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Hierarchical Verification Methodology of Discrete Event Systems
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ABSTRACT

State explosion is a well-known problem that impedes analysis and testing of discrete event systems , thus making the verification of large
systems intrinsically difficult job. This paper suggests a hierarchical verification methodology of untimed DEVS model which can alleviate the
state explosion problem. The method is a repetitive procedure of designing and verifying between the upper level and the lower level models
abstracting away the unnecessary information with respect to a given verification task. A small example was employed to show our suggested
method in detail.
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