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Abstract. We study the computational power that oblivious robots operating in the plane have
under sequential schedulers. We show that this power is much stronger than the obvious capacity
these schedulers offer of breaking symmetry, and thus to create a leader. In fact, we prove that,
under any sequential scheduler, the robots are capable of solving problems that are unsolvable
even with a leader under the fully synchronous scheduler FSYNC. More precisely, we consider
the class of pattern formation problems, and focus on the most general problem in this class,
Universal Pattern Formation (UPF), which requires the robots to form every pattern given in
input, starting from any initial configurations (where some robots may occupy the same point).
We first show that UPF is unsolvable under FSYNC, even if the robots are endowed with addi-
tional strong capabilities (multiplicity detection, rigid movement, agreement on coordinate sys-
tems, presence of a unique leader). On the other hand, we prove that, except for point formation
(Gathering), UPF is solvable under any sequential scheduler without any additional assumptions.
We then turn our attention to the Gathering problem, and prove that weak multiplicity detec-
tion is necessary and sufficient for solvability under sequential schedulers. The obtained results
show that the computational power of the robots under FSYNC (where Gathering is solvable
without any multiplicity detection) and that under sequential schedulers are orthogonal.

1 Introduction

Distributed systems composed of a set R of autonomous mobile robots operating in Euclidean
spaces, have been the object of rather extensive investigations in theoretical computer sci-
ence since their introduction in [26]. Robots operate performing Look-Compute-Move cycles;
in each cycle, a robot observes the location of the other robots (Look), executes its algo-
rithm to determine a destination (Compute), and moves towards the computed destination
(Move). Several formal models have been proposed, describing different levels of computation
capabilities of the robots. In this paper we consider the standard model, OBLOT, which de-
scribes the computationally weakest robots (e.g., see [2,14,20,27]). In this model, the robots
are anonymous: they are indistinguishable by their appearance and do not have distinct iden-
tities; disoriented: they may not agree on a common coordinate system; silent: they have no
means of direct communication; and they are oblivious: at the beginning of each cycle, a robot
has no memory of past actions and computations.

As for other distributed systems, the main research objective is the determination of
what is computable, under what conditions, and at what cost; the main goal is to identify the
minimal capabilities needed by the robots for the system to be able to solve a given problem
or perform an assigned task. Our focus is on deterministic computations. The feasibility of a
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task and the solvability of a problem are influenced by several specific factors. However, the
most determinant one concerns the nature of the timing of the robots actions imposed by the
adversarial environment in which the robots operate.

Sequential Schedulers. The timing of when a robot is active and performs a cycle as well
as the duration of each action within a cycle is determined by an adversary, called scheduler.
There are two general classes of schedulers, the asynchronous and the synchronous ones; in
both classes, all schedulers must respect the fairness: every robot is activated infinitely often.

In the asynchronous class (Async), each robot may be activated at arbitrary times,
independently of the others, and the duration of each operation in the cycle is finite but
possibly unpredictable, and might be different in different cycles. In this class, the standard
scheduler investigated in the literature is the one with unrestricted adversarial power; called
simply (fully) asynchronous and denoted by ASYNC, it was introduced in [16]. A few other
schedulers in this class have also been investigated (see, e.g., [5,19,22]).

In the synchronous class (Synch), time is logically divided into a sequence of rounds. In
each round, the scheduler activates a non-empty subset of the robots, and they perform each
phase of their Look-Compute-Move cycle simultaneously, in perfect synchrony. Thus the only
distinction between one synchronous scheduler and another is their adversarial power, i.e.,
the amount of freedom it has in the choice of which robots to activate in each round. In
this class, the standard scheduler is the one with unrestricted adversarial power, known as
semi-synchronous, denoted by SSYNC, introduced in [26]. At the other end of the spectrum,
there is the very popular fully-synchronous scheduler, denoted by FSYNC, where all robots
are activated in every round; that is, the scheduler has no adversarial power.

An (apparently) intuitive consequence of this view is that, since FSYNC has no adver-
sarial power, the computational power of the robots under FSYNC is the strongest.4 Such
an intuition is however erroneous. Indeed there are schedulers in Synch that allow robots
to solve important problems unsolvable under FSYNC. Such is the subclass of sequential
schedulers, Sequential ⊂ Synch, where only a single robot is activated in each round.

An immediate obvious computational advantage that such schedulers offer the robots is
that they allow them to break symmetry (and thus, e.g., elect a leader), a task impossible
to achieve under FSYNC when starting from a symmetric configuration. In spite of this
remarkable fact, very little is known on the computational power of robots under sequen-
tial schedulers; in fact, unlike the interest shown on sequential schedulers in fields like self-
stabilization (where they are called centralized) and cellular automata (where they are called
asynchronous), in the field of mobile robots on the plane they have been analyzed mainly
in the area of fault-tolerance (where they are called centralized) limited to the problems of
gathering and scattering (see [9] for a recent survey).

In this paper we analyze the adversarial power of the schedulers in Sequential and show
their impact with respect to the large and important class of Pattern Formation problems. In
particular, we focus on the ability of robots to solve those problems under the Sequential
scheduler with the strongest adversarial power, henceforth denoted by SEQ.

4 I.e., the problems solvable under FSYNC include all the ones solvable under any other synchronous sched-
uler.



Pattern Formation. Pattern formation refers to the abstract problem of the robots rear-
ranging themselves so that, at some point in time, the set of their locations in the plane (the
configuration) satisfies some geometric predicate given in input (the pattern) and no longer
move. Typically, the pattern is specified as a set of points P̂ representing some geometric
figure that the robots must form (irrespective to rotation, reflection, translation or scaling).
In some applications, forming a specific pattern (e.g., a line, a circle, as in [10,11,15]) may be
the first step of a more complex task (e.g., flocking, sweep, search, etc.).

Due to their importance, the class of pattern formation problems has been extensively
studied under a number of different assumptions. A very special role in this class is held
by point formation; that is, the problem of forming the pattern consisting of a single point,
i.e., |P̂ | = 1. It is relevant because it corresponds to the important coordination problem,
extensively studied in the literature, called Gathering or Rendezvous, requiring all robots to
meet at the same location, not fixed in advance (see, e.g., [1,7,13,21,23,24,25]). The class of
pattern formation problems is quite large, not only because of the different types of geometric
patterns that can be formed, many requiring special ad-hoc techniques for their formation
(if at all possible), but also for wide range of more general research questions it poses. These
include, for a specific adversarial scheduler: under what conditions can all patterns be formed,
what patterns are formable from a given initial configuration, what patterns are formable from
any initial configuration; in such investigations, the positive answers are usually established
through the design of algorithms that allow the robots to form the claimed patterns.

Clearly, to form a pattern, there must be at least as many robots as there are points in
the pattern, i.e., |R| ≥ |P̂ |; we shall call this the trivial assumption. Most of the research has
however relied on a variety of non-trivial assumptions, such as: the robots occupy distinct
initial locations; the number of robots is equal to the number of points in the pattern, |R| =
|P̂ |; the robots have some agreement on coordinate systems or chirality; one of the robots is
visibly different from all the others (i.e., there is a leader), etc. (see, e.g., [3,4,6,12,15,17]).

In this paper we are interested in the most general problem in this class, Universal
Pattern Formation (UPF), which requires the robots to form every pattern given in input
starting from any initial configurations, regardless of their number, of the locations they
initially occupy, and of the number of points in the pattern, and we are interested in satisfying
only the trivial assumption with the minimal robots capabilities.

Contributions. In this paper we bring to light the very strong computational power that
robots have under the Sequential class of schedulers in regards to pattern formation prob-
lems, and analyze the adversarial power of sequential schedulers in comparison to that of the
other synchronous schedulers studied in the literature.

We do so by focusing on the general UPF problem. We prove that this problem is unsolvable
under FSYNC (and, thus, under SSYNC), even if the robots are empowered with strong
multiplicity detection (i.e., robots can detect the exact number of robots occupying the same
location), their movements are rigid (i.e., they always reach their destination regardless of
the distance), have total agreement on the coordinate system, and there is a unique leader
robot (i.e., distinguishable from all others), see Section 3.

On the other hand, in Section 4 we prove that, except for point formation, the Universal
Pattern Formation problem is solvable under any sequential schedulers without any addi-
tional assumptions on the computational capabilities of the robots, namely even if they are



unable of multiplicity detection, their movements are non-rigid, they have no agreement on
coordinate system nor on chirality, and are all identical. The proof is constructive: we present
a solution protocol, prove its correctness, and analyze its time complexity. These results
indicate the strong impact that the presence of a sequential scheduler can have on the com-
putational power of the robots, allowing them to solve, with minimal capabilities, problems
unsolvable even under FSYNC with stronger power and a leader.

Then, in Section 5, we turn our attention to the point formation or Gathering problem.
This is known to be unsolvable under SSYNC even with strong multiplicity detection (i.e., a
robot can detect the exact number of robots in each point). In contrast, we prove that, under
any sequential scheduler, the problem becomes solvable with weak multiplicity detection (i.e.,
a robot can detect only whether a point is occupied by one or more than one robot). We also
prove that, without weak multiplicity detection, the problem, while solvable under FSYNC,
is unsolvable under SEQ. The obtained results prove that the computational power of the
robots under SEQ and that under FSYNC are orthogonal.

2 Model and Terminology

We consider the standard OBLOT model of distributed systems of autonomous mobile robots
(e.g., see [14]).

Robots. The system is composed of a set R = {r1, r2, . . . , rn} of computational robots,
moving and operating in the Euclidean plane R

2. Viewed as points, the robots can move
freely and continuously in the plane. A robot is endowed with motorial and computational
abilities, a private coordinate system of which it perceives itself at the origin, and sensorial
devices that allow it to observe the positions of the other robots with respect to its local
coordinate system. When active, a robot performs a Look-Compute-Move cycle:

1. Look: The robot obtains an instantaneous snapshot of the positions occupied by the robots
expressed within a private coordinate system;

2. Compute: The robot executes its built-in deterministic algorithm, the same for all robots,
using the snapshot as input; the result of the computation is a destination point;

3. Move: The robot moves towards the computed destination. If the destination is the current
location, the robot stays still.

The duration of each cycle is finite. Robots are autonomous: they operate without a central
control or external supervision; identical: they are indistinguishable by their appearance and
do not have distinct identities that can be used during the computation; disoriented: they
may not agree on a common coordinate system nor on chirality (a clockwise orientation of
the plane); silent: they have no means of direct communication of information to other robots,
so any communication occurs in a totally implicit manner, by moving and by observing the
positions of the other robots; and they are oblivious: at the beginning of each cycle, a robot
has no memory of past actions and computations, so the computation is based solely on what
determined in the current cycle.

Movements are said to be rigid if the robots always reach their destination in the same
round they started moving. They are said to be non-rigid if they may be unpredictably
stopped by an adversary whose only limitation is the existence of δ > 0, unknown to the



robots, such that if the destination is at distance at most δ, the robot will reach it, otherwise
it will move at least δ towards the destination.

More than one robot can be at the same point at the same time; such a point is said
to be a multiplicity. The robots are said to be capable of multiplicity detection if they can
determine weather or not points are multiplicities; multiplicity detection is said to be strong
if a robot can determine the exact number of robots located at a point, weak otherwise.

Schedulers. The timing of when a robot becomes active as well as the duration of Compute
and Move phases within each cycle, and the rate of motion within each Move phase, is
viewed as determined by an adversarial scheduler. The shortest period of time in which all
the robots have finished at least one cycle is called epoch. There are two classes of schedulers,
the asynchronous and the synchronous ones.

In the asynchronous class (Asynch), each robot may be activated at arbitrary times,
independently of the others, the duration of each Compute and Move phase is finite but
unpredictable, and might be different in different cycles. Traditionally, the scheduler in this
class with strongest adversarial power is simply called asynchronous and denoted by ASYNC.

In the synchronous class (Synch), time is logically divided into rounds. In each round, the
scheduler activates a non-empty subset of the robots, and they perform each phase of their
Look-Compute-Move cycle simultaneously, in perfect synchrony. Clearly, Synch ⊂ Asynch.

Given a synchronous scheduler S ∈ Synch and a set of robots R, an activation sequence
of R by (or, under) S is an infinite sequence E = 〈R1, R2, . . . , Ri, . . .〉, where Ri ⊆ R denotes
the set of robots activated in round i, satisfying the fairness constraint: (∀r ∈ R, ∃Ri : r ∈
Ri) and (∀i ≥ 1, r ∈ Ri ⇒ ∃j > i : r ∈ Rj).

Let E(S,R) denote the set of all activation sequences of R by S. We shall denote by
SSYNC the synchronous scheduler, traditionally called semi-synchronous, without any other
restriction (and, thus, with the strongest adversarial power in this class). The special fully-
synchronous scheduler FSYNC, which activates every robot in every round (i.e., a round
coincides with an epoch) corresponds to further restricting the activation sequences by: ∀i ≥
1, Ri = R. Note that this activation scheduler has no adversarial power.

The class of sequential schedulers Sequential ⊂ Synch is defined by the restriction:
∀i ≥ 1, |Ri| = 1, that is, only one robot is activated in each round. We shall denote by SEQ
the sequential scheduler without any other restriction (and, thus, with strongest adversarial
power). We remind that the fairness constraint is common to every scheduler.

Pattern Formation Problems. A configuration C(t) is the multiset of the locations of
the robots at time t. Let Q(t) = {q1, q2, . . . , qm} be the corresponding set of unique points
occupied by the robots at time t, where m ≤ n.

Since robots can only observe the positions of others and move, in the OBLOT model, a
problem to be solved is typically expressed in terms of a temporal geometric predicate, which
the configuration formed by the robot positions must satisfy from some time on.

A pattern P̂ = {p̂1, p̂2, . . . , p̂k} ⊂ R
2 is a set of distinct points. A pattern P ′ is said to be

isomorphic to a pattern P ′′ if P ′′ can be obtained by a combination of translation, rotation,
reflection and scaling of pattern P ′. We shall denote by B(P̂ ) the (infinite) set of patterns
isomorphic to P . We say the robots have formed a pattern P̂ at time t, if the configuration
C(t) is such that Q(t) ∈ B(P̂ ).



The class of Pattern Formation problems is quite large, not only because of the differ-
ent types of geometric patterns that can be formed, many types requiring special ad-hoc
techniques for their formation (if at all possible), but also for the scope of the requirements.

The most general problem in this class is Universal Pattern Formation (UPF) that
requires the robots, executing the same algorithm and starting from any arbitrary initial
configuration C(0), to form any arbitrary pattern P̂ , given as its sole input and no longer
move. It is defined by the predicate:

UPF ≡ ∀P̂ ⊂ R
2,∀n ≥ |P̂ |,∀C(0) ∈ R

2
n,

∃t ≥ 0 : (Q(t) ∈ B(P̂ )) and (∀t′ > t,C(t′) = C(t)).

A particular instance is the problem of forming the pattern consisting of a single point,
i.e., |P̂ | = 1. This problem is special because it corresponds to the important coordination
problem, called Gathering or Rendezvous, of having all robots meet at the same location,
not fixed in advance (see [13] for a recent survey); it is defined by the predicate:

Gather ≡ ∀n ∈ Z
+,∀C(0) ∈ R

2
n,

∃t ≥ 0 : (|Q(t)| = 1) and (∀t′ > t,Q(t′) = Q(t)),

where R
2
n denotes all possible set of n points. Due to its particular nature, the Gathering

problem has been treated in the literature differently from all other cases of pattern formation
where |P̂ | > 1. Also in this paper we shall make the same distinction, and refer to the case
|P̂ | > 1 of UPF as UPF∗.

3 Impossibilities for UPF under FSYNC

In this section, we show that UPF is unsolvable under the fully-synchronous scheduler FSYNC,
and, thus, under ASYNC and SSYNC.

Theorem 1. UPF is unsolvable under FSYNC even if the robots have strong multiplicity
detection, share the same coordinate system, their movements are rigid, and one of them is
distinguishable from all others.

Proof. By contradiction, let A be a solution protocol for UPF. Consider an initial configuration
C(0) where there is a multiplicity composed by non-leader robots and |Q(0)| < |P̂ |. Consider
an execution of A. Under FSYNC, since all robots share the same coordinate system, the
non-leader robots composing the multiplicity have the same view in the Look phase; thus, they
will compute the same destination and reach it at the end of the cycle because of the rigid
movement, continuing to be co-located. In other words, during the execution of A, separate
groups of non-leader robots may become co-located, but it is impossible for co-located non-
leader robots to separate; as for the leader robot, in each round, it might become co-located
with non-leader robots, or remain alone.

In other words, in this execution, |Q(t)| ≤ |Q(0)| for all t > 0. Since |Q(0)| < |P̂ |, it
follows that the robots will never be able to form P̂ , contradicting the correctness of A.

On the other hand, it is known that the special case of Gathering is solvable under
FSYNC without any additional robot capability [8].



4 Possibility for UPF∗ under SEQ

In this section, we study the Universal Pattern Formation problem under the SEQ sched-
uler in the case |P̂ | > 1 (i.e., UPF∗) and prove that it is solvable even if the robots have no
additional capabilities. We do so by presenting a solution algorithm under the SEQ scheduler
when the robots have no multiplicity detection, no agreement on coordinate systems nor chi-
rality, their movements are non-rigid, |R| is unknown, and |P̂ | ≥ 5. The case where |P̂ | < 5
will be addressed in the subsequent section.

We start by introducing some important terminology; we then present the algorithm,
prove its correctness, and discuss its complexity.

4.1 Terminology and Preliminaries

The Smallest Enclosing Circle of C(t) is the circle of smallest radius such that every point
of Q(t) lies on the circle or in its interior; it is denoted by SEC(Q(t)). Let ρ(t) and c(Q(t))
denote the radius and the center of SEC(Q(t)), respectively. In the following, should no
ambiguity arise, the temporal indicator t shall be omitted (ref. Fig. 2(a) in Appendix B).
Furthermore, c(Q) will be also denoted simply by O.

Let S ⊂ R
2 be a finite set of l > 2 points where no two points are co-radial,5 and let c(S)

be the center of SEC(S).

The positions of the points of S, in the clockwise order, around c(S) induce a cyclic order
ψ among the points in S. Let ψ(S) = (s1, s2, . . . , sl) be the corresponding cyclic sequence of
the points, with s1 chosen arbitrarily, and let us denote by θ(si, si+1) the angle, with respect
to c(S), between the two consecutive points si and si+1 (ref. Fig. 2(b) in Appendix B).

Let θ(S) = {θ(si, si+1), θ(si+1, si+2), . . . , θ(si−1, si)} be an angle sequence starting at si
induced on S.

We now consider a set S′ containing only robot positions Q or both Q and pattern points
P̂ , suitably overlapped in such a way that SEC(S′) = SEC(Q) = SEC(P̂ ). Furthermore, if
there are co-radial points, then only the most external robot position is taken in S′, if any,
otherwise the most external pattern point is considered, and all other points are discarded.
In this way, S′ does not contain co-radial points. Still we assume |S′| = l′ > 2. An angle
sequence θ(S′) = (θ1, . . . , θl) is a leader angular sequence, denoted by λ(Q) or λ(Q ∪ P̂ ), if
(i) θ1 < min{θ2, . . . , θl}, and (ii) the two adjacent points si and si+1 defining θ1 belong to Q,
with si inside SEC(Q) and si+1 on SEC(Q).

Without loss of generality, if S′ admits a leader angular sequence, then the rotational
direction to overlap the radius containing si with the radius containing si+1 spanning angle
θ1, is considered to be clockwise. Therefore, a configuration C(t) (possibly overlapped with a
pattern P̂ ), inducing the set S′ that admits a leader angular sequence, is asymmetric (apart
for possible multiplicities) and all the robots can agree on the chirality of the system.

When S′ admits a leader angular sequence, we define the “radiangular” distance between
two points as follows. Let A and B be two points that make the clockwise (according to the
leader angular sequence) angle θ = ∠AOB at O, the center of the SEC. The radiangular
distance is defined by the tuple (i) (θ, |OA|+ |OB|), if θ > 0, (ii) (0, |AB|), otherwise. When
A and B are not co-radial, the path of a robot from A to B consists of moving along AO

5 Two points of a set S are co-radial if they reside on the same radius of the SEC(S).



to reach the center O, then along OB to reach B. When A and B are co-radial, the path is
simply AB. In both cases, the defined path is called a radial detour.

Let us now consider the set of pattern points P̂ , with |P̂ | ≥ 5. Two pattern points pi
and pi+1 are said to be adjacent if they are co-radial and no other pattern point is in be-
tween them, or there is no other pattern point inside the sector defined by angle θ(p̂i, p̂i+1)
calculated in the clockwise order, and there are no other pattern points on the segments
Op̂i and Op̂i+1. Let α

(i)(P̂ ) = {(θ(p̂i, p̂i+1), |Op̂i|, |Op̂i+1|), (θ(p̂i+1, p̂i+2), |Op̂i+1|, |Op̂i+2|),
. . . , (θ(p̂i−1, p̂i), |Op̂i−1|, |Op̂i|)} be the set of triples determining what we call the clock-
wise pattern sequence induced on P̂ starting at an arbitrary p̂i. Similarly, let β(i)(P̂ ) =
{(θ(p̂i, p̂i−1), |Op̂i|, |Op̂i−1|), (θ(p̂i−1, p̂i−2), |Op̂i−1|, |Op̂i−2|), . . . , (θ(p̂i+1, p̂i), |Op̂i+1|, |Op̂i|)}
be the counter-clockwise pattern sequence. We shall denote by µ̂ the lexicographical smallest
of all pattern sequences α(i)(P̂ ) and β(i)(P̂ ), 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Note that, if P̂ admits symmetries,
then there is more than one index determining the same µ̂.

4.2 Strategy in case |P̂ | ≥ 5

When |P̂ | ≥ 5, the strategy followed by the robots ideally consists of four consecutive stages:
Initialization, Leader Configuration, Partial Pattern Formation, and Finalization.

The scope of the Initialization stage is to create a configuration C, if not already available,
where the number |Q| of distinct locations occupied by the robots is at least as large as the
number |P̂ | of points in the pattern, i.e., |Q| ≥ k = |P̂ |. This is achieved through Procedure
Separate, invoked and executed as long as |Q| < k; its execution by an activated robot
consists of the robot choosing as its destination: (i) an unoccupied point located along its
own x-axis at its own unit distance, if this path does not contain other robots; or (ii) the
point located along its own x-axis, at half of the distance from the closest robot along such
a direction. After the activation of at most k − 1 distinct robots, there will be at least k
distinct locations occupied by the robots. Once |Q| ≥ k, or if it was already as such from the
initial configuration, the activated robot considers the pattern at a scale such that SEC(P̂ )
overlaps SEC(Q), i.e., their respective radii have the same length.

In the Leader Configuration stage, the goal is to create a specific map, called joint con-
figuration, that shows both the points occupied by the robots and the points of the pattern.
Informally, this is done as follows. After Initialization, if the current configuration does not
concern the special cases managed by Procedure Last, Procedure Overlap is executed to
verify whether the robots can agree on the same joint configuration. If such an agreement is
not possible, then Procedure Leader is executed to create a leader configuration. To do so,
the activated robot moves to the center of the configuration (if not yet occupied), provided it
has a free path to the center and it is not responsible for maintaining the SEC(Q). Then, the
robot at the center moves towards a point to create the smallest unique angle determining
a leader angular sequence. Once Procedure Overlap returns a joint configuration, then we
check if it is a leader configuration. If this is not the case, Procedure Leader is executed to
create a leader angular sequence in the joint configuration.

Subsequently, in the Partial Pattern Formation stage, the pattern points are filled se-
quentially by the robots; this is accomplished through Procedure Occupy. This involves
the movement of suitable robots along radial detours that avoids overpassing other robots.
Ideally, this stage lasts as long as only one robot position does not coincide with a pattern
point.



In the Finalization stage, Procedure Last is invoked when |Q| ≥ k, any pattern point p̂i,
1 ≤ i < k is occupied, and any robot position not located on a pattern point, is located at
Op̂k, i.e., the segment from O to the lowest priority pattern point p̂k. If the robot running
Procedure Last is located at Op̂k, it moves towards p̂k. Moreover, whenever the activated
robot detects that the current configuration matches the pattern irrespective to rotation,
reflection, and translation,6 it does not move, i.e., the pattern is formed.

Our solution to the Pattern Formation problem is provided by means of Algorithm SeqPF,
which in turn exploits five procedures, determining the four stages described above: Separate
(in Initialization), Overlap and Leader (in Leader Configuration), Occupy (in Partial
Pattern Formation) and Last (in Finalization); they are individually presented and described
next, their pseudocodes are given in Appendix A, and the correctness proof is in Appendix
C.

Algorithm SeqPF. In this section, we describe the overall structure of the resolution algo-
rithm SeqPF from the point of view of the robot executing it. An activated robot r, obtains
a snapshot Q in the Look phase, and then it executes Algorithm SeqPF in its Compute phase.
Let q ∈ Q be the position of robot r.

The first operation the robot performs is to check if the number |Q| of robots currently
on distinct locations is sufficient to form the pattern. If |Q| < k, then it executes Procedure
Separate, to determine an appropriate destination point, and terminates this execution.
Otherwise, it proceeds to the next step and the first thing it does is to scale the pattern P̂
in such a way that the radius of SEC(P̂ ) has the same length ρ of the radius of SEC(Q).

Whenever |Q| ≥ k, the activated robot checks if the current configuration Q falls in one
of the special cases, i.e., if it is already equivalent to the target pattern or the robot positions
not coinciding with a specific pattern point are all located at Op̂k. In the former case, i.e., if
the configuration already satisfies the pattern, no robot moves. In the latter, Procedure Last
is invoked to finalize the formation of the pattern.

If it is not a special case, i.e., Procedure Last returns null, then the activated robot
computes a joint configuration, denoted by Γ , following Procedure Overlap to properly
overlap the pattern on the current configuration.

If a joint configuration cannot be computed, i.e., Γ = null, then there must be at least
a robot that can move towards O (provided it is not responsible for SEC(Q) and it has a
free radial path) by means of Procedure Leader, or there must be a robot located at O. In
this latter case, again Procedure Leader is executed to create a leader configuration with a
leader angular sequence.

Once Q admits a leader angular sequence, the activated robot overlaps Q and P̂ in a
specific way creating the joint configuration Γ , and then it checks if Γ admits a leader
angular sequence. If not, Procedure Leader is executed to create a leader angular sequence
in Γ . Otherwise, Procedure Occupy is executed. The goal of this Procedure is to move a
specific robot to the highest priority empty pattern point pl.

Once all robot positions but the lowest priority one coincide with the highest priority
pattern points, then this is one of the special cases described before.

6 The scale has been fixed to the dimension of SEC(Q).



Procedure Separate. This procedure consists of a very simple operation. The activated
robot r computes a point q′ along its own x-axis at one unit distance. If qq′ does not contain
other robots, r selects as its destination q′. Otherwise, r computes the position of its closest
robot q′′ along its own x-axis, and selects as its destination the midpoint of qq′′.

Procedure Last. As previously described, Procedure Last is executed to manage some
special cases. Once the activated robot r has verified that |Q| ≥ k, it starts with checking if
the current configuration already is the target pattern, i.e., Q ∈ B(P̂ ). Robot r checks this by
rotating and reflecting the pattern as follows. Let p̂1 be a pattern point on SEC(P̂ ). Consider
all the robot positions (q1, . . . , qs) = SEC(Q) ∩ Q in the cyclic order of some ψ(S′). Let qi
be a robot position in (q1, . . . , qs). The robot r overlaps the pattern point p̂1 with each of the
robot positions qi “one by one” by reflecting the pattern (across the radius Op̂1). If one of
these transformations exactly overlaps all the points of Q with all the points of P̂ , it follows
that Q ∈ B(P̂ ), and r does not move. In the worst case, if all the robot positions are on the
SEC(Q), then r has to check at most 2k transformations (k rotations and k reflections).

If |Q| ≥ k and Q /∈ B(P̂ ), the activated robot checks if the configuration falls into the
special cases “last one”. These cases occur when pattern points p̂i, 1 ≤ i < k, are occupied
and the only robot positions not on pattern points are located at Op̂k, with p̂k being the
lowest priority pattern point. The activated robot checks at most 2k + 2 transformations.

The lowest priority pattern point p̂k is defined by any lexicographical smallest pattern
sequence µ̂. Once a robot located at Op̂k is activated, it moves towards p̂k, if not yet there.

Procedure Overlap. When the activated robot r determines that |Q| ≥ k and that the
configuration does not concern the special cases managed by Procedure Last (i.e., call Last()
returns null), it checks if Q has a leader angular sequence λ(Q). If this is the case, r proceeds
to overlap the pattern points on the current configuration and subsequently achieve a joint
configuration Γ .

Let ∇ = {Cir1, Cir2, . . . , Cirσ} be the set of all concentric circles, in the decreasing order
of their radii, containing points of P̂ , and let ρj be the radius of Cirj, 1 ≤ j ≤ σ; thus
Cir1 = SEC(P̂ ) and ρ1 = ρ (ref. Fig. 2(f) in Appendix B). The objective of the robot
is to rotate and/or reflect P̂ until some points in the SEC(Q) and SEC(P̂ ), with specific
properties, are co-located, i.e., they precisely overlap. This is done as follows.

Let µ̂ be the lexicographical smallest pattern sequence of P̂ and ψ(P̂ ) be the corresponding
cyclic order of points. Let p̂i be the first pattern point on the SEC(P̂ ) in the cyclic order ψ(P̂ ).
Let qj be the second robot position determining θ1 in λ(Q). The activated robot proceeds to
overlap Q and P̂ so that qj overlaps with p̂i and the order induced by µ̂ follows the clockwise
direction induced by λ(Q).

Procedure Leader. As input, Procedure Leader can get: a configuration Q with no
leader angular sequence if Γ = null or, a joint configuration Γ if Procedure Overlap has
been executed from a configuration Q admitting a leader angular sequence.

The objective of Leader is to first send a robot to O if O is empty, and then to create a
leader configuration. If O is empty, then the robots that can move are the ones not responsible
for the SEC(Q) and that have a path with no other robot positions towards O, or if there



is a joint configuration Γ , the robot that also cannot move is the one responsible for the
smallest angle θ1 if it has no other co-radial robots.

If, instead, O is occupied by a robot, once such robot is activated, it computes ξ, the
smallest angle in the input configuration, and moves to u′ such that |u′O| = ρ/2 and for a
given qj ∈ SEC(Q), it forms ∠u′Oqj = ξ/3.

Procedure Occupy. Procedure Occupy deals with the movement of robots to reach pat-
tern points. Given a joint configuration Γ with leader angular sequence, the ranking of the
pattern points can be established. A robot is then chosen as the one to move, i.e., the walker,
provided it satisfies some conditions. The walker robot moves to the target pattern point
via a radial detour. Recall that u′ and qj are the robot positions defining the smallest angle
θ1 with qj on the SEC(Γ ). Let qj be located at A. Now OA is the radius. Consider points
A2, . . . , Aσ be the projections of A on the circles Cir2, Cir3, . . . , Cirσ , respectively. For each
Ciri, the pattern points are ranked in the increasing order starting from Ai and moving fol-
lowing the clockwise direction induced by λ(Γ ) until we reach Ai again. The rank of pattern
points in Ciri is smaller than Ciri+1 for any i = 1, . . . , θ − 1. For Cir1, the rank follows
a different strategy. This is required in order to maintain the original SEC during the ex-
ecution of the algorithm. By Procedure Overlap, we already have a robot at qj, which is
also the highest priority pattern point. We start at qj as p1. Consider p

′
1 as the antipodal

point of p1, positioned on the SEC. If there is a pattern point at p′1, then that becomes p2.
Otherwise, consider the two closest pattern points to p′1 positioned on the SEC, going from
p′1 to p1, one in the counterclockwise direction and the other one in the clockwise direction.
They respectively become p2 and p3. The remaining pattern points on Cir1 are assigned in
the increasing order as usual. Notice that, p1 is the smallest rank pattern point and pk is the
highest rank pattern point. Point pk is located on Cirσ, see Fig. 2(i) in Appendix B.

– Defining the walker. The walker is a robot in the current configuration that will move to
occupy an unoccupied pattern point. Before we define the walker, we define an order among
the robots. The order among robots uses the radiangular distance from p1 and we say that
a robot is free if it is not located at a pattern point. Let r′ and r′′ be two robots that have
radiangular distance from p1 equal to (θ′, x′) and (θ′′, x′′), respectively. We say that r′ has
higher priority than r′′, if either (i) θ′ < θ′′, (ii) θ′ = θ′′ 6= 0 and x′ > x′′, or (iii) θ′ = θ′′ = 0
and x′ < x′′. In other words, a robot that is closer in angle to the radius Op1 has higher
priority and when two (or more) robots are on the same radius, the robot that is farther from
the center has higher priority.

Now, consider the radial detour from the highest priority free robot to the highest priority
empty pattern point, and the radius ρl where such a point lies. The following could happen:

– If the radial detour and ρl do not contain other robots, then the highest priority free robot
becomes the walker;

– If the radial detour contains another robot and ρl does not contain other robots, the robot
with smallest radiangular distance from the target pattern point, along the computed
radial detour, becomes the walker;

– Otherwise, if ρl contains other robots, compute the path from the highest priority free
robot in ρl to pl: if this path is empty, then the free robot becomes the walker, otherwise,
in the computed path, the robot closest to pl becomes the walker.



Notice that the walker has always a free path to the target pattern point and that under
these restrictions, the internal robot defining θ1 becomes the last walker since it has the
largest radiangular distance from p1.

Also, notice that once the pattern points fixing the SEC(P̂ ) are occupied by robots,
the remaining robots on the SEC(Q) are free to move, since they will not be necessary to
maintain the SEC anymore.

– Movement of a robot. The movement of a robot always follows a radial detour. If a
robot r is determined as the walker and its target pattern point is located on a different
radius from the one where it is currently located, r first moves to the center, and then moves
towards its target pattern point from the center. When r is co-radial with its target pattern
point, it moves directly to that point. By definition, the walker does not have any other robot
on the radial detour, and hence it can move to its target pattern point unobstructed. In Fig. 4
(in Appendix B), we show the movement of the walker to its corresponding destination.

4.3 Strategy in case |P̂ | ≤ 4

In this section, we consider the case |P̂ | ≤ 4. We remind also that in UPF∗ |P̂ | > 1. Similarly
to SeqPF, the strategy to solve this case follows four stages: Initialization, Unique Maximum,
Equalization, and Finalization. An activated robot r does the following:

1. If |Q| < |P̂ |, r executes Procedure Separate to make |Q| ≥ |P̂ | (Initialization stage);

2. If Q does not admit a unique pair of points defining the maximum distance among any pair
of points in Q, then the first activated robot r located at one of the points that define the
current maximum distance, makes a move so as to enlarge its maximum distance (Unique
Maximum stage);

3. Once Q admits a unique maximum distance defined by the pair {q1, q2}, then:
- If |Q| > |P̂ | then any robot not in {q1, q2} moves towards the closest point among q1
and q2 (Equalization stage);
- Else (i.e., |Q| = |P̂ ), r suitably overlaps P̂ with Q so as to make the pair {q1, q2}
coincident with one of the pairs {p̂i, p̂j} of P̂ that define the maximum distance in P̂ . The
Finalization stage can then start to finalize the formation of the pattern.

In the Finalization stage, when |Q| = |P̂ | and Q admits a unique maximum distance
defined by the pair {q1, q2}, the overlap is computed as follows. Without loss of generality, let
p̂1 and p̂2 be two pattern points (not necessarily unique) that define the maximum distance
in P̂ . The activated robot r overlaps the pattern by scaling it in such a way that q1q2 and
p̂1p̂2 coincide. The pattern is considered at this scale. Now, if the activated robot r is located
at q1 or q2, it does not move. Consider r not located at q1 or q2. There are multiple ways
to overlap P̂ with Q. Since there are at most 4 points in the pattern, there can be at most
three pairs in P̂ that can admit the maximum distance (three vertices of an equilateral
triangle). Hence, the total number of distinct overlaps with rotation and reflection is at most
12. The activated robot computes the pattern with smallest distance deviation, i.e., the sum
of distances between pattern points and robot positions. If there are two overlaps of the
pattern that have the same smallest distance deviation, then r can consider one of them
indiscriminately.



We define the distance deviation between two sets of points in Q and P (the corresponding
overlap) as follows. Let (q1, q2) be the unique maximum distance pair, and let (p1, p2) be the
corresponding maximum distance pair in the pattern. The distance deviation is given by:

1. |p3q3| if |Q| = |P̂ | = 3;

2. min(|p3q3|+ |p4q4|, |p4q3|+ |p3q4|) if |Q| = |P̂ | = 4.

Now, for each unoccupied pattern point, r determines the closest robot position, and
moves towards the unoccupied pattern point from which it is the closest. Notice that, it does
not move towards the empty pattern point that it is closest to, since there maybe another
robot that is closer to that pattern point.

The pseudo-code of the above algorithm, called SeqPF′, is given in Appendix A whereas
its correctness is in Appendix D.

5 Gathering under Sequential Schedulers

In the previous section, we have seen how to solve UPF∗ (i.e., for |P̂ | > 1) under SEQ.
We now consider the case |P̂ | = 1, that is, Gathering. Recall that this problem is called
Rendezvous when there are only two robots (i.e., |R| = 2). In the literature, Gathering has
been extensively studied. However, one of the main assumptions that has been considered
was to start from initial configurations without multiplicities. Despite such an assumption,
still some known results can be easily extended to the more general Gathering studied here,
where initial configurations can admit multiplicities.

For instance, in FSYNC, Gathering (and hence Rendezvous as well) can be easily solved
by the Go to the center of SEC algorithm (see, e.g., [8]) that makes robots move towards
the center of the current SEC.

Concerning SSYNC, it is known that Rendezvous, and hence Gathering, are unsolvable
(see, e.g., [27]).

In SEQ (actually in any sequential scheduler), Rendezvous can be easily solved by making
the active robot move towards the position occupied by the other robot. Although the moving
robot may not reach the destination, due to the non-rigid movements, still the distance
between the two robots decreases of at least δ. Hence, as soon as the distance becomes smaller
than or equal to δ, we are ensured that Rendezvous is accomplished. Without any additional
robot capability, we can prove that this result however does not extend to Gathering. In fact,
we show that, under a sequential scheduler, Gathering of more than two robots cannot be
solved in general.

Theorem 2. Gathering is unsolvable under a sequential scheduler.

Proof. By contradiction, let A be an algorithm that solves Gathering under a sequential
scheduler S ∈ Sequential.

Consider a configuration C(t) with |R| > 2 and let Q(t) be the corresponding set of
distinct points. A robot r activated at time t decides its destination based on the observed
set of points Q(t); as a result, there are only three possible outcomes: (Act1) not moving;
(Act2) moving to a point occupied by another robot; (Act3) moving to a point not occupied
by another robot. Since the robots have no multiplicity detection capabilities, this decision is



taken by a robot without knowing whether or not there are other robots located at its own
position. We shall examine now the execution of A starting from Q(t).

Consider first the case where |Q(t)| > 2. Because of the assumed correctness of A, and
since at most one robot is moving in a round, there must exist a time t′ ≥ t where |Q(t′)| = 2.

Consider then the case |Q(t)| = 2. Let A and B be the two points of Q(t); since |Q(t)| =
2 < |R|, the configuration must have at least one multiplicity, say A. Consider the scenario
where at any time t′ ≥ t, as long as |Q(t′)| = 2, all robots co-located at A (resp. B) have the
same coordinate system, which is reflexive to that of those co-located at B (resp. A). In this
scenario, which we shall call mirror, any activated robot will make the same decision as long
as |Q(t′)| = 2.

Observe that, regardless of where the activated robot r resides, the decision according to
A cannot be Act1, i.e., not moving. Otherwise, in the execution of A in the mirror scenario,
no activated robot will ever move; that is, ∀t′ > t, Q(t′) = Q(t) = 2 and Gathering remains
unsolved, contradicting the assumed correctness of A.

Moreover, the decision by a robot according to A cannot be Act2, i.e., move to B. Consider
in fact the execution of A in the mirror scenario where the scheduler activates sequentially
all robots but one (say a) from A, then sequentially all the robots originally in B, and
finally a. In so doing, the reached configuration is another mirror configuration, where the
positions of the robots have now switched. Observe that, at any time t′ during this process,
Q(t′) = 2. From this moment on, the scheduler continues to perform these switches. Thus,
again ∀t > 0, Q(t) = Q(0) = 2, and Gathering remains unsolved, contradicting the assumed
correctness of A.

It remains to analyze Act3, i.e., moving to a point distinct from A and B, say C; if the
activated robot located in either A or B is part of a multiplicity, then |Q(t+1)| = 3, otherwise
|Q(t+ 1)| = 2. In other words, in any execution of A, if |Q(t)| = 2, then |Q(t+ 1)| ≥ 2.

Summarizing, ∀t ≥ 0, |Q(t)| > 1; that is, in any execution of A the robots never gather,
contradicting the assumed correctness of A.

We have just seen that without any additional capability, Gathering is unsolvable under
any sequential scheduler. Here we consider the case where the capability of the robots is
empowered with weak multiplicity detection, i.e., robots are able to distinguish whether a
point is occupied by a single robot or by a multiplicity (but not the exact number of robots
composing the multiplicity). More precisely, any robot r activated at time t detects the set
Q′(t) = {(q1, b1), . . . , (qm, bm)} where bi ∈ {0, 1} indicates whether qi contains a multiplicity
(b = 1) or not (b = 0).

Let r be the robot activated at time t and κ be the number of multiplicities in Q′(t); the
action of r dictated by Algorithm 8 SeqGathering (see Appendix A) follows a very simple
principle, depending on κ:

1. κ = 1: If r is at the multiplicity, do not move. Otherwise, move to the point with multi-
plicity;

2. κ > 1: If r is at a multiplicity, move to a point not occupied by any other robot. Otherwise,
do not move;

3. κ = 0: Move to the closest point occupied by another robot.

Theorem 3. Gathering is solvable with weak multiplicity detection under any sequential
scheduler.
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Fig. 1: Relationship between the set of problems solvable under FSYNC, SEQ, and SSYNC,
without any additional assumptions.

Proof. Algorithm SeqGathering solves Gathering by maintaining a unique multiplicity
point and moving other robots sequentially to that multiplicity point. If there is no multiplic-
ity, then the activated robot creates a multiplicity. If there is more than one multiplicity at
time t, then the robots move to unoccupied points to separate such that at some time t′ > t,
there is only one multiplicity. Then for all t′′ > t′, that multiplicity is maintained.

By contrast, the addition of multiplicity detection is not enough under most synchronous
schedulers, as shown by the following known result:

Lemma 1. Gathering is unsolvable with multiplicity detection under SSYNC.

Proof. From [27], Rendezvous is unsolvable under SSYNC. Such a result can be easily ex-
tended to the case where robots are empowered with weak multiplicity detection. It is suffi-
cient to start from a configuration with two multiplicities. Similarly, the result can be extended
to the case where robots are empowered with the strong multiplicity detection, i.e., when they
recognize how many robots compose a multiplicity. In this case it is sufficient to start from a
configuration with two multiplicities composed by the same number of robots.

6 Conclusion

We have studied the computational power of oblivious robots operating in the plane under
sequential schedulers. Focusing on the fundamental class of pattern formation problems, we
investigated the adversarial power of such schedulers in comparison to that of the other
two synchronous schedulers studied in the literature: FSYNC and SSYNC. Specifically, we
considered the resolution of the following problems: UPF, the most general problem in the
class; Gathering, or point-formation; and UPF∗ = UPF \ Gathering.

We have shown that, under any sequential scheduler, oblivious robots can solve: UPF∗,
without any additional assumption; Gathering and, hence, UPF, with only weak multiplicity
detection.

In contrast, we proved that UPF∗ is unsolvable under FSYNC (and hence under SSYNC
and ASYNC) even by assuming strong multiplicity detection, a leader, rigid movements,
orientation.

Since it is known from the literature that Gathering is solvable under FSYNC but not
under SSYNC, then we conclude that SEQ and FSYNC are orthogonal in general, whereas
the computational power of the robots under SEQ is stronger than under SSYNC, see Fig.
1.
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Appendix A: Pseudocodes

Algorithm 1: SeqPF

Input: P̂ , Q
Output: Destination of the robot

1 q ← activated robot position;

2 if |Q| < |P̂ | = k then

3 destination ← Separate();
4 else

5 Scale P̂ such that radius of SEC(P̂ ) is ρ;
6 res← Last();
7 if res 6= null then
8 destination ← res;
9 else

10 Γ ← Overlap();
11 if Γ = null then
12 destination ← Leader();
13 else

14 if Γ has a leader angular sequence then

15 destination ← Occupy();
16 else

17 destination ← Leader();

Procedure 2: Separate()

1 q′ ← a point at one unit distance from q along the x-axis;

2 if qq′ does not contain other robots then

3 z ← q′;
4 else

5 q′′ ← robot position closer to q along the x-axis;

6 z ← midpoint of qq′′;

7 return z;



Procedure 3: Last()

1 if |Q| ≥ k then

2 Compute at most 2k + 2 transformations T of the pattern P̂ such that pattern point p̂1 overlaps
with any qi ∈ SEC(Q);

3 For each τ ∈ T , let p̂k ∈ P̂ be the lowest priority pattern point defined by any lexicographical
smallest pattern sequence µ̂;

4 if ∃ τ ∈ T such that Q ∈ B(P̂ ) then
5 return q;
6 else

7 if ∃ τ ∈ T such that q ∈ Op̂k and (P̂ \Q = p̂k ∨ P̂ \Q = ∅) ∧ (Q \ P̂ = (Q ∩Op̂k) \ {p̂k})
then return p̂k;

8 return null;

Procedure 4: Overlap()

1 Let p̂i be the first pattern point on the SEC(P̂ ) in the cyclic order ψ(P̂ ) determined by µ̂;
2 if Q admits a leader angular sequence then

3 Let qj be the second robot position determining θ1 in λ(Q);

4 Overlap Q and P̂ in such a way that qj overlaps with p̂i, Q is considered in the clockwise order
induced by λ(Q) and the order induced by µ̂ follows such clockwise direction;

5 return Γ ;

6 else

7 return null;

Procedure 5: Leader()

1 if there is no robot at O then

2 if q is responsible for the SEC(Q) or Oq contains other robot positions then

3 return q;

4 if Γ 6= null and q is responsible for θ1 and q is not co-radial to another robot position then

5 return q;
6 else

7 return O;

8 else

9 if q = O then

10 if Γ = null then
11 Let qj any robot on SEC(Q);
12 ξ ← smallest angle in θ(S′), with S′ induced by Q;

13 else

14 Let qj be the second robot determining θ1 in θ(S′), with S′ induced by Γ ;
15 ξ ← smallest angle in θ(S′), with S′ induced by Γ ;

16 Let u′ such that |Ou′| = ρ/2 and ∠u′qj = ξ/3;
17 return u′;

18 else

19 return q;



Procedure 6: Occupy()

1 pk ← the lowest priority pattern point;
2 if all pattern points are occupied then

3 pl ← pk;
4 else

5 pl ← the highest priority empty pattern point;

6 Determine the highest priority free robot position u not defining the SEC(Q(t));
7 if the radial detour from u to pl, and ρl, do not contain other robots then

8 w← u;

9 else if the radial detour from u to pl contains another robot and ρl does not then

10 along the radial detour from u to pl, determine the robot position v with smallest radiangular
distance from pl;

11 w← v;

12 else

13 consider ρl from the SEC to O and compute the path from the first free robot position v to pl;
14 if vpl does not contain other robot positions then

15 w← v;
16 else

17 in vpl determine the closest robot position v′ to pl with free path;
18 w← v′;

19 if q = w then

20 if q and pl are co-radial then
21 return pl;
22 else

23 return O;

24 else

25 return q;



Algorithm 7: SeqPF′()

Input: P̂ , Q
Output: Destination of the robot

1 q ← activated robot position;
2 destination ← q;

3 if |Q| < |P̂ | then
4 destination ← Separate();
5 else

6 if Q does not admit one unique maximum distance pair then

7 if q is one of the points among all possible pairs defining the maximum distance in Q then

8 let q′ be one of the furthest points from q and ℓ be the line passing through q and q′;
9 let q′′ be the point on ℓ at one unit distance from q, furthest from q′ with respect to q;

10 destination ← q′′;

11 else

12 {q1, q2} ← unique maximum distance pair of Q;

13 if |Q| > |P̂ | then
14 if q 6∈ {q1, q2} then
15 Let q′ ∈ {q1, q2} be the closest point to q;

16 if qq′ does not contain other robot positions then

17 destination ← q′;

18 else

19 if q 6∈ {q1, q2} then

20 for any pair {p̂1, p̂2} defining the maximum distance of P̂ do

21 Scale P̂ such that q1q2 and p̂1p̂2 coincide;

22 for any rotation and reflection of P̂ with respect to q1q2 do

23 determine an overlap pattern with smallest distance deviation;
24 pi ← the unoccupied pattern point such that q is the closest robot position

to pi not on a pattern point;
25 if qpi does not contain other robot positions then

26 destination ← pi;



Algorithm 8: SeqGathering

Input: Q′(t)
Output: Destination of the robot

1 (q, b)← position of the activated robot;
2 κ← number of multiplicities in Q′(t);
3 destination ← q;
4 if κ = 1 then

5 if b = 0 then

6 qm ← the multiplicity point in Q′(t);
7 destination ← qm;

8 else

9 if κ > 1 then

10 if b = 1 then

11 q′ ← closest point to q;

12 z ← midpoint of qq′;
13 destination ← z;

14 else

15 q′ ← closest point to q;
16 destination ← q′;
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Fig. 2: (a) A configuration C(t) and SEC(Q(t)); (b) The subset of non co-radial points; (c)
Since Q(t) does not have a leader angular sequence, q8 moved to O; (d) The pattern P̂ ; (e)
Circular decomposition ∇ of the pattern P̂ ; (f) The smallest angular sequence µ̂ of P̂ ; (g)
The joint configuration Γ (t) and the smallest angle ξ; (h) The leader configuration and the
induced clockwise direction; (i) The ranking of the pattern points with qj = p1.
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Fig. 3: Flowchart of Algorithm SeqPF showing the four stages: Initialization, Leader Config-
uration, Partial Pattern Formation, and Finalization. The flow shows how an activated robot
processes the current configuration and makes movement decisions.
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Appendix C: Correctness and Complexity of SeqPF

In this section, we show the correctness of the proposed Algorithm SeqPF and discuss on
its complexity.

Lemma 2. Given a configuration C and a pattern P̂ , such that |Q| < |P̂ |, then Algorithm
SeqPF, by means of Procedure Separate, requires at most one epoch in order to reach a
configuration C ′ with |Q′| = |P̂ |.

Proof. At Line 3, Algorithm SeqPF calls Procedure Separate as long as |Q| < |P̂ |. The
activated robot r located at q, moves along its own x-axis of one unit distance if this path is
empty, otherwise it computes the position of its closest robot position q′′ along its own x-axis,
and moves towards the midpoint z of qq′′.

Regarding the position q initially occupied by r, there can be two possibilities: (i) q was
occupied only by r; (ii) q was a multiplicity containing at least one more robot other than r.
In the former case, after r has performed its movement, the total number of robot positions
remains the same; in the latter, after a movement performed by r, the number of robot
positions increases by one.

Since after each robot’s movement the cardinality of Q doesn’t change or increases by
one, in order to reach a configuration C ′ with |Q′| = |P̂ |, it is sufficient to activate |P̂ | − |Q|
different robots belonging to a multiplicity in C.

Therefore, in at most one epoch, i.e., after the activation of all the robots, we are ensured to
reach a configuration C ′ where the number of positions occupied by the robots |Q′| = |P̂ |.

Lemma 3. Let C be a configuration and P̂ a pattern such that C belongs to the Finalization
stage. Algorithm SeqPF, by means of Procedure Last, finalizes the configuration in at most
⌈ρ
δ
⌉ epochs.

Proof. The Finalization phase occurs when Q ∈ B(P̂ ), i.e., the pattern is formed, or when
(P̂ \Q = p̂k ∨ P̂ \ Q = ∅) ∧ (Q \ P̂ = (Q ∩ Op̂k) \ {p̂k}). In all such cases, |Q| ≥ |P̂ | holds
and Algorithm SeqPF invokes Procedure Last.

If Q ∈ B(P̂ ), Procedure Last finds the correct overlapping between Q and P̂ by means of
an exhaustive search at Line 2. Hence, at Line 5, the returned target is the current position
of the active robot, i.e., no robot moves henceforth.

In all the other cases, if the activated robot q is located at Op̂k, it moves towards p̂k, see
Line 7. In each epoch, all the movements performed by the activated robots maintain the
properties to belong to the Finalization stage since such movements are along Op̂k. Once all
the moved robots reach p̂k, we have that Q ∈ B(P̂ ).

Since the robots perform non-rigid movements, i.e., they move at least δ distance, it

follows that in at most ⌈ |Op̂k|
δ

⌉ ≤ ⌈ρ
δ
⌉ epochs the pattern is formed.

Lemma 4. Let C be a configuration in stage Leader Configuration. Algorithm SeqPF, by
means of Procedures Overlap and Leader, requires at most ⌈ρ

δ
⌉ + 1 epochs to reach a

configuration C ′ that is either in the Partial Pattern Formation or in the Finalization stages.

Proof. Configuration C is in stage Leader Configuration whenever |Q| ≥ k and Procedure
Last returns null, i.e., Algorithm SeqPF executes the Else branch of Line 9. The intent



of the stage is to move robots so as to ensure a unique overlap between Q and P̂ . In order
to check whether such a unique overlap exists, Procedure Overlap is invoked. This verifies
whether Q either (i) admits a leader angular sequence or (ii) not. In either cases, since by
hypothesis C belongs to the Leader Configuration stage, then Procedure Leader is invoked.

When (i) holds, it means that Q admits a leader angular sequence but Γ does not. In
this case, Procedure Overlap exploits the cyclic order ψ(P̂ ) determined by µ̂ and the leader
angular sequence of Q in order to obtain Γ . In particular, the overlap of Q with P̂ , creating
the joint configuration Γ , is done by overlapping the following: for Q, a robot position qj
such that it is the second robot position determining θ1 in λ(Q); for P̂ , the first pattern
point p̂i on the SEC(P̂ ) in the cyclic order ψ(P̂ ) determined by µ̂. By definition, λ(Q) and µ̂
are uniquely identifiable by all the robots. In case of P̂ being symmetric, any selected point
p̂i would be equivalent with respect to positions occupied. Moreover, the robots also take
into consideration the clockwise direction induced by λ(Q) and they compute the overlap in
such a way that the order of pattern points induced by µ̂ follows such clockwise direction.
Therefore, each robot computes the joint configuration Γ in the exact same way.

However, Procedure Leader is invoked because the resulting joint configuration does not
admit a leader angular sequence. This means that either Γ does not admit a unique smallest
angle, or that the smallest angle induced by Γ is not defined by two robot positions. The
execution of Procedure Leader either makes a robot move toward O, or from O toward a
point u′, that guarantees a leader angular sequence for Γ . Point u′ is chosen at distance ρ/2
from O, along a radius that forms an angle with a robot position on the SEC which measures
1/3 of the smallest angle present in θ(S′), with S′ induced by Γ , hence creating one unique
smallest angle. This induces a leader angular sequence for Γ . The existence of a robot that
can move toward O is guaranteed by the fact that k ≥ 5. The number of epochs required for
the whole process is at most ⌈32

ρ
δ
⌉, where 3

2ρ is the length of the longest path that a robot
may trace to reach O and then u′. It is worth noting that during the movement towards O,
angles do not change and the configuration maintains the described properties. In fact, any
activated moving robot, is selected in such a way that it has a free path towards O, it does
not break the SEC(Q) and does not break the smallest unique angle θ1.

When (ii) holds, it means that Q does not admit a leader angular sequence and hence
Procedure Overlap returns null and Procedure Leader is invoked. Again a robot at the
center O is needed to create the smallest unique angle in the configuration. If no robot is at
the center, Procedure Leader selects any robot not responsible for the SEC(Q) with a free
path towards O, to occupy O. Once the robot at O is activated, it computes the smallest angle
ξ in θ(S′) induced by Q and it selects as its destination the point u′ computed as previously
described. In this case as well, the overall cost of Procedure Leader is at most ⌈32

ρ
δ
⌉ epochs.

In both cases (i) and (ii), as soon as the robot at O moves towards u′, the smallest
unique angle is created and the configuration admits the required leader angular sequence,
regardless of the robot reaching u′. Therefore, after reaching O in at most ⌈ρ

δ
⌉ epochs, just

one more epoch is necessary to reach a configuration C ′ either in Partial Pattern Formation
or in Finalization.

Lemma 5. Let C be a configuration in stage Partial Pattern Formation. Algorithm SeqPF,
by means of Procedures Occupy, requires at most 2n⌈ρ

δ
⌉ epochs to reach a configuration C ′

that is in the Finalization stage.



Proof. A configuration C is in the Partial Pattern Formation stage whenever Procedure Last
returns null and there is a joint configuration Γ with a leader angular sequence. The goal of
this stage is to make the robots move to occupy the pattern points. The robot r designated
to move in each epoch, called walker, is selected in such a way that: r never crosses another
robot position if there are still empty pattern points, i.e., it does not create or becomes part
of a multiplicity; r does not create a new smallest angle possibly changing the leader angular
sequence, since it only moves following a radial detour, i.e., first towards the center O if its
target pattern point pl is located on a different radius, otherwise directly towards pl; r does
not position itself on the path of a future walker robot, i.e., if the radius ρl where the target
pattern point pl is located contains robot positions, r is the highest priority free robot in
ρl that has a free path towards pl. Those conditions to select the walker robot, ensure that
each movement of r makes it closer to its target pattern point pl. In at most ⌈ρ

δ
⌉ epochs r

reaches the center O and, again in at most ⌈ρ
δ
⌉ epochs, it reaches pl. Therefore, in at most

2⌈ρ
δ
⌉ epochs each robot moves and reaches its target pattern point. Since only one robot is

selected as the walker in each epoch, after at most 2n⌈ρ
δ
⌉ epochs, a configuration C ′ in the

Finalization stage is reached. In fact, C ′ is reached as soon as the last moved robot reaches
O. Note that, the existence of a robot that can move is guaranteed by the fact that k ≥ 5,
i.e., 3 might be stuck to maintain the SEC and 1 to maintain θ1.

Moreover, it is important to consider the two orders of priority in Γ : the order of priority
of the robots and the order of priority of the pattern points. The first one is given by the
radiangular distance that separates each robot from qj, i.e., the robot positioned on the
SEC(Q) adjacent to the smallest angle θ1. With such an ordering, the robot(s) fixing θ1 with
qj is (resp., are) the last one (resp., ones) to become the walker. Let us consider the case
where the walker robot r is located on such a position. Then, either (i) r is not located at
a multiplicity or (ii) r is located at a multiplicity. In the first case (i), once r reaches O,
the smallest angle θ1 disappears and the configuration falls in the Finalization stage. This
happens because once the least priority robot moves, all the higher priority robots have
already occupied their target pattern point and it only remains to occupy the last empty
pattern point if |Q| = |P̂ |, or to position r on a pattern point already occupied if |Q| > |P̂ |.

In the second case (ii), the walker robot r moves and reaches O and it does so without
destroying θ1 since r was located on a multiplicity point and such a point still maintains θ1
with qj. After reaching O, r moves towards pl. Once all the robots except the last one moved
out of the multiplicity point to reach their target pattern point, case (i) happens.

Finally, recall that Procedure Occupy is executed only if Γ admits a leader angular
sequence and, as we have just stated, this is maintained for the entire execution of the
Procedure. This implies that for the entire Partial Pattern Formation stage, the order of
priority of the robots and the order of priority of the pattern points are uniquely identified
by the activated robots in each epoch.

Theorem 4. For every pattern P̂ with |P̂ | ≥ 5, Algorithm SeqPF correctly solves UPF∗ in
at most 2(n + 1)⌈ρ

δ
⌉+ 2 epochs under SEQ.

Proof. Let C be the initial configuration. As a preliminary step, Algorithm SeqPF takes
care of Q, ensuring that |Q| ≥ |P̂ |. By Lemma 2 we know that this is verified after at most
one epoch.



Subsequently, the algorithm checks by means of Procedure Last whether the configura-
tion is already in the Finalization stage or not. If this is the case, by means of Lemma 3 we
know that the algorithm finalizes the configuration in at most ⌈ρ

δ
⌉ epochs.

If, instead, Procedure Last returns null, the configuration falls into (i) the Leader Con-
figuration stage or into (ii) the Partial Pattern Formation stage.

In case (i), according to Lemma 4, SeqPF, by means of Procedure Leader, requires at
most ⌈ρ

δ
⌉ + 1 epochs to reach a configuration in the Partial Pattern Formation stage as in

case (ii) or in the Finalization stage.

In case (ii), according to Lemma 5, by means of Procedure Occupy, SeqPF requires at
most 2n⌈ρ

δ
⌉ epochs to reach a configuration in the Finalization stage.

In either cases, once the Finalization stage is reached, again according to Lemma 3, in at
most ⌈ρ

δ
⌉ epochs, the configuration is finalized.

Overall, Algorithm SeqPF requires at most 2(n+ 1)⌈ρ
δ
⌉+ 2 epochs, to solve UPF∗ under

SEQ.

Appendix D: Correctness and Complexity of SeqPF′

We now show the correctness of the proposed Algorithm SeqPF′ and discuss its complexity.
First of all, we observe that if the input configuration admits a number of robot positions
smaller than |P̂ |, then the algorithm at Line 4 applies Procedure Separate so as to obtain
|Q| = |P̂ |. By Lemma 2, we have that this preliminary step costs at most one epoch.

Lemma 6. Given a configuration C with |Q| ≥ |P̂ |, Algorithm SeqPF′, in at most one
epoch, results in a configuration C ′ with Q′ admitting one unique maximum distance pair.

Proof. Considering a configuration C with |Q| ≥ |P̂ , if Line 6 is true, once a robot r located
on q and defining a maximum distance in Q is activated, by means of Algorithm SeqPF′,
at Line 7 r selects as its destination the point q′′ computed as described at Lines 8–9. In
particular, among all its most distant points in Q, r selects one q′ and let ℓ be the line
passing through q and q′. Then q′′ is the point on ℓ at one unit distance from q, furthest from
q′ with respect to q. Since r was defining the previous maximum distance in Q, computing as
its destination q′′ means that |q′q′′| > |q′q|. Moreover, by means of the triangular inequality,
we know that the increment of the distance from q′, is greater than the increment of the
distance from any other point. Hence, |q′q′′| becomes the unique maximum distance in the
reached configuration C ′.

Another property that will be useful for our discussion, outcoming from the standard
triangular inequality, concerns three points in the Euclidean plane:

Property 1. Let A, B, and C be three points in R
2 such that |AB| > |AC| and |AB| > |BC|.

For any point A′ on AC, |A′B| < |AB|.

Lemma 7. Given a configuration C with a unique maximum distance pair {q1, q2} and a
pattern P̂ such that |Q| > |P̂ |, Algorithm SeqPF′ achieves a configuration C ′ with |Q′| = |P̂ |

in at most (n− 2)⌈ |q1q2|
δ

⌉ epochs.



Proof. Given the assumptions, Algorithm SeqPF′ executes the Lines from 12 to 17. In partic-
ular, once a robot r located at q 6∈ {q1, q2} is activated, it selects as its destination the closest
point q′ between q1 and q2. Thanks to Property 1 and to the hypothesis, such a movement
performed by r cannot create a new maximum distance between any pair of points in Q.
Moreover, robot r moves only if it has a free path towards q′ (see Line 16). As long as there
are robot positions such that |Q| > |P̂ |, Algorithm SeqPF′ makes the robots not located
in {q1, q2} move in each epoch. Since there can be at most n − 2 of such robots, all aligned

towards a same target with |P̂ | = 2, after at most (n − 2)⌈ |q1q2|
δ

⌉ epochs, a configuration C ′

with |Q′| = |P̂ | is achieved.

Lemma 8. Given a configuration C with a unique maximum distance pair {q1, q2} and a

pattern P̂ such that |Q| = |P̂ |, Algorithm SeqPF′, in at most 2⌈ |q1q2|
δ

⌉ epochs, either finalizes

the pattern formation or brings to a configuration C ′ with |Q′| > |P̂ |.

Proof. According to the given assumptions, once a robot r located at q 6∈ {q1, q2} is activated
(see Line 19), it scales the pattern P̂ in such a way that, the maximum distance defined
by any pair of pattern points, has the same length of |q1q2| (see Lines 20 and 21). After
that, r executes Line 22 computing all the possible transformations of P̂ with respect to
q1q2. The transformation selected to overlap Q with P̂ is the one with the smallest distance
deviation. Robot r then computes the point pi as the unoccupied pattern point such that
q is the closest robot position to pi not on a pattern point (see Line 24) and selects pi as
its destination in Line 26. As long as there are unoccupied pattern points, Lines 24–26 are
executed by the activated robot r to finalize the pattern. Note that, there can be at most
two robots positions not coincident with pattern points. Such robot positions can be aligned
with a target. However, because of the maximum distance defined by q1q2, no other robot
position nor pattern point can be aligned with q1q2 and outside such a segment. Therefore,
in at most two epochs, Algorithm SeqPF′ makes the robots not located at {q1, q2} move.

Furthermore, it is possible that after one movement a robot leaves a multiplicity, hence
increasing the number of robot positions, leading to a configuration C ′ with |Q′| > |P̂ |.

If no multiplicities are involved, after at most 2⌈ |q1q2|
δ

⌉ epochs, all the pattern points are
occupied and the pattern formation is finalized.

Theorem 5. Given a configuration C and a pattern P̂ such that |P̂ | ≤ 4, Algorithm SeqPF′

correctly solves UPF∗ in at most 2(n − 2)⌈ |q1q2|
δ

⌉ + 2 epochs, with {q1, q2} being the unique
maximum distance pair, possibly created during the execution.

Proof. Algorithm SeqPF′ may require Procedure Separate for one epoch in order to obtain
|Q| = |P̂ |. At most another epoch is consumed to achieve one unique maximum distance
pair {q1, q2}. As long as |Q| > |P̂ | or there are multiplicities not on pattern points, then,

by Lemma 7, at most (n − 2)⌈ |q1q2|
δ

⌉ epochs to reach a configuration with a number of

robot positions |Q| = |P̂ | are required. Actually, the algorithm may alternate periods where
|Q| = |P̂ | with periods where |Q| > |P̂ |, still depending on whether there are multiplicities or

not. Overall, by combining Lemmata 7 and 8, the algorithm requires at most 2(n− 2)⌈ |q1q2|
δ

⌉
to finalize the pattern. Hence, by summing up among all the possible stages of the algorithm,
the claim holds.
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