
Formal Analysis Techniques for Gossiping Protocols∗

Rena Bakhshi
Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam

Amsterdam, Netherlands
rbakhshi@few.vu.nl

François Bonnet
ENS Cachan/IRISA

Rennes, France
fbonnet@irisa.fr

Wan Fokkink
Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam/CWI

Amsterdam, Netherlands
wanf@cs.vu.nl

Boudewijn Haverkort
University of Twente

Enschede, Netherlands
brh@cs.utwente.nl

Abstract

We give a survey of formal verification techniques
that can be used to corroborate existing experimen-
tal results for gossiping protocols in a rigorous man-
ner. We present properties of interest for gossiping
protocols and discuss how various formal evaluation
techniques can be employed to predict them.

1 Introduction

The emergence of the Internet as a computing plat-
form asks for new classes of algorithms that com-
bine massive distributed processing and inherent de-
centralization. These algorithms should be able to
execute in an environment that is heterogeneous,
changes almost continuously, and consists of millions
of nodes. Massive parallel computing on the Inter-
net also demands a degree of self-organization; the
amount of devices and software is simply too large to
be managed by humans.

Gossiping protocols have shown to be a sensible
paradigm for developing stable and reliable commu-
nication mechanisms that scale up to massively par-
allel environments. In a gossiping (also called epi-
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demic) protocol, nodes exchange data similar to the
way a contagious disease spreads. That is, a partic-
ipating peer can select, according to some probabil-
ity distribution, other peers to exchange information
with. Gossiping protocols were originally applied in
database replication [26], but more recently also for
failure detection [70], and resource monitoring [69].
They are employed in wired as well as wireless en-
vironments. In a massively parallel setting, the gos-
sip mechanism should be used at very high speeds,
yielding a new generation of protocols that have an
unusual style of probabilistic reliability guarantees,
regarding scalability, performance, and stability of
throughput. Surveys [30, 32, 47] provide an intro-
duction to the field.

Gossiping protocols tend to contain several de-
sign parameters that can influence the non-functional
properties of these protocols, e.g., performance, ro-
bustness and fault tolerance. Values of these param-
eters are usually determined empirically, without a
proper understanding why the protocol performs well
for these values, and without any certainty that these
values are close to optimal or robust choices. Thor-
ough experimental analysis in [49] has shown that the
emergent behaviour of gossiping protocols may vary
substantially by changing only a few design parame-
ters.

When a large number of programs interact in a con-
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nected environment, various phenomena occur that
are not explicable in terms of the behaviour of any
single agent. It is necessary to understand these phe-
nomena in order to keep the overall systems both
stable and efficient. Distributed algorithms and pro-
tocols that run steadily and reliably in small-scale
settings, tend to lose those properties as numbers of
users, the size of the network and transaction process-
ing rates all increase. Typical problems are disruptive
overloads and routing changes, periods of poor con-
nectivity and throughput instability. Failures rise in
frequency simply because the numbers of participat-
ing components are larger [71].

In practice, properties of gossiping protocols are
usually diagnosed by emulating such systems. How-
ever, in principle, owing to their often relatively sim-
ple structure, gossiping protocols lend themselves
very well to formal analysis, in order to predict their
behaviour with high confidence. A complication in
the analysis of gossiping protocols is that they are
meant to work in very large networks, and for ad hoc
wireless networks even with lossy channels. In this
paper we give an overview of the different approaches
that can be taken to formally analyse gossiping pro-
tocols, and which properties of such protocols can be
verified with which formal verification techniques.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 gives
an overview of the different types of requirements for
gossiping protocols. Section 3 presents the available
spectrum of analysis techniques. Finally, Section 4
contains some conclusions.

2 Requirements

Requirements for gossiping protocols can be di-
vided into three classes: general, functional and non-
functional requirements. These will be discussed in
the current section. We use terminology from [49, 72].

2.1 General Requirements

Gossiping protocols satisfy the following general re-
quirements:

• Simplicity: The protocol is simple and easy to
deploy. For example, in a wireless network, a

node should be able to join the system with-
out executing a complex procedure (“plug-and-
play”).

• Scalability: Each node continues to perform its
operations at almost the same rate irrespective
of the network size. For example, the local
knowledge (neighbours list) of a node does not
increase with the network size.

• Symmetry: In a large-scale network, all nodes
play identical roles. Hence, there is no single
point of failure. Randomization, e.g., random
peer selection, tends to fit into this requirement,
because each node typically runs the same algo-
rithm.

2.2 Functional Requirements

Functional requirements describe properties of the
outputs of a system, and how a certain input is trans-
formed into an output. We classify several functional
requirements on gossiping protocols. We distinguish
between global and local properties.

1. Global properties of the system:

• Connectivity: This can, for example, be
expressed as a minimum number of links
between nodes, whose removal will result
in the partitioning of the network graph.
The connectivity of a graph is an impor-
tant measure of its robustness, because par-
titioning of a network graph creates difficul-
ties for information dissemination.

• Convergence: One can distinguish between
convergence of the system parameters to
some values (e.g., achieving a certain accu-
racy in the estimates of the aggregate func-
tion values) and convergence of the system
structure to some particular type of graph.

2. Local properties of nodes:

• Degree distribution: The degree of a node is
the number of its neighbours in the network
graph. This concept is interesting because
of its relationship to robustness of a graph
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in the presence of node failures, its effect on
patterns of epidemic spread, and its impor-
tance in the distribution of resource usage
of nodes.

• Clustering coefficient: The clustering coef-
ficient of a node expresses a ratio of the
number of links between the node’s neigh-
bours to the number of all possible links
between them. Intuitively, it shows how
many neighbours of a node are neighbours
among themselves. Analysis of this prop-
erty is interesting because a high cluster-
ing coefficient affects information dissemi-
nation, as the number of redundant mes-
sages increases. Also, it affects the self-
healing capacity, by strengthening the con-
nectivity within a cluster, thus decreasing
the probability of partitioning.

• Shortest path length: The shortest path
length between two nodes is the minimum
number of edges that must be traversed to
go from one node to the other. The aver-
age path length is the average of all short-
est path lengths between any two nodes in
a graph. The shortest and average path
length give information on the time and
communication costs to reach a node.

2.3 Non-Functional Requirements

Non-functional requirements regard the quality
(e.g., performance, maintainability, fault-tolerance)
and economics (e.g., timing, cost) of system be-
haviour. The following high-level non-functional re-
quirements can be identified for gossiping protocols:

• Time Complexity: The number of time units it
takes (at worst or on average) for a gossiping pro-
tocol to “infect” every node in the network, e.g.,
for data delivery to all nodes, or for computation
of an aggregation function output.

• Message Complexity: The total number of gos-
siping messages (at worst or on average) ex-
changed over the network during an execution.

• Information dissemination: There should be a
high probability that a piece of information is
shared with all processes within a given time.

• Robustness: The ability of a gossiping protocol
to maintain correct system operation in the face
of massive node crashes and node churn.

• Graceful degradation: Large numbers of node
failures in the system may affect its operation.
However, performance, functionality and reli-
ability of gossiping protocols should not drop
rapidly as the number of failures increases.

• Elasticity: Robustness of the well-operation of
the systems in face of largely varying node ca-
pabilities in terms of memory, bandwidth and
connectivity.

• Self-organization: The nodes should be able
to organize themselves in unpredictable circum-
stances without external interventions. For ex-
ample, in gossiping protocols a network graph
forms overlays that are adaptable to network and
environmental changes.

Specifically in wireless networks, nodes communi-
cate through error-prone radio channels and typically
also have limited computational capabilities. Special
design issues then include energy use, mobility, trans-
mission power, memory usage and latency. Network
properties such as message reliability and node reach-
ability may in that case influence the behaviour of the
protocol.

3 Formal Analysis Techniques

The aims when analysing a system are in general
to obtain a better understanding of and gain further
confidence in the system’s behaviour, to detect possi-
ble errors, and to improve its design. A complication
in the analysis of gossiping protocols is that they are
meant to work in very large networks. Properties of
such protocols are generally diagnosed by emulating
such networks.
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The formal specification of systems helps to make
explicit the underlying assumptions (like the synchro-
nization primitives), which tend to remain hidden in
implementations or simulation exercises. Also such a
specification can be analysed using (semi-)automated
formal verification techniques. There is a rich history
of the use of such techniques for verifying a variety of
desirable properties for a wide range of systems. The
efficiency of a particular formal analysis technique
depends on the system under study.

Gossiping protocols in general contain several de-
sign parameters that heavily influence their be-
haviour. For example, the number of protocol cy-
cles, message forwarding strategies, message delays,
or cache usage and size. Formal analysis techniques
can help in the search for optimal values of such pa-
rameters.

Rigorous formal analysis techniques for gossiping
protocols have so far hardly been applied in large-
scale settings, and need to be developed further for
this purpose. The main aim of this paper is to inves-
tigate which formal analysis techniques can in prin-
ciple be employed efficiently in the analysis of gossip-
ing protocols, for wired as well as wireless systems.
We will provide an overview of the existing analysis
methods, their use and limitations, as well as a com-
parison of related work on the formal verification of
gossiping protocols. Our aim is to create a better un-
derstanding for selecting a suitable approach for such
an analysis.

Real System

Statistics
Simulation

Model

Checking

Rigorous

Mathematical

Analysis

GeneralInstance

Experimental Model based

Figure 1: Spectrum of validation

Figure 1 depicts the spectrum of analysis tech-
niques, ranging from experimental work with a real
system implementation up to rigorous mathematical
analysis. Real system statistics and simulation tech-
niques are based on experiments performed on the

system and on collecting data statistics either from
the running system through monitoring it at real time
or from a discrete-event simulation of the system.
Usually, these approaches are used to study the be-
haviour of a particular implementation (instance) of
the system. The other approaches require a formal
modelling of the system. Typically, they are used to
verify specific properties in a more general context.
Although these methods often require particular as-
sumptions to be made, their advantage is that they
can be used before a system is being implemented,
and that in principle they are not costly (in compar-
ison to full-scale experiments on a real system).

In the following subsections, we present pros and
cons of the use of experimental and model-based for-
mal analysis techniques for gossiping protocols.

3.1 Experimental Evaluation

In practice, properties of gossiping protocols are of-
ten diagnosed by emulation, and through performing
simulations (see, e.g., [36]). Commonly used discrete-
event simulators are ns-2, Opnet and Glomosim; but
often a customized simulator is built in for example
Java or Matlab.

Experimentation is the major source of gaining
first insight. The reason is that in reality perfor-
mance of gossiping protocols depends on many fac-
tors: characteristics of the network, certain distri-
butions (capacity, node-degree, etc), usage scenarios,
user models, incentives, etc.

However, different simulators can produce vastly
different results, even for simple systems (see, e.g.,
[18]). The reason is that simulators employ different
models for the medium access control and physical
layers. The results of the simulators say as much
about the simulated system as about the particular
lower-level implementation of the simulator. Also the
employed random number generators have an (unpre-
dictable) impact; for instance, [2] questions the cred-
ibility of this type of simulations. Moreover, differ-
ent simulation analyses of gossiping protocols make
different assumptions about the underlying model,
which makes comparison of results difficult. For ex-
ample, [18] and [19] both evaluate the flooding pro-
tocol, but sending and receiving is perfectly synchro-
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nized in [18], while [19] assumes a random waiting
period between sending and receiving.

Surprisingly, few attempts have been made to im-
plement systems that use one of the existing gossip-
ing protocols; we are only aware of Astrolabe [69],
Tribler [64] and ARRG [28]. Notably, in [28], it is
shown that a gossiping protocol that behaves well
in an emulated environment, may not behave well
when truly implemented, especially in an environ-
ment where nodes can crash.

3.2 Model-Based Analysis Techniques

The formal specification of a system helps to ob-
tain not only a better (more modular) description,
but also a clear understanding and an abstract view
of the system. Formal analysis techniques, typically
referred to as formal verification, are supported by
(semi-)automated tools. They can detect errors in
the design that are not so easily found using emu-
lation or testing, and can be used to establish the
correctness of the design. The most effective way to
apply formal methods is actually during the design
of a system, rather than after-the-fact, as is, unfor-
tunately, often the case.

Formal models need to be realistic. An experimen-
tal evaluation can help to obtain a first insight in the
behaviour of a system, and to identify which charac-
teristics need to be included into the model.

There are two main approaches to formal verifica-
tion. The first approach involves a rigorous math-
ematical analysis of the properties of the system,
using results from for instance calculus and prob-
ability theory. Such an analysis can be supported
semi-automatically by means of Matlab or a theorem
prover. While Matlab is an easy to use but imprecise
mathematical tool, a theorem prover requires a lot of
effort from the user but supports precise mathemat-
ical reasoning about the system. Important theorem
proving tools are Isabelle/HOL [61], PVS [63] and
Coq [11].

The second approach is model checking, which con-
sists of a systematic and fully automatic exploration
of the state-space of the system specification. The ex-
plorative nature of the approach in principle requires
that the state space is finite. However, recent work

also addresses symbolic model checking techniques
for infinite-state models.

3.2.1 Rigorous Mathematical Analysis

Rigorous analysis techniques for gossiping proto-
cols are built on sound mathematical foundations,
and draw inspiration from the mathematical theory
of epidemics [30, 6]. These analysis techniques are in
general used to verify specific properties of a gossip-
ing protocol. Therefore, such a study is usually done
on a simplified system model of the actual protocol:
one has to decide which characteristics of the protocol
should be studied (see Section 2), and which param-
eters of the protocol should be modelled in order to
study these characteristics.

Gossiping protocols are intrinsically probabilistic.
For instance, a node may randomly selects a “gos-
sip” partner or a data item for the exchange with
another node. Or it may be the case that when a
node receives a message, then with some probabil-
ity p it forwards the message to all (or some) of its
neighbours, while with probability 1− p the message
is purged. A key property is that if the probabil-
ity p is sufficiently large, and the network sufficiently
dense, then the probability of successful information
spread remains close to 1, while the number of sent
messages is relatively small compared to flooding.

Thus, the mathematical foundations underlying
the modelling and verification of gossiping protocols
can be found in probability theory.

Hand-crafted Markov chains

Markov chains can be used for modelling a vari-
ety of aspects of gossiping protocols. Markov chains
allow to capture the evolution of gossip-based sys-
tems; each state of the Markov chain describes one
state of the system. However, a state of the Markov
chain does not represent a state of the whole system,
but only a state of the system limited to the list of
parameters that are modelled. From one state of the
Markov chain to another, there are probabilistic tran-
sitions corresponding to the probabilistic evolution of
the system. There are two types of Markov chain, dis-
tinguished by the transitions occurring at any time
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(continuous-time Markov chain) or only for defined
steps (discrete-time Markov chain). By analysing the
different possible sequences (and their probabilities),
it is possible to obtain a global insight in the oper-
ation of the protocol. The Markov chain describing
the system evolution converges to a useful distribu-
tion over all possible system states, from which in-
teresting protocol properties can be concluded. For
more information, we refer to [42, 66].

To exemplify the approach in the context of gos-
siping protocols, we provide the description of two
case studies: the first one concerns the degree dis-
tribution of nodes, and the second the connectivity
of network overlays. In both examples, the results
from the mathematical analysis have been compared
to the results of simulations to confirm their validity.

Bonnet [13] studied the evolution of the in-degree
distribution of nodes during the execution of the Cy-
clon protocol [73]. Markov chains model this distri-
bution, that is, the probability of being in state i of
the Markov chain equals the probability for a given
node to have i in-edges. From the designed Markov
chain it is possible to determine the stationary dis-
tribution of the in-degrees, i.e., the distribution to
which the protocol converges, as well as to calculate
bounds on convergence time.

Allavena et al. [1] proposed a scalable gossip-based
algorithm for local view maintenance. They counted
the number of links between two parts of the system
(say A and B) and studied the evolution of these
numbers; the states of the associated Markov chain
are the numbers of links from A to B and from B
to A. From the designed Markov chain the expected
time until a network partition occurs was calculated.
This case study also included a model of the system
under churn.

As other examples of the use of Markov chains for
gossiping and related protocols, we refer to studies
on gossip-based membership management [1, 7, 13],
gossip-based distributed aggregation [15, 16, 60, 27,
53], gossip-based information dissemination [23, 29]
and network topology change [34]. Schnoebelen [67]
surveyed several proposals for modelling probabilis-
tic lossy channel systems with Markov chains and the
verification techniques they support. It would be in-
teresting to see whether these ideas can be of use in

both quantitative and qualitative analyses of gossip-
ing protocols in wireless networks. Probability the-
ory has further been applied to analyse gossip-based
information dissemination [35, 50, 12, 58] and gossip-
based resource location [54, 55].

Mathematical analysis can be combined with sim-
ulations to validate the results and understand the
system behaviour. A strong point of mathematical
analysis is that often it scales well with respect to
the size of a network. However, it requires a lot of
effort, it can only be used to analyse a limited class of
properties, and the assumptions that are invariably
made to simplify the analysis often affect the accu-
racy of the results [14]. For example, the analyses in
[50, 55, 54] rely on the assumption of full knowledge
of group membership, ignoring its practical infeasi-
bility.

3.2.2 Model Checking

Model checking is an exhaustive state space ex-
ploration technique that is used to validate formally
specified system requirements with respect to a for-
mal system description [21]. Such a system is verified
for a fixed configuration; so in most cases, no general
system correctness can be obtained.

Using some high-level formal modelling language,
automatically an underlying state space can be de-
rived, be it implicitly or symbolically. The system re-
quirements are specified using some logical language,
like LTL, CTL or extensions thereof [48]. Well-known
and widely applied model checking tools are SPIN
[46], Uppaal [8] (for timed systems), and PRISM [45]
(for probabilistic systems). The system specification
language can, e.g., be based on process algebra, au-
tomata or Petri nets.

Model checking suffers from the so-called state ex-
plosion problem, meaning that the state space of a
specified system grows exponentially with respect to
its number of components. The main challenge for
model checking lies in modelling large-scale dynamic
systems. To overcome the state explosion problem
and to speed up the verification process, various state
space reduction techniques have been proposed. For
instance, combinations of symbolic verification tech-
niques with explicit state space exploration (sym-
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bolic model checking), verification of properties on a
smaller abstract model of the system under scrutiny,
possibly obtained after bisimulation reduction, par-
allelisation of verification algorithms, partial explo-
ration of the state space (bounded model checking,
on-the-fly model checking, partial order reduction),
and efficient state representation (bitstate hashing),
have been proposed to make model checking practi-
cally feasible.

Initial model checking approaches used as under-
lying mathematical model a finite-state automaton,
i.e., a model with neither explicit time nor proba-
bilities. Recently, model checking techniques have
been proposed for system models including both time
and probabilities, possibly in combination with non-
determinism. In view of the probabilistic features in
gossiping protocols, we focus on model checking of
probabilistic models.

Probabilistic and Stochastic Model Checking

In probabilistic and stochastic model checking, the
underlying system model is not represented by an au-
tomaton, but instead as a stochastic process of some
sort, mostly a finite-state Markov chain (discrete-
or continuous-time). Often, these Markov chains
are extended with state labels and transition labels
(so-called action names). These Markov chains are
mostly specified using some high-level formalism, like
stochastic process algebra [20] or stochastic Petri
nets.

Gossiping protocols may require models which, in
addition to pure probabilistic choices, also allow for
non-deterministic choices. That is, it is possible in
a given state of a system to non-deterministically
move to another state with some probability. Here,
Markov decision processes can be applied [65]. The
key idea to a Markov decision process is to allow a
set of probability distributions in each state instead
of a single distribution as in Markov chains. The
choice between these distributions is made externally
and non-deterministically, either by a scheduler that
decides which sequential subprocess takes the next
step (as in e.g., concurrent Markov chains), or by an
adversary that influences or affects the system. Prob-
abilistic choices are internal to the process and made

according to the selected distribution.
The system requirements of interest are again spec-

ified through logical expressions, over the paths that
can be taken through the model. For that purpose,
the logics are extended to include a notion of time and
probability. Prominent examples of such logics are
CSL [5, 4], CSRL [41] and asCSL [3] for continuous-
time models, and pCTL [40] for discrete-time models.

Where traditional model checking algorithms lean
heavily on determining reachability of certain states
or state groups (or the non-reachability), in proba-
bilistic and stochastic model checking also the time
until some states are reached (or avoided) plays a
major role. Furthermore, reachability of states is ex-
pressed in terms of a probability (no mutually ex-
clusive yes or no) and a time-bound; as an exam-
ple, certain states might be highly probably reached
for short time periods, but not for longer time peri-
ods. Stochastic model checking relies on algorithms
for reachability analysis, as well as on numerical al-
gorithms for determining long-term and transient be-
haviour in Markov chains. Although such algorithms
are well understood, their implementation requires
care, especially if very large models are to be ad-
dressed.

Stochastic and probabilistic model checking has
been applied in a wide variety of case studies, ranging
from workstation cluster availability [43] to the eval-
uation of power-saving methods [62] and the analysis
of wireless (sensor) networks [59].

We feel that the success of model checking ap-
proaches, and especially stochastic and probabilistic
model checking approaches, to a wide variety of case
studies, is promising. This observation is also fuelled
by the fact that gossiping protocols with their prob-
abilistic and asynchronous behaviour fit well to the
model classes supported by the known model check-
ing techniques. This is not to say that we do not
expect difficulties. On the contrary, the key to suc-
cessfully verifying gossip-based systems lies in coping
with their scale. This implies that an analysis or ver-
ification technique should be able to deal with large
networks somehow, be it through smart abstractions
or approximations (thus avoiding large state spaces),
or through smart storage techniques or brute force
distributed verification algorithms.
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Some of the optimization techniques for general
modelling techniques, as described earlier, have been
adapted to probabilistic model checking, in particu-
lar: abstraction [52, 56, 57, 17], distribution [9, 10, 38]
and Markovian bisimulation [51].

Approximate and Statistical Probabilistic
Model Checking

An alternative approach to cope with state explo-
sion for probabilistic systems is found in approxi-
mate probabilistic model checking. The main idea
of this approach is to apply Monte-Carlo sampling
techniques [39, 33]; the resulting probabilities are ac-
curate only with respect to some accuracy criterion.

Approximate probabilistic model checking [44, 38]
is an approximation method for the logic restricted
to time-bounded safety properties (“positive” LTL).
Monte Carlo model checking [37] is based on a ran-
domized algorithm for probabilistic model checking
of safety properties for general LTL model checking;
Monte Carlo model checking uses the optimal approx-
imation algorithm of [22].

In so-called statistical probabilistic methods (e.g.,
[74]), statistical hypothesis testing is used instead of
randomized approximation schemes. The approach
of [75] describes a model-independent procedure for
verifying properties of discrete-event systems based
on Monte-Carlo simulation and statistical hypothesis
testing. The procedure uses a refinement technique
to build statistical tests for the satisfaction probabil-
ity of CSL formulas. The statistical method of [68]
concentrates on model checking of black-box proba-
bilistic systems against specifications given in a sub-
logic of CSL.

Similar to the idea of approximation-based prob-
abilistic model checking, [31] combines probabilistic
model checking with Monte Carlo simulations for the
performance analysis of probabilistic broadcast pro-
tocols in a wireless network. In particular, this study
shows results for reliability and reachability proper-
ties under different assumptions, such as message col-
lision, lossy channels and unreliable timing, and their
impact on the results.

Case study [24] presents the modelling of a sen-
sor network using approximate probabilistic model

checking. Another case study [17] presents the results
of an analysis of the MAC protocol for sensor net-
works using approximate probabilistic model check-
ing. eXtended Reactive Modules (XRM) [25] have
been proposed for modelling wireless sensor networks
to generate RM models suitable for PRISM and ap-
proximate probabilistic model checking.

4 Conclusions

Concluding, the formal analysis of gossiping proto-
cols is a rather unexplored research field, with many
challenges and open problems ahead. A more insight-
ful and systematic methodology should be developed,
that targets gossiping protocols. The assumptions
made for simplifying such an analysis should be re-
stricted as much as possible, as otherwise the analysis
itself becomes unrealistic.

Markov chains give a precise mathematical descrip-
tion, but the analysis is time-consuming and can only
be used for a restricted class of properties. It would
be worthwhile to use theorem proving tools in order
to support such a mathematical analysis.

Probabilistic model checking techniques are conve-
nient to use, as they are based on verification algo-
rithms. But formally modelling a gossiping proto-
col still requires considerable effort, and can intro-
duce mistakes by itself (if the model deviates from
the actual protocol). Also the verification algorithms
are very much under development, and probabilistic
model checking is, even more than standard model
checking, suffering from the state explosion problem.
This complicates the analysis of gossiping protocols
considerably, as they are supposed to be applied in
large-scale networks. The use of optimisation tech-
niques, like abstraction and distributed verification,
will form important ingredients for model checking
to become practically of interest for the evaluation of
gossiping protocols.

Approximate probabilistic model checking could
serve as a good compromise between probabilistic
model checking and simulation. They do not provide
an exhaustive search to verify a given property, and
as a result they do not suffer from the state explosion
problem that much. Still in practice they can provide
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rather accurate probabilistic estimates. But approx-
imate probabilistic model checking is still coming off
age, and needs to be further developed.
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rem Proving and Program Development Coq’Art:
The Calculus of Inductive Constructions, vol-
ume XXV of Texts in Theoretical Computer Sci-
ence: An EATCS Series. Springer, 2004.

[12] K. Birman, M. Hayden, O. Ozkasap, Z. Xiao,
M. Budiu, and Y. Minsky. Bimodal multi-
cast. ACM Trans. on Comput. Syst., 17(2):41–
88, 1999.

[13] F. Bonnet. Performance analysis of Cyclon,
an inexpensive membership management for un-
structured p2p overlays. Master thesis, ENS
Cachan Bretagne, University of Rennes, IRISA,
2006.

[14] J. Bowen and M. Hinchey. Ten Commandments
of Formal Methods ...Ten Years Later. Com-
puter, 39(1):40–48, 2006.

[15] S. Boyd, A. Ghosh, B. Prabhakar, and D. Shah.
Gossip algorithms: Design, analysis and appli-
cations. In Proc. 24th Conf. of the IEEE Com-
put. and Commun. Soc. (INFOCOM 2005), vol-
ume 3, pages 1653–1664. IEEE Press, 2005.

[16] S. Boyd, A. Ghosh, B. Prabhakar, and D. Shah.
Mixing times for random walks on geometric
random graphs. In Proc. 7th Workshop on Al-
gorithm Eng. and Experiments and 2nd Work-
shop on Analytic Algorithmics and Combina-
torics (ALENEX/ANALCO 2005), pages 240–
249. SIAM, 2005.

9

NVTI Nieuwsbrief 42
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[44] T. Hérault, R. Lassaigne, F. Magniette, and
S. Peyronnet. Approximate probabilistic model
checking. In Proc. 5th Int. Conf. on Verifica-
tion, Model Checking and Abstract Interpreta-
tion (VMCAI’04), volume 2937 of LNCS, pages
73–84. Springer, 2004.

[45] A. Hinton, M. Z. Kwiatkowska, G. Norman, and
D. Parker. Prism: A tool for automatic veri-
fication of probabilistic systems. In Proc. 2nd
Int. Conf. on Tools and Algorithms for the Con-
struction and Analysis of Systems (TACAS’06),
volume 3920 of LNCS, pages 441–444. Springer,
2006.

[46] G. Holzmann. The Spin Model Checker, Primer
and Reference Manual. Addison-Wesley, 2003.

[47] J. Hromkovic, R. Klasing, B. Monien, and
R. Peine. Dissemination of information in in-
terconnection networks (Broadcasting & Gossip-
ing). Combinatorial Network Theory, pages 125–
212, 1996.

[48] M. Huth and M. Ryan. Logic in Computer Sci-
ence: Modelling and reasoning about systems.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK,
2004.

[49] M. Jelasity, R. Guerraoui, A.-M. Kermar-
rec, and M. van Steen. The peer sampling
service: Experimental evaluation of unstruc-
tured gossip-based implementations. In Proc.
5th ACM/IFIP/USENIX Int. Middleware Conf.
(Middleware’04), volume 3231 of LNCS, pages
79–98. Springer, 2004.

[50] R. Karp, C. Schindelhauer, S. Shenker, and
B. Vocking. Randomized rumor spreading. In
Proc. 41st Annu. IEEE Symp. on Found. of
Comput. Sci. (FOCS’00), pages 565–574. IEEE
Computer Society, 2000.

11

NVTI Nieuwsbrief 44



[51] J.-P. Katoen, T. Kemna, I. Zapreev, and
D. Jansen. Bisimulation minimisation mostly
speeds up probabilistic model checking. In
Proc. 13th Int. Conf. on Tools and Algo-
rithms for Construction and Analysis of Syst.
(TACAS’07), volume 4424 of LNCS, pages 76–
92. Springer, 2007.

[52] J.-P. Katoen, D. Klink, M. Leucker, and V. Wolf.
Three-valued abstraction for continuous-time
Markov chains. In Proc. 19th Int. Conf. on Com-
put. Aided Verification (CAV’07), 2007. To ap-
pear.

[53] D. Kempe, A. Dobra, and J. Gehrke. Gossip-
based computation of aggregate information. In
Proc. 44th Annu. IEEE Symp. on Found. of
Comput. Sci. (FOCS’03), pages 482–491. IEEE
Computer Society, 2003.

[54] D. Kempe, J. Kleinberg, and A. Demers. Spatial
gossip and resource location protocols. In Proc.
33rd Annu. ACM Symp. on Theory of Com-
puting (STOC’01), pages 163–172. ACM Press,
2001.

[55] D. Kempe and J. M. Kleinberg. Protocols and
impossibility results for gossip-based communi-
cation mechanisms. In Proc. 43rd Annu. IEEE
Symp. on Found. of Comput. Sci. (FOCS’02),
pages 471–480. IEEE Computer Society, 2002.

[56] M. Kwiatkowska, G. Norman, and D. Parker.
Game-based abstraction for markov decision
processes. In Proc. 3rd Int. Conf. on the Quan-
titative Evaluation of Syst. (QEST’06), pages
157–166. IEEE Computer Society, 2006.

[57] S. Laplante, R. Lassaigne, F. Magniez, S. Pey-
ronnet, and M. de Rougemont. Probabilistic ab-
straction for model checking: An approach based
on property testing. In Proc. 17th IEEE Symp.
on Logic in Comput. Sci. (LICS 2002), pages
30–39. IEEE Computer Society, 2002.

[58] J. Luo, P. T. Eugster, and J.-P. Hubaux. Route
driven gossip: Probabilistic reliable multicast in
ad hoc networks. In Proc. 22nd Conf. of the

IEEE Comput. and Commun. Soc. (INFOCOM
2003), volume 3, pages 2229–2239. IEEE Com-
puter Society, 2003.

[59] A. McIver and A. Fehnker. Formal techniques
for the analysis of wireless networks. In Proc.
2nd Int. Symp. on Leveraging Applications of
Formal Methods, Verification and Validation
(ISoLA’06), 2006.

[60] D. Mosk-Aoyama and D. Shah. Computing sep-
arable functions via gossip. In Proc. 25th Annu.
ACM Symp. on Principles of Distributed Com-
puting (PODC’06), pages 113–122. ACM Press,
2006.

[61] T. Nipkow, L. C. Paulson, and M. Wenzel. Is-
abelle/HOL: A Proof Assistant for Higher-Order
Logic, volume 2283 of LNCS. Springer, 2002.

[62] G. Norman, D. Parker, M. Z. Kwiatkowska, S. K.
Shukla, and R. Gupta. Using probabilistic model
checking for dynamic power management. For-
mal Aspects of Computing, 17(2):160–176, 2005.

[63] S. Owre, S. Rajan, J. M. Rushby, N. Shankar,
and M. K. Srivas. PVS: Combining Specifica-
tion, Proof Checking, and Model Checking. In
Proc. 8th Int. Conf. on Comput. Aided Verifi-
cation (CAV’96), volume 1102 of LNCS, pages
411–414. Springer, 1996.

[64] J. Pouwelse, P. Garbacki, J. Wang, A. Bakker,
J. Yang, A. Iosup, D. Epema, M.Reinders,
M. van Steen, and H. Sips. Tribler: A social-
based peer-to-peer system. Concurrency and
Computation: Practice and Experience, 19:1–11,
2007.

[65] M. L. Puterman. Markov Decision Pro-
cesses: Discrete Stochastic Dynamic Program-
ming. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, NY,
USA, 1994.

[66] D. Randall. Rapidly Mixing Markov Chains with
Applications in Computer Science and Physics.
Computing in Sci. and Eng., 8(2):30–41, 2006.

12

NVTI Nieuwsbrief 45



[67] P. Schnoebelen. The verification of probabilistic
lossy channel systems. In Validation of Stochas-
tic Systems, volume 2925 of LNCS, pages 445–
466, 2004.

[68] K. Sen, M. Viswanathan, and G. Agha. Sta-
tistical model checking of black-box probabilis-
tic systems. In Proc. 16th Int. Conf. on Com-
put. Aided Verification (CAV’04), volume 3114
of LNCS, pages 202–215. Springer, 2004.

[69] R. van Renesse, K. P. Birman, and W. Vogels.
Astrolabe: A robust and scalable technology
for distributed system monitoring, management,
and data mining. ACM Trans. Comput. Syst.,
21(2):164–206, 2003.

[70] R. van Renesse, Y. Minsky, and M. Hayden. A
gossip-style failure detection service. In Proc. 1st
IFIP Conf. on Distributed Syst. Platforms and
Open Distributed Processing (Middleware’98),
pages 55–70. Springer, 1998.

[71] W. Vogels, R. van Renesse, and K. Birman.
The power of epidemics: robust communication
for large-scale distributed systems. ACM SIG-
COMM Comput. Commun. Review, 33(1):131–
135, 2003.

[72] S. Voulgaris. Epidemic-Based Self-Organization
in Peer-to-Peer Systems. Doctoral thesis, Vrije
Universiteit Amsterdam, 2006. Appears in Col-
lections: Proefschriften Exacte Wetenschappen.

[73] S. Voulgaris, D. Gavidia, and M. van Steen. Cy-
clon: Inexpensive membership management for
unstructured p2p overlays. J. Network and Syst.
Manage., 13(2):197–217, 2005.

[74] H. Younes, M. Kwiatkowska, G. Norman, and
D. Parker. Numerical vs. statistical probabilistic
model checking. Software Tools for Technology
Transfer (STTT), 8(3):216–228, 2006.

[75] H. L. S. Younes and R. G. Simmons. Probabilis-
tic verification of discrete event systems using
acceptance sampling. In Proc. 14th Int. Conf. on
Comput. Aided Verification (CAV’02), volume
2404 of LNCS, pages 223–235. Springer, 2002.

13

NVTI Nieuwsbrief 46


