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Abstract. Threshold automata are a formalism for modeling fault-tolerant distributed algorithms.
The main feature of threshold automata is the notion of a threshold guard, which allows us to
compare the number of received messages with the total number of different types of processes.
In this paper, we consider the coefficient synthesis problem for threshold automata, in which we
are given a sketch of a threshold automaton (with some of the constants in the threshold guards
left unspecified) and a violation describing a collection of undesirable behaviors. We then want
to synthesize a set of constants which when plugged into the sketch, gives a threshold automaton
that does not have the undesirable behaviors. Our main result is that this problem is undecidable,
even when the violation is given by a coverability property and the underlying sketch is acyclic.

We then consider the bounded coefficient synthesis problem, in which a bound on the constants
to be synthesized is also provided. Though this problem is known to be in the second level
of the polynomial hierarchy for coverability properties, the algorithm for this problem involves
an exponential-sized encoding of the reachability relation into existential Presburger arithmetic.
In this paper, we give a polynomial-sized encoding for this relation. We also provide a tight
complexity lower bound for this problem against coverability properties. Finally, motivated by
benchmarks appearing from the literature, we also consider a special class of threshold automata
and prove that the complexity decreases in this case.

Keywords: Threshold automata, Coefficient synthesis, Presburger arithmetic with divisibility

Address for correspondence: Max Planck Institute for Software Systems, Kaiserslautern, Germany.
* A part of the work was done when the author was at Technische Universitit Miinchen, Munich, Germany


http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.08917v3

2 A. R. Balasubramanian | Coefficient Synthesis for Threshold Automata

1. Introduction

Threshold automata [9] are a formalism for modeling and analyzing parameterized fault-tolerant dis-
tributed algorithms. In this setup, an arbitrary but finite number of processes execute a given dis-
tributed protocol modeled as a threshold automaton. Verifying these systems amounts to proving that
the given protocol is correct with respect to a given specification, irrespective of the number of agents
executing the protocol. Many algorithms have been developed for verifiying properties of threshold
automata [[10} |4} I8} [7, 19, 2] and it is known that the reachability problem for threshold automata is
NP-complete [3, Theorem 1 and Corollary 1].

In many formalisms for modeling distributed systems (like rendez-vous protocols [6] and reconfig-
urable broadcast networks [5]]), the status of a transition being enabled or not depends only on a fixed
number of processes, independent of the total number of participating processes. One of the central
features that distinguishes threshold automata from such formalisms is the notion of a threshold guard.
A threshold guard can be used to specify relationships between the number of messages received and
the total number of participating processes, in order for a transition to be enabled. For example, if we
let x be a variable counting the number of messages of a specified type, n be the number of participat-
ing processes and ¢ be the maximum number of processes which can fail, then the guard x > n/3 + ¢
on a transition specifies that the number of messages received should be at least n/3 + ¢, in order for
a process to execute this transition.

While the role of these guards is significant for the correctness of these protocols, they can also
be unstable as small changes (and hence small calculation errors) in the coefficients of these guards
can make a correct protocol faulty. (A concrete example of this phenomenon will be illustrated in
the next section). For this reason, it would be desirable to automate the search for coefficients so
that once the user gives a “sketch” of a threshold automaton (which only specifies the control flow
but leaves out some of the arithmetic details) and a violation property (such as the property of being
able to put a process in some error state), we can compute a set of coefficient values, which when
“plugged into” the sketch does not have any of the behaviors given by the violation property. With
this motivation, the authors of [11] tackle this coefficient synthesis problem and provide theoretical
and experimental results. They show that for a class of “sane” threshold automata, this problem is
decidable against a particular class of properties and provide a CEGIS approach for synthesizing these
coefficients. However, the decidability status of the coefficient synthesis problem for the general case
has remained open so far.

In this paper, we prove that this problem is actually undecidable, hence settling the decidability
status of this problem. We do this by giving a reduction from a fragment of Presburger arithmetic
with divisibility, for which the validity problem is known to be undecidable. Further, our result already
shows that the coefficient synthesis problem is undecidable, even when the violation property simply
specifies that a given state can be populated by some process (a so-called coverability property) and
the underlying control-flow structure of the sketch automaton is acyclic.

We then consider the bounded coefficient synthesis problem [3l], where in addition to the sketch and
the property, the user also gives a bound (in the form of an interval) on the coefficients. For violations
specified by coverability properties, this problem was already known to be in X8 [3| Theorem 7].
The main ingredient that was used to prove this upper bound was that the reachability relation of a
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threshold automaton can be defined using an existential Presbuger formula. However, the size of the
formula given in [3] can be exponential in the size of the input. Our second main result is that we
can efficiently construct a formula in existential Presburger arithmetic of polynomial size for the same
task. Furthermore, we also provide a matching lower bound for bounded coefficient synthesis against
coverability properties. Finally, motivated by benchmarks appearing in the literature, we consider a
special class of threshold automata and prove that bounded coefficient synthesis for this class against
coverability properties is CONP-complete.

Related work.

As mentioned before, the coefficient synthesis problem has already been studied in [[11]. However, the
decidability status of the general case was left open in that paper and here we show it is undecidable.
A similar problem has also been studied for parametric timed automata [1]], where the control flow of
a timed automaton is given as input and we have to synthesize coefficients for the guards in order to
satisfy a given reachability specification. The authors show that the problem is undecidable, already
for timed automata with three clocks. They also show that it is decidable when the automaton has only
one clock. Unlike clocks, the shared variables in our setting cannot be reset. Further, in our setting,
variables can be compared with both the coefficients and other environment variables, which is not the
case with parametric timed automata.

Organization of the paper.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section[2], we recall the necessary definitions needed to
state the coefficient synthesis problem. In Section 3] we define the fragment of Presburger arithmetic
with divisibility that we will be working with and we prove our main undecidability result by giving
a reduction from this fragment. Then, in Section 4] we present all our results regarding the bounded
coefficient synthesis problem and the reachability relation of a threshold automaton. We conclude in
Section

2. Preliminaries

Let N+ be the set of positive integers and N be the set of non-negative integers.

2.1. Threshold Automata

We introduce threshold automata, mostly following the definitions and notations used in [3,[2]. Along
the way, we also illustrate the definitions on the example of Figure 2l from [8]], which is a model of the
Byzantine agreement protocol of Figure [Tl

Environment.

An environment is a tuple Env = (II, RC, N'), where 11 is a finite set of environment variables ranging
over N, RC C N is a resilience condition over the environment variables, given as a linear formula,
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1 var myval; € {0,1}
2 var accept; € {false, true} + false

3

4 while true do (in one atomic step) ,

5 if myval; =1 Co 27y ~
T+

6 and not sent ECHO before
7 then send ECHO to all
8

XX ( ) >
.tweﬁm 7 7’35729
T :
9 if received ECHO from at least A ? ’

10 t + 1 distinct processes
11 nd n ECH f
and not sent ECHO before Figure 2. Threshold automaton from [8] mod-
12 then send ECHO to all : .
13 eling the body of the loop in the protocol from

Fig. M Symbols ~;,7- stand for the threshold
15 n - t distinct processes guards & > (£ +1) = fand @ > (n —#) = f,
16 then accent: < true where n and ¢t are as in Fig.[Il and f is the ac-
17 od Pt tual number of faulty processes. The shared vari-
able z models the number of ECHO messages sent

. . by correct processes. Processes with myval; = b
Figure 1. Pseudocode of a reliable broadcast protocol  (line 1) start in location ¢, (in green). Rules 71 and

from [13] for a correct process ¢, where n and ¢ denote the ., model sending ECHO at lines 7 and 12.
number of processes, and an upper bound on the number

of faulty processes. The protocol satisfies its specification

@if myval; = 0 for every correct process , then no correct

process sets its accept variable to true) if t < n/3.

14 if received ECHO from at least

and N: RC — N is a linear function called the number function. Intuitively, an assignment of II
determines the number of processes of different kinds (e.g. faulty) executing the protocol, and RC
describes the admissible combinations of values of environment variables. Finally, N associates to
a each admissible combination, the number of processes explicitly modeled. In a Byzantine setting,
faulty processes behave arbitrarily, and so we do not model them explicitly; In the crash fault model,
processes behave correctly until they crash and they must be modeled explicitly.

Example 2.1. In the threshold automaton of Figure 2l the environment variables are n, f, and ¢,
describing the number of processes, the number of (Byzantine) faulty processes, and the maximum
possible number of faulty processes, respectively. The resilience condition is the constraint n/3 >
t > f. The function N is given by N(n,t, f) = n — f, which is the number of correct processes.

Threshold automata.

A threshold automaton over an environment Env is a tuple TA = (£,Z,I", R), where L is a finite set
of local states (or locations), T C L is a nonempty subset of initial locations, I is a finite set of shared
variables ranging over N, and R is a finite set of transition rules (or just rules), formally described
below.

A transition rule (or just a rule) is a tuple r = (from, to, @, @), where from, to € L are the source
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and target locations respectively, ¢ C N"VI' is a conjunction of threshold guards (described below),
and @: I' — {0,1} is an update. We often let r.from,r.to,r.p, r.iW denote the components of r.
Intuitively, r states that a process can move from from to to if the current values of II and I" satisty ¢,
and when it moves, it updates the current valuation g of I" by performing the update § := g+ 4. Since
all components of « are nonnegative, the values of shared variables never decrease. A threshold guard
¢ has one of the following forms: b-x >3 ag+a1-p1+. . .4ayq-pjm wherex € {>, >, =, <, <},z €T
is a shared variable, py, ..., p € 11 are the environment variables, b € N> and ag, a1, ..., € Z
are integer coefficients.

The underlying graph of a threshold automaton is the graph obtained by taking the vertices as the
locations and connecting any two vertices with an edge as long as there is a rule between them. A
threshold automaton is called acyclic if its underlying graph is acyclic.

Example 2.2. The threshold automaton from Figure [2]is acyclic. The rule r3 of this automaton has
U9 and /3 as its source and target locations, > (n — t) — f as its guard, and does not increment
any shared variable. On the other hand, the rule ry has ¢; and /5 as its source and target locations, no
guard (denoted by true) and increments the variable x.

Configurations and transition relation.

A configuration of TA is a triple 0 = (K, g, p) where £: £ — N describes the number of processes
at each location, and § € N and p € RC are valuations of the shared variables and the environment
variables respectively. In particular, ), . K(¢{) = N(p) always holds. A configuration is initial if
K(¢) = 0forevery £ ¢ Z,and § = 0. We often let 0.%, 0.7, o.p denote the components of o.

A configuration 0 = (K, §,p) enables a rule r = (from, to, o, %) if K(from) > 0, and (g, p)
satisfies the guard ¢, i.e., substituting §(x) for  and p(p;) for p; in ¢ yields a true expression,
denoted by o = ¢. If o enables r, then there is a step from o to the configuration o/ = (K, J’,p’)
given by, (i) p’ = p, (il) § = § + @, and (iii) R’ = § + ¥, where @, = 0 if from = to and otherwise,
o (from) = —1, #,(to) = +1, and %,(¢) = 0 for all other locations £. We let 0 — ¢’ denote that TA
there is a step from o to ¢’ using the rule r. We use ¢ — ¢’ to denote that o — ¢’ for some rule r.

A schedule is a finite sequence of rules. Given a schedule 7 = r1,7r9,...,7; and two config-
urations o, 0’ we say that ¢ — o if there exist configurations og, o1, ...,0y such that oy = o,
Oi_1 BAN o; forall 0 < 7 < k and o, = o’. In this case, we will call the sequence o, 01, ...,0 a run
or a path between o and o’

We let 0 — ¢ to mean that ¢ — ¢ for some schedule 7. If o — ¢/, we say that o’ is reachable
from o.

Coverability.

Let ¢ € L be alocation. We say that a configuration o covers / if o(¢) > 0. We say that o can cover
a location £ if o can reach a configuration ¢’ such that o’ covers /. Finally, we say that TA can cover
¢ if some initial configuration of TA can cover . Hence, TA cannot cover ¢ if and only if every initial
configuration of TA cannot cover £. It is known that deciding whether a given threshold automaton
can cover a given location is NP-complete [3| Theorem 1 and Corollary 1].
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Coefficient synthesis.

We now come to the definition of the main problem that we will be interested in this paper, namely the
coefficient synthesis problem [11]]. To introduce this problem, we first have to introduce the notion of
sketch threshold automata, which we do now.

Sketch threshold automata. In a threshold automaton, a guard is an inequality which can be of the
formb- x> ag +ay-p1+...q - p with>a € {>,>,=,<,<}, b€ Nygand ay, ..., q € Z.
A sketch threshold automaton (or simply a sketch) is the same as a threshold automaton, except that
some of the b, ag, a1, ... , ajpy| terms in any guard of the automaton are now allowed to be indetermi-
nates, which are variables that can take any integer values. Intuitively, a sketch threshold automaton
completely specifies the control flow of the protocol, but leaves out some of the precise arithmetic
details of the threshold guards.

Given a sketch TA and an integer assignment y to the indeterminates, we let TA[u] denote the
threshold automaton obtained by replacing the indeterminates with their corresponding values in p.
The coefficient synthesis problem against coverability properties for threshold automata is now defined
as the following problem:

Given: An environment Env, a sketch TA and a location ¢
Decide: Whether there is an assignment p to the indeterminates such that TA[u] cannot
cover /.

Remark 2.3. The coefficient synthesis problem as defined in [[11] is a more general problem than the
one that will be defined here. In that paper, along with an environment and a sketch, a violation is also
given as input, where a violation is a collection of behaviors specified in a logic called ELTLgt. The
question then is to find an assignment to the indeterminates so that plugging in the assignment results
in a threshold automaton that avoids the behaviors specified by the violation. Since coverability can
be specified in that logic, it follows that our formulation is a special case of that formulation.

In this paper, for the sake of simplicity and presentation, we will only restrict ourselves to cover-
ability violations. Since the main result of this paper is an undecidability result, this will also translate
to the general case. In fact, all of our results, except the final one, all translate to the general case as
well. A more detailed discussion regarding this point could also be found in the conclusion of this

paper.

Example 2.4. We consider the threshold automaton from Figure 2l As mentioned in the text under
Figure [Il if no (correct) process initially starts at £1, then no process can ever reach 3. This implies
that if we remove the location ¢; in the threshold automaton of Figure 2] then the modified threshold
automaton TA’ will never be able to cover /5.

We can now convert TA into a sketch, by replacing the guard v; with x > (t + a) — f, where a
is an indeterminate. When a = 1, we get TA” and so no reachable configuration has a process at the
location £3. However, when a = 0, this is not the case. Indeed if we setn = 6,¢ = f = 1 and if all
the N(6,1,1) = 6 — 1 = 5 processes start at ¢y initially, then the guard ~; will always be true and
so all the 5 processes can move to {5, thereby setting the value of = to 5. At this point, the guard vy
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becomes true and so all the processes can move to £3. This indicates that very small changes in the
coefficients can make a protocol faulty.

Having stated all the necessary definitions, we now move on to the first result of this paper.

3. Undecidability of Coefficient Synthesis

The first main result that we shall prove in this paper is that

Theorem 3.1. The coefficient synthesis problem against coverability properties is undecidable, even
for acyclic threshold automata.

Remark 3.2. As mentioned in Remark in this paper we will only be concerned with violations
specified by coverability properties. For this reason, in the sequel, we will refer to the coefficient
synthesis problem against coverability properties as simply the coefficient synthesis problem.

Theorem[3.1lis proved in two steps. First, we consider a restricted version of the coefficient synthe-
sis problem, called the non-negative coefficient synthesis problem, in which given a tuple (Env, TA, ),
we want to find a non-negative assignment (i to the indeterminates so that the resulting automaton
TA[p] does not cover ¢. We first show that the non-negative coefficient synthesis problem is undecid-
able. Then, we reduce non-negative coefficient synthesis to coefficient synthesis, thereby achieving
the desired result.

To prove that the non-negative coefficient synthesis problem is undecidable, we give a reduction
from the validity problem for a restricted fragment of Presburger arithmetic with divisibility, which is
known to be undecidable. We now proceed to formally define this fragment.

3.1. Presburger Arithmetic with Divisibility

We now recall the necessary definitions for introducing Presburger arithmetic with divisibility. We
will mostly follow the notations given in [12].

Presburger arithmetic (PA) is the first-order theory over (N, 0,1, 4+, <) where + and < are the
standard addition and order operations over the natural numbers N with constants 0 and 1 interpreted
in the usual way. We can, in a straightforward manner, extend our syntax with the following abbrevi-
ations: <,=,>,> and ax = ) ., Where a € N5 and z is a variable. A linear polynomial is
an expression of the form Zl<i<; a;x; + b where each z; is a variable, each a; belongs to N+ o and
b belongs to N. An atomic formula is a formula of the form p(x) > ¢(x) where p and ¢ are linear
polynomials over the variables x and <t € {<, <, =, >, >}.

Presburger arithmetic with divisibility (PAD) is the extension of PA obtained by adding a divisibil-
ity predicate | which is interpreted as the usual divisibility relation among numbers. For the purposes
of this paper, we restrict ourselves to the VAgPAD™ fragment of PAD, i.e., we shall only consider
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statements of the form

VJUl,---,anlyl,---,ym \/ /\ (x_]|yk;)/\ /\Al(xl?"'a'rnayla"'aym) (1)

iel \ (5 k)€S; I€B;

where I, .S;, B; are finite sets of indices and each A; is a quantifier-free atomic PA formula. It is known
that checking if such a statement is true is undecidable [12]]. We now prove the undecidability of the
non-negative coefficient synthesis problem by a reduction from this problem.

Remark 3.3. PAD as defined here allows us to quantify the variables only over the natural numbers,
whereas in [12] the undecidability result is stated for the variant where the variables are allowed to
take integer values. However, the same proof given in [[12]] allows us to prove the undecidability result
over the natural numbers as well.

Remark 3.4. In our definition of V3gPAD™, we only allow divisibility constraints of the form z;|yy.
In [12], divisiblity constraints of the form f(x)|g(x,y) were allowed, where f and ¢ are any linear

polynomials. This does not pose a problem, because of the fact that Vay, ..., z, Jy1,. .., ym f(X)]9(X,¥)

is true if and only if Varq, ..., 20, 2 Y1, -y Um, 2 (2 # (X)) V(2 = f(x) A 2 =g(x,y) A z|2)).
Because of this identity, it is then clear that any formula in the V3gPAD™ fragment as defined in [12]
can be converted into a formula in our fragment without changing its validity.

3.2. The Reduction

Let (z1,...,%n,Y1,-..,Ym) be a formula of the form [Il with x denoting the collection 1, ..., z,
and y denoting the collection yq, . .., Y. The set of atomic formulas of ¢ is the set comprising each
quantifier-free atomic PA formula in £ and all the divisibility constraints of the form x|y, that appear
in £. The desired reduction now proceeds in two stages.

First stage: The environment. We begin by defining the environment Env = (II, RC, N). We will
have m environment variables ¢1, . .., t,,, with each ¢; intuitively corresponding to the variable y; in .
Further, for every atomic formula A of £ which is a divisibility constraint, we will have an environment
variable d 4. Finally, we will have an environment variable z, which will intuitively denote the total
number of participating processes.

The resilience condition RC' will be the trivial condition ¢rue. The linear function N : RC' -+ N
is taken to be N(II) = z. Hence, the total number of processes executing the threshold automaton
will be z.

Second stage: The indeterminates and the sketch. For each variable z; of £, we will have an
indeterminate s;. Before we proceed with the description of the sketch, we make a remark.

Remark 3.5. Throughout the reduction, a simple configuration of a sketch will mean a configuration
C such that 1) there is a unique location ¢ with C'(¢) > 0 and 2) C'(v) = 0 for every shared variable
v, i.e., all the processes of C are in exactly one location and the value of each shared variable is 0.
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Figure 3. Sketch for the first case

VA+H+
va = f(s,t) A vaxg(s,t)

Figure 4. Sketch for the second case

We now proceed with the description of the sketch. Throughout the reduction, we let s denote the
set of indeterminates s1, ..., S, and t denote the set of environment variables ¢1,...,%,, . The sketch
will now be constructed in three phases, which are as follows.

3.2.1. First phase.

For each atomic formula A of £, we will construct a sketch TA4. TA4 will have a single shared
variable v 4. We now have two cases:

* Suppose A is of the form z;|y; for some j € {1,...,n} and k € {1,...,m}. Then, corre-
sponding to A, we construct the sketch in Figure 31

* Suppose A is of the form f(x,y) <t g(x,y) where f and g are linear polynomials and < € {<
, <,=,>,>}. Then, corresponding to A, we construct the sketch in Figure {4l

Remark 3.6. Notice that any assignment to the variables of x (resp. y) can be interpreted in a straight-
forward manner as an assignment to s (resp. t) and also vice versa. We will use this convention
throughout the reduction.

Now let us give an intuitive idea behind the construction of these gadgets. Intuitively, in both these
cases, all the processes initially start at start 4. Then each process either takes the top transition and
increments v4 or takes the bottom transition and does not increment any variable. Ultimately, this
would lead to a point where all the processes are now at £4. Then, in the first case, the guard from
£ to endy4 essentially checks that s; divides t; and in the second case, the guard from /4 to end 4
essentially checks that f(s,t) < g(s,t). By the previous remark, the variables s (resp. t) can be
thought of as corresponding to the variables x (resp. y) and so this means that a process can reach
end_y if and only if A can be satisfied. We now proceed to formalize this intuition.

Lemma 3.7. Let X and Y be assignments to the variables x and y respectively. Then A(X,Y) is
true if and only if there is a simple configuration C' of TA4[X] with C(starts) > 0 and C(t) =Y
such that it can cover end 4.
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Proof:
(=): Assume that A(X,Y) is true.

* Suppose A is a divisibility constraint of the form z|y;. Let ¢ be such that X (z;)-¢ = Y(yk) and
let C' be the (unique) simple configuration given by C'(starta) = C(z) = Y (yx) + 1,C(tg) =
Y (yx) and C(da) = q.

* Suppose A is of the form f(x,y) < g(x,y). Let C be the (unique) simple configuration given
by C(starta) = C(z) = f(X,Y)+1and C(t) =

The reason for having a “+1” in the definition of C'(start,) is so that we are guaranteed to have
at least one process to begin with.

From C, we proceed as follows: We move exactly one process from starta to £4 by using the
rule which increments nothing and we move all the other processes, one by one, from start4 to £ 4 by
using the rule which increments v 4. This leads to a configuration C” such that C’(v4) = C'(z) =1 =
C(z) — 1. Because we assumed that A(X,Y") is true, it follows that at C’, the outgoing rule from £ 4
is enabled. Hence, we can now move a process from £ 4 into end 4, thereby covering end 4.

(«<=): Assume that C'is a simple configuration of TA 4[X] with C(start4) > 0and C(t) = Y such
that from C' it is possible to cover end 4. Let p be a run from C which covers end 4. By construction
of TA4, it must mean that the outgoing rule from £ 4 is fired at some point along the run and so its
guard must be enabled at some configuration C’ along the run. Note that C’(t) = C(t), since the
environment variables never change their value along a run.

Now, suppose A is of the form x;|y;. This means that we have X (s;) - C'(da) = C’(tx). Since
X(sj) = X(z;),C"(tx,) = C(ty) = Y (t1), this implies that X (x;) divides Y (¢;) and so A(X,Y") is
true. On the other hand, suppose A is of the form f(x,y) < g(x,y). Since C’(t) = C(t) =Y, this
implies that f(X,Y) > ¢g(X,Y) and so A(X,Y) is true. 0

3.2.2. Second phase.

Let {&;}icr be the set of subformulas of £ such that § = Vx 3y \/,.; &, i.e., the subformula &; is the
disjunct corresponding to the index ¢ in the formula £. Let Ail, e ,Aéi be the set of atomic formulas
appearing in &;. We construct a sketch threshold automaton TA¢; in the following manner: We take the
sketches TA AL S TA 4 from the first phase and then for every 1 < j < ; — 1, we add a rule which
connects end Al to start AT which neither increments any shared variable nor has any threshold

guards. This is illustrated in Figure [3for the case of [; = 3.
To prove a connection between the constructed gadget and the formula &;, we first need to state a
property of the gadget. We begin with a definition.

Definition 3.8. Let C,C’ be two configurations of TA¢,[X] for some assignment X and let A €
(AL, ..., A%}, We say that C <4 C"if C(v) = C'(v) for v € {va,da,t} and C(v) < C'(v) for
v € {startg,la,enda, z}.

By construction of TAg,, the following monotonicity property is clear.
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Figure 5. Example sketch for the second phase

Proposition 3.9. (Monotonicity)
Let X be an assignment to the indeterminates and let C' = C’ be a step in TA¢,[X] such that the rule
r belongs to TA ,; for some j. Then for every D such that C' < ,; D, there exists a D’ such that

D 5 D'isastep in TAg, [X] and C' < ,; D/
We now have the following proof which asserts the correctness of our construction.

Lemma 3.10. Let X and Y be assignments to the variables x and y respectively. Then &;(X,Y") is
true if and only if there is a simple configuration C' of TA¢, [ X] with C(start,1) > 0Oand C(t) =Y
such that it can cover end Al

Proof:

(=): Suppose &;(X,Y) is true. Since § = A;<;, A{, this means that A{(X7 Y') is true for every
1 < j <;. By Lemma[3.7 for every 1 < j < [;, there exists a simple configuration Cj of TA A7 [X]
with C; (startAJ) > 0 and C}(t) =Y such that C; can cover end Al For each j, let C; = o i]—> Ci
be a shortest run from C; which covers endA] By definition C”(endAJ) = 0 and C’(endA]) > 0.
This means that the (unique) outgoing rule from ¢ ,; is enabled at C” and r; is in fact, this rule. This
also implies that the only difference between C7 émd C7} is that a process has moved from ¢ 4l 10
end ,;. In particular, the shared variables and the environment variables do not change their values
duriné this step and so the guards along the rule r; are true at C]’~ as well.

Let Z = max{C}(z) : 1 < j <[;}. Let Dy be the configuration given by D;(t) =Y, Dl(dAg') =
Cj(d ;) forevery A € {A],... ,Aii} which is a divisibility constraint, Dy(z) = Di(start 51) = Z
and D; (v) = 0 for every other v. Note that C =ar D1

We will now show the following by induction: For any 1 < j < [;, there is a configuration D;
which is reachable from D; such that C} ng D;, Dj(startAg) = Z and Dj(UAf) = 0 for every
k > j. The base case of j = 1 is trivial. Assume that we have already shown it for some j and we
now want to prove it for j + 1. By existence of the run C} 5 C]’» and because of the monotonicity

property, there is a run D; = Dj such that Cj < ,; Dj. Since the guards of the outgoing rule from
L 4 are enabled at C’ it follows that they are also enabled at D’ We now do the following: From D’,
we first move all the processes at start Al tol, by means of the rule which increments nothing. From
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there we move all the processes at £ ,; to end ,; and then to start ,;+1. This results in a configuration
Dj 1 which satisfies the claim.

By induction, this means that we can reach D;, from D;. By the monotonicity property, we can
cover end ,i; from Dy,.

(<) Sﬁppose there is a simple configuration C' of TA¢, [ X] with C(start 41) > 0and C(t) =Y
such that it can cover end ,i;. Let C % €’ be such a run. By construction of TA¢,, this implies that
there must be conﬁgurationé Cy,...,C), along this run such that at each C}, the outgoing rule from
¢ ,; must be enabled. Hence, this means that if A7 is a formula of the form x|y, then X (sy) -

Cj(dA{) = Cj(ty) and if Ag is a formula of the form f;(x,y) > g;(x,y), then f;(X(s),C;(t))
9j(X(s),Cj(t)). Since environment variables do not change their values along a run, this implies that

in the former case, X ()|Y (yx) and in the latter case, f;(X,Y) b g;(X,Y). Hence, AZ(X,Y) is
true for every j and so &; is true. O

3.2.3. Third phase.

The final sketch threshold automaton TA is constructed as follows: TA will have a copy of each of the
TA¢, and in addition it will also have two new locations start and end. Then, for each index i € I,
TA will have two rules, one of which goes from start to start Al and the other from end i 1O end.
Both of these rules do not increment any variable and do not have any guards. Intuitively, these two
rules correspond to choosing the disjunct &; from the formula £. This is illustrated in Figure [@] for the
case when the index set I = {i, j, k}.

Setting the initial set of locations of TA to be {start}, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3.11. Let X and Y be assignments to the variables x and y respectively. Then {(X,Y) is
true if and only if some initial configuration C' with C'(t) = Y can cover the location end in TA[X].

Proof:
(=): Suppose &(X,Y) is true. Then &;(X,Y) is true for some 7. By Lemma 3.10] there exists a
simple configuration C' of TA¢,[X]| with C(start A%) > 0 and C(t) = Y which can cover end .
Consider the initial configuration D in TA which is the same as C' except that D(start41) = 0 and
D(start) = C(start 41). By construction of TA[X], we can make D reach C. Since we can cover
end ,i; from C'in TA&Z[X ], we can also cover it in TA[X]. Once we can cover end ,i;, we can also
cover end. '

(«<): Suppose there is some initial configuration C' with C'(t) = Y which can cover the location
end in TA[X]. Let C = C’ be such a run covering end. By construction, there must be an index i € I
and configurations C1,Cs, ..., (7}, along this run such that at each C;, the outgoing rule from ¢ Al is

enabled. Similar to the argument from Lemma[3.10} we can then show that each Ag (X,Y) is true and
s0 &(X,Y) is true, which implies that £(X,Y) is true. 0

It then follows that Vx Jy £(x,y) is true if and only if for every assignment X of the indetermi-
nates of TA, there exists an initial configuration C' such that C' can cover end in TA[X]. Hence, the
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Figure 6. Example sketch for the third phase

formula Vx Jy £(x,y) is false if and only if there exists an assignment X of the indeterminates of TA
such that TA[X| does not cover end. Since TA is acyclic, we then get the following theorem.

Theorem 3.12. The non-negative coefficient synthesis problem for threshold automata is undecid-
able, even for acyclic threshold automata.

Example 3.13. We illustrate the above reduction on an example. Suppose we have the formula

YV, x2 Jy1,y2 (1|y1) V (z2|y1 A z1 = 222 + y2) 2

Let A, B, and C denote the sub-formulas x1|y;, z2|y1 and x; = 25 + yo respectively. For the
formula 2] our reduction produces the sketch given in Figure [71

Here si, so are indeterminates corresponding to x1, x2 and t1, ¢t are environment variables cor-
responding to ¥, ys. Notice that the formula is true, because if x; is assigned the value a and x5 is
assigned the value b, then we can always set y; to a and ys to b, which will always make the first
disjunct true. Similarly, in the sketch threshold automaton, if p is any assignment to the indeter-
minates, then by letting C' be the (unique) initial configuration such that C(t1) = u(s1), C(t2) =
p(s2), C(z) = u(s1) + 1and C(da) = C(dp) = 1, we can cover end 4 from C and so we can also
cover end from C.

3.3. Wrapping up

We can now reduce the non-negative coefficient synthesis problem to the coefficient synthesis prob-
lem, thereby proving Theorem 3.1l
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va=81-da N vg =1t

vp =S9-dp N vg =11

vo =81 N\ vo = 282 + 1

Figure 7.  Sketch for formula[2]

Proof of Theorem 3.1l Let (Env, TA, end) be an instance of the non-negative coefficient synthesis
problem. Without loss of generality, we can assume that TA is acyclic and has only a single initial
location start. This is because we have shown earlier that the non-negative coefficient synthesis
problem is already undecidable for inputs satisfying this property.

Let X be the set of indeterminates of TA. We now add a new location begin and a new shared
variable check. check will have the invariant that it will never be incremented by any of the rules.
Now, from begin we add |X| + 1 rules as follows: First, we add a rule from begin to start which
neither increments any variable nor has any guards. Then for each indeterminate x € X, we add a
rule from begin to end which has the guard check > z. Notice that since check is never incremented,
it will always have the value 0 and so the guard check > x will be true if and only if x takes a
negative value. Finally, we set the new initial location to be begin and we let this new sketch threshold
automaton be TA". Notice that TA' is acyclic.

We will now prove that (Env, TA, end) is a yes instance of the non-negative coefficient synthesis
problem if and only if (Env, TA’, end) is a yes instance of the coefficient synthesis problem.

Notice that if g is an assignment to X such that u(x) < 0 for some z € X, then it is possible
to move a process from begin to end. Hence, if ;1 assigns a negative value to some indeterminate,
then there is at least one run from some initial configuration in TA'[x] which covers end. Hence, if no
initial configuration of TA'[;1] can cover end, then y has to be a non-negative assignment. But then it
is easy to see that no initial configuration of TA[u] can cover end as well.

Similarly, suppose 1 is a non-negative assignment such that TA[u] does not cover end. Then, since
1 s non-negative, it is clear that the only rule which can be fired from begin is the rule which moves
a process from begin to start. Hence, it is then clear that TA'[1] also cannot cover end.
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4. Complexity of Bounded Coefficient Synthesis

We have seen that the coefficient synthesis problem for threshold automata is undecidable. Since the
reachability relation for threshold automata is decidable [3, Corollary 1], the source of undecidability
stems from the unboundedness of the values of the indeterminates needed to satisfy the given speci-
fication. Intuitively, this is undesirable, because we would ideally like our indeterminates to not take
very big values. This leads to the following bounded coefficient synthesis problem, where we are
given a tuple (Env, TA, /) as in the coefficient synthesis problem, and in addition, we are given an
interval [A, B] with A, B € 7Z. We are then asked to check if there is an integer assignment p to the
indeterminates such that A < p(z) < B for every indeterminate = and TA[u] does not cover /.

In this section, we will revisit the known upper and lower bounds for this problem and present
different algorithms and constructions for both the upper and the lower bounds. Then, we will consider
a special case based on existing benchmarks from the literature and provide better bounds for this case.
We begin by concentrating on the upper bound.

4.1. Upper Bound for Bounded Coefficient Synthesis

To start with, the following upper bound is known for the bounded coefficient synthesis problem.

Theorem 4.1. [3| Theorem 7] Bounded coefficient synthesis is in 35. A

To explain this result, we need to state a few results regarding threshold automata. It is known
that given a threshold automaton TA, we can construct an exponential-sized formula £ in existential
Presburger arithmetic which characterizes precisely the reachability relation of TA [3| Theorem 5].
Since the exponential dependence only comes from exponentially many disjuncts, given two config-
urations ¢ and ¢’ of TA, we can decide if ¢ = o in NP by simply guessing and constructing one of
the disjuncts of ¢ and then using the fact that the existential theory of PA can be decided in NP.

Note that once we have this result, checking whether a given location ¢ cannot be covered is in
coNP: we quantify universally over all pairs of configurations o and ¢’ and verify that if o is an initial
configuration and o’(¢) > 0, then o cannot reach ¢’. With this observation, bounded synthesis can
then be easily seen to be in ¥5: simply guess a value for each indeterminate within the given range,
plug-in the guessed values into the sketch and then run the CONP decision procedure.

This argument implies that if we were able to reduce the size of the formula characterizing the
reachability relation, then it would automatically lead to shorter formulas for the bounded coefficient
synthesis problem as well. Within this context, our main contribution is the following theorem.

Theorem 4.2. Given a pair (Env, TA), we can construct in polynomial time, a polynomial-sized for-
mula ¢ of existential Presburger arithmetic such that o =+ ¢ is true in TA if and only if ¢(o,0") is
true.

'We can also allow a separate interval for each indeterminate. All the results in this section would be applicable to that case
as well.

In [3] this X% upper bound was even proven for a broader class of specifications at the cost of restricting the type of
automata to those satisfying a property called multiplicativity.
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Hence, this result improves on the previous upper bound of formulas characterizing the reacha-
bility relation. In the rest of this subsection, we will prove Theorem The formula that we give
is similar to the formula given in [14, Theorem 4] for the Parikh image of a CFG. Further since our
formula differs only slightly from the formula given in [3]], we will present the formula in a similar
manner as the one given in [3]].

Existential PA formula for reachability. Fix a threshold automaton TA = (£,Z,I',R) over an
environment Env. First, we will construct a polynomial-sized formula for a restricted form of reacha-
bility between configurations. We now proceed to describe this restricted reachability relation.

Let g be a guard of TA of the form b-z < ag +a1-p1+. .. + )y - pjrr- Without loss of generality,
we can assume that < € {>, <}, since any other guard could be written as a conjunction of guards of
this form. Then, g is called a rise guard (resp. fall guard) if <1 = > (resp. <1 = <).

Given a configuration o, the context of o, denoted by w(o) is the set of all rise guards that evaluate
to true and the set of all fall guards that evaluate to false in 0. We say that a run o = ¢’ is steady if the
set of all configurations visited along this run have the same context. Since shared variables are only
incremented and environment variables never change values along a run, it follows that if a rise guard
becomes true at some point along a run, then it stays true throughout the run. Similarly, if a fall guard
becomes false at some point along a run, then it stays false throughout the run. It then follows that a
run is steady if and only if the first and the last configurations of this run have the same context. We
will now construct a formula ¢geqq, With (2|L| + 2|T'| + 2|I1|) free variables such that ¢sieqay (0, 0”)
is true if and only if o and ¢’ have the same context and o can reach o’

The formula ¢;.qq,. For every rule r € R, we will introduce a variable x,., which will intuitively
denote the number of times the rule r is fired during the (supposed) run from o to ¢/. Let X =
{xr}rer. The formula ¢gcqqy is obtained by a conjunction of various subformulas, described as
follows.

Subformula 1. & and ¢’ must have the same context, the same number of processes and the same
values over the environment variables which must also satisfy the resilience condition.

Gpase(0,0) = op=0c'.p A RC(o.p) A N(o.p) = N(¢'.p) A w(o)=w(c’)

Subformula 2. For a location ¢ € L, let out, ..., out’ , be all the outgoing rules from £ and let

z‘n{, e ,z'nf;[ be all the incoming rules to £. The number of processes in ¢ after the run must be the

initial number, plus the incoming processes, minus the outgoing processes. Hence, we have

lel i=1

by ayp
(bE(U? 0/7 X) = /\ Z xinf - Z woutf = O',R{(g) - O'E(E)
j=1
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Subformula 3.  Similarly, for the shared variables we must have

ér(o,0’, X) = /\ (Z(aﬁr - riifz]) = o .glz] — a.ﬁ[z])

zel' \reR

Subformula 4. Since we are searching for a steady run between o and ¢’, for a rule to be fired along
this run, it is necessary that its guards are true in o.

or(0,X) = /\ x>0 = (0 ET.9)
reR

Subformula 5. Finally, we introduce a collection of variables Y = {y, },er, which intuitively cap-
tures the following observation: If a rule 7 is fired in a run between o and ¢”, then either o (r.from) > 0
or there must be a rule 7’ which is fired before r such that 7’.to = r.from. The following formula
enforces this condition using the variables Y.

Sappt (0, X,Y) =\ 2 >0 = @lpun(o, X,Y)
reR
where
Oohain(0, X,Y) = (o(rfrom)>0 Ay, =1) V \/ (X >0 A yp =y +1)
r'ePre(r)

and Pre(r) = {r' : v'.to = r.from}.
Combining the steps. ~ We then define ¢steqay (0, 0”") as

¢steady(0'70'/) = ¢bas€(07 OJ) A 3X7Y¢£(U70/7X) A ¢F(U7UI7X) A
¢R(07X) A ¢appl(UaX7Y)

Notice that the size of @geqqy is polynomial in the size of the given threshold automaton and the
environment. We now have the following theorem.

Theorem 4.3. Let TA be a threshold automaton and let o, ¢’ be two configurations. Formula ¢ steady (O, a’)
is satisfiable if and only if there is a steady run between o and o”.

Before proving this theorem, let us see how it implies Theorem If the underlying threshold
automaton has K guards, then given any formula 6 which characterizes the steady reachability re-
lation, the authors of [3] come up with a formula 6" whose size is at most O(K) x || such that ¢’
characterizes the reachability relation, i.e., #'(o, 0”) is true if and only if o can reach ¢’. Using their
procedure, Theorem then implies that we have a polynomial sized formula for the reachability
relation and proves Theorem

Hence, all that is left is to prove Theorem which we do now.
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Proof of Theorem In 3], the authors present a formula &geqqy Such that Egeqay (o, 0’) is satis-
fiable if and only if there is a steady run between o and ¢’. Hence to prove the theorem it suffices to
show that @gteqay (0, 0”) is satisfiable if and only if Esteqay (0, 0”) is satisfiable.

To do this, we first explain the formula &teqay (0, 0”). Similar to Gsieady, Esteady (0, 0”) is of the
form

Epase(0,0") AN X Ep(o,0", X) A &r(o,0',X) A Er(o,X) A Egppi(o, X)

where & is the same as ¢, for every ¢ € {base, L,I', R} and {uppi(0, X) is defined as follows:

gaPPl(O-’X) = /\ Ty > 0= \/ Zhain(s? O-,X)
reR S={r1,r2,...,rs}CR
where
Ehain(S,0,X) = /\ Zp, >0 A 0.K(r1.from) >0 A /\ ri—1.to =ri.from N rs =71
1<i<s 1<i<s

Now, let Z be any non-negative assignment to the variables of X, i.e., we assign to the variable
x,, the natural number z,. Suppose we show that &,,,/(0, Z) is true if and only if there exists an
non-negative assignment Z’ to the variables of Y such that Gappi(0, Z, Z ') is true. Then notice that
our proof would be complete. This is what we proceed to do now.

(=): Suppose Eqppi(0, Z) is true. Hence, for every rule r such that z, > 0, there is a subset
Sy = {t1,...,ts,|} € R such that for every i, z;, > 0, o(t1.from) > 0, t|5,| = r and for every
i > 1, t;_1.to = t;.from. We then construct our assignment Z' to the variables of Y by induction on
the size of |S,|.

First, if 2, = 0, then we set 2. = 0 as well. Then, if z, > 0 and |S,| = 1, we set z/. = 1. Finally,
if z, > 0 and |S,| > 1, then let ¢ be the penultimate rule of S,. Notice that we can assume that
|S¢| < |Sy|, because the set S, \ {r} satisfies all the conditions needed for S;. Furthermore z; > 0
and so by the induction hypothesis, we have already defined z;. We then set 2. = 2, + 1.

Now, suppose z, > 0 for some rule r. Then notice that S, exists and is non-empty. If |S,| = 1,
then o(r.from) > 0 and we have set z. = 1. On the other hand if |S,| > 1, then letting ¢ be the
penultimate rule of S,, we have that t.to = r.from,z; > 0 and z,. = z; + 1. It then follows that

Fhain(0, Z, Z") is true for every r with z, > 0. This then implies that ¢y (0, Z, Z') is also true.

(«<): Now, suppose there exists a non-negative assignment Z’ to the variables of Y such that
Gappi(0, Z, Z'") is true. We need to show that &,y (0, Z) is true. To do this, we need to show that if
2z > 0 then there is a subset S = {t1,...,t5,|} € R such that for every i, z;, > 0, o(t1.from) > 0,
t|s,| = r and for every ¢ > 1,¢;_1.to = ¢;.from. We do this by induction on the value of 2.

First, note that z,. cannot be 0. Indeed if z]. = 0, then since z, > 0, by definition of @qp(0, Z, Z')
it must be the case that there must be a rule ¢ such that z/. = z} + 1. But this would mean that z; = —1,
contradicting the fact that Z’ is a non-negative assignment. Hence, 2. > 0.

Suppose z,. = 1. Then by definition of ¢y (0, Z, Z'), it must be the case that o (r.from) > 0.
Indeed, if o(r.from) = 0, then since z, > 0, there must be a rule ¢ such that z; > 0 and z. = z; + 1.
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This means that z; = 0 and 2z; > 0, which, as we have shown in the previous paragraph, cannot
happen. Hence, o(r.from) > 0 and so we can simply set S, to be {r}.

Suppose z. > 1. By definition of ¢y (0, Z, Z'), it must be the case that there is a rule ¢ such that
t.to = r.from,z > 0 and z/. = z; + 1. By induction hypothesis, we have already constructed the set
Sy for t. We then set S, = Sy U {r}. Itis then easy to verify that the constructed sets S, for each rule
r satisfy the desired property. This completes the proof of Theorem [4.3]

4.2. Lower Bound for Bounded Coefficient Synthesis

In this subsection, we prove the following lower bound.

Theorem 4.4. Bounded coefficient synthesis is >5-hard, even for acyclic threshold automata.

Before, we move on to the proof of this theorem, we make a remark.

Remark 4.5. A X% lower bound was also proven in [3, Theorem 8] for bounded coefficient synthesis
against arbitrary violations from the ELTLg7 logic. In particular, that reduction did not use a cover-
ability violation. By modifying that reduction, it is possible to give a 35 lower bound for coverability
violations as well. However, here we give a self-contained proof of that same result.

We prove this theorem by giving a reduction from the >-SAT problem. Here we are given a
Boolean formula of the form

3w17--'7wnvy17"'7ym \/ Dj (3)
1<5<k
where each D is a conjunction of literals, i.e., it is a conjunction of entries from {z1, . Zn, Y1y Ym JU
{Z1,...,ZTn, Y1, -, Ym}- Given such a formula, the task is then to decide whether it is valid. This

problem is known to be ¥5-hard [15] Corollary 6].

Now, assume that we are given a formula £ of the form[3] Let x and y denote the sets of variables
T1,...,2Tn and yp, ..., Yy, respectively. Our reduction will now proceed in two stages. We describe
the first stage now.

First stage: The environment. We begin by defining the environment Env = (II, RC, N'). We will
have m environment variables ¢1, ..., t,,, with each ¢; intuitively corresponding to the variable y; in
the formula £. We will also have another environment variable z, which will intuitively denote the
total number of participating processes.

The resilience condition RC' will be the trivial condition ¢rue. The linear function NV : RC' — N
is taken to be N (II) = z. Hence, the total number of processes executing the threshold automaton
will be z.
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Second stage: The indeterminates and the sketch. For each variable z; in the formula &, we will
have an indeterminate s;. Before we proceed with the description of the sketch, we set up some
notation.

We let s denote the set of indeterminates s, ..., s, and t denote the set of environment variables
t1,...,tn. For any literal ¢,

o If £ = x; (resp. y;) for some i, let F'(¢) be the term 1 — s; (resp. 1 — ;).
o If ¢ =7; (resp. ;) for some i, let F'(¢) be the term s; (resp. t;).

Given any valuation X to the Boolean variables z1,...,x,, let B(X) be the assignment to the
indeterminates sq, ..., s, which assigns each s; the value 1 if X (x;) is true and the value 0 if X (x;)
is false. Given any valuation Y to y1, ..., Ym, let V(Y") be the set of assignments to the environment
variables t1, . .., t,, which assigns each t; any strictly positive value if Y (y;) is true and the value 0 if
Y (y;) is false. Note that B(X) is a single assignment whereas V' (Y') is a set of assignments.

Now, let D; be any conjunct of the formula . Corresponding to D, let E; be the term defined by
E; =3 p, ¥'(£). From the definition of Ej;, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 4.6. Let X and Y be any assignments to the variables x and y respectively. Then D;(X,Y)
is true if and only if for any assignments S, 7" with S = B(X) and T € V(Y'), E;(S,T) < 0.

Proof:

(=): Suppose D;(X,Y) is true. This means that any literal ¢ that appears in D; is set to true by the
assignments X and Y. Let S = B(X) and T' € V(Y") be some two assignments. Note that £ is a
sum of terms of the form F'(¢) with £ € D;.

Now, pick any ¢ € D;. By assumption, / is set to true by X and Y. By definition of F'(¢), S and
T, it follows that F'(¢) evaluates to a value that is at most O under .S and 7'. Hence, it follows that
E;(S,T) <0.

(«<=): Suppose for any pair of assignments S, T with S = B(X) and T" € V(Y) we have that
E;(S,T) < 0. Pick the assignment 77 € V(Y") such that 7"(t;) = 1 if Y (y;) is true and T"(¢;) = 0
otherwise. By assumption E;(S,7”) < 0. Note that E; is a sum of terms of the form F(¢) with
le Dj.

Now, pick any ¢ € D;. By construction of F'(¢), S and 7" it follows that its value cannot go strictly
below the value 0 under the assignments S and 7”. This combined with the fact that E;(S,7") < 0
implies that F'(¢) evaluates to the value O under S and 7”. By definition of F'(¢), this immediately
implies that £ is set to true by the assignments X and Y. Since ¢ was any arbitrary literal from D, it
follows that D;(X,Y) is true. 0

We will now construct the desired sketch TA. Recall that the formula £ has k disjuncts D1, D5 . .., Dy.
For each Dj, the sketch will have one location start;. Furthermore, TA has another location startg
and a single shared variable v. The rules of the sketch TA are now given as follows: For every
1 < j < k, there is a rule between start;_; and start; with the threshold guard v < Ej.

Let the initial set of locations of TA be {starty}. It is easy to see that the constructed sketch is
acyclic. We now show the following lemma which proves the correctness of our construction.
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Lemma 4.7. Let X and Y be any assignments to the variables x and y respectively. Then D;(X,Y")
is true for some 1 < j < k if and only if for any assignments S,7 with S = B(X) and T' € V(Y'),
any initial configuration C' with C'(t) = T cannot cover start in TA[S].

Proof:

(=): Suppose there exists some 1 < j < k such that D;(X,Y) is true. Let S = B(X) and T €
V(Y') be two assignments to s and t respectively. By Lemma.6] it follows that £;(S,T") < 0. By
construction of TA[S], the shared variable v is never incremented and so it will always have the value
0 on any run starting from any initial configuration. Since E;(S,T") < 0, it then follows that in any
run from any initial configuration, the rule between start;_1 and start; is never enabled and hence
can never be fired. This then implies that start; is not coverable from any initial configuration C' with
C(t) = T. By the structure of TA, it follows that start, cannot also be covered.

(«<=): Suppose for any assignments S, 7" with S = B(X) and T' € V(Y'), any initial configuration
C with C(t) = T cannot cover starty, in TA[S]. Let 7" be the assignment in V' (Y") such that 77 (¢;) =
1if Y(y;) is true and T'(¢t;) = 0 if Y(y;) is false. By assumption, no initial configuration with
C(t) = T’ must be able to cover starty in TA[S]. Let j be the smallest index such that no initial
configuration C' with C'(t) = 1" can cover start; in TA[S]. Note that j > 0, as start is an initial
location.

Now, consider the rule between start; 1 and start;. By assumption on start;, it must be the
case that v < E;(S, T") cannot be true, as otherwise, start; can be covered from C'. Since the shared
variable v is never incremented, it follows that E;(S,T”) < 0. In the second part of the proof of
Lemma 4.6l we have already proven that E;(S,7") < 0 (for this specific assignment 7”) already
implies that D;(X,Y") is true. This completes the proof. O

Notice that any assignment S to the indeterminates s within the range [0, 1] is of the form B(X)
for some assignment X to the variables x. Similarly, any assignment 7" to the environment variables t
belongs to V(Y") for some assignment Y to the variables y. Hence, by Lemma4.7] we get that there
exists an assignment X to x such that for all assignments Y to y, at least one D;(X,Y") is true if and
only if there exists an assignment .S to the indeterminates s within the range [0, 1] such that any initial
configuration cannot cover starty in TA[S]. Therefore, Theorem 4.4 now follows.

Example 4.8. We illustrate the above reduction on an example. Suppose we have the formula
dzq, x9 Vyl, Y2 (1‘1 ANyr A\ —\.%'2) V (—|y1 N ya A\ —\.%'2) V (—\yg A 1‘1) @

Let Dy, D3 and D3 be the sub-formulas 1 A y1 A =2, =y1 A y2 A ~x2 and —y2 A x1 respectively.
Correspondingly, we get the terms F; = (1 — s1) + (1 — t1) + s2, Fy = t1 + (1 — t2) + s2 and
E5 =ty + (1 — s1). Now, for the formula 4] our reduction produces the sketch given in Figure[8

Note that the formula is true. Indeed, suppose we set x; to true and x5 to false. Then, D; can be
made false only by setting y; to false, and Ds can be made false only by setting either y; to true or y»
to false, and D3 can be made false only by setting y5 to false. It follows then that for any assignment
to y1 and o, at least one of D or Dy or Ds is true.

Correspondingly, in the sketch, if we set s1 to 1 and s to 0, we cannot cover starts. Indeed, with
this assignment to the indeterminates, the first guard becomes v < 1 — ¢1, the second guard becomes
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v< (l—s1)4+ 1 —t1)+s2 m v<ti+(1—t2)+s2 v<ty+(1—s1)
starty s\ta-rt/l starty

Figure 8. Sketch for formulafd]

v < t1 + 1 — t9 and the third guard becomes v < 9. Since v is never incremented, in order to cover
starts, the inequalities 0 < 1 — ¢, 0 < t; +1 — t2 and 0 < t9 must all be simultaneously satisfied.
However, if the first inequality is true, then ¢; = 0 and so we must have 0 < 1 — ¢ and 0 < 5, which
cannot be both true. Hence, starts cannot be covered if we set s to 1 and so to 0.

4.3. A Special Case of Bounded Coefficient Synthesis

Motivated by the shape of threshold guards appearing in practice, we now consider a special class of
sketch threshold automata for which we can obtain better bounds for the bounded coefficient synthesis
problem (against coverability properties). We first describe this special class and then state our results.

A sketch is said to have no indeterminate fall guards if for every fall guard b-x < a0+21§i§|m a;
p; of the sketch, all of the entries in {b,ag,a1,...,aq} are integers and not indeterminates. As
mentioned in [2f], shared variables in threshold automata are typically used for two things: To record
the number of messages of a specific type that has been broadcasted and to keep track of the number of
processes crashed so far. If a shared variable v is used for the first purpose, then all guards containing
v are typically rise guards. If v is used for the latter purpose, then we will usually only have a fall
guard of the form v < f where f is the maximum number of processes allowed to crash. This means
that there is no need to synthesize coefficients for fall guards in these cases. Indeed, for almost all of
the benchmarks from [[11]], fall guards are of this type, and hence the subclass that we consider here is
interesting from a practical point of view. We now show that

Theorem 4.9. The bounded coefficient synthesis problem (against coverability properties) for thresh-
old automata with no indeterminate fall guards is CONP-complete.

Hardness follows from the fact that checking if a location is coverable in a threshold automaton
with no fall guards is NP-hard [2]]. Hence we concentrate on proving the upper bound.

Let (Env, TA, ¢, I) be an input for the bounded coefficient synthesis problem where TA has no
indeterminate fall guards and I = [A, B] with A, B € Z. Given two assignments X and Y to the
indeterminates of TA, we say that X < Y if X(s) < Y(s) for every indeterminate s. Let max be
the assignment given by max(s) = B for every indeterminate s. We have the following proposition
whose proof follows from the definition of our subclass.

Proposition 4.10. Suppose X, Y are assignments to the indeterminates of TA such that X < Y. Ifa
rule 7 is enabled at a configuration o in TA[Y], then r is also enabled at o in TA[X].

Proof:
Let r be enabled at a configuration o in TA[Y] and let g1, . . . , g, be the set of threshold guards appear-
ing in r. For each 1 < ¢ < k, consider the guard g;.
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* Suppose g; is a rise guard. Then, since X < Y, it follows that every indeterminate in g; is
assigned a lower value in X than in Y. Since, g; is true in TA[Y'] at the configuration o, it then
follows that g; is also true in TA[X] at 0.

* Suppose g; is a fall guard. Then, since fall guards in TA do not have any indeterminates, it
follows that if g; is true in TA[Y] at o, then it is also true in TA[X] at 0.

This completes the proof. ad
The above proposition gives us the following useful corollary.

Corollary 4.11. Suppose p is a run of TA[Y']. Then for every X such that X <Y, pis also a run of
TA[X]. Consequently, either £ is not coverable in TA[mazx] or £ is coverable for any assignment to the
indeterminates within the range 1.

This means that for this class, we can simply reduce bounded coefficient synthesis against cov-
erability properties to checking coverability: Given a sketch TA, compute TA[max] and check if it
covers ¢ or not. Since in NP, we can check if TA[maz] can cover ¢ [3, Corollary 1], this then proves
Theorem

5. Conclusion

We have shown that the coefficient synthesis problem for threshold automata is undecidable, even
when the given sketch threshold automaton is acyclic and the violation is given by a coverability prop-
erty. This already implies that if we have a class of properties capable of expressing the coverability
properies, then the coefficient synthesis problem generalized to that class is also undecidable. For
instance, this implies that coefficient synthesis for the class of properties from the ELTLg7 logic [8]],
which has been used to express various properties of threshold automata obtained from distributed
algorithms, is also undecidable. By the same discussion, our results also imply that bounded coef-
ficient synthesis against properties from ELTLgr is also ¥5-hard. (However, this result was already
known [3 Theorem 8] and our main contribution towards this lower bound in this paper was to prove
it for coverability properties). Finally, since our upper bound result pertains to an efficient encoding of
the reachability relation into existential Presburger arithmetic, it can be used for bounded coefficient
synthesis against other classes of properties as well.

As part of future work, it might be interesting to study the (bounded) coefficient synthesis problem
when the assignments to the indeterminates are forced to satisfy a property called multiplicativity.
The usefulness of this property stems from the fact that it has been utilized to get some efficient
model-checking algorithms for threshold automata [8l 3} 2]]. It might also be interesting to study these
problems for the case when fall guards do not have indeterminates, which as observed in the previous
section can be motivated by cases occurring in the benchmarks from literature.
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