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We provide the first generalized game characterization of van Glabbeek’s linear-time—branching-time
spectrum with silent steps. Thereby, one multi-dimensional energy game can be used to characterize
and decide a wide array of weak behavioral equivalences between stability-respecting branching
bisimilarity and weak trace equivalence in one go. To establish correctness, we relate attacker-win-
ning energy budgets and distinguishing sublanguages of Hennessy—Milner logic that we characterize
by eight dimensions of formula expressiveness.

1 Introduction: Mechanizing the Spectrum

Picking the right notion of behavioral equivalence for a particular use case can be hardE] Theoretically,
van Glabbeek’s “linear-time—branching-time spectrum” [21} 22} 23] brings order to the zoo of equiva-
lences by casting them as a hierarchy of modal logics. But practically, it is difficult to navigate in par-
ticular the second part [22], which considers so-called weak equivalences that abstract from “internal”
behavior, expressed by “silent” T-steps. Abstracting internal behavior is crucial to model communication
happening without participation of the observer and refinements, that is, for virtually every application.

In this paper, we show how to operationalize the silent-step linear-time—branching-time spectrum
of [22]]. We enable researchers to provide a set of processes that ought to be equated (or distinguished)
for their scenario and to learn “where” in the spectrum this set of (in-)equivalences holds. In prior work
on the strong spectrum [21]] (without silent steps), we dubbed this process linear-time—branching-time
spectroscopy [6]. Implicitly, we obtain decision procedures (and games) for each individual notion of
equivalence as a by-product.

As outlined in[Figure I we apply our recent approach [0, 5] to use a generalized bisimulation game
with moves corresponding to sets of conceivable distinguishing formulas. The background is that formu-
las can be partially ordered by the amount of Hennessy—Milner logic expressiveness they use in a way that
aligns with the spectrum. The game can then be understood as a multi-weighted energy game (5}, (12} 25]]
where moves use up attacker’s resources to distinguish processes. So, defender-won energy levels reveal
non-distinguishing subsets of Hennessy—Milner logic (HML) and thus sets of maintained equivalences.

Applying the above approach to the weak spectrum faces many obstacles: The modal logics of
the weak spectrum in [22] are quite intricate and are not closed under HML-subterms. Also, van
Glabbeek [22] does not account for unstable linear-time equivalences, but other publications like Gazda
et al. [18]] use these. On the game side, existing weak bisimulation games by De Frutos Escrig et al. [[17]

*This report provides the proofs for the paper “One Energy Game for the Spectrum between Branching Bisimilarity and
Weak Trace Semantics”, to appear in the proceeding of EXPRESS/SOS 2024.
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Figure 1: How the paper combines the weak spectrum [22]] and the spectroscopy approach [3].

and Bisping et al. [8] lack moves for many observations that are relevant for weaker notions in the spec-
trum. This paper shows how all this can still be brought together.

Contributions. At its core, this paper extends the spectroscopy energy game of [5] by modalities
needed to cover the weak equivalence spectrum of [22], namely, delayed observations, stable conjunc-
tions, and branching conjunctions. More precisely:

* In [Section 2| we capture a big chunk of the linear-time—branching-time spectrum with silent
steps by measuring expressive powers used in an HML-subset, which we prove to correspond
to stability-respecting branching bisimilarity.

* In[Section 3] we introduce the first generalized game characterization of the silent-step equivalence
spectrum. For this, we adapt the spectroscopy energy game of [5] to account for distinctions in
terms of delayed observations ((€)(a)...), stable conjunctions ((€) A{—(7)T,...}), and branching

conjunctions ((€)A{{a)...,(€)...}).

* [Section 4 proves that winning energy levels and equivalences coincide by closely relating dis-
tinguishing formulas and ways the attacker may win the energy game. The proofs have been
Isabelle/HOL-formalized.

* [Section 5|lays out how to use the game to decide all equivalences at once in exponential time using
our prototype tool for everyday research.

2 Distinctions and Equivalences in Systems with Silent Steps

This paper follows the paradigm that equivalence is the absence of possibilities to distinguish. Equiva-
lently, one could speak about apartness, i.e. the view that non-equivalence is based on evidence of dif-
ference [[19]. We begin by introducing distinguishing Hennessy—Milner logic formulas (Subsection 2.1)),
and a quantitative characterization of weak equivalences in terms of distinctive capabilities

tion 2.2).

2.1 Transition Systems and Hennessy—Milner Logic

Definition 2.1 (Labeled transition system with silent steps). A labeled transition system is a tuple . =
(2,%,—) where & is the set of processes, X is the set of actions, and — C & x £ x & is the transition
relation.

T € X labels silent steps and — is notation for the reflexive transitive closure of internal activity Ly,
The name € ¢ ¥ is reserved and indicates no (visible) action. A process p is called stable if p 774 We
write p % plif p % p/,orifa=Tand p=p'.
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Figure 2: A pair of processes Pe and P, together with versions P{ and P of the two where idle has been
abstracted into internal 7-behavior.

We implicitly lift the relations to sets of processes P > P’ (with P,P' C 2, o, € ¥), which is defined

tobe trueif P = {p' € 2 |3IpeP.p S p'}.
Example 2.1. presents transition systems of four processes: P, makes a nondeterministic choice
op between a and b, performing arbitrarily many idle-actions in between. P, does the same but can
change the choice while idling. PZ and P} are variants of the two obtained by abstracting idle into
T-actions.

The example is helpful to test whether a process equivalence can be a congruence for abstraction.
Any congruence for abstraction ~ would need to have the property that P, ~ P, implies P{ ~ P}. So,
if we just had a quick way of testing for all weak behavioral equivalences at once, we could quickly
narrow down which equivalences work for this example. Using this paper’s spectroscopy algorithm, we
can achieve this.

Bisimilarity and other notions of equivalence can conveniently by defined in terms of Hennessy—Milner
logic. We direct our attention to variants that allow for silent behavior to happen before visible actions are
observed. We thus focus on the following variant, where the brick-red part represents stable conjunctions
and the steel-blue part branching conjunctions:

Definition 2.2 (Branching Hennessy—Milner logic). We define stability-respecting branching Hennessy—
Milner modal logic, HMLgy,, over an alphabet of actions ¥ by the following context-free grammar
starting with ¢:

Q= (&) “delayed observation”
| MNMv,v,...} “immediate conjunction”
x o= (a)p witha € £\ {7} “observation”
| MNMv,y,...} “standard conjunction”
| AN—(D)T, v, y,...} “stable conjunction”
| Moo, v, y,...}  withaeX “branching conjunction”
yiu= (x| (€)x “negative / positive conjuncts”

Its semantics [ - [”: HMLgpp — 27, where a formula “is true,” over a transition system .¥ = (22, %, —)
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is defined in mutual recursion with helper functions [ - [, for subformulas in the “delayed” context (-
productions) and [ - ] , for conjuncts (y-productions):

[ex]” ={pc2|3p' cxl -p—p'}
IAY]” =AY = (VI |wew)
[a)ol ={pc2|3p clo]”.p=p'}
[(0)T) ={pc 2 |pH}
Lol ={pe2|3p o]’ .p-=p}
[~(e)x17 =2 \[(e)x]”
el = e)xl”

MNw, v, ...} in the grammar stands for conjunction with arbitrary branching. We write T for the empty
conjunction AQ.

Definition 2.3 (Distinguishing formulas and preordering languages). A formula ¢ € HMLgy,, is said to
distinguish a process p from q iff p € [@]” and ¢ ¢ [@]”. The formula is said to distinguish a process
p from a set of processes Q iff it is true for p and false for every g € Q.

A sublogic, On € HMLgyp, corresponding to a notion of observability N, distinguishes two pro-
cesses, p Zv ¢, if there is @ € Oy with p € [@]” and ¢ ¢ [@]”. Otherwise N preorders them, p <y q.
If processes are mutually N-preordered, p <y g and g <y p, then they are considered N-equivalent,

P~nNqg.

Example 2.2. In[Example 2.1} ¢ := (€)(op)(e) A{—(€)(b) T} distinguishes P{ from P}. ¢, states that
a weak op-step may happen such that, afterwards, b is not 7-reachable. This is true of P{ because of the
AZ-state, but not of P}.

Remark 2.1. [Definition 2.2]is constructed to fit the distinctive powers we need from HML to characterize
varying notions of the weak spectrum by controlling which productions are used. Subformulas in the
grammar usually start with (€)..., effectively hiding silent steps. Formulas with fewer (€)-positions
bring in additional distinctive power. We will use immediate conjunctions to distinguish non-delay-
bisimilar processes, and branching conjunctions (that contain one positive conjunct without leading (€))
to distinguish non-n-(bi)similar processes. Allowing the observation of stabilization, —(7) T, increases
distinctive power; requiring stabilization for conjunct observations decreases it.

The name already alludes to HMLgyp, as a whole characterizing stability-respecting branching bisimilar-
ity. Let us quickly recall the operational definition for branching bisimilarity (for instance from [[14])):

Definition 2.4 (Branching bisimilarity, operationally). A symmetric relation Z is a branching bisimula-
tion if, for all (p,q) € #, a step p = p/ implies (1) & = T and (p',q) € Z, or (2) ¢ — ¢' > ¢" for some
q,q" with (p,q') € # and (p',q") € Z.

If moreover every (p,q) € Z with p - implies that there is some ¢’ with g — ¢’ - and (p,q') € %,
the relation is stability-respecting.

If there is a stability-respecting branching bisimulation Zgps- with (po,qo) € Zgps, then pg and go
are stability-respecting branching bisimilar.

The power of to distinguish matches exactly the power of to equate:
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Figure 3: Hierarchy of weak behavioral equivalences/preorders, becoming finer towards the top.
Each notion N comes with its expressiveness coordinate ey.  Lines mean implication of equiva-
lence/preordering from bottom to top.

Lemma 2.1. HMLgw,, characterizes stability-respecting branching bisimilarity. (i.e. p is not stability-
respecting branching bisimilar to q iff there exists a formula in HMLgwy [E] that distinguish p from q or
q from p, respectively.)

Proof. We use the standard approach for Hennessy—Milner theorems: We prove that %, == {(p,q) |
Vo € HMLgob. p € [@] — ¢ € [@] } is a stability-respecting branching bisimulation by definition, and
that any formula ¢ € HMLgp is equally true for stability-respecting branching bisimilar states by induc-

tion on the structure of ¢. See[full proof on page[T8] O
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2.2 Price Spectra of Behavioral Equivalences

Van Glabbeek [22] uses about 20 binary dimensions to characterize 155 “notions of observability” (de-
rived from five dimensions of testing scenarios). These then entail behavioral preorders and equivalences
given as modal characterizations. In this subsection, we recast the notions of observability as coordinates
in a (more quantitative) 8-dimensional space of HML formula expressiveness.

We will “price” formulas of HMLgy,, by vectors we call energies. The pricing allows to conveniently
select subsets of HMLgy, in terms of coordinates.

Definition 2.5 (Energies). We denote as energies, En.., the set (NU {o0})3,

We compare energies component-wise: (ey,...,es) < (fi,...,f3) iff e; < f; for each i. Least upper
bounds sup are defined as usual as component-wise supremum.

We write €; for the standard unit vector where the i-th component is 1 and every other component
equals 0. 0 is defined to be the vector (0,0,...,0). Vector addition and subtraction happen component-
wise as usual.

In [Figure 3| we order weak equivalences along dimensions of HMLgy,,-expressiveness in terms of op-
erator depths (i.e. maximal occurrences of an operator on a path from root to leaf in the abstract syntax
tree). Intuitively, the dimensions are:

. Modal depth (of observations (@), (@),

. Depth of branching conjunctions (with one observation conjunct not starting with (€)),
. Depth of unstable conjunctions (that do not enforce stability by a =(7) T-conjunct),

. Depth of stable conjunctions (that do enforce stability by a —(7) T-conjunct),

. Depth of immediate conjunctions (that are not preceded by (€)),

. Maximal modal depth of positive conjuncts in conjunctions,

. Maximal modal depth of negative conjuncts in conjunctions,

8. Depth of negations.

~N NN R W=

Definition 2.6 (Formula prices). The expressiveness price of a formula expr: HMLg, — En, is defined
in mutual recursion with helper functions expré and expr”; if multiple rules apply to a subformula, pick
the first one:

expr (T) :=expr® (T) =
expr ((€)x) = expr® (%)
expr (A\W) = —i—exprs (AY)
expr® ((a)@) ==&, +expr (9)
& if —(1)T e
expré (AW) := sup {expr’ (v) | y € P} +<{ &, +&; ifthereis ()p € ¥
€3 otherwise

expr” (= < T =
expr’ (=) := sup {& +expr(¢), (0,0,0,0,0,0,(expr(¢)),,0)}
expr’ (o)) == sup {&; +expr(¢), (0,0,0,0,0,1+ (expr(¢));,0,0)}
expr” (¢) :=sup{  expr(¢), (0,0,0,0,0,(expr(¢));,0,0)}

Definition 2.7 (Linear-time—branching-time equivalences). Each notion N named in Figure [3| with co-
ordinate ey is defined through the language of formulas with prices below, i.e., through Oy = {¢ |

expr(@) <ey}.
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Recalling [Definition 2.3| that is, p <y g with respect to notion N, iff no ¢ with expr(¢) < ey dis-
tinguishes p from g. So, this paper sees notions of preorder / equivalence to be defined through these

coordinates and not through other characterizations.

Example 2.3. The formula ¢, = (¢){op)(e) A{—(€)(b)T} in has expressiveness price
expr(¢;) = (2,0,1,0,0,0,1,1). The coordinate is below the one of failures ep = (0,0,1,0,0,0,1,1) in
Accordingly, P{ is distinguished from P} by failure ¢; € O, that is, PZ Zg P}. There neither
are strictly-stable nor strictly-positive formulas to distinguish PZ from P}. Therefore, stable bisimula-
tion preorder, P{ <sg P}, and n-simulation preorder, P{ <;s P7, apply. (The latter implies the more
well-known weak simulation preorder.)

For stability-respecting branching bisimilarity, where Oggs = HMLgpp, establishes that our
modal characterization corresponds to the common relational definition. For some notions, there are
superficial differences to other modal characterizations in the literature, which do not change distinctive
power. We give two examples.

Example 2.4 (Weak trace equivalence and inclusion). The notion of weak trace inclusion (and equiva-
lence) is defined through e = (e,0,0,0,0,0,0,0) and inducing O, the language given
by the grammar:

or = (&)lager | (T [ T

This slightly deviates from languages one would find in other publications. For instance, Gazda et
al. [18]] do not have the second production. But this production does not increase expressiveness, as
[(e)T] =[T] = 2.

Example 2.5 (Weak bisimulation equivalence and preorder). The logic of weak bisimulation observa-
tions Op defined through eg = (00,0,00,0,0, 00,00, 00) equals the language defined by the grammar:

og u= (el | (E)A\{ve,ym,..} | T
v o= e @es | @ A{ve e, | (E)@es | (EA{vB. s, )
Let us contrast this to the definition for weak bisimulation observations &g from Gazda et al. [[18]:
op = (e)op | (e)a)(e)ew | Ales.os,..} | ¢

Our Oy allows a few formulas that Ops lacks, e.g. (€)(a)(€)(a)(e)T. This does not add expressiveness
as Op: has (€)(a)(€)(€)(a)(€) T and [(€)(e) o] = [(€)@].

For the other direction, there is a bigger difference due to &g/ allowing more freedom in the place-
ment of conjunction and negation. In particular, it permits top-level conjunctions and negated conjunc-
tions without (€) in between. But these features do not add distinctive power. Op' also allows top-level
negation, and this adds distinctive power to the preorders, effectively turning them into equivalence re-
lations. We do not enforce this and thus our <g # ~g; e.g. T.a =g T+ T.a, but T+ 7.a A T.a due to
(e)A{—(e){a)T}. However, as a distinction by —¢ in one direction implies one by ¢ in the other, we
know that this difference is ironed out once we consider the equivalence ~pg.

Remark 2.2. None of the logics in |Figure 3| restrict the first dimension, but the modal depth is kept to
simplify the calculation of dimensions 6 and 7. It could also be used to define k-step bisimilarity and
similar notions.

More generally, there is no deeper necessity to use exactly the dimensions that this paper employs
or the original ones of [22]—in both cases, they are chosen in order to conveniently cover notions of
equivalence that stem from varying contexts. To cover even more notions, additional dimensions would

be necessary, as we will discuss in[Section
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3 A Game of Distinguishing Capabilities

This section introduces a game to find out how two states can be distinguished in the silent-step spectrum:
Attacker tries to implicitly construct a distinguishing formula, defender wants to prove that no such
formula exists. The twist is that we use an energy game where energies ensure the possible formulas to
lie in sublogics along the lines of the previous section.

3.1 Declining Energy Games

Equivalence problems of the strong linear-time—branching-time spectrum can be characterized as multi-
dimensional declining energy games with special min-operations between components as outlined in [5]].
In this subsection, we revisit the definitions we will need in this paper. For a more detailed presentation—
in particular on how to compute attacker and defender winning budgets on this class of games—we refer
to [5] and [9].
Definition 3.1 (Energy updates). The set of energy updates, Up, contains (uy,...,us) € Up where each
component u is a symbol of the form

* u; € {—1,0} (relative update), or

* uy =minp where D C {1,...,8} and k € D (minimum selection update).
Applying an update to an energy, upd(e,u), where e = (ey,...,es) € En., and u = (uy,...,us) € Up,
yields a new energy vector ¢’ where kth components eﬁc = ey + uy for u, € Z and eﬁc = mingcp ey for

ur = minp. Updates that would cause any component to become negative are undefined, i.e., upd is a
partial function.

Example 3.1. upd((2,0,2,0,0,0,1,1),(ming 7,0,-1,0,0,0,0,—1)) equals (1,0,,0,0,0,1,0).
Definition 3.2 (Games). An 8-dimensional declining energy game 4 = (G,Gq,—,w) is played on a
directed graph uniquely labeled by energy updates consisting of
* aset of game positions G, partitioned into
— defender positions Gg C G and
— attacker positions G, = G \ Gq,
* arelation of game moves — C G x G, and
* aweight function for the moves w: (=) — Up.
The notation g »~ g’ stands for g — g’ and w(g,g’) = u.

In the games of [S]], the attacker wins precisely if they can get the defender stuck without running out of
energy. The energy budgets that suffice for the attacker to win from a game position can be characterized
as follows:

Definition 3.3 (Winning budgets). The attacker winning budgets Winf per position of a game ¥ are
defined inductively by the rules:
2€G,  gg  upd(e,u) € Winl(g)
e € Win? (g,)

g4€Gy  Vu,g. ga» g — upd(e,u) € Win? (g')
e € Win7 (gq)
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Figure 4: Schematic spectroscopy game ¢, of Definitions E 3.4(the black part),[3.5] - (with position (---)}),
and [3.6] (with positions (---);, (---)% and ---|).

3.2 Delaying Observations in the Spectroscopy Energy Game

We begin with the part of the game that adds the concept of “delayed” attack positions to the “strong”
spectroscopy game of [5]]. It matches the black part of the HMLg,,-grammar of [Definition 2.2} [Figure 4|
gives a schematic overview of the game rules, where the game continues from the dashed nodes as from
the initial node. The colors differentiate the layers of following definitions and match the scheme of
[Definition 2.2| and [Figure 3|

Definition 3.4 (Spectroscopy delay game). For a system . = (£, £, —), the spectroscopy delay energy
game 97 = (G,Gg,,w) consists of

* attacker positions p,0. €G,,
* attacker delayed positions p,05 €G,,
* attacker conjunct positions p,ql. € G,,
* defender conjunction positions (p,Q), € Gy,

where p,q € 2, Q € 27 and nine kinds of moves:

* delay POl e [p. 0], 00,
e procrastination p,0% 00000000 P, 0l ifp—=p.p#p,
* observation p,0 — 2000882 p,Q. ifpSp. 050, a4,
. . 0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0
* finishing p,9|, o ions (P, D)4
* immediate conj. p,0l, e (p,0)4 if Q # o,
* late conj. POl s (p,0),,
* conj. answer (P, Q)g r——— p.ql. ifgeQ,
o . : {1,6:0:0:0.0,00, . .
* positive conjunct  [p,q|, — ovoono p, 0 if {¢} - O,
* negative conjunct [p,q|, — ¢.0;  if{p} > Qandp#gq.
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Figure 5: Spectroscopy delay game %, from [AZ,{A},B}}|. for [Example 3.2, Each position names
minimal attacker-winning budgets (due to the thick arrows) and corresponding distinguishing formulas

(pink). Zeros and 0-updates are omitted for readability. Also, the game graph under defender-won
reflexive position [0, {0}, (dashed in blue) is omitted.

Example 3.2. Starting at P} and P} of [Example 2.1{ with energy (2,0,1,0,0,0,1,1), the attacker can
move with [PZ, {PF}], »=2 ™, (AT LAT BT}, (For readability, we label the moves by the names

of their rules.) This uses up €; energy leading to level (1,0,1,0,0,0,1,1).

shows how the attacker can win from there. The attacker chooses a delay move and yields
to the defender (AZ,{Af,BJf}),. If the defender selects B}, bringing the energy to (1,0,0,0,0,0,1,1),
the attacker wins by [AZ, BF |, »"ER 0, (BT AT|e Senaion, IR, (), &), . For the defender choosing
A?, a similar attack works due to [AF, AZ]¢ »™ % (BT AT|*. Thus, the attacker wins the game.

The tree of winning moves corresponds to formula @; = (€)(op)(e) \N{—(€)(b)T} and budget of
This is no coincidence, but rather our core design principle for game moves. As we will
prove in[Section 4] attacker’s winning moves match distinguishing HMLg,-formulas and their prices.

Note that the attacker would not win if any component of the starting energy vector were lower. For
example, et = (0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0) ¢ Win,([PZ,{P}}].) corresponds to weak trace inclusion, P{ <t P}.
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3.3 Covering Stable Failures and Conjunctions

In order to cover “stable” and “stability-respecting” equivalences, we must separately count stable con-
junctions.

Definition 3.5 (Spectroscopy stability game). The stability game gsy extends the delay game %‘7 of
by

* defender stable conjunction positions (p,Q); € Gy,

where pe Z,Q € 27 , and three kinds of moves:

* stable conj. 0L 0 (p,Q"); Q' ={q€Q|q A} P
« conj. stable answer (p,Q)) 22000 4 1p 4. ifgeQ,

0,0,0,—1,0,0,0,0

* stable finishing (p, D)y (P, D)4

In principle, we add a move to enter a defender stable conjunction position and a move to leave it, similar
to the defender conjunction positions in

Example 3.3. Note that these new rules allow no new (incomparable) wins for the attacker in
Therefore, stable bisimulation is another finest preorder (and equivalence) for the example
processes because esg ¢ Win,([PZ,{P}}|.) for &.

3.4 Extending to Branching Bisimulation

One last kind of distinctions is necessary to characterize branching bisimilarity, the strongest common
abstraction of bisimilarity for systems with silent steps: its characteristic branching conjunctions.

Definition 3.6 (Weak spectroscopy game). The weak spectroscopy energy game gf extends
fion 3.5]by

* defender branching positions (p,ot,p',0,00)! € Gq,
* attacker branching positions p,0! € G,,

where p,p’ € & and Q,Q, € 27 as well as o € £, and four kinds of moves:

* branching conj. [, Qi """ (p.at.p',0\Qa.Qa)} if p P Qa C Q.
* branch. answer (p,ot,p),0,00)1 & 1100000 gl ifge 0, .
* branch. observation (p,a,p’,Q,0q) P01 with Qg % 0,

n

* branch. accounting  |[p,Q|! — 0200000 0.

, ming g, 1,-100000

Q.

Intuitively, the attacker picks a step p % P’ and some Qy C Q that they claim to be inable to immediately
simulate this step. For the remaining Q \ Qg the attacker claims that these can be dealt with by other
(possibly negative) delayed observations. The defender then chooses which claim to counter.

Example 3.4. Consider the CCS processes a + 7.b+ b and a+ 7.b. The first process explicitly allows
a b to happen before deciding against a. To weak bisimilarity, for instance, this is transparent. To more
branching-aware notions, it constitutes a difference.

The two processes can be distinguished as follows in the weak spectroscopy game with energy budget
(1,1,1,0,0,1,0,0): First, the attacker enters a defender branching position [a+ t.b+b,{a+ 1.b}|, SN
(a+T.b+b,{a+1.b, b}, YN, (4 4 1.h+b,b,0,{b},{a+ 1.b})]. The defender can then pick
between two losing options:
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° ( . )71 branching answer { } positive conjunct_ a-observation _finishing (
a

a-+1.b+b,b|,: Attacker responds |- -

which corresponds to formula (&) (a)T. _ o

. ( RY! branching observation 07 ,]: Attacker re lieS o branching accounting _finishing (0’ o , Wthh corre-
d a p a d

sponds to the (b) T-observation in the context of a branching conjunction.

Oa ®>d’

Taken together, the attacker wins this game constellation with a strategy that corresponds to the formula
(E)N®), (e)(a)}-

The formula disproves 1-simulation preorder and thus branching bisimilarity. However, the two pro-
cesses are (stability-respecting) delay-bisimilar as there are no delay bisimulation formulas to distinguish
them.

4 Correctness

We now state in what sense winning energy levels and equivalences coincide in the context of a transition
system . = (£, X, —).

Theorem 4.1 (Correctness). For all e € En..,, p € &, Q € 27, the following are equivalent:

1. There exists a formula ¢ € HMLgwy, with price expr(@) < e that distinguishes p from Q.
S

2. Attacker wins 4 from [p,Q|. with e (that is, e € WinZé (lp,0l.))

With Definition 2.7] this means that, for a notion of equivalence N with coordinate ey in[Figure 3| p <y ¢
precisely if the defender wins, ey & Win,([p,{q}|.).

The proof of the theorem is given through the following three lemmas. The direction from (1) to
(2) is covered by when combined with the upward-closedness of attacker winning budgets.
From (2) to (1), the link is established through strategy formulas by Lemmas and The proofs
have also been formalized in an Isabelle/HOL theoryE]

4.1 Distinguishing formulas imply attacker-winning budgets

Lemma 4.1. If ¢ € HMLguy, distinguishes p from Q, then expr(®) € Win,([p,0].).

Proof. By mutual structural induction on ¢, X, and y with respect to the following claims:

1. If @ € HMLgwp distinguishes p from Q # @, then expr(¢@) € Win,([p,0l.);

2. If x distinguishes p from Q # @ and Q is closed under — (that is Q — Q), then expré(x) €

Winy(Ip,Q1.);

If w distinguishes p from ¢, then expr(y) € Win,([p,ql.).

If AP distinguishes p from Q # &, then expré (A¥) € Win,((p,0),);

5. If A{—(7)T}UW distinguishes p from Q # @ and all the processes in Q are stable, then
expre (M () THUW) € Winy((p, 0)1);

6. If A{(o)@'} U distinguishes p from Q, then, for any p ‘% p € [¢'] and Qq = 0\ [(a)¢'],
expre (M(@ @'} UP) € Win, (p, @, p', 0\ Oa O ).

See[FalT proofjon page 20} 0

W

2The formalization can be found on https://github.com/equivio/silent-step-spectroscopy.
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p.0L»[p Q. ¢ =upd(e,u) € Winy([p,Q'l1) g €Strat([p,0]1.€)

dela
! (€)1 € Strat([p, Q... e)

P, QL [P0l e =upd(e,u) € Wina(Ip', Q1) x €Strat([p,Q]:,¢))
x € Strat([p, Q1. ¢)

P, QL [p 01,
¢ = upd(e,u) € Win,([p',Q'].) PSP 0% 0 o € Strat([p’,Q'].,€)

observation

(@)¢ € Strat((p, 01, ¢)

P, Ql." (p,Q)a €'=upd(e,u) € Winy((p,0).) ¢ € Strat((p,Q)s,€’)
¢ € Strat([p,Ql.¢)

immediate conj

P 0L (p,Q)y  €=upd(e,u) € Wina((p,Q)s)  x € Strat((p,0)4,€)
x € Strat((p, 0l e)

late conj

(p,Q)"[pgl. Vg€ Q. eq=upd(e,uy) € Winy([p,q].) N W, € Strat([p,q]..e,)

o AV g € 0} € Strat((p,0)..e)
o poql. ¥ [p, Q. € =upd(e,u) € Winy([p,Q']2)  x € Strat([p,0']%,¢')
‘ (e)x € Strat([p,ql.,e)
e p,ql. " (g, P, € =upd(e,u) € Wing(lq,P'|))  x € Strat(|gq,P'];,€)
—(g)x € Strat([p,ql.,e)
b P20 (P, Qs d=upd(e,u) € Winy((p, Q7))  x € Strat((p, Q). ¢)

x € Strat([p, 01, €)

(p,Q) gl
Q 7é %] v‘] € Q eq:upd(evuq) € Wina([p7q]a) /\ ‘I’q € Strat({pvq}meq)

N\ {~(0)THu{w, | g € Q}) € Strat((p,Q);,e)

stable conj

(p,2):» (p,@)s ¢ =upd(e,u) € Wing((p,2),)
N(T) T} € Strat((p, Q) e)

stable finish

P, Q} 4 (p,a,p', 0, 0q)l
¢’ =upd(e,u) € Winy((p,ot,p',0',0a)})  x €Strat((p,a,p’,0Q',0a)l,€)

X € Strat([p, 0], e)

branch

ga=(p,a,p,0,0a)1 "% [p, Q1" p ).
eq=upd(upd(e,uq),uy) € Wing([p', Q')  @q € Strat([p’,0'].,eq)
Vg € Q. 8o [p.ql, N eq=upd(e,uy) € Winy([p.q.) A € Strat([p,q].,e,)

A{@e@a}U{y, | g€ 0}) € Strat((p,a,p’,0,0a)l€)

branch conj

Figure 6: Strategy formula constructions for [Definition 4.1]
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v | @ Linear-Time-Branching x | + [ ]

€« G %5 equiv.io/main/#stable-instable-abstraction pid o}

Load~ Export~  Backgrounds

@comment "Pte/Ptl resemble Pe/Pl with all occurrences of idle renamed to tau"

Ae = (idle.Ae + a
Be = (idle.Be + b
Al = (idle.Bl + idle.Al + a
Bl = (idle.Al + idle.Bl + b

Pe = (op.Ae + op.Be
Pl = (op.Al + op.B1

pte = Pe \csp (idle
Ptl = P1 \csp (idle

% @compareSilent "Pe, P1"
% acomparesilent "Pte, Ptl
+ 0: Preordered by:
eta-simulation
stable-bisimulation
» 1: Left-right-distinguished by
(e} (op) (E}A{~(£){b)T} (unstable-failure)
« 2: Equated by:
stable-bisimulation
« 3: Show spectrum. View game

0/\csp {idle}
r-Brafeing-bisimulation

Figure 7: Screenshot of lequiv. io|solving [Example 5.1

4.2 Winning attacks imply cheap distinguishing formulas

Definition 4.1 (Strategy formulas). The set of attacker strategy formulas Strat for a ¥, -position with
given energy level e is derived from the sets of winning budgets, Win,, inductively according to the rules
in[Figure ]

As an example how to read the above rules, procr states that if there is a move [p, Q|5 »> [p’, Ol (based

on this must be a procrastination move), and the strategy formulas of the latter position
contain ), then also the strategy formulas of the former position contain .

Lemma 4.2. Ife € Win,(|p,Ql.), then there is ¢ € Strat([p,Q|.,e) with expr(@) <e.

Proof. By induction over the structure of [Definition 3.3] ~ See [full proofon page[21] O

Lemma 4.3. If ¢ € Strat(|p,Q|.,e), then ¢ distinguishes p from Q.

Proof. By induction over the derivation of --- € Strat(g,e) according to|Definition 4.1, ~ See [full proo
on page[23] O

S Deciding All Weak Equivalences at Once

The weak spectroscopy energy game enables algorithms to decide all considered behavioral equiva-
lences. An open-source prototype implementation can be tried out on https://equiv.io. Moreover,
there is an extension of CAAL (Concurrency Workbench, Aalborg Edition, [1]]) with the entailed algo-
rithm on https://github.com/equivio/CAAL. Both yield the expected output on the finitary exam-

ples from [22].
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The game allows checking individual equivalences by instantiating it to start with an energy vector
ey from The remaining reachability game can be decided with (usually exponential) time and
space complexities depending on the selected energy vector.

More generally, one can decide all equivalences at once by computing the pareto frontier of attacker
budgets Win,([p,{g}].). The algorithm of [9] for multi-weighted games, has space complexity & (|G]|)
and time complexity &(|>—|- |G| - o) for bounded energies (due to a concrete spectrum), where o is the
out-degree of »—. For this paper’s weak spectroscopy game, ¥, we have |G,| € O(]—|-31?1) and
—a| € O(|—|-12]-317), and also 0, € O(|—|-2/71), because of the defender branching positions
and their surroundings. This amounts to exponential time complexity. Clearly, the approach is mostly
tailored towards small examples. But often these are all one needs:

Example 5.1. Let us try our initial [Example 2.1|of abstracted processes (Figure 7land https://equiv.

io/#stable-unstable-abstraction). The browser tool takes about 100 ms (considering a game of
112 positions) to report that P, and P, are stable and unstable readiness-equivalent. P{ and P} on the
other hand are stable-bisimilar. This output immediately tells us that only notions either strictly finer than
readiness or coarser than stable bisimilarity can be congruences for abstraction. In particular, unstable
failures, which Gazda et al. [[18, Corr. 9] report to be a congruence for abstraction, cannot be one because
the unstable failure formula (&) (op)(€) \{—(€)(a)T} distinguishes P{ from P}, analogously to ¢; of

6 Related Work and Conclusion

This paper provides the first generalized game characterization for the spectrum of “weak” behavioral
equivalences and preorders. To this end, [Section 2]introduced a new modal characterization of branching
bisimilarity that can be used to capture the modal logics of the silent-step spectrum. With this perspective,
the set of weak equivalence problems becomes just one guantitative problem, expressible as one energy
game in [Section 3

Other generalized game characterizations by Chen and Deng [10] and by us [6, [5] have only ad-
dressed strong equivalences or parts of the spectrum [27, [28]]. Fahrenberg et al. [13] treated a quantitative
game interpretation for behavioral distances, as well disregarding silent-step notions. Extending this line
of work to account for silent steps in full is necessary for virtually every application.

In the silent-step spectrum, many things are more complicated. There are several abstractions of
bisimilarity: branching, 1, delay and weak bisimilarity, as well as contrasimilarity, stable bisimilarity
and coupled similarity. We have had to radically depart from their existing games [17, |8} [7] to cover
all equivalences. Depending on whether stabilization is required for negated and conjunct observations,
each equivalence notion has different weak versions. Our game characterization is the first to explicitly
consider stability-respecting notions, thereby unifying stable equivalences [22] and unstable ones [18]].
This unification enables observations about the applicability of (un)stable equivalences as the one in
IExample 5.1

The framework of codesigning games and grammars can also easily be extended to cater for more
notions, for instance, divergence-aware ones, or even to combine strong and weak ones in one game.
The connection to energy games enabled us to boost our approach using Brihaye and Goeminne’s recent
polynomial decision procedure for multi-weighted games [9]].

We have added to the rich body of work on modal characterizations of branching bisimilarity 11,22,
14,120, 19]]. Continuing [6} 5], our work participates in a recent trend towards a modal focus for equiv-
alences, also found in Ford et al. [[15] connecting graded modal logics and monads, and in Wilmann et
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al. [29] as well as Beohar et al. [4]. Like Martens and Groote [26], we find minimal-depth distinguishing
formulas for branching bisimilarity, but we solve the problem for all weak notions at once.

Our main related work, of course, is van Glabbeek’s linear-time—branching-time spectrum [21, 22]].
Up to today, part I on silent steps is available only as “extended abstract” (in two versions!), while part I
has seen a journal version [23|] and refinements by others [[16]. We hope the present work makes the
wisdom on weak equivalences of part II more accessible to tools and humans alike.

Acknowledgments. We would like to thank Rob van Glabbeek and the EXPRESS/SOS’24 audience for dis-
cussing the material with us, as well as several anonymous referees for pointing out weaknesses in a previous ver-
sion of this paper. Special thanks is due to the TU Berlin students Lisa A. Barthel, Leonard M. Hiibner, Caroline
Lemke, Karl P. P. Mattes, and Lenard Mollenkopf, who validated the present paper in Isabelle/HOL, uncovering
and addressing several flaws.
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A Proofs

An Isabelle/HOL formalization of game and proofs can be found on https://github.com/equivio/
silent-step-spectroscopy.

Lemma 2.1. HMLgy, characterizes stability-respecting branching bisimilarity. (i.e. p is not stability-
respecting branching bisimilar to q iff there exists a formula in HMLgwy [E] that distinguish p from q or
q from p, respectively.)

Proof of[Lemma 2.1) 'We prove that there is no formula ¢ € HMLgyy, distinguishing pg from g if and
only if there is a stability-respecting branching bisimulation &% by with (po,qo) € Z.

Assume no @ € HMLgyp distinguishes pg from go. Consider %y, = {(p,q) | V¢ € HMLgpp. p €
[o] — g € [@]}. Clearly, (po,qo0) € Zsrpp- We will show Zy,pp to be a stability-respecting branching
bisimulation.

o Symmetry of %y, (by contradiction): Assume %y, were not symmetric. Then there were
(p,q) € Zsrpp With (q, p) & Zsrpp- The latter means there is ¢ € HMLgp, with g € [@] and p ¢ [¢].
Consider the cases of ¢:

- @ =(g)x. Then A{—(€)x} € HMLgyy distinguishes p from g, contradicting (p,q) € Zsrpp-

- ¢ = A\W. That means that there is some y € ¥ such that p ¢ [y], while g € [A¥] implies
g € [y]. If w=—(e)yx, then (€)x € HMLgyy distinguishes p from g. But if y = (g)y,
then A{—(€)x} € HMLgp distinguishes p from g. In both cases we have a contradiction to
(p,Q) € <@srbb-

* Respect of stability (by contradiction): Assume there were (p,q) € Pypp With p % but all ¢/
with ¢ — ¢ having ¢’ = ¢" or (p,q') & Zssp. For each ¢’ -, there must be a distinguishing
formula ¢, . The others can be distinguished from p by the fragment —(7)T. For all ¢, that are
conjunctions, let y, denote some conjunct that distinguishes p from ¢’ (some must exist); and let
v, = @ for the others. Then, () A{~(0)T}U{y, | ¢ — ¢ 7} € HMLyws distinguishes p from
g, contradicting (p,q) € Zspp-
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* Branching simulation on < (by contradiction): Assume p < p', (p,q) € Zypp, but for all ¢’ and ¢”
with g = ¢ = q", (p,q') & RBsrp, ot (P',q") & Rsrppr- Let us refer to the respective distinguishing
formulas as @¢(q') (with ¢ — ¢’) and define Q,, as the set of ¢’ that cannot be distinguished from
p, but where @,(q',q") distinguishes p’ from any ¢” with ¢ % ¢”. As in the previous case, let
Ve (q') and y,(q',q") refer to specific distinguishing conjuncts in @¢(¢’) and ¢,(¢’,4"). Consider
on = EM (@A Vl9") | 6 € Qurd > 4"} U{We(d) | g — ¢4’ & Ou}. @y combines all the
distinctions for the g-derivatives in a strengthened formula, which must still be true for p because
we know of the p = p’ transition. For the g-side, this is sound because whatever distinctions
render the follow-up formulas false for ¢’ / ¢”, must be included in ¢,. Thus ¢, distinguishes p
from g, contradicting (p,q) € Psrpp-

« Branching simulation on — (by contradiction): Assume p — p’ and (p,q) € By If (p'.q) €
Psrpp, then we are finished. Otherwise, we can derive a contradiction by constructing a similar
branching conjunction formula as in the previous case. The difference is that ¢;(¢’,¢") should not
only distinguish p’ from ¢” but also from ¢’; this is possible because we can use (p’,q) & Zsrpp-

Assume pg and g are stability-respecting branching bisimilar. This means (po,qo) € Zpps, the greatest
stability-respecting branching bisimulation. Assume moreover that py € [¢]. We will show that this
implies go € [¢] by induction over the structure of ¢ (and inner y) with arbitrary po and gp.
« Case @ = (£)x. p € [(¢)x] implies there are p =" p’ such that p’ € [x]. To prove g € [(€)x], we
will establish that there is ¢’ € [x] with ¢ — ¢’ by considering the cases for x:

— Case y = (a)¢'. This implies there is p” with p’ % p” and p” € [¢']. Due to branching
bisimulation, there are ¢/, ¢” with g —»— ¢’ % ¢", (p',q') € Zpp-, and (p”,q") € Zppsr. With
the induction hypothesis, this implies ¢” € [¢'], and due to the HML semantics, ¢’ € [(a) ']

— Case y = \W. We know that each y € ¥ must be true for p’. If we choose an appropriate ¢’
with ¢ — ¢’ and (p',q') € Zpps, the induction hypothesis implies each y of the form —(€) x’
or (€)' to be true for ¢’ as well.

If there is w = —(1)T € W, its truth ensures p’ %, we choose ¢’ to be one where g — ¢ -
and (p',q') € Zpps, thanks to Zpps respecting stability. ¢’ satisfies ~(7)T.
If, otherwise, there is y = ()¢’ € ¥ (implying p” € [¢'] and p’ ), p"), we choose ¢ to
be one where ¢ — ¢ ~% ¢, (p',q') € Zppr, and (p",q"") € Zpps, thanks to Zpps being a
branching simulation. By induction hypothesis, ¢’ must be true for ¢” as well and thus (@)@’
holds for this ¢'.
If neither of the prior two conjuncts are present, we just take a ¢’ = g if p 7T¢>, or otherwise
some ¢’ with ¢ — ¢’ and (p’,q') € Zpps that is implied by the simulation property of Zpp:
onp 5" p.
In every case, we have found a ¢’ € [AP].

* Case ¢ = A¥. We know that each y € ¥ must be true for p. By induction hypothesis, (p,q) €

Rpps implies each y to be true for g as well. Thus g € [AWY].

* Case y = (€)x. The proof of the first case also addresses this case.

* Case ¥y = —(g)x. Thanks to the proof of the first case and symmetry of %Zpps, we know that if
(€)x were to be true for g, it would also need to be true for p. The case implies that p ¢ [(€)x].
By contraposition, ¢ ¢ [(€)x]. This proves that =(g) x, in the context of a conjunction, does agree
with g. O

Lemma 4.1. If ¢ € HMLgwy, distinguishes p from Q, then expr(®) € Winy([p,0].).
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Proof of[Lemma 4.1} If Q = @, the lemma is very easy to prove. So let us assume that Q # & for the
rest. To get an inductive property, we actually prove the following property:

1.
2.

If @ € HMLgup distinguishes p from Q # @, then expr(¢@) € Win,(|p,0.);

If y distinguishes p from Q # @ and Q is closed under — (that is Q — Q), then expré(y) €
Winﬁ([pa QJ(a)’

. If y distinguishes p from ¢, then expr(y) € Win,([p,ql.).

If AW distinguishes p from Q # &, then expr® (AW) € Win,((p,0)4);

I A{=(7t)T} U distinguishes p from Q # @ and all the processes in Q are stable, then

expré (A{— (1) T}UW) € Win,((p,Q));

- If A{(@'} U distinguishes p from Q, then, for any p % p' € [¢'] and Qg = O\ [(@)¢'],

expr&‘(/\{(a)(pl} UIP) e Wina((Pa OC,P,a Q\ QO(v QO!>;:71)

We prove this by mutual induction over the structure of @, x, and y.

1.

3.

Assume ¢ distinguishes p from Q # @.

¢ = (&)x: That means that there exists p — p’ € [x] and O'N[x] = @ for Q — Q'. Therefore, x
distinguishes p’ from Q" and Q' — Q’. By induction hypothesis we conclude that expr(y) €
Winy([p', Q']2).

There are moves [p, Q. »*% [p, /s £33 [/, 012, Using over these
moves, we can conclude that expré () € Win,(|p, Ql.). We get the result because expr(¢) =
expré(x).

¢ = A\¥: There is the move [p,Q|. ymmediae cony (p,Q),. By induction hypothesis we conclude

that exprf(A¥) € Win,((p,Q),). Using Definition 3.3| we immediately get that expr(¢) =
expr(¢) +&s € Wina((p, 0l.).

. Assume y distinguishes p from Q (and Q — Q).

X = (a)@': That means that there exists p’ € [¢'] such that p % p/. On the other hand, Q' N[¢'] =
@, where Q % @', and therefore ¢’ distinguishes p’ from Q'.
Now there is the move [p, Q] »®<4 [/ ('], By induction hypothesis we conclude that
expr(@’) € Win,([p’,0'],). Because we can calculate expr®({a)@’) := & + expr(¢’), we
know upd(expr®(y), —&;) = expr(¢’). With[Definition 3.3 we get expr®(x) € Win,([p,Ql.).
x = A\W: There is the move [p, Q] =™, (p, Q),; we use the proof for (p, Q) that follows in (4)

and [Definition 3.3|to then get expr? () € Win,([p,0l,).

2= N{~(1)TYUW: There is the move [p, Q|5 ¥ (), ')y, where Q' = {g € Q| g 5}. If
Q' is not empty, we argue as in the previous case using (5).
stable finishing

If Q' is empty, there is the move (p,Q'); = (p, D)} (p,@)4. The latter position

is stuck, so Win,((p,@),) = En. and by [Definition 3.3| e € Win,((p,2);,) for all e > &,.

Because exprf(y) > exprf(A{—(1)T}) = &, we get the result.

% = N{(@)@'} U¥: Note that there must exist p ~=» p’ € [¢'] (otherwise p & [(0@'] D [x].
so x would not distinguish p from anything). Pick such a p’, and set Oy = O\ [(@)¢'].

branching conj.

Then there is the move [p, Q| ———— (p, &, p’, 0\ Qu,Qu)l; s0 we can use the proof for
(p,o, p',0\ Qu, O )l that follows in (6) and [Definition 3.3|to get expré(x) € Win,([p, Ql%).

Assume Y distinguishes p from gq.
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y = (€)x: That means that there exists p — p’ € [x] and Q' N[x] = @ for {g} — Q. There-

fore, x distinguishes p’ from Q' and Q' — Q'. By induction hypothesis we conclude that
expre(y) € Winy([p', Q']%).
Now there is a move sequence [p, g, »"=es () )¢ oS P, 0':. Using
over the procrastination moves, we can conclude that expr((g)y) = expré(x) €
Win,(|p,Q']5). Calculation shows upd(expr’ (y), (ming g,0,0,0,0,0,0,0)) > expr®(x), and
this allows to apply and get the result.

v = —(€)x: That means that there exists ¢ — ¢’ € [x] and P’N[x] = @ for {p} — P'. Therefore,
x distinguishes ¢’ from P’ and P’ — P’. By induction hypothesis we conclude that expr®(x) €
Win,(l¢', P'|%). A similar calculation as in the previous case shows upd(expr” (), (ming 7,

0,0,0,0,0,0,—1)) > exprf(x), and this allows to apply [Definition 3.3|and get the result.

4. Assume AW distinguishes p from Q.
We can find, for every ¢ € Q, some y, € ¥ such that ¢ ¢ [y,] (so ¥ # @). Choose one such
covering of y s. Let W' := {y, | ¢ € 0} C ¥. Each y, either has the form (&), or —(€)yx,. It
must be the case that p € [A,co¥,] and QN Ao ] = 2.

Now there are the moves (p,Q), »% [p g|. for all ¢ € Q. We have to show that e :=
expré(x) = &; +sup{expr(¥) | w € ¥} € Win,((p,Q),). As Win,((p,Q),) is upwards-closed,
we can restrict the supremum to P’ instead of \P, so it suffices to prove that sup{expr” (y) + &3

y €W} € Winy((p,Q),). Now, to show this using [Definition 3.3| we have to quantify over all

game moves from (p,Q),, i.e. over all conjunction answers, which lead to the positions |p,q|.
for g € Q. We have upd(ep, —&3) > expr” (), and by induction hypothesis know expr” (y,) €
Win,([p,ql.). Applying Definition 3.3|immediately leads to the desired result.

5. Assume A{—(7)T}UW distinguishes p from Q # &, where p and the processes in Q are stable.

We choose y, (for every g € Q) and ¥ as in the previous case.

conj. s-answer

Now there are the moves (p, Q) p,ql. for all ¢ € Q. We have to show that expr®(y) =
&4+ sup{expr(y) | w € ¥} € Win,((p,Q);). This proceeds exactly as in the previous case.

(@)

6. Assume A{(o)¢'} UW distinguishes p from Q, p — p’ € [¢'] and Qq = O\ [{&) ¢'].

br. answer

There are the moves (p, &, p’, 0\ Qu,Qq )] *=*% [p,ql, for all g € Q\ Qy. Additionally, there
are the moves (p,t,p',0\ Qu, Qo )} Y2 [p!, Q'] 1 "% [pf (] for Qg “*> @', and ¢/
distinguishes p’ from Q'.

We have to show that ey := expré () = & + &; + sup{expr’ ((€)(@)¢’) } U{expr(y) | y € ¥} €
Win,((p,at,p’,0\ Qu,Qq)}). For the branching answer moves, this proceeds exactly as in the
previous cases. For the branching observation move, we have to show that e, := upd(upd(ep,
(ming g, —1,—1,0,0,0,0,0)),—&;) € Win,y([p',Q'].). We know e, > expr(¢’). Moreover, we
know expr (@) € Win,([p/, 0'].) by induction hypothesis (or, trivially, if ' = &). This suffices to

apply and get the result. O
Lemma 4.2. If e € Win,(|p,Q|.), then there is ¢ € Strat(|p,Q|.,e) with expr(@) < e.

Proof of We prove a more detailed result, namely:
1. If e € Win,([p, Q]. ), then there is @ € Strat([p,Q|.,e) with price expr(¢) < e;

2. If e € Winy([p, Ql), then there is x € Strat(|p,Q|%,e) with expr®(x) <e;
3. If e € Winy(|p,ql.), then there is y € Strat(|p,q|.,e) with expr’(y) < e.
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4. If e € Winy((p,Q),), then there is AW € Strat((p,Q),) with expré(A¥) <e;

5. If e € Winy((p, Q)3), then there is A{—(7) T} UW € Strat((p, Q);) with price expré(A{—(7) T} U
¥) <e;

6. If e € Winy((p,at, p',0\ Qa,Qq)l), then there is A{(ct)¢’'} UW € Strat((p,o,p’, 0\ Qu, Ox)l})
with price expr® (A{(a)¢'} UP) <e.
We induct over game positions g and energies e according to the inductive Definition 3.3] We distinguish
cases depending on the kind of position.

1. Assume e € Win,(|p, Q). This must be due to one of the following moves:

Delay move [p, Q. »> [p,Q¢]:: We know that e = upd(e,0) € Win,(|p, Q¢|%), so by induction
hypothesis we know that there exists ) € Strat([p, Q¢|%,e) and expr®(x) <e. Butthen () €
Strat([p,Q|.,e) by rule (delay) of Definition 4.1 and expr((€)x) = expr®(x) < e.

Immediate conj. move [p, Q] = (p,Q),: It must hold that ¢’ = upd(e, —&s) € Win,((p,Q),),
so by induction hypothesis we know that there exists a conjunction A¥ € Strat((p,Q)4,¢€')
and expré(AW) < ¢'. But then, AW € Strat(|p,Q|.,e) by rule (immediate conj) of
and expr(AW¥) <e.

2. Assume e € Winy([p,Q\%). This must be due to one of the following moves:

Procrastination move [p, Q|: +% [p/, 021 We know upd(e,0) = e € Win,([p’, Q]%). By induction
hypothesis, there is y € Strat([p’,Ql:,e) and expré(x) < e; therefore, by rule (procr) of
¥ € Strat((p.Q1e).

Late (unstable) conjunction move [p, Q]: »% (p,Q),: It must be the case that e € Win,((p,Q),).
By induction hypothesis there is AW € Strat((p,Q),,e) and expr®(AW¥) < e; therefore, by
rule (late conj) of Definition 4.1 AW € Strat([p, Ql%,e).

Stable conjunction move [p, Q] >% (p,{g€Q|q-});: It must hold that p is stable and e € Win,(
(p,{g € Q| ¢#}),). By induction hypothesis there is some formula A{—(7)T} UW €
Strat((p,{g € Q| ¢ %1})y) and expré(A{=(t) T} U¥) < ¢; thus, by rule (stable) of [Defi]
(9T} U € Strat(p, O] ).

Branch. conjunction move [p,Q: *% (p, o, p’, 0\ Qa, Q« ) It must hold thate € Win,((p, a, P/,
0\ Qq,0q);)- By induction hypothesis there is a formula A{(@)¢’'} U € Strat((p, a, p/,
0\ Qa,0a),) and expr®(A{()¢’'} UW) < e; therefore, by rule (branch) of Definition 4.1]
(o9} U € Strat((p,0)2).

3. Assume e € Winy(|p,¢|.). This must be due to one of the following moves:

min ,0,0,0,0,0,0,0
Positive conjunct p,q|. N L R p,{q' | g — ¢'}]5: Ttmusthold thate’ :=upd(e, (min{m},

0,0,0,0,0,0,0)) € Win,([p,{q' | ¢ — ¢'}|:). By induction hypothesis there is some formula
x € Strat([p,{q' | ¢ — ¢'}]5,¢') and expr? () < ¢’; therefore, by rule (pos) of|Definition 4.1}

(e)x € Strat([p,ql.,e).

ming 71.0.000,00,-1

Negative conjunct [p,q|. 'q,{p' | p— p'}]5: Tt holds that ¢ := upd(e, (ming 7,
0,0,0,0,0,0,—1)) € Win,(lg,{p’ | p — p'}|5). By induction hypothesis there is some for-
mula y € Strat([g,{p' | p — p'}].€’) and expr®(x) < ¢; therefore, by rule (neg) of [Defini]
—(e)x € Strat([p,ql.,e).

4. Assume e € Win,((p,Q).,). For each move (p,Q), —2 p,q|., it must hold that ¢’ := upd (e, —&3) €

Win,([p,ql.), so by induction hypothesis there are y, € Strat(|p,q|.) with expr"(y,) < ¢'. There-

fore, by rule (conj) of Definition 4.1, A oW, € Strat((p,Q),,e), and expré(A,coV¥y) = & +
sup{expr’(vy) [g € O} <e.
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5. Assume e € Win,((p,Q);). If Q # @, we can argue similar to the previous case.

If Q = &, the only move is (p, Q) = (p, )} NN (p, D). It must be the case that upd(e, —&4) >0,
or equivalently, e > &,. But then we have exprf(A{—(7)T}) = &4 < e as required.

6. Assume e € Win,((p,a,p’,0\ Qu,0u)). Then there are moves (p,a,p’,0\ Qu,Qu )l LN
p,q|. for every g € O\ Qq; it must be the case that ¢’ := upd(e,—&, — &3) € Win,(|p,ql.), so
by induction hypothesis there are formulas w, € Strat([p,q..) with expr’(y,) < €. Also, for
the moves (p,0,p/,0\ Qu.,Qq ) L [p/, Q]! = [p/, @], it must be the case that
" := upd(upd(e, (ming g, —1,-1,0,0,0,0,0)), —&;) € Win,([p', Q'],), so by induction hypothe-
sis there is some ¢’ € Strat([p’,Q’],,¢") with expr(¢’) < ¢”.

Hence, by rule (branch conj) of Definition 4.1} A{()¢'} U{y, | g € O\ Qa} € Strat((p,a,p/,
0\ Qu, Qa)i,e) and expré(A{(a)¢'} U{y, [ g € 0\ Qu}) <e. O

Lemma 4.3. If ¢ € Strat(|p,Q|,,e), then ¢ distinguishes p from Q.

Proof of[Lemma 4.3] Again, to get an inductive property, we actually prove the following:
. If ¢ € Strat([p, 0., e), then ¢ distinguishes p from Q;

p—

. If y € Strat([p,Ql:,e) and Q — Q, then (g) distinguishes p from Q;
If y € Strat([p,q|.,e), then y distinguishes p from {g}.
If AW € Strat((p,Q),,e), then AW distinguishes p from Q;

If A{—(7) T} UW € Strat((p,Q);,e) and p is stable, then the stable conjunction A{—(7)T}U¥
distinguishes p from Q;

6. If A{(w@'} UY € Strat((p,at,p’,0\ O, Qa)l,€), P 9 p" and Qn C O, then the branching
conjunction A{(0)¢@'} U distinguishes p from Q.

We prove the result by induction over the derivation of --- € Strat(g,e) according to [Definition 4.1

DR W

1. Assume ¢ € Strat([p,0Q|,,e).

Due to rule (delay) inDefinifion 4.1: Then ¢ = (¢)x and for Q' with Q — Q' we have x €
Strat(|p,Q’|5,e). By induction hypothesis, (&) distinguishes p from Q’, but then it also
distinguishes p from Q C Q'.

Due to rule (immediate conj) in (immediate conj) has premise [p, Q. *% (p, Q).
but this move can be a finishing move [p, @], *» (p, @), or an immediate conjunction move
p,0].— (p,Q), with Q # @. In either case, we have that ¢ = AW € Strat((p, Q) ,,upd(e,u)).
By induction hypothesis, AW distinguishes p from Q, and this is exactly what we need to
prove about ¢ = AW.

2. Assume y € Strat([p,Ql:,e) and Q — Q.

Due to rule (procr) in[Definition 4.1} Then there is a step p — p’ such that x € Strat([p’, Q] e).
By induction hypothesis, we have that (¢)y distinguishes p’ from Q, but then it also distin-

guishes p from Q.

Due to rule (observation) in [Definition 4.1t Then y = (a)¢ and there are p % p’ and 0 % Q'
such that ¢ € Strat([p’,Q'].,upd(e,—&;)). By induction hypothesis we have that ¢ dis-
tinguishes p’ from Q'. Therefore, p € [x] C [(€)x]. If there were some g € QN [(€)x].
then we would have a path ¢ - ¢’ % ¢" € [¢]. But ¢’ € Q because Q — Q and therefore
q" € 0'N[¢] = 2. Contradiction! Therefore (€)y distinguishes p from Q.
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Due to rule (late conj) in Definition 4.1: Then y € Strat((p,Q),e). By induction hypothesis,
distinguishes p from Q. As in the previous case, we use Q — Q to get that (€)x distinguishes

p from Q.

Due to rule (stable) in[Definition 4.1: Then y = A{~(7)T}UW € Strat((p,{g € Q|q 54})y,e).
By induction hypothesis, x distinguishes p from the stable states in Q. Therefore, p € [x] C
[(€)x]. unstable states do not satisfy =(7)T, so if there were some unstable g € QN [(€) x],
then we would have a path g — ¢’ % with ¢’ € [x]. But ¢’ € Q because Q — Q, so ¢’ cannot
satisfy x by induction hypothesis. Contradiction! Therefore (&) distinguishes p from all
states in Q.

Due to rule (branch) in[Definition 4.1 Then y € Strat((p, o, p', @\ Qa, Q1) (for some p <%
p' and Q, C Q). By induction hypothesis, ) distinguishes p from Q. As in the previous case,
we use Q — Q to get that (€)x distinguishes p from Q.

. Assume y € Strat(|p,ql.,e).

Due to rule (pos) in[Definition 4.1} Then v is of the form (€)x and x € Strat([p,Q’]:,upd(e,
(ming g,0,0,0,0,0,0,0))) for {g} — Q. By induction hypothesis, (¢)y distinguishes p
from @', and because g € Q/, it also distinguishes p from q.

Due to rule (neg) in Definition 4.1: Then v is of the form —(g)x and x € Strat(|q,P’%,upd(e,
(ming 7,0,0,0,0,0,0,—1))) for {p} — P'. By induction hypothesis, (&) distinguishes ¢
from P’, and because p € P, its negation y distinguishes p from q.

. Assume AW € Strat((p,0),e).

Due to rule (conj) in [Definition 4.1; Then ¥ can be written as {y, | ¢ € Q}, where each y, €
Strat(|p,q|.,upd(e, —&3)). By induction hypothesis, y, distinguishes p from ¢, so also AW
distinguishes p from g. Because this holds for every g € Q, we have that AW distinguishes p
from Q.

. Assume A{—(7)T}UW € Strat((p,Q),e) and p is stable.

Due to rule (stable conj) in Definition 4.1: Then W can be written {y, | ¢ € Q}, where y, €
Strat(|p,q|.,upd(e,—&4)). By induction hypothesis, y, distinguishes p from g. Because
this holds for every g € Q and p is stable, we have that A{—(7) T} UW distinguishes p from

Q

Due to rule (stable fin.) in Definition 4.1: Then we must have Q = @ and ¥ = &. As p s stable,
it satisfies A{—(7)T}, i.e. the formula in Strat((p,Q)},e).

. Assume A{(o)@'} UW € Strat((p, ., p',Q\ Q. Qa)e). p “s p and Qg C Q.

Due to rule (branch conj) in Definition 4.1; Then ¥ can be written as {y, | ¢ € O\ Qq }, where
y, € Strat([p,q|.,upd(e,—&, —&3)). By induction hypothesis, y, distinguishes p from g.
Because this holds for every g € O\ Qq, we have that AW distinguishes p from O\ Q.
Moreover, there are moves (p,a,p’,0\ Qw,Qq)} — P/, 01 — [p',0'|, where p 9
00 % 0, and ¢’ € Strat([p,Q|.,upd(upd(e, (ming ¢,0,0,0,0,0,0,0)), —&;)). By induc-
tion hypothesis, ¢’ distinguishes p’ from Q’, so ()@’ distinguishes p from Q.

Together we have that A{(c)¢’} U distinguishes p from Q. O
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