that ∀B ∈ Lindiv : B 6⇑E holds for all 0 ≤ i ≤ n by induction on i.

• (Base case). ∀B ∈ L0ndiv : B 6⇑E holds trivially for L0ndiv = Sink((V E
A , EE

A)) is just the set of nodes that

cannot perform any silent action.

• (Induction step). Assume that ∀B ∈ Lindiv : B 6⇑E . We need to show that ∀B ∈ Li+1
ndiv : B 6⇑E .

To Li+1
ndiv, the case B ∈ L

i
ndiv holds by induction. For any B ∈ Li+1

ndiv\L
i
ndiv, according to our algorithm,

there could be two cases: if (B,B′′) ∈ EE
A with label τ for some B′′, then B′′ ∈ Lindiv; if (B,B′) ∈ EE

A

with label pτ for some B′, then there exists B
qτ
−→ B′′ with B′′ ∈ Lindiv. Now any ǫ-tree tEB of B with

regard to E will go through a process B′′ ∈ Lindiv. By inductive hypothesis, B′′ 6⇑E holds, from which

it follows that there does not exist any divergent ǫ tree of B. Thus B 6⇑E for all B ∈ Li+1
ndiv.

( =⇒ ) We prove this direction by contradiction. Suppose there exists some A such that A 6⇑E and

A /∈ Lnndiv. Since A 6⇑E , any maximal ǫ-tree t of A must have some intermediate nodes A′ /∈ Lnndiv satisfying

that some children A′′ of A′ in the tree belong to the set Lnndiv, for otherwise the tree would be divergent.

Since A′ /∈ Lnndiv, there exists some itrA′ of A′ such that tgt(itrA′) ⊆ V E
A \L

n
ndiv. Replacing all such transitions

from A′ to A′′ by the immediate silent transition itrA′ in tree t, we can obtain a divergent ǫ-tree t′ of A (since

all processes in V E
A \L

n
ndiv can perform state-preserving internal actions), which contradicts the assumption

that A 6⇑E .

Algorithm 2 gives the main algorithm for deciding whether two processes are branching bisimilar with

explicit divergence. Here we follow the classical partition-refinement framework [26, 21]. The procedure

DivBranBisim(A,B) initializes set R as the disjoint union of processes reachable from A and B. Then it

iteratively constructs the set E = R/ ≃∆ (i.e., the set of equivalence classes of R under ≃∆), starting

with the coarsest partition Eini = {R} and refining it until the refined partition satisfies the definition of

branching bisimulation with explicit divergence.
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At the beginning of each iteration, the procedureQuotient(Eini) is invoked to extract the largest branching

bisimulation E contained in Eini. Procedure FindDivSplit(E) (given as Algorithm 3) then checks whether there

is a pair of processes (P,Q) ∈ E that violates the divergent ǫ-tree preserving condition, i.e., P ⇑E and Q 6⇑E ,

or P 6⇑E and Q ⇑E . If there is, the discriminating information, i.e., P (also called divergence splitter), is

returned. Procedure DivRefine (given as Algorithm 4) then splits the equivalence class [P ]E into two new

equivalence classes Cdiv and Cndiv according to the splitter P identified by FindDivSplit. More specifically,

Cdiv contains all processes P ′ ∈ [P ]E satisfying P ′ ⇑E , while Cndiv contains all processes P ′′ ∈ [P ]E satisfying

P ′′ 6⇑E . When the iteration terminates, the resulting partition E is R\ ≃∆. Then checking whether A ≃∆ B

is equivalent to checking whether (A,B) ∈ E .

Algorithm 2: DivBranBisim /* checking whether A ≃∆ B */

Input : A,B

Output: b ∈ {T,F}

1 R← Reach(A) ⊎ Reach(B) /* Reach(P ) returns the set of processes reachable from P */

2 Eini ← {R}, toCon← T

3 do

4 E ← Quotient(Eini)

5 /* Quotient(Eini) computes the largest branching bisimulation contained in Eini */

6 (divSen, P )← FindDivSplit(E)

7 /* FindDivSplit(E) checks whether there is a divergence splitter P of E */

8 if divSen = T then

9 toCon← F

10 else

11 Eini ← DivRefine(E, P )

12 /* DivRefine(E, P ) refines E according to the splitter P identified by FindDivSplit(E) */

13 end if

14 while toCon = T

15 /* when the do-while loop terminates, E = R/ ≃∆ */

16 if (A,B) ∈ E then

17 return T

18 else

19 return F

20 end if

The following lemma shows that if two processes have different divergence properties with respect to an

equivalence coarser than ≃∆, then they will keep such distinction for ≃∆.

Lemma 5.3. Given an equivalence E on PRCCSfs
satisfying that ≃∆ ⊆ E and two processes A,B ∈ PRCCSfs

.

If A ⇑E and B 6⇑E , then (A,B) /∈ ≃∆.

Proof. We prove this lemma by contradiction. Assume that (A,B) ∈ ≃∆. Since A ⇑E , there exists a
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Algorithm 3: FindDivSplit

Input : E

Output: (divSen, P ) ∈ {(T,⊥), (F, P )}

1 divSen← T

2 for (P,Q) ∈ E do

3 isDivP ← DetDivTree(P, E)

4 isDivQ← DetDivTree(Q, E)

5 if isDivP 6= isDivQ then

6 divSen← F

7 return (divSen, P )

8 end if

9 end for

10 return (divSen,⊥)

Algorithm 4: DivRefine

Input : E, P

Output: Eref

1 Cdiv ← ∅, Cndiv ← ∅

2 for Q ∈ [P ]E do

3 isDiv ← DetDivTree(Q, E)

4 if isDiv = T then

5 Cdiv ← Cdiv ∪ {Q}

6 else

7 Cndiv ← Cndiv ∪ {Q}

8 end if

9 end for

10 Eref ← E \ {[P ]E} ∪ {Cdiv , Cndiv}

11 return Eref

divergent ǫ-tree tAE of A with regard to E . Since ≃∆ ⊆ E and ≃∆ is a branching bisimulation with explicit

divergence, by a similar argument as in the proof of Lemma 3.3, we can construct a divergent ǫ-tree tBE of B

with regard to E by induction on the structure of tAE . Thus we have B ⇑E , which leads to a contradiction.

The real challenge in designing an efficient algorithm for the branching bisimilarity with explicit diver-

gence is to do with correctness. Here Lemma 5.3 plays a key role in the correctness proof (Theorem 5.4) of

the partition-refinement algorithm (Algorithm 2). Lemma 5.3 is a new result highly related to the notion

of divergent ǫ-tree preserving, which we have not seen mentioned in the literature. More importantly, the

proof of Lemma 5.3 heavily relies on the new technique developed in the proof of Lemma 3.3.

Theorem 5.4 (Correctness). Given two processes A,B ∈ PRCCSfs
, the procedure DivBranBisim(A,B) re-

turns T if and only if A ≃∆ B.

Proof. To the procedure DivBranBisim(A,B), let Ei (resp. I(Ei), (Eini)i) be the current value of E (resp.

I(E), Eini) at the end of the i-th iteration of the do–while loop. It is not hard to show that all Ei are

equivalence relations by induction. We then prove that ≃∆ ⊆ Ei ⊆ (Eini)i−1 holds for all i ≥ 1 by

induction on i.

• (Base case). We need to show that ≃∆ ⊆ E1 ⊆ (Eini)0.

E1 ⊆ (Eini)0 holds trivially for (Eini)0 = {R}. As E1 = Quotient((Eini)0) = (Eini)0/ ≃ is the set of

equivalence classes of (Eini)0 under ≃ (the branching bisimilarity), ≃∆ ⊆ ≃ = E1.

• (Induction step). Assume that ≃∆ ⊆ Ei ⊆ (Eini)i−1, we need to show that ≃∆ ⊆ Ei+1 ⊆ (Eini)i.

We consider the i-th iteration of the do–while loop first. Function FindDivSplit(Ei) returns (divSen,A),

where divSen is the flag that indicates whether Ei is a branching bisimulation with explicit divergence
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and A is the found splitter. If divSen = T, then (Eini)i = (Eini)i−1 holds. By inductive hypothesis

we have ≃∆ ⊆ (Eini)i−1, which implies that ≃∆ ⊆ (Eini)i. If divSen = F, then (Eini)i ( Ei. Then

consider any pair (A,B) deleted by DivRefine, i.e., (A,B) ∈ Ei\(Eini)i. According to the definition

of DivRefine, such pair (A,B) must violate the divergence condition, and we may assume that A ⇑Ei

and B 6⇑Ei
. Since ≃∆ ⊆ Ei, (A,B) /∈ ≃∆ follows from Lemma 5.3. Now we see that none of the pairs

deleted by DivRefine belongs to ≃∆, which leads to ≃∆ ⊆ (Eini)i. We then consider the (i + 1)-th

iteration of the do–while loop. Since the result of Quotient((Eini)i) is a refinement of (Eini)i, we

have Ei+1 = Quotient((Eini)i) ⊆ (Eini)i. Since any pair (A,B) deleted by Quotient must violate the

branching bisimulation conditions, we have (A,B) /∈ ≃∆. Therefore ≃∆ ⊆ Ei+1.

The do–while loop in procedure DivBranBisim(A,B) proceeds to (i+1)-th iteration iff the flag divSen =

F after i-th iteration, or equivalently iff Ei+1 ( Ei. Now we have that E0 ) E1 ) · · · ) Ei ) · · · . In the

light of the facts that ≃∆ ⊆ Ei holds for all i ≥ 0 and that all Ei are finite sets, the chain {Ei}i∈N must

end up with some En satisfying ≃∆ ⊆ En, which assures the termination of DivBranBisim(A,B). Now since

the do–while loop terminates in n-th iteration, it must be the case that any pair (A,B) ∈ En satisfies both

branching bisimulation and divergence-sensitive conditions. By definition, En is a branching bisimulation

with explicit divergence and En ⊆ ≃∆. Combining the fact ≃∆ ⊆ En and En ⊆ ≃∆, we conclude that

≃∆ = En. Now it should be clear that A ≃∆ B iff (A,B) ∈ En iff the procedure DivBranBisim(A,B) returns

T.

Proposition 5.5 (Complexity). Let N be the number of processes reachable from A and B. The algorithm

DivBranBisim(A,B) runs in polynomial time with respect to N .

Proof. As is shown in the proof of Theorem 5.4, Ei+1 ( Ei holds for all i < n, where n is the number

of iterations of the do–while loop in procedure DivBranBisim(A,B). Now it is easy to see that n ≤

|E0| ≤ N2. Let Q(N) be the complexity of Quotient, which is shown to be polynomial in N in [36]. For

procedure FindDivSplit(E), the for loop can run for no more than |E| = O(N2) times. For procedure

DetDivTree(A, E), the outer do–while loop can repeat for no more than |V E
A | ≤ N times; the loop body

detects all the state-preserving transitions in the ǫ-graph (V E
A , EE

A), which leads to O(N2) complexity; thus

the time complexity for DetDivTree is O(N3). Therefore the time complexity for FindDivSplit(E) is O(N5).

Similarly, we can show that the time complexity for DivRefine is O(N4). Thus the overall complexity of the

algorithm DivBranBisim(A,B) is O(N2(Q(N)+N5+N4)) = O(N2 ·Q(N)+N7), i.e., polynomial in N .

5.2. Algorithm for deciding exhaustive branching bisimilarity

In this part, we focus on the decision algorithm for ≃e. We start with the following definition.

Definition 5.6 (Maximal τ -EC). Suppose B ∈ PRCCSfs
, and let GB = (VB , EB) be the induced transition

graph of B, where VB is the set of all processes reachable from B. A τ -EC ec = (V,E) of B is called maximal
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if there is no other τ -EC ec′ = (V ′, E′) such that (V,E) ( (V ′, E′). We usually use mec = (V,E) to denote

a maximal τ -EC.

Algorithm 5: CompMec /* compute the set of maximal τ-ECs MECA of A */

Input : A

Output: MECA

1 (V, E)← CompTauGraph(A) /* compute the induced τ-graph Gτ
A = (V τ

A , Eτ
A) */

2 MECA ← ∅,Lund ← {(V, E)}

3 do

4 toCon← F

5 for (V ′, E′) ∈ Lund do

6 scc← CompScc((V ′, E′))

7 /* compute the set of strongly connected components scc for graph (V ′, E′) */

8 for (V ′′, E′′) ∈ scc do

9 isChange← F, Enew ← E′′

10 for B ∈ V ′′ do

11 for (B, C) ∈ E′′ with label pτ do

12 if there exists some D such that (B,D) /∈ E′′ with label qτ then

13 /* if B
qτ
−−→ D violates τ-EC condition, then updates Enew */

14 isChange← T, toCon← T, Enew = Enew\{(B, C)}

15 end if

16 end for

17 end for

18 if isChange = F then

19 MECA ← MECA ∪ {(V
′′, E′′)} /* add τ-EC (V ′′, E′′) to MECA */

20 else

21 Lund ← Lund ∪ {(V
′′, Enew)} /* update the set of undecided graphs */

22 end if

23 end for

24 end for

25 Lund ← Lund\{(V
′, E′)}

26 while toCon = T

27 return MECA

Definition 5.7 (Maximal τ -EC invariant). Let E be an equivalence on PRCCSfs
. E is maximal τ-EC

invariant if for all (A,B) ∈ E the following holds: whenever A =⇒	mec1 for a maximal τ -EC mec1, then

B =⇒	mec2 for some maximal τ -EC mec2 such that mec1 E
‡ mec2.

The connection between τ -EC invariant and maximal τ -EC invariant can be stated in the following

lemma. Its proof relies on the simple observation: each maximal τ -EC is itself a τ -EC and each τ -EC is

contained in some maximal τ -EC.

Lemma 5.8. Let E be an equivalence on PRCCSfs
. E is τ-EC invariant iff it is maximal τ-EC invariant.
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With the help of Lemma 5.8, the correctness of the following proposition should be clear.

Proposition 5.9. An equivalence E on PRCCSfs
is an exhaustive weak bisimulation iff E is a weak bisimu-

lation and maximal τ-EC invariant.

Proposition 5.9 allows us to focus on maximal τ -ECs (rather than all τ -ECs). Although the number of

τ -ECs reachable from a process A could be exponentially many, the number of maximal τ -ECs is upper

bounded by |Reachτ (A)|, where Reachτ (A) is the set of processes reachable from A through internal actions.

The induced τ-graph of A, denoted by Gτ
A = (V τ

A , Eτ
A), is a subgraph of GA (where GA is the induced

transition graph of A) satisfying that V τ
A contains all processes reachable from A through internal actions

and Eτ
A contains all the corresponding transition edges. Now the set of maximal τ -ECs of A, denoted by

MECA, can be computed by Algorithm 5, which is an adaption of Algorithm 3.1 of [11] in our setting and

runs in polynomial time. Intuitively speaking, in each iteration of CompMec, it first computes the strongly

connected components of the graph and then removes those probabilistic transitions that do not satisfy the

requirement of τ -EC.

The main algorithm for deciding ≃e is given in Algorithm 6. Procedure ExhBranBisim(A,B) is similar to

the one in Algorithm 2 for ≃∆, we only explain the difference here. FindMecSplit(E) (given as Algorithm 7)

checks whether there is a pair of processes (P,Q) ∈ E that violates the (maximal) τ -EC invariant condition,

i.e., P =⇒	mec and there does not exist any mec′ such that Q =⇒	mec′ and mec E‡ mec′ (or vice versa).

If there is, then the discriminating evidence (P,mec) (also called mec splitter) is returned. Procedure

MecRefine (given as Algorithm 8) then splits the equivalence class [P ]E into two new equivalence classes

CT and CF according to the splitter (P,mec) returned by FindMecSplit. More specifically, CT contains all

processes P ′ ∈ [P ]E that can arrive at a related maximal τ -EC of mec, while CF contains all processes

P ′′ ∈ [P ]E that cannot.

Theorem 5.10 (Correctness). Given two processes A,B ∈ PRCCSfs
, ExhBranBisim(A,B) returns T if and

only if A ≃e B.

Proof. The proof is similar to the one for Theorem 5.4 and is also carried out by induction. Here we only

give a sketch to show the correctness of the procedure MecRefine. For any pair (A,B) deleted by MecRefine

in i-th iteration, i.e., (A,B) ∈ Ei\(Eini)i, according to the construction of MecRefine, (A,B) violates the

divergence condition. Suppose without loss of generality that A =⇒	mec and there does not exist any mec′

such that B =⇒	mec′ and mec (Ei)‡ mec′. Meanwhile, by induction hypothesis we have ≃e ⊆ Ei, which

implies that there does not exist any mec′′ such that B =⇒	mec′′ and mec (≃e)
‡ mec′′. Thus (A,B) /∈ ≃e.

This shows that no pairs deleted by MecRefine belong to ≃e. It can also be verified easily that all such pair

(A,B) are removed by the algorithm.
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Algorithm 6: ExhBranBisim /* decide whether A ≃e B */

Input : A,B

Output: b ∈ {T,F}

1 R← Reach(A) ⊎ Reach(B) /* Reach(P ) returns the set of processes reachable from P */

2 Eini ← {R}, toCon← T

3 do

4 E ← Quotient(Eini)

5 /* Quotient(Eini) computes the largest branching bisimulation contained in Eini */

6 (divSen, (P,mec))← FindMecSplit(E)

7 /* FindMecSplit(E) checks whether there is a mec splitter (P,mec) of E */

8 if divSen = T then

9 toCon← F

10 else

11 Eini ← MecRefine(E, (P,mec))

12 /* MecRefine(E, (P,mec)) refines E according to the splitter (P,mec) identified by

FindMecSplit(E) */

13 end if

14 while toCon = T

15 /* when the do-while loop terminates, E = R/ ≃e */

16 if (A,B) ∈ E then

17 return T

18 else

19 return F

20 end if

Example 5.11. Figure 8 depicts two probabilistic systems with initial states A1 and A3, respectively. Now

consider the execution process of ExhBranBisim(A1, A3).

1. (Eini)0 ← R = {A1, B1, A3, B3, C3, a, b,0}.

2. In the first iteration of the do–while loop:

(a) E1 ← Quotient((Eini)0) = (Eini)0/≃ = {{A1, B1, A3, B3, C3}, {a}, {b}, {0}}.

(b) (divSen, (D,mec)) ← FindMecSplit(E1) = (T, (⊥,⊥)). Here procedure FindMecSplit will invoke

the subroutine CompMec to obtain the set of maximal τ -ECs. We take CompMec(A3) as an

example. The procedure starts by computing the set of strongly connected components, which

is the set marked in blue in Figure 8b. Then it removes those probabilistic transitions which do

not satisfy the requirement of τ -EC and repeat the process until the final set of maximal τ -ECs

(marked in red in Figure 8b) is obtained. It is not hard to see that A1 and A2 can reach equivalent

(maximal) τ -ECs.

(c) toCon← F.
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Algorithm 7: FindMecSplit

Input : E

Output: (divSen, (P, ec)) ∈ {(T, (⊥,⊥)), (F, (P,mec))}

1 divSen← T

2 for (P,Q) ∈ E do

3 MECP ← CompMec(P )

4 for mec ∈ MECP do

5 if P =⇒	mec then

6 MECQ ← CompMec(Q)

7 for mec′ ∈ MECQ do

8 if Q =⇒	mec′ and mec E‡ mec′ then

9 /* nothing changes */

10 else

11 divSen← F

12 return (divSen, (P,mec))

13 end if

14 end for

15 end if

16 end for

17 MECQ ← CompMec(Q)

18 for mec ∈ MECQ do

19 {the symmetric statements as from line 5 to line 15}

20 end for

21 end for

22 return (divSen, (⊥,⊥))

Algorithm 8: MecRefine

Input : E, (P,mec)

Output: Eref

1 CT ← ∅, CF ← ∅

2 for Q ∈ [P ]E do

3 MECQ ← CompMec(Q)

4 for mec ∈ MECQ do

5 if Q =⇒	mec′ and

mec E‡ mec′ then

6 CT ← CT ∪ {Q}

7 else

8 CF ← CF ∪ {Q}

9 end if

10 end for

11 end for

12 Eref ← E \ {[P ]E} ∪ {CT , CF }

13 return Eref

3. The final partition E1 = {{A1, B1, A3, B3, C3}, {a}, {b}, {0}} computes the relation R/ ≃e. Since

(A1, A3) ∈ E1, we conclude that these two systems are exhaustive branching bisimilar.

Proposition 5.12 (Complexity). Let N be the number of processes reachable from A and B. The algorithm

ExhBranBisim(A,B) runs in polynomial time with respect to N .

Proof. As is shown in the proof of Theorem 5.10, Ei+1 ( Ei holds for all i < n, where n is the number of

iterations of the do–while loop in procedure ExhBranBisim(A,B). Now it is easy to see that n ≤ |E0| ≤ N2.

Let Q(N) be the complexity of the procedure Quotient, which is shown to be polynomial in N in [36].

For procedure FindMecSplit(E), the for loop at lines 2-21 can run no more than |E| = O(N2) times; since

|MECA|, |MECB| ≤ N , both the for loop at lines 4-16 and line 7-14 can repeat for no more than O(N) times.

Let S(N) be the complexity of the procedure CompMec, which is shown to be polynomial in N in [11].

Therefore, the time complexity for FindMecSplit(E) is O(N3 · S(N)). Similarly, we can show that the time

complexity for MecRefine is O(N ·S(N)). Thus the overall complexity of the algorithm ExhBranBisim(A,B)
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Figure 8: Example to illustrate Algorithm ExhBranBisim.

is O(N2(Q(N) +N3 · S(N) +N · S(N))) = O(N2 ·Q(N) +N5 · S(N)), which is polynomial in N .

5.3. Algorithm for deciding exhaustive weak bisimilarity

In this part, we extend the results for checking exhaustive branching bisimilarity to the weak case. The

readers will notice an advantage of our way in handling divergence: as the concept of τ -EC is actually

independent of bisimilarities, it brings extra convenience for algorithmic re-usability. We first recall a

classical result.

Lemma 5.13 ([29]). The relation ≈ is decidable in polynomial time.

As mentioned in Section 1, He et al. [19] take the inductive verification method for algorithm design.

More specifically, instead of directly verifying exhaustive weak bisimilarity (by using τ -EC), they prove the

coincidence of ≈e and the so-called inductive weak probabilistic bisimilarity and give an algorithm for the

latter equivalence. The reason for this detour, as mentioned in [19], is that there could be an exponential

number of τ -ECs in the transition graph. However, as we use maximal τ -EC in Definition 5.6, there could

be only a polynomial number of maximal τ -ECs, because two different maximal τ -EC must be disjoint from

each other. Compared with the inductive verification approach, maximal τ -EC is a concept for graphs and

thus independent of the bisimilarities. Therefore, we can reuse Algorithm 5 directly. All we need to do is to

replace the Quotient function with the analogue WeakQuotient function for weak bisimilarity in Algorithm

6. Then we will obtain a polynomial algorithm ExhWeakBisim for exhaustive weak bisimilarity.

Proposition 5.14 (Complexity). Let N be the number of processes reachable from A and B. The algorithm

ExhWeakBisim(A,B) runs in polynomial time with respect to N .

We end this section by summarizing the algorithmic results in Table 1.
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Bisimilarity ≃∆ ≃e ≈e

Algorithm Proposition 5.5 Proposition 5.12 [19], Proposition 5.14

Table 1: Polynomial algorithms for bisimilarities.

6. Conclusion and future work

The probabilistic process theory has been studied for over three decades. From early on it has been

realized that the key issue is to reconcile the imcompatibility between the probabilistic choice and the

nondeterministic choice. Models, equivalence relations and investigating tools have been proposed that

address the issue. A rich theory of distribution-based equivalence is now available [27, 12, 29], and a model

independent theory of probabilistic process theory has been shown to enjoy the congruence property [18].

A difficult topic in the classical process theory is to do with divergence. Intensive studies on this issue

have revealed that a comprehensive understanding of divergence is crucial if one hopes to place the classical

process theory on a firmer foundation [30, 24]. In the probabilistic scenario, the issue of divergence becomes

urgent once the basic observational theory of the probabilistic processes has been settled. It is the opinion

of the present authors that studies on the divergence issue in the probabilistic models are still on it early

stage, and further research can definitely improve our understanding of the probabilistic models. Based

upon the previous work [24, 18, 19], we have conducted in this paper a systematic study on the (divergence-

sensitive) branching and weak bisimilarities for the RCCSfs model. We have explored two distinct methods

to handling divergence, i.e., by the existence of divergent ǫ-trees (roughly, divergent with probability 1) or by

the reachability of related τ -ECs (roughly, divergent with any non-zero probability). We have established

a lattice over these bisimilarities (see Figure 6) and showed that divergent ǫ-tree preserving property is

stronger than τ -EC invariant property. And finally, we have provided efficient checking algorithms for all

the divergence-sensitive bisimilarities in the lattice, as summarized in Table 1.

Having done the work reported in this paper, we feel that the role of divergence need be further clarified in

several accounts. Here are two possible directions for future investigation. Firstly, similar to van Glabbeek’s

famous linear time-branching time spectrum, it would be valuable to give a comprehensive comparative

study on other process semantics for probabilistic models with divergence. Notice that when divergence

is defined independent of bisimulations (such as by τ -EC), the algorithms of this paper can be reused. It

would also be interesting to generalize our approach to other popular nondeterministic probabilistic models

such as MDP [2, 15, 4], PA [27, 8, 29], and the like. Notice that the technique for relating the ǫ-trees and

the distributions is actually independent of models. Secondly complete axiomatization systems are available

for the divergence-sensitive branching bisimulations of CCSfs [23] in the absence of probability, and also for

the branching bisimulations of RCCSfs [36] in the absence of divergence. A challenging issue is about sound

and complete axiomatizations for the divergence-sensitive branching (or weak) bisimulations for RCCSfs.
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