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ABSTRACT

For real-time systems, timing requirements must be met to avoid catastrophic outcomes.
While the behavior of classical real-time systems is already studied extensively in the
literature, the trend towards distributed systems raises new challenges. In this dissertation,
we focus on the following two challenges: (i) distributed execution of jobs, resulting in
self-suspending task behavior, and (ii) interplay of several distributed tasks, requiring to
shift the real-time requirements from a single task to a sequence of tasks, the so-called
end-to-end latency of cause-effect chains. Although the study of cause-effect chains and
self-suspending tasks has led to a series of results, some of them suffer from missing
assumptions or use intuitive extension of classical results on real-time systems, resulting
in flawed analyses. We tackle this issue by providing careful analysis of self-suspending
tasks and cause-effect chains based on fundamental properties of possible evolutions of
the system.

The dissertation is structured into five main chapters. In Chapter 2, real-time systems
and classical task models used in the literature are introduced. In this dissertation, we
pursue a fundamental view on real-time systems, starting from possible system evolutions
and schedules, and abstracting task properties afterwards. This is different to the typical
procedure of defining the task model first and deriving possible schedules based on the
task model. Our approach has the benefit that a task can be observed in different
abstraction levels without translating the task into a different task model. Furthermore,
in Chapter 2, we introduce scheduling algorithms as a systematic approach to derive task
schedules from system evolutions based on the information of the task abstraction, and
we discuss analytical literature results for the adherence to real-time requirements.

Chapter 3 introduces the challenges that arise from distributed systems. The first
challenge is the distributed execution of jobs. This is enabled by refining tasks into
smaller blocks which can be distributed on different computing elements. The impact
of this refinement on the generation of schedules is discussed and different refined task
models are presented. One of them, the so-called self-suspending task model, is in focus
for this dissertation. The second challenge is the interplay of distributed tasks. More
specifically, if a functionality is not described by a single task but by a sequence of tasks
(a so-called cause-effect chain), then the timing requirement must be shifted from the
single task to the cause-effect chain. The resulting timing metric for cause-effect chains
is the end-to-end latency.

Chapter 4 emphasizes the need for careful, property-based analysis. That is, three



counterexamples for literature results are provided. Two of them are related to self-
suspending tasks, closing the unresolved issues discussed in a review paper on self-
suspending tasks in 2019. The third one disproves a basic result for real-time systems in
the context of probabilistic setups.

Chapter 5 examines self-suspending tasks. Self-suspending tasks can voluntarily
suspend their execution. Such behavior can cause timing anomalies, i.e., the worst-case
behavior cannot be observed with maximal execution and suspension time. Therefore,
self-suspending tasks require careful analysis and treatment. We provide novel analytical
approaches for the Worst-Case Response Time (WCRT) of self-suspending tasks under
different scheduling algorithms, namely, (i) Task-level Fixed-Priority (T-FP), (ii) Earliest-
Deadline-First (EDF) and (iii) EDF-Like (EL), all outperforming the state of the art.
Furthermore, we present mechanisms to avoid the analytical pessimism that is necessary
to tolerate timing anomalies, namely, segment release time enforcement and segment
priority modification.

Chapter 6 examines cause-effect chains. While for typical task models the real-time
requirement is given on the task-level, for cause-effect chains the end-to-end latency
is considered. We prove fundamental properties of the end-to-end latency, namely the
compositional property and the equivalence of typical metrics. Furthermore, we provide
novel analyses of the worst-case and probabilistic end-to-end latency. For the worst-case
end-to-end latency, we focus on a property-based approach, uncovering fundamental
principles of literature results and using our insights from the fundamental properties to
derive novel solutions. For the probabilistic end-to-end latency, we are one of the first to
define a metric. Therefore, we focus on potential pitfalls and conduct careful analysis.
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INTRODUCTION

Nowadays, computing systems have become prevalent in our everyday life. Besides
consumer electronics like TV sets, multimedia phones and game consoles, computing
systems can also be found in many safety-critical applications, like the automotive
electronics or avionics [Mar21]. For such safety-critical systems, incorrect system behavior
can lead to a catastrophic outcome. Hence, it is crucial to guarantee correct system
behavior. While in general computing systems the correctness depends only on the logical
result, i.e., the correct output is computed for any input, for some systems the correctness
also depends on the physical time when the result is produced [KS22]. Such systems are
called real-time systems.

With the trend towards more complex safety-critical systems, more computational power
is required. While deploying more powerful hardware is costly, an alternative to achieve
computational power is to distribute workload on several components to be executed
concurrently. Distribution can be done within a task, by distributing the components
of a task, or by deploying several tasks that cooperate to achieve a functionality. Such
distributed systems require tasks (or their components) to communicate with each other.

This dissertation studies the challenges that arise from distributed real-time systems.
The primary focus is on self-suspending tasks, which are common when the distribution
of functionalities is achieved by partitioning task components, and on cause-effect chains,
which are usually considered when a functionality is achieved by cooperating tasks.
Although the study of cause-effect chains and self-suspending tasks has led to a series of
results, some of these results suffer from missing assumptions or use intuition to extend
classical results on real-time systems, leading to flawed analyses. This dissertation tackles
this issue by providing careful analysis based on fundamental properties of possible
evolutions of the system.

This chapter outlines the context of this dissertation. To that end, we introduce
distributed real-time systems in Section 1.1, and we classify typical mechanisms for
scheduling and communication within the context of distributed real-time systems in
Section 1.2. The contribution of this dissertation is presented in Section 1.3, and the
organization of this dissertation is detailed in Section 1.4. The author’s contribution to
this dissertation is specified in Section 1.5. We summarize mathematical notation and
convention that is utilized in this dissertation in the appendix, in Chapter A.



1. Introduction

1.1 DISTRIBUTED REAL-TIME SYSTEMS

Real-time systems are commonly found in cyber-physical systems [Mar21]. Cyber-physical
systems are computing systems integrated into physical systems, such as automotive
electronics, avionic systems, robotics, and medical devices. Many cyber-physical systems,
especially in the context of safety-critical systems, require timing correctness. That is,
computation is required to be completed within a certain time. For a real-time system, an
instant when certain computation must be completed is called deadline. We distinguish
hard, firm and soft deadlines [SR94]. That is, missing a hard deadline has catastrophic
consequences, while missing a firm deadline leads to useless results, and missing a soft
deadline only degrades the usefulness of the result. If a real-time system must meet at
least one hard deadline, then we call it hard real-time system. Otherwise, if no hard
deadlines exist, we call it a soft real-time system [KS22].

Real-time systems usually encompass several concurrent tasks sharing hardware re-
sources [TGY22]. Each task is recurrently activated for (countably) infinitely many times,
and every activation releases a task instance (called job). A scheduling algorithm decides
which jobs are executed on which hardware resources. Usually, the real-time requirement
for a task is given in the form of a relative deadline. That is, the time between job release
and job completion must not exceed the relative deadline of the respective task. For
real-time systems, it is critical to guarantee that all deadlines are met. This can be done
using schedulability analysis (also called schedulability tests), based on task properties
like the time between job releases (called period if the time between job releases is fixed,
and minimum inter-arrival time if the time is lower bounded) and the maximum amount
of time a job can be executed (called Worst-Case Execution Time (WCET)).

A distributed system is defined as “a collection of several autonomous computing
elements that appears to its users as a single coherent system” [vT17]. Specifically, a
distributed system has two characteristic features: First, the computing elements can
behave independently of each other. That is, the computing elements apply scheduling
algorithms that make decisions independent of each other, and they might have different
properties that affect the execution of tasks. Second, the computing elements appear
to be a single system, which means that they cooperate to achieve functionalities. An
automotive system is a typical example of a distributed system. Specifically, a typical car
consists of up to one hundred Electronic Control Units (ECUs) connected by Controller
Area Network (CAN) buses [KS22]. As running example for the introduction, we consider
an automotive system as depicted in Figure 1.1. The system encompasses three ECUs,
and we want to deploy three tasks on the system, specifically, Get Camera Image,
Image Recognition, and Danger Analysis, all relevant for an automatic brake system.
Executing tasks with real-time behavior on distributed systems raises new challenges.
In this dissertation, we focus on two challenges: (i) distributed execution of jobs, and
(ii) interplay of distributed tasks.

For (i), we refine a job into smaller components (so-called blocks) that can be executed
on different ECUs. An example is illustrated in Figure 1.2. Specifically, we consider
the task Image Recognition from the running example in Figure 1.1. We assume that
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Figure 1.1.: Distributed system from the automotive domain.
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Figure 1.2.: Distributing the task Image Recognition on two ECUs. From time 0 to 4
the preprocessing (pre) block is executed on ECU 1, from time 4 to 8 the
machine learning model (ML) is executed on ECU 2, and from time 8 to 12
the post-processing (post) block is executed on ECU 1.

the Image Recognition task is refined into three blocks: preprocessing, application of
a machine learning model, and post-processing. If the machine learning model can be
executed more efficiently on ECU 2, then we assign the block to that ECU. From the
perspective of ECU 1, the task voluntarily suspends itself from being executed in the
time interval [4, 8]. Such behavior is called self-suspension in the literature [Che+19b].

For (ii), multiple tasks executed on different ECUs are involved to achieve a functionality.
In that case, the communication between tasks has to be analyzed. Moreover, it is not
sufficient to specify timing requirements on the task-level by relative deadlines. Rather,
the timing requirement has to be lifted to the level of the functionality. For the running
example, all three tasks are involved in the functionality of an automatic brake system.
Specifically, if a dangerous situation occurs, first the camera image has to be taken,
then image recognition algorithms have to be applied, and last danger analysis gives the
result to trigger the brake. The situation is depicted in Figure 1.3. A sequence of tasks
that describes a functionality is denoted as a cause-effect chain in the literature. We
are interested in the timing behavior from one end to the other end of the cause-effect
chain. This is denoted as the end-to-end latency of cause-effect chains. In the literature,
there are different formalizations of the end-to-end latency, and the most prominent
ones are the Maximum Data Age (MDA) and Maximum Reaction Time (MRT). Timing
requirements are usually specified on such.

In this dissertation, we use the notion of ECU when we examine the end-to-end analysis,
and we use the notion of processors when examining timing requirements for classical or
self-suspending tasks. This is due to their historical development. However, results of
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Figure 1.3.: Tasks describing an automatic brake system. The whole sequence from
external activity (occurrence of dangerous situation) to actuation (decision
to activate the brake) is depicted.

this dissertation are not limited to those specific computing elements.

In the literature, there are several results analyzing whether timing requirements can
be met for both self-suspending tasks and cause-effect chains. The typical procedure in
all these results is to start at the abstraction level of task models and only concretize
possible evolutions of the system when necessary. However, this abstracted view favors
to overlook missing assumptions and to introduce unnecessary properties. This impacted
the research landscape as follows:

e A large body of results on self-suspending tasks has been shown to be flawed.

e Different versions of end-to-end latency have been analyzed without a clear picture
of their relation.

e Similar concepts and ideas to analyze end-to-end latency have been developed
independently only for specific models.

Contrarily, in this dissertation we aim for more robust definitions and proof strategies. To
that end, we do not start at the level of task models, but rather consider concrete system
evolutions and abstract useful properties about the tasks. This bottom-up strategy is
more error-proof than the typical top-down strategy because it allows to carefully check
necessary assumptions. Moreover, the bottom-up strategy avoids introducing unnecessary
properties, provoking a more unified view on the examined concepts.

1.2 SCHEDULING AND COMMUNICATION

In real-time systems, scheduling algorithms are used to decide which job to be executed on
which processor at which time. A typical approach is to make the scheduling decision based
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on job priorities. That is, whenever the scheduling algorithm makes a decision it chooses
the available job with the highest priority to be executed. We distinguish partitioned
scheduling, where each task is tied to a specific processor, and global scheduling, where
tasks are allowed to migrate freely between processors. Furthermore, we distinguish
preemptive scheduling, where the execution of a job can be interrupted at any time to
execute another job with higher priority instead, and non-preemptive scheduling, where
a job is always executed until it completes without being interrupted. This dissertation
focuses on preemptive, partitioned scheduling.

Scheduling algorithms are classified in Task-level Fixed-Priority (T-FP) and Task-
level Dynamic-Priority (T-DP). In T-FP scheduling, all jobs of the same task have
the same priority, with typical examples being Deadline Monotonic (DM) [LW82] or
Rate Monotonic (RM) [LL73] scheduling. In T-DP scheduling, jobs of the same task
can have different priorities. A typical example is the Earliest-Deadline-First (EDF)
scheduling algorithm, where the job with the earliest deadline has the highest priority.
EDF-Like (EL) scheduling generalizes EDF by using priority points instead of deadlines
to determine job priorities.

Besides the scheduling of tasks, communication between tasks is another important
aspect of this dissertation to analyze the interplay of (potentially distributed) tasks.
To that end, the communication is modeled via a shared resource. More specifically,
jobs communicate by receiving (reading) their input data from a shared resource and
handing over (writing) their output data to a shared resource. We distinguish explicit
communication, implicit communication and communication under Logical Execution
Time (LET). With implicit communication, data is always read and written when the job
starts and finishes its execution, respectively. Contrarily, with explicit communication,
read and write operations can occur at any time during execution. While implicit
and explicit communication depend on the evolution of the system, LET abstracts the
communication from the system evolution by ensuring that read operations occur before
the job starts, and write operations occur after the job finishes. To achieve that, under
LET jobs typically read data when they are released and write data at their deadline.
Therefore, under LET the communication between tasks is independent of the choice of
the scheduling algorithm as long as it is ensured that no deadlines are missed.

1.3 CONTRIBUTION OF THIS DISSERTATION

In this dissertation, we study the challenges that arise from distributed systems. Specif-
ically, the contributions are focused on the analysis of self-suspending tasks and of
the end-to-end analysis of cause-effect chains. To that end, we follow an approach
that abstracts properties of the system in a bottom-up strategy. In the following, the
contribution of this dissertation to each of these topics is detailed.
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1.3.1 PROPERTY-BASED ANALYSIS

Contrarily to the typical top-down approach that concretizes task models only where
necessary, in this dissertation we follow a bottom-up strategy that abstracts properties
from possible evolutions of the system. This procedure allows a property-based view
on real-time systems, as introduced in Chapter 2. To the best of our knowledge, this
dissertation is the first work introducing classical task models and formalization of
scheduling principles using the bottom-up approach.

The typical top-down strategy favors to overlook missing assumptions and to introduce
unnecessary properties. As a result, a large body of results on self-suspending tasks has
been flawed and different versions of end-to-end latency have been analyzed without a
clear picture of their relation. This dissertation emphasizes the importance of careful,
property-based analysis by providing three counterexamples for well-established literature
results in Chapter 4. In particular, the counterexamples close the unresolved issues of
the review paper by Chen et al. [Che+19b] on self-suspending tasks.

Specifically, the contributions of the dissertation to property-based analysis are
as follows:

e In Chapter 2, this dissertation uses a novel bottom-up approach to introduce
task models and to formalize scheduling.

e In Section 4.1, we show that slack enforcement mechanisms [LR10] can
provoke deadline misses. This result is published in [GC21].

e In Section 4.2, we provide a counterexample for the schedulability test from
Devi [Dev03] for periodic task sets scheduled by EDF. This result is published
in [GC20].

e In Section 4.3, we show that the extension of the classical Critical Instant The-
orem (CIT) to probabilistic scenarios by Maxim and Cucu-Grosjean [MC13]
is flawed. Furthermore, we provide two possible solutions to extend the CIT.
This result is published in [Che+22a].

1.3.2 SELF-SUSPENSION

Regarding self-suspending tasks, the contributions of this dissertation are in Chapter 5.
To ensure that timing requirements of tasks are met, it must be checked whether all
jobs complete their execution until their deadline. This can be done using schedulability
tests. The maximal time from release to completion among all jobs of a task is the
Worst-Case Response Time (WCRT). Hence, most approaches of this dissertation focus
on analyzing the WCRT to verify timing requirements. In Section 5.1, we provide
novel schedulability tests of self-suspending tasks for different scheduling algorithms.
That is, we analyze schedulability under T-FP scheduling in Section 5.1.1, under EDF
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scheduling in Section 5.1.2, and under EL scheduling in Section 5.1.3. Moreover, we
enhance an evaluation framework that collects schedulability tests for self-suspending
tasks in Section 5.1.4.

Under T-FP scheduling, the state-of-the-art analysis for sporadic tasks (i.e., tasks with
a minimum inter-arrival time) is given by Chen et al. [CNH16]. However, their method
is limited to constrained-deadline task sets (i.e., the relative deadline must be no more
than the minimum inter-arrival time). In Section 5.1.1, we present an analysis of the
WCRT of tasks described by arrival curves (which is a generalization of the sporadic
task model) with arbitrary deadlines (i.e., the deadline can be higher than the minimum
inter-arrival time). Our analysis is a natural extension of the method in [CNH16], in the
sense that they coincide for constrained-deadline sporadic tasks.

Under EDF scheduling, there are only few analytical results for self-suspending tasks
in the literature. Besides the trivial suspension-oblivious approach, that considers
suspension as additional execution time, there are two analyses for global EDF with
multiple processors [DL16; LLA13]. However, no analysis achieves to analytically dominate
the trivial suspension-oblivious approach. In Section 5.1.2, we present two novel analyses.
First, we provide an analysis of the WCRT which outperforms the two analyses for
global EDF. Second, we present a schedulability test for periodic tasks which analytically
dominates the trivial suspension-oblivious approach.

EL scheduling generalizes T-FP and EDF using priority points. While the state of the
art was limited to either T-FP or EDF, we present the first unifying schedulability test
that is applicable to all EL scheduling algorithms in Section 5.1.3 with arbitrary-deadline
tasks. Our schedulability test outperforms the state of the art under EDF, and performs
only slightly worse than [CNH16] under T-FP with constrained-deadline tasks.

To evaluate the performance of different schedulability tests on synthesized task sets,
von der Briiggen et al. [von+19] presented an evaluation framework for self-suspending
task sets in 2019. In Section 5.1.4, we enhance this framework by implementing state-of-
the-art analyses for self-suspending tasks scheduled on a single processor. Moreover, we
provide additional features to improve its usability, e.g., Python 3 support, an improved
Graphical User Interface (GUI), multiprocessing, and evaluation of external task sets.

While for tasks without self-suspension the WCRT is achieved when all jobs execute
their WCET, this is not the case for self-suspending tasks. In particular, a reduction
of execution or suspension time of some jobs can enlarge the response time of other
jobs. This phenomenon is called a timing anomaly, and existing schedulability analyses
need to account for timing anomalies by over-approximation. Another approach is
to apply a mechanism that avoids timing anomalies. However, the treatments in the
literature [HC16; LR10; Raj91; SLI6] may increase the WCRT compared to the WCRT
without any treatment. In Section 5.2 we propose two treatments that do not increase the
WCRT. More specifically, we propose segment release time enforcement in Section 5.2.2
and segment priority modification in Section 5.2.3.
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Specifically, the contributions of the dissertation to self-suspension are as follows:

e In Section 5.1.1, we provide a WCRT analysis of arbitrary-deadline tasks
described by arrival curves under T-FP scheduling. This result is published
in [GUC21].

e In Section 5.1.2, we propose two schedulability tests under EDF. This result
is published in [GBC20].

e In Section 5.1.3, we provide a unifying WCR'T analysis under EL scheduling.
This result is published in [Giin+22].

e In Section 5.1.4, we present an enhanced evaluation framework for self-
suspending tasks. This result is published in [Giin+21b].

e In Section 5.2, we propose two treatments to avoid timing anomalies without
enlarging the WCRT. This result is published in [Lin+23].

1.3.3 END-TO-END ANALYSIS

Regarding end-to-end latency, the contributions of this dissertation are in Chapter 6.
The contributions are divided in three parts. Specifically, in Section 6.1 fundamental
properties of the end-to-end latency are examined, in Section 6.2 several analytical bounds
on the end-to-end latency are proposed, and in Section 6.3 the probabilistic behavior of
the end-to-end latency is analyzed.

Two fundamental properties are presented in this dissertation. The first is a composi-
tional property that allows to cut cause-effect chains into smaller segments and analyze
them separately, as detailed in Section 6.1.1. This property can be exploited to reduce
the analysis of cause-effect chains to the analysis of subchains. The second fundamental
property is the equivalence between different metrics of the end-to-end latency, as detailed
in Section 6.1.2. This has an impact on the applicability of analytical results, as well as
on the specification and verification of timing constraints. In the proof of the equivalence,
we also introduce a novel description of the end-to-end latency using p-partitioned job
chains. This description can be used to develop novel analytical bounds on the end-to-end
latency. Both properties are fundamental in the sense that they hold for a very general
system model, encompassing a variety of different communication, release and scheduling
mechanisms.

While analytical bounds on the end-to-end latency of cause-effect chains are discussed
in the literature since 2007 [Dav+07], and more frequently since 2016 [Bec+16b; Bec+17a;
Bi+22; Diir+19; GNV22; Ham+17; KBS18; Klo+22; KT20; MSB20; PM22; Tan+23al,
they are usually limited to a specific task model and communication model, building on
a dedicated proof structure. In Section 6.2.1, we present a formal analysis framework,
uncovering the principles of abovementioned analytical results. We show that classical
analytical bounds from the literature can be proven using this analysis framework. In
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Sections 6.2.2 and 6.2.3, we provide two novel bounds on the end-to-end latency of
periodic tasks. The bounds are built on new objects to describe the end-to-end latency,
specifically, abstract integer representations and p-partitioned job chains (introduced
to prove the second fundamental property). While in Sections 6.2.1-6.2.3 we consider
cause-effect chains which are local, i.e., comprised of tasks on one ECU, and homoge-
neous, i.e., comprised of tasks of the same communication and release policy, we relax
these assumptions by exploiting the compositional property in Sections 6.2.4 and 6.2.5.
More specifically, in Section 6.2.4, we extend bounds for local cause-effect chains to
interconnected cause-effect chains, i.e., comprised of tasks of potentially different ECUs.
In Section 6.2.5, we deal with heterogeneous cause-effect chains, i.e., tasks of the same
chain can have different release and communication policies.

The state of the art is mostly concerned with worst-case analysis of the end-to-
end latency. However, a recent survey-based study on industry practice in real-time
systems [Ake+20] indicates that soft real-time requirements are common in industry
practice as well. Specifically, the study shows that 45 % of respondents can tolerate
some deadline misses. This dissertation contributes in providing the first probabilistic
analysis of the end-to-end latency for cause-effect chains comprised of sporadic tasks in
Section 6.3. Besides the analytical advancement, this dissertation defines probabilistic
end-to-end latency metrics and discusses potential pitfalls of the definition.

Specifically, the contributions of the dissertation to end-to-end analysis are as
follows:

e In Section 6.1.1, we present a compositional property. This result is published
in [Giin+21a] and its journal extension [Giin+23a.

e In Section 6.1.2, we prove the equivalence of end-to-end latency metrics. This
result is published in [Giin+23b].

e In Section 6.2.1, we present a formal analysis framework uncovering the
principles of classical analytical bounds on the end-to-end latency. This
result is published in [Giin+23d].

e In Section 6.2.2, we develop an analytical upper bound on the end-to-end
latency for periodic tasks under implicit communication using abstract
integer representations. This result is published in [Giin+21a] and its journal
extension [Giin+23a).

e In Section 6.2.3, we provide an analytical upper bound on the end-to-end
latency for periodic tasks under LET using partitioned job chains. This
result is published in [Giin+23b].

e In Section 6.2.4, we extend bounds for local cause-effect chains to intercon-
nected cause-effect chains. This result is published in [Giin+21a] and its
journal extension [Giin+23a].
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e In Section 6.2.5, we develop bounds for heterogeneous cause-effect chains.
This result is published in [Giin+23d].

e In Section 6.3, we provide a probabilistic analysis of the end-to-end latency
of cause-effect chains comprised of sporadic tasks. This result is published
in [Giin+23c].

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THIS DISSERTATION

This dissertation is organized as follows:

In Chapter 2, we introduce tasks, jobs and schedules. We derive task properties
resulting in classical task models, and explain how task properties are utilized in
scheduling algorithms. Furthermore, we recap classical analytical results from the
literature.

In Chapter 3, we describe the focus of this dissertation. Specifically, we discuss
two challenges: distributed execution of jobs, in Section 3.1, and interplay of
distributed tasks, in Section 3.2. In the context of these challenges, we introduce
the self-suspension task model and cause-effect chains, which are predominantly
studied in this dissertation. The state of the art for self-suspending tasks and
cause-effect chains is reviewed in Section 3.3.

In Chapter 4, we emphasize the need for careful, property-based analysis by
providing three counterexamples for well-established analytical results from the
literature.

In Chapter 5, we discuss our contributions with respect to self-suspending tasks.
The chapter is divided in three parts. We present analyses of the schedulability of
self-suspending tasks in Section 5.1, and we discuss mechanisms to avoid timing
anomalies for self-suspending tasks in Section 5.2. In Section 5.3, we summarize
our results on self-suspending tasks and detail open problems.

In Chapter 6, we discuss our contributions with respect to end-to-end analysis of
cause-effect chains. This chapter is divided in four parts. We present fundamental
properties of the end-to-end analysis in Section 6.1. Subsequently, we analyze
the worst-case end-to-end latency in Section 6.2, and the probabilistic end-to-end
latency in Section 6.3. In Section 6.4, we summarize our results on end-to-end
analysis and detail open problems.

In Chapter 7, we summarize the key results of this dissertation, and detail current
limitations and opportunities for further research.

In Appendix A, we give an overview over mathematical notation and convention that
this dissertation is subject to. Appendix B contains detailed proofs for some results of
Chapter 4 to improve the reading flow of this dissertation.
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1.5 AUTHOR’S CONTRIBUTION TO THIS DISSERTATION

According to §10(2) of the doctoral regulations of the Department of Computer Science
at TU Dortmund University, dated August 29, 2011 (including the first amendment
dated January 8, 2013) [TU 13], this section details the author’s contribution to scientific
results utilized in this dissertation that were obtained in cooperation with other parties.
The research results are categorized in results on self-suspension and results on end-to-
end analysis of cause-effect chains. All authors of each research result had significant
contribution by active participation in discussions and by giving valuable feedback
to written content. All authors helped in polishing the work to improve its general
appearance and readability. Furthermore, discussion of the related work was a joint effort
of all authors involved.
The author’s contribution to research results on self-suspension is as follows:

e For the work on slack enforcement mechanisms of self-suspending tasks [GC21],
utilized in Section 4.1, I was the principal author. While I developed the counterex-
ample presented in this work, Jian-Jia Chen helped with the organization of the
paper, especially with the structuring of the proofs.

e For the work on EDF analysis with suspension as blocking [GC21], utilized in
Section 4.2, I was the principal author. The counterexample was developed by me,
and Jian-Jia Chen helped to organize the paper and put the work into context.

e For the work on the CIT in probabilistic scenarios [Che+22a]!, utilized in Section 4.3,
Kuan-Hsun Chen and I were the principal authors. The counterexample of this
work was entirely developed by me, and I was the main contributor to the design of
the two safe bounds presented. Kuan-Hsun Chen was coordinator of the paper and
main contributor to detailing the impact of the counterexample on related work.
Moreover, Kuan-Hsun Chen evaluated the proposed approaches and examined how
to efficiently calculate the analytical bounds using the Chernoff bound, which is
not part of this dissertation.

e For the work on suspension-aware analysis under T-FP scheduling [GUC21]!,
utilized in Section 5.1.1, I was the principal author. The analysis and implementation
were provided by me. Niklas Ueter was the principal author of the evaluation
section.

e For the work on suspension-aware analysis under EDF scheduling [GBC20]!, uti-
lized in Section 5.1.2, I was the principal author. I provided the analysis and
implementation of that paper. Georg von der Briiggen and Jian-Jia Chen improved
the presentation and the paper flow significantly, and put the paper into context of
related work.

'The copyright of this work has been transferred to IEEE for publication, ©) 2020-2023 IEEE.
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e For the work on suspension-aware analysis under EL scheduling [Giin+22]', uti-

lized in Section 5.1.3, I was the principal author. I provided the analysis and
implementation of that paper, with support by Kuan-Hsun Chen regarding the
implementation. Georg von der Briiggen, Kuan-Hsun Chen and Jian-Jia Chen
improved the presentation and the paper flow significantly, and put the paper into
context of related work.

For the work on the evaluation framework for self-suspending task schedulability
tests [Giin+21b]!, utilized in Section 5.1.4, I was the principal author. I coordinated
the paper writing process and organized the paper structure. Jian-Jia Chen and I
contacted the authors and provided implementation for some schedulability tests.
Harun Teper did the integration of all schedulability tests into the framework and
also implemented some schedulability tests on his own. He improved the framework
significantly under my guidance. The contents of the paper were written in tight
collaboration, mainly by Harun Teper and me.

For the work on preventing timing anomalies for self-suspending tasks [Lin-+23]',
utilized in Section 5.2, Ching-Chi Lin was the principal author. He coordinated the
paper writing process. The idea and the analysis, including proofs, were provided
in tight collaboration between Ching-Chi Lin and me, supported by the other
authors of that work. Junjie Shi evaluated the proposed approaches. Tristan Seidl
implemented one of the two approaches in RTEMS, an open source Real-Time
Operating System (RTOS). The implementation in RTEMS is not part of this
dissertation.

The author’s contribution to research results on end-to-end analysis of cause-effect

chains is as follows:
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e For the tutorial on cause-effect chains [Giin+24], utilized to introduce end-to-end

latency of cause-effect chains Section 3.2, to summarize the state-of-the-art for
cause-effect chains in Section 3.3.2, and to structure Chapter 6, I was the principal
author. I coordinated the paper writing process and laid out the paper structure.
The paper content was written by all authors in tight collaboration.

For the work on compositional timing analysis of cause-effect chains [Giin+21a]!,
utilized in Sections 6.1.1, 6.2.2 and 6.2.4, I was the principal author. The idea of
the local analysis was provided by Jian-Jia Chen. The proofs for the local analysis,
the interconnected analysis, and the compositional property were provided by me.
The implementation was started by Marco Diirr and finalized by me. The paper
was put into context of related work by the coauthors Kuan-Hsun Chen, Niklas
Ueter, Georg von der Briiggen and Jian-Jia Chen. The paper was extended into a
journal version [Giin+23a] mainly by me. While the coauthors helped to improve
the general clarity of the paper, I developed the extended analysis and the extended
implementation.
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e For the work on the equivalence of end-to-end latencies [Giin+23b], utilized in
Sections 6.1.2 and 6.2.3, I was the principal author. I provided the idea and the proof
of the equivalence using partitioned job chains. The idea of applying partitioned job
chains to periodic tasks was by me. I provided the analysis and implementation of
this application of partitioned job chains. Harun Teper contributed in providing a
case study in Robot Operating System 2 (ROS2). All the coauthors, especially Georg
von der Briiggen, improved the clarity and readability of this work significantly.

e For the work on cause-effect chains with heterogeneous communication mecha-
nisms [Giin+23d], utilized in Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.5, I was the principal author.
The analysis and the implementation of this work were provided by me. The
coauthors supported the paper writing process and improved the overall quality of
the paper significantly. Furthermore, they helped to structure the paper and to
make the proofs more intuitive.

e For the work on probabilistic end-to-end latency [Giin+23c|, utilized in Section 6.3,
I was the principal author. The analysis and the implementation of this work
were provided by me. The coauthors supported the paper writing process and
improved the overall quality of the paper. In particular, they helped in detailing
the independence assumptions that this work is subject to.
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REAL-TIME SYSTEMS

While for general-purpose computing systems functional correctness is sufficient, many
safety-critical systems additionally require temporal correctness. That is, certain function-
alities of the system are subject to timing requirements. Such computing systems that
require functional as well as temporal correctness are called real-time systems [KKS22].
Functionalities are achieved by deploying tasks on the real-time system. Each task re-
leases countably infinitely many task instances (called jobs) recurrently, and a scheduling
algorithm decides which jobs are executed on which hardware resource. Usually, the
timing requirement is given in the form of deadlines. That is, each job must finish until
its deadline is reached.

Typically, in the literature, real-time systems are introduced by defining task models,
and possible evolutions of the system are only derived if necessary. This top-down view
on real-time systems favors overlooking missing assumptions and introducing unnecessary
properties. Historically, this resulted in a large body of flawed results, especially for
self-suspending tasks [Che+19b]. Furthermore, concepts and ideas were developed
independently for different specific models without a clear picture of their relation,
resulting in a lack of generalization. An example for this behavior is the area of end-to-
end latency of cause-effect chain, where similar concepts are used to analyze different
communication and release policies (see Section 6.2.1), or where different metrics were
analyzed side-by-side although being equivalent (see Section 6.1.2). In this chapter,
we follow a bottom-up strategy by defining possible evolutions of the system first and
abstracting properties where necessary. This bottom-up strategy is more error-proof than
the typical top-down strategy because it allows to carefully check necessary assumption.
To the best of our knowledge, this dissertation is the first work introducing classical task
models and formalization of scheduling principles using this bottom-up approach.

This chapter is organized as follows. In Section 2.1, we introduce the terminology
used to describe tasks and jobs. Section 2.2 discusses the concept of system evolutions
as aggregation of release times and execution demands. Section 2.3 formally defines
schedules that can be derived from one system evolution. In Section 2.4, we extend our
view to account for all possible system evolutions. To that end, we abstract properties
that are exploited throughout this dissertation, in Sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.2. Moreover,
we explain the mechanism to derive a schedule based on the abstracted information in
Section 2.4.3. In particular, Section 2.4 defines standard task models like the periodic or
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the sporadic task model. We conclude this chapter by a review of analytical literature
results in Section 2.5.

2.1 TASKS AND JOBS

The set of tasks deployed on the system is denoted by T. We assume that T is finite.
Each task 7 € T releases countably many jobs 7(j), 7 € N. The set of all jobs is denoted
by J = {7(j)|7 € T,j € N}. Dependent on the context, we use J € J or 7(j) € J to
denote a job, for the sake of readability.

The release time of a job 7(j) € J is denoted by 7.;y € R. We assume that the
enumeration (7(j))jen respects release times, that is r ;) < ryj) for all j € N.
Considering a job 7(j) € J, we call 7(j 4+ 1) the subsequent job of 7, and 7(j — 1), if it
exists, the preceding job of 7.

The execution demand of a job J € J is denoted by c; € Rsg. That is, after the
job is released, it must be executed for ¢y time units to be completed. Sometimes, for
convenience in the proofs, we also consider degenerated jobs with ¢y = 0. We assume
that such jobs are completed as soon as they are released.

With respect to real-time systems, the timing requirement of a task is usually given in
the form of a relative deadline D; € Rs. If such a relative deadline is set, a job 7(j)
must be completed until its absolute deadline d,jy = r-(;) + D7 is reached to meet the
timing requirement.

2.2 SYSTEM EVOLUTIONS

Given a task set T and the corresponding set of jobs J, the aggregation of releases times
and execution demands of all jobs describes a specific evolution of the system. More
specifically, a system evolution w is given by

w = ((rs)sen (cs)ser)- (2.1)

Although, from the design perspective, jobs of the same task serve the same purpose,
their execution demand depends on various parameters, e.g., input data, cache behavior
or bitflips. Similarly, a job release may depend on the outside environment, or on previous
scheduling decisions (e.g., if tasks are allowed to trigger job releases of another task, then
the decision when to schedule a job might have an impact on the release time of another
job). These uncertainties result in different system evolutions. We denote the set of all
system evolutions as €} and a specific system evolution as

w = ((ry)ses, (c])se1) € Q. (2.2)

The concept of systems evolutions can also be found in the literature within the context
of probabilistic analysis of scheduling behavior, e.g., [Mar+23, Section V], where Q is
equipped with a probability measure. For most parts of this dissertation, we ignore the
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probability measure and are more concerned with the worst-case behavior. If the system
evolution under consideration is clear within the context, we sometimes omit the index w
for r; and ¢y, as done in Section 2.3 to introduce schedules. Subsequently, in Section 2.4,
we discuss how to deal with several system evolutions by abstracting task properties.

2.3 SCHEDULES

A schedule S specifies which jobs are executed at which time on each processing unit.
In this section, we provide a formal description of schedules assuming a specific system
evolution w is processed. To that end, we first focus on systems with only one processor,
so-called uniprocessor systems, in Section 2.3.1. Afterwards, we extend the formalization
of schedules to the multiprocessor case in Section 2.3.2. The generation of schedules
using scheduling algorithms is described in Section 2.4.3.

2.3.1 UNIPROCESSOR SCHEDULES

We start by considering systems where only one core is processing the jobs J under a
specific system evolution w. The uniprocessor schedule S can be described by a function
from the time domain to the set of jobs J. Intuitively, if the processor executes a job
J € J at time ¢, then S(t) = J. To allow the processor to idle, i.e., no job is being
executed at time ¢, we expand the job set by the symbol L. That is, the processor idles
at time ¢ if S(t) = L.

In the literature, two time domains are predominantly studied: the discrete time
domain and the continuous time domain. Since processors are discrete systems, the
discrete time domain is usually more realistic. However, if the discretization is fine enough,
the continuous time model approximates the real world sufficiently and additionally shows
some analytical advantages. In the remainder of this section we discuss both—discrete
schedules and continuous schedules.

DISCRETE SCHEDULES Inherently, processors are discrete systems. That is, time
granularity is given by the length of one clock cycle ¢, € Rsq. Hence, the description
of the scheduling behavior should also be conducted in a discrete fashion. In the discrete
model, the values r; and c¢; are integer multiples of the clockcycle . y¢e. A schedule &
maps each cycle to a corresponding job J € J to be executed or to L if no job is executed
during the cycle, i.e., the processor idles.

Definition 2.1 (Discrete Schedule). Given a set of jobs J, then each function
S:Z—=JU{l} t— S() (2.3)
defines a discrete schedule. The set of all discrete schedules is defined as ST (J).

If S(t) = J, then job J is executed at the t-th cycle, and if S(¢) = L, then no job
is executed in the t-th cycle. Given a system evolution w € ), we can specify when a
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job starts, i.e., the first time that the job is executed after its release. To do that, we
use the preimage S~!({.J}) to describe at which cycles job .J is executed. In particular,
inf STH({J}) - teyere is the earliest time that J can be executed. Since J cannot be
executed before its release time 7y, taking the maximum max(inf S~({J}) - teyele, TT)
gives us the start of job J. Similarly, we specify the finish of a job J, i.e., the time that
J completes its execution demand. Specifically, J must be executed for <. clock cycles,

tcycle
and for t € Z we can calculate the number of clock cycles that J is executed until the ¢-th

cycle by |S71({J}) N { L ... ,t} |. Finding the minimal ¢ € Z such that the number

tcycle >

of clock cycles that |[S™1({J}) N { ... ,t} | > =L gives us the index of the cycle at

tcycle > tcycle
which J finishes. Since J can still be executed during the whole cycle, the finishing time

of job Jis (t 4+ 1) - teycie-

Definition 2.2 (Start and Finish). Let S € S¥¢(J) and w = ((r7) sey, (c7)sey) € Q be
a schedule and a system evolution of the job set J, respectively. We define the start of a
job J €l as

s‘?’w ‘= max (infS_l({J}) teyelesTT) 5 (2.4)

where STY({J}) is the preimage of {J}. We define the finish of a job J € J as

for = <inf{t€ZH8‘1({J})ﬂ{ i t}'z “ }+1) egere- (2.5)

tcycle cycle

If we consider jobs with execution demand cy =0 (e.g., for convenience in the proofs),
then we assume that such degenerated jobs finish as soon as they are released, i.e.,
s‘j’w = f’w =7rJ.

If a job is not assigned enough processor cycles to be executed, then it can never
complete its execution demand. We call such a behavior starvation.

Definition 2.3 (Starvation). In case a job J can never be completed, we have ff’w = 00,

and we say that the job J starves. If ff’w < oo for all J € J, we say that the schedule S
is starvation free with respect to w.

To meet timing requirements of the real-time system, all jobs J must be completed
until their respective deadline dY.

Definition 2.4 (Feasible). Let S € S¥<(J) and w = ((r;)se1, (c1)e3) € Q be a schedule
and a system evolution of the job set J, respectively. We say that S is a feasible schedule
for the system evolution w, if ff’w < d4 for all jobs J € J for which a deadline d% exists.

Usually, the cycle length is very small compared to the job execution demand. Hence,
analyzing scheduling behavior on the cycle-level is often intractable. As an alternative,
we approximate the discrete behavior by a continuous model.
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CONTINUOUS SCHEDULES A continuous schedule is defined by a function on the
continuous time domain §: R — JU {L}. Intuitively, we want to define S(t) = J if J
is executed at time t. However, the execution at a specific time point ¢ is not clearly
defined. For example, consider a job J executed from time t; to t2 and another job J’
executed from time ty to t3. At time to, is S(t2) = J, or J', or even 17 Also, does it
make a difference for the scheduling behavior if the schedule changes only at a few time
points? In the literature, there are two approaches to solve such problems: Either it
is assumed that even changing a single value of the scheduling function creates a new
schedule (e.g., [BRH90; Uet+20]), or a convention is used to assign those unclear time
points (e.g., by assuming that the scheduling function is right-continuous [BLV09]). While
the former solution allows different schedules to describe the same execution behavior,
the latter limits the generalizability of research results that abide to specific conventions.
In this dissertation, we solve these two shortcomings of current research praxis, by using
the Lebesgue-measure A to identify equivalent scheduling functions.

We call a function S: R — J U {1} measurable, if S7'({1}) and S~1({J}) are
Lebesgue-measurable for all J € J. Under a measurable function S: R — JU { L}, we
say that J € J is executed for A(S71({J}) N (t1,t2)) time units during a time interval
(t1,t2) CR. Given a job J and an interval (t1,t2), then if two different functions S and
S’ coincide almost everywhere!, then A(S™({J}) N (t1,t2)) = M(S{J}) N (t1,12)), Le.,
they describe the same execution behavior of J. We define an equivalence relation S ~ S’
if and only if S and &’ coincide almost everywhere.

Definition 2.5 (Continuous Schedule). Given a set of jobs J, then we define the set of
all continuous schedules as the quotient set:

S (J) ={S: R — Ju{L} Lebesgue-measumble}/ (2.6)

That is, S©"(J) is the set of all equivalence classes [S] with S: R — JU {L} Lebesgue-
measurable, and two equivalence classes [S]| and [S'] are equal in S (J) if S ~S'. An
equivalence class [S] € S©™(J) is called a continuous schedule.

We note that, in the continuous time domain, we distinguish between a scheduling
function S and a schedule [S]. Every scheduling function defines a schedule, but different
scheduling functions may define the same schedule.

Based on a continuous schedule [S] € S®™(]), we specify the execution behavior of
jobs. More specifically, during an interval (¢, t2) C R, the processor idles for

idlel (¢1, 1) = AM(STH{LY) N (t1,t2)) (2.7)
and executes a job J € J for

execP (b1, 1) = ASTH{T}) N (t1, t2)) (2.8)

! Almost everywhere means everywhere up to a set of measure 0.
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time units. Moreover, we denote by execl®! (t1,t2) =372, execg]j) (t1,t2) the time that 7 is

executed during the interval (¢1,%2), and we denote by execlS!(t1, 1) = Y oreT execl®! (t1,t2)
the time that any task is executed during the interval (¢1,t2). We say that J is exclusively

executed during the bounded interval (¢;,t2) if exec{}ﬂ (t1,t2) = ta — t1. Similarly, 7 is

exclusively executed if exec[TS ] (t1,t2) = to — t1. We say the processor exclusively idles
during the bounded interval (t1,ts) if idlels! (t1,t2) = to — t1.

We note that idle[s}, exec?], exec.[;s] and execlS are well-defined, in the sense that they
are independent of the choice of the representative S. More specifically, consider two
representatives S and S’ of the equivalence class [S] = [S’]. Then S and &' coincide
almost everywhere. Therefore, also S1({€}) N (t1,t2) and &' 1 ({€}) N (t1,t2) coincide

almost everywhere, for all £ € JU{ L} and (¢1,t2) C R. We obtain
idlel®l (t1, ) = ASTHHLY) N (t1, t2)) = AS (L) N (t1, t2)) = id1elS (24, t5)  (2.9)
exec(ty, t5) = MST1{JT}) N (t1,12)) = AS T ({T}) N (t1, t2)) = execT (11, 8).
(2.10)

Moreover, exect (t1,t2) = 3252 exec&s(]j) (t1t2) = 3252 exec&s(;.}) (t1,t2) = exect (t1,t2)

by definition of exec,, and execlS(t, t5) = execlS1(ty,t5).
Definition 2.6 (Start and Finish). Let [S] € S®™(]) and w = ((17) ey, (c1)se7) € Q be

a schedule and a system evolution of the job set J, respectively. We define the start of a
job J €] as

s?]’w = max (sup {t ‘ exec!}s}(—oo, t) = O} ,m) . (2.11)
We define the finish of a job J € J as
fBS]’w = inf {t ‘ exec!}s} (ry,t) > CJ} : (2.12)

Similar to continuous schedules, if jobs with execution demand cyj = 0 are considered,

then we assume that such degenerated jobs finish as soon as they are released, i.e.,
[Slw _ plSlw _
55 = f; =1rJ.

Both, s[}s]’w and f([]‘s]’w are well-defined with respect to the choice of S since exec!}s]

well-defined. As for discrete schedules, we define starvation and starvation free.

is

Definition 2.7 (Starvation). In case a job J can never be completed, we have f‘[]‘g]’w = 00,

and we say that the job J starves. If fgs]’w < oo for all J € J, we say that the schedule
[S] is starvation free with respect to w.

The following definition specifies whether all timing requirements of the real-time
system are met.

Definition 2.8 (Feasible). Let [S] € S“™(]) and w = ((ry)sey, (c1)jer) € Q be a
schedule and a system evolution of the job set J, respectively. We say that [S] is a feasible
schedule for the system evolution w if fgs]’w < d% for all jobs J € J for which a deadline

d% exists.
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In this dissertation, continuous schedules are designed to be an extension of discrete
schedules. That is, every discrete schedule can be considered as a continuous schedule.

Remark 2.9. The set of continuous schedules can be considered as an extension of the
set of discrete schedules, in the sense that there exists an embedding

sdiser y gt S vy [t — S Qt ! D] (2.13)
cycle

This map preserves start and finish of jobs, as well as feasibility of the schedule.

In this dissertation, the focus is on the continuous time domain. That is, the contri-
butions in this work consider continuous schedules. However, Remark 2.9 demonstrates
that the contributions are relevant to the discrete model as well.

2.3.2 MULTIPROCESSOR SCHEDULES

If several cores Py, ..., Py are involved in processing the system evolution w of the jobs
J, then the notion of schedules from the previous section has to be adjusted. That is,
one schedule function S; for each core P; describes the schedule on that specific core.
Hence, the complete multiprocessor scheduling function is defined as

SM =8 x - xSy (2.14)

The set of all schedules can be described as H?il S4iser(J) in the discrete time domain, and

as HM S¢ont(J) in the continuous time domain. In particular, two continuous schedules
[SM] and [S'"M] defined by functions S = &) x --- x Sy and SM = 8] x -+ x S},
coincide if and only if [S;] = [S;] for all j = 1,..., M. Since the results of this dissertation
focus on the model with continuous time domain, we limit to that model for the further
discussion of multiprocessor schedules. However, the discussion can be done similarly for
the discrete time domain.

First, we observe that the execution time of jobs and of tasks can be determined from
the execution time on each core:

execB (t1,t2) Zexec[ il (t1,t2), exec[‘S ] (t1,t2) Zexec tl,tg) (2.15)

We note that usually only schedules are considered where JObS cannot be executed on
several cores simultaneously, i.e., execS g (tl, to) < to —tp for all t; < to. The system idles
if all cores idle at the same tlme that is:

M
idlelS" (£, t5) = A (S (L) N (tr, ta) (2.16)
7=1

Next, we formally specify the start and finish of jobs in multiprocessor schedules.
This is done similar to Definition 2.6, utilizing the execution function for multiprocessor
schedules instead.
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Definition 2.10 (Start and Finish). Let [SM] € H]Ail Seont(J) be a multiprocessor
schedule, and let w = ((ry) ey, (c1)se3) € Q be a system evolution of the job set J. We
define the start of a job J € J as

SE}SM]’M ‘= max (sup {t ‘ execE}SM](—oo, t) = O} ,7’J> . (2.17)

Moreover, we define the finish of a job J € J as

]\/I]

BSM]’M = inf {t ‘ exec!}9 (ry,t) > CJ} . (2.18)

We say that a job J € J starves if f([]‘SM}’w = 00, and we say that the schedule [SM] is

M
starvation free with respect to w if f}f b < 0 for all J € ].

By definition of start, s!}sM}’w =minj—1 . S holds. However, a similar statement
for the finish by taking the maximum finish among all processors is not possible, since
the finish on each processor accounts for the whole execution demand of job J. As in
the uniprocessor case, all timing requirements can be met if all jobs finish until their
respective deadline.

[Si]w
J

Definition 2.11 (Feasible). Let [SM] € H]Ai1 S (J) be a multiprocessor schedule, and

let w = ((r7)e7, (cs)se7) € Q be a system evolution of the job set J. We say that [SM] is

a feasible schedule for the system evolution w if f;SM]’w < d4 for all jobs J € J for which

a deadline d% exists.

When considering multiprocessor scheduling, we usually distinguish between partitioned
and global scheduling. Under partitioned scheduling, each task is assigned to one specific
core. That is, the task set is partitioned as T = Ty LI --- LTy, and tasks T; are assigned
to core P;. All jobs of the same task can only be executed on the core they are assigned
to. Under global scheduling, tasks are not fixed to a specific core. In that model, several
cores can be involved in the execution of the same job. Although both approaches are
inherently different, we do not need to distinguish between those mechanisms for the
extension of uniprocessor schedules to multiprocessor schedules. The only difference is
that under partitioned scheduling, a smaller set of scheduling functions is available. That
is, let J; be the jobs obtained by tasks T, then under partitioned scheduling only the
schedules Hj\il Seent(J;) C Hj\il S¢ont(J) can be obtained. The definitions of this section
simplify accordingly for partitioned scheduling.

Generating a feasible schedule given a system evolution is challenging, since the system
evolution may not be clear from the beginning. That is, job releases may not be predefined,
and the job demand is only known when the job finishes. Moreover, the uncertainty
in the environment and behavior outside the model has an impact, provoking different
system evolutions. Therefore, to make a reasonable scheduling decision, tasks must be
analyzed and designed to give useful information about the system evolution beforehand.
The subsequent section considers different system evolutions, and discusses abstractions
of the systems evolutions to be utilized for the analysis of scheduling mechanisms.
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2.4 UNCERTAINTIES AND ABSTRACTION LEVELS

When the system runs, it is not clear which system evolution w € () the system deals
with. Due to the absence of information it is not clear (i) if a feasible schedule of the
system evolution always exists and (ii) how the feasible schedule can be generated. This
section discusses the abstraction of properties of the set of system evolutions €2 that can
be utilized to make scheduling decisions and to analyze the feasibility of schedules under
those scheduling decisions. The abstraction of a task is given in the form of

7 € Propertyi (values;) N Propertys(valuesz) N - - - N Propertye (valuese) (2.19)

if task 7 satisfies all £ properties with the corresponding values.

2.4.1 ABSTRACTION OF EXECUTION DEMAND

To describe the execution demand of jobs under several system evolutions, we abstract its
analytical properties. That is, given a job 7(j), its execution demand can take different

)
is a random variable and its behavior can be abstracted by a probability distribution.

Otherwise, only upper and lower bounds on the execution demand can be provided,
so-called Worst-Case Execution Time (WCET) and Best-Case Execution Time (BCET),
respectively. Usually, it is assumed that jobs released by the same task adhere to a similar
behavior. Therefore, abstracting all jobs of a task by the same information (bounds or
distribution) is sufficient. However, some abstractions also specify execution demand
patterns [MC97]. In the following, we specify abstractions of the execution demand which
are relevant to this dissertation.

values {C‘T"(j) ‘w € Q} In case € is equipped with a probability measure P, then c;(.

WORST-CASE EXECUTION TIME (WCET) The WCET of a task is an upper bound
on the execution demand of all jobs under all system evolutions. More specifically, we

denote by
T € WCET(C;) (2.20)

the case that c;’(j) < C; for all j € N and for all w € Q.

BEST-CASE EXECUTION TIME (BCET) The BCET of a task is a lower bound
on the execution demand of all jobs under all system evolutions. More specifically, we

denote by .
T € BCET(C*™) (2.21)

the case that cf(j) > C; for all j € N and for all w € Q. Naturally, the demand of any
job is lower bounded by 0, which is why every task 7 is in BCET(0).
If the BCET is given, the WCET is also denoted by C™** instead of C; for the sake

of uniformity. That is, if BCET and WCET are given, we denote that case by

7 € BCET(C™1) N WCET(C™a¥). (2.22)
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PROBABILISTIC EXECUTION TIME (PET) Assume that Q is equipped with a
probability measure P. If there exists a cumulative distribution function D,: R — [0, 1]
such that the execution demand c‘;’j is distributed according to D, for all j € N, then
we say that 7 has pET with distribution D,. More specifically, we denote by

7 € pET(D;) (2.23)

the case that P ({w e ’ c‘;’(j) < t}) = D,(t) for all j € N and t € R. Of particular
interest, from an analytical perspective, is the case that the random variables c;( ;) are
independent for all jobs 7(j) with j € N. More specifically, we denote by

T € pETIY(D,) (2.24)

the case that (c;(j)) jen are independent and identically distributed (iid) variables with
T € pET(D,).

PROBABILISTIC WORST-CASE EXECUTION TIME (PWCET) If Q is equipped
with a probability measure P but the execution demand of jobs of task 7 cannot all
be described by the same probability distribution, then we cannot use the pET task
model above to abstract the execution demand. However, we can use a cumulative
distribution function D, to abstract the behavior of upper bounds on the execution
demands. Specifically, we denote by

T € pWCET(D;) (2.25)

the case that there exist upper bounds E‘;’( > c‘T"( 7) for all w € Q and j € N such

7)
that P ({w €N ‘ 5“;(].) < t}) =D, (t) for all j € N and ¢t € R. To exploit independence
analytically, for the pWCET it is sufficient that the upper bounds E;(j) are independent
for all jobs 7(j) with 7 € N. More specifically, we denote by

T € pWCET(D,) (2.26)

the case that 7 € pWCET(D,) such that the upper bounds (E;(j)) jen are iid variables.
Remark 2.12 (Comparison of Abstraction Levels). The different abstraction levels of
the execution demand allow a trade-off between more general solutions and more specific
solutions [Brii+22]. Specifically, an abstraction of pETs allows to derive the BCET and

WCET as follows (assuming that P({w}) > 0 for allw € Q):
pET(D,) € BCET (sup Dy ({0})) N WCET (inf D ({1})) (2.27)

Similarly, if the execution demand is described as pET, then it can be described as p WCET
with the same cumulative distribution function, and the pWCET can be translated into a
WCET (again, assuming that P({w}) > 0 for allw € Q):

pET(D,) C pWCET(D,) € WCET(inf D ' ({1})) (2.28)

Different abstraction levels for the execution demand can be chosen, depending on the
capabilities of the analysis and the information available from the application.
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2.4.2 ABSTRACTION OF JOB RELEASES

For job releases, the literature provides a large variety of different abstraction ap-
proaches [Aud+93; BW94; LL73; Mok83; TCNOO]. In the following, we discuss abstrac-
tions of job releases which are relevant to this dissertation. Subsequently, we compare the
different abstraction levels and introduce definitions based on the abstraction of releases.

FIXED ARRIVAL PATTERN When considering classical time-triggered systems, job
arrivals occur at a “predetermined tick of a clock” [KS22]. That is, jobs 7(j) are released
at the same time r,(;) € R independent of the system evolution w € . We say that
a task has a fixed arrival pattern if all its jobs are released at predefined time points
(77(j))jen- More specifically, we denote by

T E FiXRG]((TT(j))jGN) (2.29)

the case that r:’(j) =1;(; for all j € N and w € Q.

PERIODIC WITH OFFSET The standard procedure to obtain a fixed arrival pattern is
by equipping a task with a timer. Whenever the timer runs out, the task releases a new
job and resets the timer. If the first job is released at time ¢, € R and then periodically
every T, € Ry time units, we say that task 7 is periodic with period T, and offset ¢,

and we denote that case by
7 € PerOff (T, ¢ ). (2.30)

More specifically, rf(j) =(—1)-T; + ¢, for all j € N and for all w € Q. If all tasks
7 € T are periodic with offset ¢, = 0, then we call the task set synchronous.

PERIODIC In some cases, the offset of a periodic task is not deterministic, in the sense
that the offset may depend on the system evolution. As an example, in the implementation
of RTEMS [RTE23], a well-established Real-Time Operating System (RTOS), the timer
is initiated at the start of the first job, which depends on the execution time of the
higher-priority tasks. Without specifying an offset we still say that a task is periodic
with period T; € R+ if the release of two subsequent jobs of 7 is exactly 75 time units
apart. More specifically, we denote by

7 € Per(T;) (2.31)

the case that r¢

i T T =7r¥.  forall j € Nand for all w € Q.

7(5+1)
SPORADIC A more relaxed abstraction of job releases can be described by the sporadic
task model. That is, the task releases jobs according to a minimum inter-arrival time

T, € R-y. More specifically,
T € Spor(T%) (2.32)

if r& it T < 7‘:’(]. +1) for all 7 € N and w € ). The sporadic task model is also relevant

in the context of event-triggered tasks, where job releases are triggered by events, often
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external events outside the system, for which only a lower bound on the inter-arrival time
can be guaranteed. If upper and lower bounds on the inter-arrival time are abstracted,
we denote by

7 € SporMinMax (7™in, Tmax) (2.33)

the case that r¢

min w w
o) TR STy ST

rgy S T T

ARRIVAL CURVES A more descriptive abstraction of the inter-arrival time can be
achieved by arrival curves, known from Real-Time Calculus, Network Calculus [BT01;
TCNOO0], and Compositional Performance Analysis (CPA) [Hen+05; HAE17]. That is,
for each task 7, an upper arrival curve a;: R>9 — R>g is given, which provides by a,(A)
an upper bound on the number of job releases inside an interval of length A. More
specifically, we have

ar-(A) > su ) Tf- "GN ( t,t—i—A‘ 2.34
(A) tP( { G) |7 } [ ) ) ( )
for all w € Q and A > 0. We denote by

T € Arr(a;) (2.35)

the case that job releases of 7 can be described by the arrival curve «,. The power of the
arrival curve model is that it can handle the case that the minimum inter-arrival time T’
is 0. Le., it is possible to release two (or more) jobs at the same time. Modeling such
a task with a typical sporadic task 7 € Spor(0) allows infinite bursts and is therefore
infeasible.

We assume that the given upper arrival curve function a, is sub-additive [BT01],
ie., ar(A1 + Az) < ar (A1) + ar(Ag) for all Ay, Ag € R>g. If the given curve is not
sub-additive, then it can be tightened by applying the sub-additive closure to achieve the
sub-additivity property, i.e., by defining a new upper arrival curve

A A
ar(A) =inf{ Y ar(Ag) [AEN, Ay, Ap €ERxp, D A=A (2.36)
§=1 £=1

Due to the sub-additivity property, we have that for all A € R:

(i) ar(A) < ar(A+6) for all § > 0 (o monotonically increasing); otherwise, the
existence of § > 0 with a(A) > a-(A + J) contradicts the sub-additivity property
ar(A+0) < ar(A) + a-(0) < ar(A).

(ii)) ar(A) < ar(A—T;)+1 if the minimum inter-arrival time of jobs is T > 0. This is

due to the sub-additivity property o (A) < a-(A—=T7) +a-(Tr) = a-(A=T;) +1
when T, > 0 and due to the fact that a;(A) < a;(A) + 1 when T is 0.
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Remark 2.13 (Comparison of Abstraction Levels). The sporadic task model can be
considered as behavior relaxation [Bri+22] of the periodic task model, in the sense that
it allows additional behavior. In particular, we have inclusions:

PerOff (T, ¢,) C Per(T) C Spor(T5) (2.37)

That is, every periodic task with offsets can be considered as periodic task without offset,
and every periodic task without offset can be considered as sporadic task. While an
analytical result for sporadic tasks can be applied to periodic tasks as well, a dedicated
analysis for periodic tasks might achieve tighter results because it is more restrictive for
the task behavior.

The task models using fized arrival patterns and arrival curves provide more detailed
descriptions of periodic tasks with offset and of sporadic tasks, respectively. That is,

PerOff(T}, ¢,) = FixRel((¢r + (j — 1)T)jen) (2.38)
Spor(T;) = Arr (A — [?W) (2.39)

but not every task that can be described using a fixed release pattern or an arrival curve
can be described as a periodic task with offset or as a sporadic task, respectively. In the
work by von der Briggen et al. [Bri+22], such generalization, that allows to describe the
more simple instance of the problem precisely, is denoted as abstraction refinement.

In industry systems, periodic and sporadic tasks play an important role. That is, as
reported by Akesson et al. [Ake+20; Ake+22] for industrial real-time systems, periodic
and sporadic task activations are widely used in industry practice; specifically, in 82 %
and 47 %, respectively, of the investigated systems. Therefore, these are also very popular
in the research community.

In the following, we define common properties of periodic and sporadic tasks. Please
note that the definitions of properties for sporadic tasks 7 € Spor(7}), especially Defini-
tions 2.14, 2.15 and 2.16, also apply to periodic tasks and periodic tasks with offsets due
to behavior relaxation (Equation (2.37)).

Definition 2.14 (Utilization). If a task 7 is 7 € Spor(Tr) N WCET(C;), then its

utilization is defined by

C,
Ur i= 2 (2.40)

Furthermore, the total utilization of the task set T is defined by
Ur=>» U, (2.41)
T€T

Definition 2.15 (Harmonic Tasks). We call a set of periodic tasks T with T € Per(T%)
for all T € T harmonic, if

T, T,
€N
T T

eN (2.42)
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for all 7,7 € T. A typical example of a harmonic task set is if the periods Ty are
T. € {1,2,10, 20,100,200, 1000} (2.43)

for all T € T. Besides harmonic task sets, industry systems often deploy task sets that
are almost harmonic. Such task sets are called semi-harmonic. For instance, periods

T, € {1,2,5,10, 20, 50,100, 200, 500, 1 000} (2.44)
for all T € T are common in automotive systems [KZH15].

Definition 2.16 (Specification of Deadlines). Consider a set of sporadic tasks T with
T € Spor(T;) for all T € T in which every task has a relative deadline D; € R~y. We
call T an implicit-deadline task set if D = T for all 7 € T. Furthermore, we call T a
constrained-deadline task set if D, < T, for all T € T. In the general case, i.e., D <T.
as well as Dy > T is allowed for every task T € T, we call T an arbitrary-deadline task
set. By definition, every implicit-deadline task set is a constrained-deadline task set, and
every constrained-deadline task set is an arbitrary-deadline task set.

Definition 2.17 (Hyperperiod). Consider a set of tasks T abstracted as periodic tasks
T € Per(T;) for all T € T. The hyperperiod of T is the least common multiple (lcm) of
all task periods of T. More specifically,

H(T) = lem({T} | € T}) (2.45)

defines the hyperperiod of T. Although a similar definition could be made for tasks
abstracted as sporadic, this definition restricts to periodic tasks, since the hyperperiod is
usually used to in the context of repetitive release patterns, which cannot be guaranteed
for sporadic tasks.

2.4.3 SCHEDULING ALGORITHMS

A scheduling algorithm A is a systematic approach to translate the system evolution
w = ((ry)en (cs)sey) into a schedule A(w) € S©™(J). The literature provides plenty
different scheduling algorithms, which can be categorized as follows.

Static schedulers create a scheduling table that allocates time slots to the tasks offline.
At runtime, task instances are allocated to the processor based on these time slots and the
table is repeated. Alternatively, priority-based schedulers allocate jobs to the processor
based on (usually unique) priorities. This dissertation focuses on work-conserving priority-
based scheduling mechanisms. That is, each job J € J is assigned a priority prio(J). At
its release 77, the job is moved to a ready queue R, and at each point in time, the job of
the ready queue with the highest priority is scheduled, i.e., the job arg max ;. prio(J)
is scheduled.

We distinguish preemptive and non-preemptive scheduling. That is, under preemptive
scheduling, a job that is executed may be moved back to the ready queue (i.e., preempted)
if job priorities change or if a higher-priority job arrives at the ready queue. On the other
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hand, under non-preemptive scheduling, a job cannot be preempted. That is, a job that
is executed runs to completion even if higher-priority jobs are in the ready queue. Each
preemption is associated with a so-called preemption delay which is why the number of
preemptions should be kept as low as possible to avoid excessive overhead.

Besides the distinction between preemptive and non-preemptive scheduling, we also
distinguish different ways to set priorities. More specifically, the priority can be fixed on
the task-level or on the job-level, or the priority can be set dynamically.

e Task-level Fixed-Priority (T-FP) scheduling. In T-FP scheduling, all jobs
of the same task have the same priority level. Therefore, the priority level of the
jobs is a task parameter, also referred to as the task priority. The set of higher-
priority tasks is denoted by hp(7) and the set of higher or equal priority tasks
(including 7 itself) is denoted by hep(7). Despite the fact that T-FP scheduling
algorithms are not optimal, in the sense that they cannot always generate a feasible
schedule if one exists, they are widely supported by RTOSs for uniprocessor systems
or partitioned scheduling algorithms in multiprocessor systems. This is due to
an intuitive parameterization in terms of priorities that influence the response
time of a task and the ability to implement such algorithms with low overhead.
Typical T-FP algorithms are Deadline Monotonic (DM) [LW82] or Rate Monotonic
(RM) [LLT73], as defined below. An algorithm that is not T-FP is called Task-level
Dynamic-Priority (T-DP).

e Job-level Fixed-Priority (J-FP) scheduling. In J-FP scheduling, jobs of
the same task may have different priority levels, but the priority of each job
remains fixed throughout the schedule. Common scheduling algorithms are First
In — First Out (FIFO), also called First-Come First-Served (FCES), or Shortest
Job First (SJF) [Ercl9], that sort the job priorities by arrival time or execution
time, respectively. Other typical examples for J-FP are Earliest-Deadline-First
(EDF) [LL73] and its generalization EDF-Like (EL), defined below. Moreover,
every T-FP scheduling algorithm is also J-FP. An algorithm that is not J-FP
is called Job-level Dynamic-Priority (J-DP). Every J-DP algorithm is also
T-DP by definition. Typical examples for J-DP algorithms are Least-Laxity-First
(LLF) [Leu89], also called Least Slack Time (LST), and Earliest Deadline Zero
Laxity (EDZL) [Lee94].

In the following, we discuss those scheduling algorithms in more detail that are primarily
considered throughout this dissertation.

DEADLINE MONOTONIC (DM) is a T-FP scheduling strategy that assigns tasks
priorities according to their relative deadline. That is, the task with the shortest relative
deadline D, has the highest priority, and the task with the largest relative deadline
has the lowest priority. This scheduling strategy is discussed in detail by Leung and
Whitehead [LW82].
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RATE MoONOTONIC (RM) is a T-FP scheduling strategy for sporadic tasks, i.e.,
7 € Spor(T;) for all 7 € T, that assigns tasks priorities according to their minimum
inter-arrival time T%-. That is, the task with the shortest T; has the highest priority, and
the task with the largest T, has the lowest priority. This scheduling strategy is proposed
by Liu and Layland [LL73]. In case of implicit-deadline tasks, DM and RM coincide.

FIrRST IN — FIrsT OUT (FIFO) is a T-DP/J-FP scheduling strategy that assigns
the highest priority to the job with the earliest release time. FIFO has the benefit
that it can easily be implemented using a single queue without the need to sort the
queue. Consequently, FIFO has a very low overhead. FIFO is also called First-Come
First-Served (FCFS). We assume that an arbitrary but deterministic tie-braking rule is
applied.

EARLIEST-DEADLINE-FIRST (EDF') is a T-DP/J-FP scheduling strategy that as-
signs job priorities according to their absolute deadline [LL73]. That is, the earlier the
absolute deadline d‘;’(j) of a job 7(j) the higher is the job priority. When considering EDF
scheduling, it is assumed that every task 7 has a relative deadline D, i.e., the absolute
deadline is computed by d‘:(j) = 'rf(j + D;. Hence, the release time 7% ., of a job and
the relative deadline D, of the corresponding task uniquely specify the job priority. We
assume that an arbitrary but deterministic tie-braking rule is applied.

EDF-LIKE (EL) is a generalization of EDF scheduling. Specifically, EL uses a relative
priority point 11 € R instead of the relative deadline D, to assign job priorities. That
is, the earlier the absolute priority point 7[':_}(]-) = r:’(j) + II; of a job 7(j), the higher
is the job priority. We assume that an arbitrary but deterministic tie-braking rule is
applied. The idea to model scheduling algorithms using priority points has originally
been proposed by Leontyev and Anderson [LA07]. Depending on how the relative priority
point is configured, EL. can be modeled to behave like most J-FP schedules. For example,
using relative priority points II, = D,, EL behaves as EDF, and using relative priority
points IL. = 0, EL behaves as FIFO. In Section 5.1.3.1 we discuss the capabilities
and limitations of EL scheduling in more detail, showing that EL. can even imitate the

behavior of T-FP scheduling algorithms.

2.5 ANALYTICAL LITERATURE RESULTS

Given a scheduling algorithm A and a task set T, we are concerned with the question:
Can all timing requirements be met?

Usually, if the timing requirements are given by a deadline constraint on the tasks, then
we aim to ensure that the underlying scheduling algorithm always generates feasible
schedules for all system evolutions w € €. In such a case, we also call the task set
schedulable under scheduling algorithm A. To determine if a task set is schedulable,
schedulability tests are applied.
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Since the underlying set of system evolutions €2 is unknown, schedulability tests use
the information given by the task abstraction. That is, considering a specific abstraction,
this covers several possible sets of system evolutions. We define by Q%5 the set of all
possible system evolutions under a certain abstraction. In particular, assuming that the
abstraction of € is correct, Q C Qs holds. We distinguish sufficient, necessary and
exact schedulability tests:

e A sufficient test returns True if it guarantees that the task set is schedulable, and
it returns False if it cannot guarantee schedulability, although the task set might
still be schedulable. Specifically, a sufficient test guarantees that for all w’ € Q@bstr
the schedule A(w’) is feasible.

e A necessary test returns False if it guarantees that the task set is not schedulable,
and it returns True if it cannot guarantee that the task set is mot schedulable.
Specifically, a necessary test guarantees that there exists an w’ € Q%% such that
A(w') is not feasible.

e We call a schedulability test exact if is it sufficient and necessary.

An important tool for timing analysis is the Worst-Case Response Time (WCRT) of a
task, i.e., the longest time from release to finish of any job of that task.

Definition 2.18 (Worst-Case Response Time (WCRT)). Given a scheduling algorithm
A and a system evolution w € ) of task set T, then the response time of job 7(j) with
7 €T and 5 € N is given by

Aw)w . pAw)w
Bo™ = e~y (2.46)
The Worst-Case Response Time (WCRT) of a task 7 € T is the mazimal response time
of any job of T under any system evolution, i.e.,
A(w),w

RA = sup sup R
T eNwen V)

(2.47)

The WCRT serves two purposes: (i) Checking if a task set is schedulable, i.e., if
RA < D, for all 7 € T. (ii) Exploiting R in the analysis, e.g., to bound the number of
interfering jobs.

In the following, we discuss classical results from the literature on real-time systems.
We focus on the analysis of preemptive T-FP and J-FP scheduling algorithms, specifically
RM, DM and EDF.

CRITICAL INSTANT An important observation by Liu and Layland for T-FP scheduling
is the Critical Instant Theorem (CIT) [LL73]: For a set of periodic tasks, i.e., 7 € Per(T%)
for all 7 € T, the WCRT of a task can be observed when all higher-priority tasks release
jobs at the same time, the so-called critical instant. Furthermore, they also define the
critical time zone, which is the interval where the WCRT for a task 7 occurs, as the time
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between a critical instant and the end of the response to the corresponding request of the
task. The CIT and the critical time zone are further extended to cope with the sporadic
real-time task model [Mok83], and have been widely adopted as a backbone in WCRT
analyses. In the following we give a short summary and explain the proof of correctness
when determining the WCRT.

Definition 2.19 (Critical Instant, reworded from [LL73; Mok83]). Let T be a task set
with 7 € Spor(T;) NWCET(C;) for all 7 € T. The critical instant of a task 7 € T under
uniprocessor preemptive T-FP scheduling occurs at the release of a job of T when

(i) every higher-priority task in hp(t) releases a job simultaneously with the job of T,

(i) all subsequent jobs of higher-priority tasks are released as early as possible by
respecting their minimum inter-arrival times, i.e., periodically with period T, and

(iii) every job is executed with its WCET C;.

Definition 2.20. (Critical Time Zone, reworded from [LL73]) With Definition 2.19,
the critical time zone of task T is the time interval between a critical instant and the
finishing time of the job of T released at the critical instant.

Theorem 2.21 (Critical Instant Theorem (CIT), reworded from [LL73]). Under unipro-
cessor T-F'P preemptive scheduling, if the interval length of the critical time zone of task
T is no more than T;, then the response time of this job of T (i.e., the length of the
critical time zone) is the WCRT of T; otherwise, the WCRT of T is greater than Ty .

Although the statement is correct, the original proof of the CIT by Liu and Lay-
land [LL73] was incomplete. Several patches are available, e.g., in [Bri04]. For complete-
ness, in the following we recall the proof in our notation.

Proof. Suppose that [S] is the preemptive T-FP schedule of a system evolution w of jobs
generated by the set T of sporadic tasks. In the schedule [S], if there is a job of task 7
whose response time is greater than T, let job 7(j) be the first job of them. Otherwise,
let 7(j) be any arbitrary job of 7.

Interval Extension: Let ¢y be the earliest instant prior to rf(j), ie., tg < r‘;’(j), such
that the processor only executes jobs generated by the higher-priority tasks in hp(7)
from o to 77 ;) in the schedule [S]. We remove all jobs released before ty. Let [S1] be
the resulting T-FP schedule of the remaining jobs. As the removal of such jobs has no
impact on the schedule [S] between ¢y and fl‘?;.’)w, the two schedules [S] and [S;] coincide

(almost everywhere) from ¢y to ff?]]’)w

Release Time Modification: According to the above definition, task 7 is not
executed from tg to r:’(].). Moving the release time of 7(j) to ¢ty does not change the
schedule [S1] but the response time of 7(j) is increased by rf(j) —tp > 0.

Simultaneous Release and Periodic Interference: Since there is no job released
prior to ty in the schedule [S1], in order to achieve the maximum interference, the jobs of
7' € hp(7) should be released as early as possible, starting from ty. This implies that the
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first job of 7" € hp(7) should be released at time tg, followed by subsequent jobs released
periodically. Furthermore, every job runs for its WCET. That is, the critical instant

in Definition 2.19 is at time tg. Let [S2] be the resulting schedule and let fi‘?j)]’w be the

finishing time of 7(j) in the schedule [S2]. It can be proven that fT[‘f;;w > fT[‘?j])w
Worst-Case Response Time: Therefore, the response time of the job 7(j) becomes
fi‘?;;w —to > fT[‘?]])w — r:’( i) This leads to the conclusion stated in Theorem 2.21. O

With the CIT, the WCRT analysis and the feasibility of the T-FP schedule can be
validated by simulating the worst-case release pattern with each job executing its WCET.
The CIT has been widely used in research results.

TIME-DEMAND ANALYSIS Based on the CIT, the Time-Demand Analysis (TDA),
as proposed by Joseph and Pandya [JP86] and Lehoczky et al. [LSD89], provides exact
analyses of the WCRT of tasks if they have at most one unfinished job at any time and if
they are scheduled upon uniprocessor systems using T-FP scheduling. Specifically, given
a task set T abstracted as

7 € Spor(T>) N WCET(C>) (2.48)

with constrained deadlines D, < T, and a preemptive T-FP scheduling algorithm A with
a total priority ordering, i.e., no two tasks have the same priority. Then the time-demand
function W,.: R — R of task 7 € T is defined as

Wity =Crt Y mC (2.49)
)

T'Ehp(T

where hp(7) is the set of tasks in T with higher priority than 7. According to TDA, task
7 is schedulable if all tasks with higher priority than 7 are schedulable and there exists a
t € (0, D;] such that:

W.(t) <t (2.50)

Furthermore, if 7 is schedulable, then any ¢ € (0, D;] fulfilling Equation (2.50) is an upper
bound on the WCRT), i.e., RA < min {t € (0, D] | W,(t) < t}. The minimal ¢ to satisfy
Equation (2.50) can be calculated using fixed-point iteration. To test the schedulability of
T using TDA, we test the schedulability of each task individually, using Equation (2.50),
in order of decreasing priorities. TDA forms an exact test for the sporadic abstraction,
in the sense that if TDA fails to determine schedulability, then there exists a system
evolution w’ € Q%% such that A(w’) is not feasible. In the case of arbitrary-deadline task
systems in which tasks may have more than one unfinished job at each time (backlog),
the TDA was extended to the busy-interval analysis by Lehoczky [Leh90].

CRITICAL INSTANT IN PROBABILISTIC SCENARIOS While the critical instant is
usually applied to ensure timeliness in a worst-case scenario (i.e., meeting the deadline
under all circumstances), many embedded real-time systems can still function well even
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with occasional (bounded) deadline misses. Hence, providing quantification of deadline
misses is of importance in practice. Specifically, safety standards such as ITEC-61508 [Int10]
and ISO-26262 [Int00] specify a (very) low failure probability but not necessarily a failure
probability of zero. In contrast to the large body of research results regarding hard real-
time systems, formal arguments and proofs for properties related to soft real-time systems
with probabilistic, statistical, or deterministic guarantees remain an open research area
even for simple settings.

In this regard, probabilistic timing analysis has been explored in the literature. For a
probabilistic analysis, instead of having a scalar WCET C of a task 7, the execution
time of a job of 7 is specified as a distribution of a random variable, as formalized in
Section 2.4.1. The pET describes the impact of hardware effects (e.g., caches, branch
prediction, pipelines, etc.) as well as different input values and paths taken in the software
on the execution time. More variances and information can be found in the survey by
Davis and Cucu-Grosjean [DC19].

The usage of the CIT for probabilistic timing analysis can be traced back to Tia et
al. [Tia+95] in 1995 for a Probabilistic Time-Demand Analysis (PTDA). They assumed
that the analyzed task set is released at the critical instant, which leads to “an upper bound
of the processor-time demand of j-th job of T; and all higher-priority tasks only when the
deadline and mazimum computation time of every task are less than its period” [Tia+95].
In 1999, Gardner and Liu noted that the PTDA is only valid if the worst-case utilization
of the task set is not more than 1, since the worst-case pattern of releases might not
follow the critical instant (the concept was called an in-phase busy-interval in their work).
They explored this aspect by a Stochastic Time-Demand Analysis (STDA) and simulated
different phases. However, they did not find any cases where the probability that jobs
miss their deadlines was higher for random phasing than for the simultaneous release
under the critical instant.

In 2002, Diaz et al. [Dia+02] noted that the worst-case scenario for a job in the first
busy period following synchronous release (i.e., the classical CIT for periodic tasks) in
PTDA [Tia+95] and STDA [GL99] may lead to an underestimation of the response-time
distributions when the worst-case utilization of the task set exceeds 1. The main issue is
the backlog at the end of each hyperperiod (i.e., the least common multiple of the periods
of the periodic tasks). The analysis by Diaz et al. [Dia+02], refined later by Lopéz et
al. [Lop+08] in 2008, considers the scenario when backlog may exist.

Backlog can be avoided by restarting the system when there is a deadline miss or by
aborting a job when it misses its deadline. Under this assumption, in 2013, Maxim and
Cucu-Grosjean [MC13] presented a probabilistic response-time analysis, proved the CIT
from the probabilistic perspectives, and further extended the CIT to deal with tasks with
inter-arrival times and relative deadlines also described by random variables. Since then,
the CIT under the probabilistic setup by Maxim and Cucu-Grosjean [MC13] has been
widely used in the literature [Max+17; Ren+15; Ren+19]. We revisit the probabilistic
CIT [MC13] in Section 4.3, showing that their extension is flawed and discussing the
impact on literature results.
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UTILIZATION BOUNDS While calculating bounds on the response time may be time-
consuming, another approach is to test the schedulability of a task set T based on
utilization values U, with 7 € T. Specifically, we consider a set of periodic or sporadic
tasks with implicit deadlines, i.e., 7 € Spor(7T;) and D, = T; for all 7 € T. Under RM,
T is schedulable if Ur < In(2) ~ 0.693, called the Liu and Layland bound [LL73]. In
2001, Bini et al. [BBBO01] provided a tighter utilization bound. Specifically, they showed
that T is schedulable if [[_ (U, + 1) < 2, called the hyperbolic bound. Under EDF, T
is schedulable whenever Ur < 1 as proven by Liu and Layland [LL73]. Therefore, this
shows that EDF is optimal, in the sense that every task set that is schedulable can be
feasibly scheduled by EDF. It is shown that EDF is even optimal for scheduling jobs
with arbitrary deadlines [Uth04].
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Focus oF THE DISSERTATION: CHALLENGES
OF DISTRIBUTED REAL-TIME SYSTEMS

With the trend towards distributed system architecture, new challenges arise for the
real-time community. More specifically, to profit from a distributed system, workload
must be distributed on different computing elements and data must be transmitted
between those computing elements.

In this dissertation, we focus on two specific challenges.

Challenge 1: Distributed execution of jobs. A job is refined into smaller blocks which
are distributed among different components. This requires more refined task models.
However, extending classical results, like the Critical Instant Theorem (CIT), to the
refined task models is non-trivial, as demonstrated by a series of wrong results in
the literature. Of special interest for this dissertation is the self-suspension task
model, which allows a job to pause its execution voluntarily, e.g., due to offloading
certain part of its computation to another resource. Self-suspending tasks are
further discussed in Section 5.

Challenge 2: Interplay of distributed tasks. If multiple tasks (on possibly different
components) are involved to achieve a functionality, the interplay of these tasks
has to be analyzed. That is, a sequence of tasks (a so-called cause-effect chain)
is analyzed. Consequently, the timing requirement needs to be lifted from the
task-level to the cause-effect-chain-level. Of special interest for this dissertation
is the end-to-end latency of cause-effect chains which is further discussed in
Section 6.

In Sections 3.1 and 3.2, we discuss the two abovementioned challenges. In particular,
we introduce the self-suspension task model and cause-effect chains which are the two
predominantly studied concepts of this dissertation. Subsequently, in Section 3.3, we
review the state of the art for the analysis of self-suspending tasks and for the end-to-end
latency of cause-effect chains.
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3.1 CHALLENGE 1: DISTRIBUTED EXECUTION OF JOBS

To exploit the potential of distributed systems on the job-level, we partition the full job
J in system evolution w into finitely many blocks B%. In general, blocks of the same
job are allowed to run on different components. Moreover, each block can have certain
requirements, such as running on specific processing components or accessing a shared
resource. Instead of an execution demand ¢% for the job J, each block B € B% has an
execution demand c.

Naturally, the system structure of a job may not allow to execute all blocks at the same
time. Specifically, if a certain block B’ € BY requires the result of another block B € BY,
then B must be finished before the execution of B’ can be started. Such dependencies
are modeled as precedence constraints. More specifically, there is a set of precedence
constraints

Py CBY x BY (3.1)

on the blocks B of job J in system evolution w. We assume that (BY,P%) forms the
structure of a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG), i.e., (BY,PY) is a directed graph without
cycles. Due to their requirements, some blocks may need to wait to get access to, e.g.,
hardware accelerators (such as GPUs) or shared resources managed by a multiprocessor
locking protocol. This may result in a delay

5‘(‘JB,B’) € REO (32)

along a precedence constraint (B, B') € PY.

When refining jobs into blocks, schedules can also be defined on the block-level. That
is, we replace the job set J in the construction of the schedule by the set of all blocks
B := | ] ;c; BY. More specifically, every schedule' [SM] =[S x---xS8y] € H]]Vil Seont(B«)
of system evolution w can be represented by a scheduling function

St,.., Sy R BYU{L}, (3.3)

. - [SM]w . [SM]w
where M is the number of processors. The definitions of start sj , finish f5 ,

execution exech} etc. are naturally extended by using blocks B € B“ instead of jobs.
We consider schedules which adhere to the precedence and delay constraints of the blocks.
M M
That is, if (B, B') € P%, then f 1 + 8y < s157 1 must hold.
Each scheduling function S; of blocks gives rise to a scheduling function S; of jobs

3 S;=projoS;

- ~
- S~y

R 5 Bou{Ly 2% Ju{l), (3.4)
where proj is the projection of blocks to their corresponding job. Due to the block
structure, the corresponding job schedule [SM] =[S} x - -- x Sy/] can show the following
behavior:

We focus on schedules in the continuous time domain for this dissertation. Similar constructions can
be done for the discrete time domain.
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(a) Full execution demand of all (b) Reduced delay. (c) Reduced execution demand.
blocks and full delay.

Figure 3.1.: Timing anomaly: Reducing the delay/suspension or the execution demand
of J; increases the response time of Js.

Parallelism: The same job can be executed on different components simultaneously. This
occurs if two blocks of the same job are executed at the same time in [SM].

Non-Work-Conserving: Some processors may idle, although there are uncompleted jobs.
This occurs due to the precedence constraints and delay between blocks.

Such effects can evoke timing anomalies, i.e., the reduction of execution demand or
delay leads to an increased response time of other jobs. As an example we consider
Figure 3.1. The example is composed of only two jobs, namely J; with two execution
blocks BY = {B}, By}, with P = {(B{, B3)}, and J» with only one execution block
BY, = {B?}}, with P4 =0 for all w € Q. The execution demand of the blocks is specified
as c‘él =3, c“él =4, and c“éQ = 3, and the delay is specified as 6%}31 Bl = 6. Figure 3.1a

1 2 1 172
depicts the schedule obtained when scheduling J; and Jy with the Job-level Fixed-Priority
(J-FP) scheduling algorithm when J; has higher priority than J;. The response time of
Jo in that schedule is 9 — 6 = 3. When considering another system evolution w’ € §2 where
the delay 52"];%’35) of (Bi, B}) is reduced to 4 (in Figure 3.1b) or where the execution
demand c‘é} of block Bi is reduced to 1 (in Figure 3.1c), the response time of J; increases
to 13 — 6 = 7. Timing anomalies cause unintuitive behavior of the system and have led
to several problems in the literature as further discussed in Chapter 5.

In the following, we consider different abstractions of the refined task model. To that
end, we augment the space of system evolutions €2 to account for blocks, precedence
constraints and delays, i.e.,

Qow= <(r°f)JeJa (( 7. PF), ( ((UB,B/))(B Byeps’ (Coé)Bezazg)J J) . (3.5)
) J c

3.1.1 EVENT-DRIVEN DELAY-INDUCED TASKS
The Event-Driven Delay-Induced (EDD) task model was first proposed in 2021 by

Aromolo et al. [Aro+21]. The task model assumes that all jobs of a task adhere to the
same block structure and gives upper bounds on the block execution demand and on the
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delay of precedences.” We denote the common block structure by B, with precendence
constraints Pr, and the upper bound on the delay by (A g p/))(B,8/)eB, - More specifically,
we denote by

7 € EDD ((Br, Pr), (As.59) 5.5y, - (CB)pes, ) (3.6)

the case that for all j € N and for all system evolutions w € () there exists a graph
isomorphism® f: (B,,P,;) — (B (), Ps(y)) such that ¢z < Cp for all B € B and
5?}(3),f(B’)) < Ap,p for all (B, B’) € P.. While this task model is very general, there
have been no further analytical results beyond the approaches of the initial paper [Aro+21],
where they propose a formulation of the scheduling problem as Mixed-Integer Linear
Programming (MILP) and a reduction to the schedulability problem of dynamic self-
suspending tasks (to be introduced in Section 3.1.3).

In the following two sections, we discuss DAG tasks and self-suspending tasks, which
are two extreme cases of the EDD task model. That is, the DAG task model assumes
that the delay between blocks is set to 0, while the self-suspending task model assumes
that the block structure is limited to sequences.

3.1.2 DIRECTED AcycLIC GRAPH TASKS

The Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) task model has its focus on the DAG structure of
the blocks. That is, a common block structure (B,,P,) is abstracted for all jobs of the
same task, and the delay along the precedence constraints is assumed to be 0. More
specifically, we denote by

T E DAG((BT; 737')7 (CB)BEIBT) (3'7)

the case that for all j € N and for all system evolutions w € ) there exists graph
isomorphism f: (B,,P,;) — (IB%“TJO)?P;"O)) such that ¢f 5 < Cp for all B € B, and
5‘(*}(3) fF(pryy = 0 for all (B, B'") € P;. The DAG task model is a special case of the EDD

task model, in the sense that
DAG((]BTypT)v (CB)BEBT) = EDD ((]BT)PT)) (A(B,B’) = 0) (B,B"eP,’ (CB)BEJBT> . (38)

Therefore, the EDD task model can be considered as an abstraction refinement [Brii+22]
of the DAG task model.

The DAG task model is well studied in the literature for both priority-based global
scheduling [Bon+13; CA14; FNN17; NNB19] and partitioned scheduling [BCM19; Cas+18;
Fon+16]. Besides that, different scheduling approaches have been developed to im-
prove the performance, e.g., federated scheduling [Li+14], and hierarchical scheduling

2The EDD model in the work by Aromolo et al. [Aro+21] also provides lower bounds on the delay. We
omit those lower bounds in the discussion of the model for simplicity.

3A graph isomorphism f: (B,,P,) = (B5(j)> Pr(;)) is a bijective function f: B- = B ;) that preserves
the graph structure, i.e., f x f: Pr = P is a bijection.
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approaches [BBW10; UGC21]. A classical bound which applies to an exclusively sched-
uled DAG task using any work-conserving scheduling algorithms is proposed by Gra-
ham [Gra69], using only the total workload and the longest path of the DAG. The bound
has been further tightened [He+22] by considering several paths in the DAG.

3.1.3 SELF-SUSPENDING TASKS

While the focus of Section 3.1.2 is on the DAG structure, for self-suspending tasks the
focus is on the delay between blocks. Therefore, for self-suspending tasks we assume
that all jobs adhere to an elementary block structure. That is, we assume that the
directed graph (B%,P¥) is a sequence, i.e., isomorphic to (1 - 2 — --- — m) for
some m. We denote such a graph isomorphism as (IB%“T’(].),P;J(].)) ~(1—=2—=-—=m).
When considering the corresponding job schedule, every delay appears as self-suspension.
That is, the job voluntarily releases its processor and pauses its execution despite being
incomplete. The two predominantly studied self-suspension task models are the segmented

self-suspension task model and the dynamic self-suspension task model.

SEGMENTED SELF-SUSPENSION TASK MODEL For segmented self-suspending tasks,
it is assumed that all jobs of a task adhere to the same sequence structure. That is,
the number of blocks m is fixed on the task-level, and therefore denoted by m.. Hence,
for the segmented self-suspending task model, (IBS‘T"(J.), :—J(j)) ~(1—=2—=- = m;)
for all w € Q and 5 € N. This partitions the task into execution segments which
are the vertices {1,...,m;} and suspension segments which are the precedence con-
straints {(¢,7+1)|7 € {1,...,m; — 1}}. For each execution segment ¢, the segmented
self-suspension task model provides an upper bound C%. Moreover, for each suspension

segment (i,7 + 1), the model provides an upper bound on the delay, i.e., 6% < St

(i5i+1)
We denote by
T € SegSS(CL, st c2, ..., sm—l omn) (3.9)
the case that for all w € 2 and all j € N there exists a graph isomorphism
frl=2—=- = me) = (BY ), Peyy) (3.10)

such that ¢, < C? holds for all i € {1,...,m,} and Oy, 1)) S S¢ holds for all
i€ {l,...,m, —1}. The segmented self-suspension model is a special case of the EDD

task model, in the sense that
SegSS(CL, 8L,...,C™) = EDD ((1 = me), (51 gy (Ci)z-) . (311

Therefore, the EDD task model can be considered as an abstraction refinement [Brii+22]
of the segmented self-suspension model.

The segmented self-suspension model is suitable when the execution of each instance
of a task always follows a specific structure. Prime examples are situations where a
significant part of the computation is offloaded to hardware accelerators, which often
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can be modeled as a three-step process: (i) a local computation segment preparing the
offloaded data, e.g., data compression, (ii) computation on the accelerator, i.e., the time
the task instance is suspended, and (iii) a local computation segment for post-processing.
However, such a clear structure of a task’s self-suspension behavior cannot always be
assumed. For instance, it has been reported that suspension-aware analysis can be
applied to handle suspension-based locks for multiprocessor synchronization due to lock
contention, usually termed as remote blocking. Specifically, when partitioned or semi-
partitioned multiprocessor scheduling paradigms are applied, the problem can be modeled
as self-suspending tasks in uniprocessor systems.” Depending on different execution
paths/conditions, a task may access different mutually exclusive shared resources, and
suspend when waiting for remote resource access. Therefore, for a specific task, the
access pattern to the shared resources may differ for different task instances, i.e., the
number of resource accesses, their order, their location, and which resources are accessed
changes for individual task instances. In such cases, the system evolution shows a more
dynamic block structure of individual jobs, and the dynamic self-suspension model is
more suitable.

DYNAMIC SELF-SUSPENSION TASK MODEL For dynamic self-suspending tasks, each
job can have a different number of blocks, i.e., m is not a fixed task parameter. Rather,
upper bounds for the total execution time C; of jobs of 7, and for the total suspension
time S; that jobs of 7 can experience, are provided. More specifically, we denote by

7 € DynSS(C7, S;) (3.12)

the case that for all j € N and all system evolutions w € €2 there exists an m € N such that

(B::}(])?P:)(])) = (]‘ — 2 7 m)? ZBE]B‘:(J.) C% S CT and Z(BvBl)eP:—J(j) 6((UB7B/) S ST‘

The dynamic self-suspension model is a behavior relazation [Brii+22] of the segmented
self-suspension model, in the sense that

mr mr—1
SegSS(C}, 5L, ¢?,... 8™ =1 C™) C DynSS <Z ci, > S;’) . (3.13)
=1 =1

However, the dynamic self-suspension model is different from the EDD task model in the
sense that neither of them generalizes the other.

3.2 CHALLENGE 2: INTERPLAY OF DISTRIBUTED TASKS

To perform complex functionalities in a distributed manner, they can also be divided into
several tasks, cooperating to achieve the functionalities. For example, considering modern
automotive systems, functionalities such as driving assistance, electronic braking systems,
and even door-locking are decomposed into tasks which are executed on the Electronic

“For details, please refer to [Bral9; Che-+19b].
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Figure 3.2.: An example application, redrawn and simplified from the WATERS challenge
2019 [Ham+19]. An exemplary chain in the application is emphasized by
the bold blue arrows.
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Figure 3.3.: Processing Graph of an autonomous driving system, redrawn from the
RTSS 2021 Industry Challenge [Per21].
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Control Units (ECUs)” of the automotive architecture. To demonstrate this, we consider
Figure 3.2 from the WATERS 2019 challenge and Figure 3.3 from the RT'SS 2021 Industry
Challenge. Both illustrate the decomposition of an autonomous driving system into
several tasks.

To allow the interplay of tasks, data must be transferred between them. Data de-
pendencies, depicted by arrows in Figures 3.2 and 3.3, form the structure of a directed
graph. However, the requirements on the end-to-end latency and therefore the analytical
examination is usually limited to specific paths in the directed graph. Such a path in the
data dependency graph is called a cause-effect chain, denoted by E = (11 — -+ — 75,). In
Figure 3.2, a cause-effect chain is highlighted by bold blue arrows. More specifically, the
cause-effect chain consists of a LIDAR grabber task, a Localization task, a sensor fusion
task using an Extended Kalman Filter (EKF), a trajectory Planner task, and a control

5In this dissertation, we use the notion of ECU when we examine the interplay of distributed tasks,
complying with the historical develop from the automotive domain. This is relevant to Section 3.2 and
Chapter 6. When examining classical or self-suspending tasks, we use the more traditional notion of
processor. However, the results of this dissertation are not limited to these specific computing units.
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Figure 3.4.: Data flow semantic, redrawn from [Dav+07].

task (DASM) that provides the actuators with velocity and steering signals. In this
example, every job of the LIDAR grabber task reads information from the LiDAR sensor,
builds a point cloud, and shares that point cloud data with a job of the Localization task.
Similarly, the computed data from the trajectory Planner job is shared with a job of the
control task (DASM). Please note that while Figures 3.2 and 3.3 show a simplified task
structure, in real applications the structure can be comprised of hundreds of tasks.

In contrast to Chapter 2, functionalities are not described by a single task but are
achieved by several cooperating tasks. Hence, this poses the challenge:

How can the timing requirements of functionalities be specified that are
achieved by a set of interacting tasks?

That is, the timing requirements must be lifted from a single task to a set of tasks. To
achieve this, the maximum time for the data flow between the cause (external activity)
and the effect (actuation based on the external activity) is considered. Typical metrics
for such end-to-end timing are:

e Maximum Reaction Time (MRT): How fast can the system react in the worst case?
(This metric is also called the maximum button-to-action delay.)

e Maximum Data Age (MDA): How old is the data used in an actuation in the worst
case? (This metric is also called the data freshness.)

The seminal work by Davare et al. [Dav+07] explored such end-to-end latency and
optimization of cause-effect chains in 2007. Feiertag et al. [Fei-+09] iterated upon the
work of Davare et al. [Dav+07] in 2009. AUTOSAR Timing Extensions [AUT22] represent
such cause-effect chains of more general functional dependency. In the following, we
formally introduce cause-effect chains and the end-to-end latency.

3.2.1 CAUSE-EFFECT CHAINS

In general, a cause-effect chain is a sequence of objects that need to communicate to
achieve a given functionality. Cause-effect chains are utilized to determine the flow of
data within a system. One of the first models to describe data flow and the end-to-end
timing behavior was provided by Davare et al. [Dav+07] in 2007. In their model, depicted
in Figure 3.4, objects O are allocated to resources R. A set of links £ that each connect
two objects describe the data flow between objects. A path is a finite sequence of objects
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Figure 3.5.: Communication between tasks.

with links between them. Nowadays, the data flow is modeled by a cause-effect chain,
i.e., a sequence of tasks
E=(r— - — ). (3.14)

Beyond that, modern modelling approaches describe the underlying communication
mechanisms more precisely. In this section, we formally introduce cause-effect chains. To
that end, we first specify the communication semantics.

COMMUNICATION Jobs communicate by receiving (reading) their input data from a
shared resource and handing over (writing) their output data to a shared resource. Jobs
of the same task write to the same resource and messages are overwritten; that is, at any
time only the latest output of a task is available. Given a scheduling algorithm A, we
denote the time of the read-event of a job J in system evolution w € Q as re¥(J) € R
and the time of the write-event of J in w as we*(J) € R. The general communication
semantics are depicted in Figure 3.5. We consider communication given the following
two requirements:

(R1) Proper ordering: For each task 7 € T, each job 7(m) reads before it writes,
ie., re’(t(m)) < we“(r(m)) for all m € N. Moreover, for any two consecutive
jobs the read- and write-events are ordered according to their index, that is,
re“(7(m)) < re¥(7(m + 1)) and we*(7(m)) < we*(r(m + 1)) for all 7 € T and
m € N.

(R2) Proper distribution: The number of read- and write-events in each bounded
time interval is finite. More specifically, the two sets {re¥(r(m))|m € N} and
{we*“(7(m)) | m € N} have no accumulation point.

These two not very restrictive requirements are fulfilled by commonly considered
communication semantics, e.g., for explicit communication, implicit communication,
and Logical Ezxecution Time (LET), specified in the current AUTomotive Open System
ARchitecture (AUTOSAR) standard [AUT22]. Implicit communication assumes that
data is always read and written at the beginning and the end, respectively, of a recurrent
task instance’s execution. Contrarily, the explicit communication model assumes that
read and write operation can happen at any time during execution, e.g., as soon as the
data is produced. However, this direct, unrestricted access of explicit communication
easily results in data consistency issues. Therefore, implicit communication strategies
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Figure 3.6.: Implicit communication (left) and LET communication (right).

are usually applied, as they guarantee the required data consistency [Ham-+17]. The
Logical Execution Time (LET) model, as summarized by Kirsch and Sokolova [KS12],
has been introduced with the time-triggered programming language Giotto and adopted
by the automotive industry as a communication mechanism that reduces jitter and
improves determinism even further. LET abstracts the communication from the actual
timing behavior of real-time tasks on the physical platform, i.e., the communication
is independent of the actual schedule of tasks instances (called jobs). Instead, it is
ensured that reads (respectively, writes) happen before (respectively, after) a job starts
(respectively, finishes). This introduces a separation between functionality on the one
hand and scheduling on the other hand. As reported by Ernst et al. [Ern+18], several
Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) and suppliers in the automotive industry have
come to the conclusion that LET might be a key enabler for the design and verification
of multicore systems because it allows predictability of those complex systems. Please
note that “LET [...] leads to longer latencies in event chains” ([Ham-+17]) to enable
determinism. In conclusion, the following communication semantics are predominantly
studied:

e Explicit Communication: Under explicit communication, the read-event and
the write-event can occur anywhere during job execution. However, the job cannot
write new data before its read-event. An example is depicted in Figure 3.5.

e Implicit Communication: Under implicit communication, each job’s read-event

is when the job starts, i.e., re*(J) = s?(w)’w, and the job’s write-event is when
the job finishes, i.e., we*(J) = ff(w)’w. Implicit communication is shown on the

left-hand side of Figure 3.6.

e Logical Execution Time (LET): Under LET [KS12], each task 7 is assigned
an arbitrary relative deadline D,. The read-event of each job J of 7 is set to
its release time re*(J) = r4, and the write-event is set to its absolute deadline
we?(J) = r9 + D,. Communication under LET is depicted on the right-hand side
of Figure 3.6. Although LET is originally limited to systems with only a single
ECU, Ernst et al. [EAG18] provide a generalization to the case with several ECUs.

We note that, for explicit communication, the system evolution w might have to be
augmented to indicate the time of read-events and write-events within the execution
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interval of a job. However, for implicit communication and LET the read-event and
write-event can be determined by the release time and execution demand which is already
encoded in the system evolution w. Note that implicit communication and LET provide a
trade-off: While implicit communication leads to shorter latencies, LET provides timing
determinism [Ham+17]. In this dissertation, the focus is on implicit communication and
LET, and therefore we do not augment read- and write-events in the system evolution.

CAUSE-EFFECT CHAINS. On the task-level, we model the data flow in a system by
a cause-effect chain. A cause-effect chain E = (1, = 7 — -+ = 7,,), with n € N,
describes the data path through different programs as a finite sequence of tasks 7; € T.
This definition is inspired by the event-chains specified in the AUTOSAR Timing
Extensions [AUT22], which represent chains of more general functional dependency.

We assume that the sampling for a cause-effect chain E happens at the read-event
of each job of 71 (i.e., implicit sampling) for convenience. Alternatively, any kind of
sampling can be modeled by adding a sampling task 757" where each job 75¢™Pl ()
with 7 € N reads and writes data at a time when the sampling happens. In most systems,
the data dependencies are more complex and can be described by a directed graph with
several sources and sinks. In this case, each cause-effect chain (i.e., path through the
directed graph from a source to a sink) can be analyzed individually.

A cause-effect chain can be comprised of time-triggered and event-triggered tasks.
Time-triggered tasks release jobs at predefined timestamps. Usually, the timestamps are
determined using a timer with a fixed period. In such a case, the task can be abstracted as
periodic task. As a generalization, a time-triggered task can also be described as sporadic
task if the timestamps to not occur strictly periodic. On the other hand, event-triggered
tasks release jobs when certain events occur. Most commonly, event-triggered tasks
release a job whenever they receive data from another task. However, arbitrary events to
trigger a job release (even outside the system model) would be possible as well. Typical
applications using for example Robot Operating System 2 (ROS2) [Ope22] allow for both
time-triggered and event-triggered tasks. Both triggering mechanisms result in different
challenges for the analysis. While some results of this dissertation are valid for both
time-triggered and event-triggered tasks, most analytical bounds are only designed for
cause-effect chains comprised of time-triggered tasks.

A cause-effect chain considers the implemented functionality and describes the data
path through different tasks in the systems that implements this functionality. Yet, to
determine end-to-end latency, it is not sufficient to know which tasks are part of the
chain. Instead, we need to consider the specific path for one data token through the task
instances. We describe this specific data path as a job chain.

Definition 3.1 (Job chain). For a cause-effect chain E = (11 — -+ — T,) of the task
set T, a job chain ¢ = (J1,...,Jp) for E in system evolution w is a sequence of jobs

fulfilling the following two conditions:

e Job J; is a job of task 1; for alli € {1,2,...,n}.
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Figure 3.7.: End-to-end latency semantics, as formulated in [Fei+09].

e Fach job in the chain reads the data at the time or after it was written by the
previous job in the chain. That is, we*(J;—1) < re¥(J;) for alli € {2,3,...,n}.

Note that according to this definition one job can be part of multiple job chains. For
instance, in Figure 3.7, job Ja 3 is part of the job chains (Jy 4, J23, J3,7), (J1,4,J2.3,J38),
(J175, J273, J377), and (J1,5, J273, J378). The length E“’(c) Of a jOb chain ¢ = (Jl, JQ, ey Jn)
is the length of the time interval between the read-event of J; and the write-event of J,
(i.e., between the read-event of the first job in the chain and the write-event of the last
job in a chain):

gw(Jl,JQ,...,Jn) ZWGW(Jn) —rew(Jl). (3.15)

3.2.2 END-TO-END LATENCY

In this section, we introduce the notion of end-to-end latency, which describes the maximal
time of a data flow in a cause-effect chain £ = (r; — --- — 7,,). Specifically, we restate
different timing metrics for end-to-end latency from the literature, and from our own
work (cf. [Giin+23b]). Analytical results for bounding those metrics are discussed in
Section 6.2.

Whereas classical response-time analysis focuses on the time between the release of a
job and its completion for individual tasks, for end-to-end analysis, the focus is on the
latency of the data propagation along several tasks. While some analytical results for
the end-to-end latency may exploit bounds on the response time of tasks, the challenges
for end-to-end latency analysis are inherently different from response-time analysis. For
instance, end-to-end analysis consider over- and undersampling. That is, data may be
overwritten (oversampling) or utilized by several jobs (undersampling). The problem
becomes even more complex if additional communication delays need to be considered or
the system consists of time-triggered as well as event-triggered tasks.

One of the first discussions of end-to-end latency was by Davare et al. [Dav+07] in 2007.
They analyzed the data flow from a source node (left node in Figure 3.4) to a sink
node (right node in Figure 3.4). Feiertag et al. [Fei+09] extended the work of Davare et
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al. [Dav+07] and refined the notion of data flow analysis. Their model focuses on the
impact of over- and undersampling. They identify the MRT and the MDA as the two
key metrics for end-to-end analysis.

Figure 3.7 illustrates the end-to-end latency model from Feiertag et al. [Fei+09]. For
each job J of 7,, a source job of 71 can be determined. That is, the job J’ of 71 such
that a data path (formally, a job chain) from J’ to J exists without being overwritten.
In Figure 3.7, the source job of J3 1, J32 and J3 3 is Ji,1, and the source job of J34, J35
and J3 ¢ is Jy 3. Since J34, J35 and J3 6 all have the same source job, they all produce
an output based on the same data. The interval that encompasses the write-events of
jobs with the same source job is called the output interval. In Figure 3.7, the output
interval is the interval [17,23].

Feiertag et al. [Fei4-09] further defined the input interval as the interval from the
read-event of the previous source job to the read-event of the current source job. Any
input that can be captured by the system during this interval will be used by the system
to create an output during the output interval. In Figure 3.7, the input interval for the
source job Jj 3 is [0, 12].

Based on these input and output intervals, Feiertag et al. [Fei+09] defined different
metrics for the end-to-end latency, namely First-to-First, First-to-Last, Last-to-First,
and Last-to-Last, as depicted in Figure 3.7. Two key metrics are emphasized:

e Maximum Reaction Time (MRT): The maximum time between the beginning
of the input interval and the beginning of the output interval for any source job.
This is referred to as the First-to-First latency in [Fei+09].

e Maximum Data Age (MDA): The maximum time between the end of the input
interval and the end of the output interval for any source job. This is referred to as
the Last-to-Last latency in [Fei+09].

However, there is an imbalance in the definition of the input and output intervals
by Feiertag et al. [Fei+09]. Specifically, the input interval is formulated as a passive
arrival of data to the system, whereas the output interval is formulated as an active
generation of data by the system. To solve this imbalance, we also need to consider the
interval where output data that is (passively) provided by an actuator can be retrieved
from the system. That is, we need to extend the output interval until the write-event
that originates from different input data. When applying our solution to the scenario in
Figure 3.7, the output interval is extended from [17,23] to [17,29).

In the following, we denote the output interval in the work from Feiertag et al. [Fei+09]
the reduced output interval to distinguish from our proposed output interval. The new
definitions are depicted in Figure 3.8.

Whereas MDA uses the extended output interval, we denote by MRDA the Maximum
Reduced Data Age, defined in terms of the reduced output interval. For symmetry, we
also define a reduced input interval, that is the interval of all read-events during the

5Some authors also refer to these latencies as First In — First Out (FIFO), First In — Last Out (FILO),
Last In — First Out (LIFO), and Last In — Last Out (LILO) [MMS12a; MMS12b].
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Figure 3.8.: Updated end-to-end latency definitions without imbalance in the input and
output intervals.

input interval. In Figure 3.8, the reduced input interval is [6,12]. Similarly, we define
the Maximum Reduced Reaction Time (MRRT). Our definition removes the imbalance
between the input interval and output interval, and allows the differentiation between
the active and passive input and output of data. The differentiation between the MDA
and MRDA, following the suggestion from [Giin+23b], can be summarized as:

e We denote the Maximum Reduced Data Age (MRDA) as the Last-to-Last latency
from Feiertag et al. [Fei+09].

e We denote the Maximum Data Age (MDA) as the Last-to-Last latency with our
extended output interval, covering all the time points until the write-event of a job
of the last task in the cause-effect chain that originates from different input data.

Diirr et al. [Diir+19] provided an alternative definition for the MRT and MDA of
sporadic tasks under implicit communication using immediate forward and immediate
backward job chains. We reformulate it in terms of more general tasks with read- and
write-events, similar to [Giin+23b].

Definition 3.2 (Immediate forward job chain). A job chain ¢ = (J1,J2,...,Jpn) for
E=(r—- - — 1) inweQis immediate forward if for all i € {2,...,n} the job J; is
the earliest job of task m; with read-event no earlier than the write-event of J;—1. That is,
J; s the earliest job that fulfills the properties from Definition 3.1.

Definition 3.3 (Immediate backward job chain). A job chain ¢ = (J1, Jo, ..., Jy) for
E=(r—- =) inwe Q is immediate backward if for all i € {n —1,...,1} the
job J; is the latest job of task T; with write-event no later than the read-event of Jiy1.
That is, J; is the latest job that fulfills the properties from Definition 5.1.
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T1

T2

73
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22

Figure 3.9.: Cause-effect chain E = (11 — 15 — 73) for three tasks with implicit commu-
nication. Forward arrows mark job chains with first job 71(1), the immediate
forward job chain is marked red. The dashed blue arrow marks the immediate
backward job chain with last entry 73(6).

By construction, immediate forward job chains track the earliest transfer of data.
Hence, they can be used to measure the time between the read-event in a reduced input
interval and the first write-event in the corresponding output interval. For example, in
Figure 3.8, (J1,2,J2,2, J3.4) and (Jy 3, J2.2, J34) are both immediate forward job chains.
Furthermore, for an example system with three tasks and implicit communication, the
forward arrows in Figure 3.9 mark all job chains starting at job 71(1). The immediate
forward job chain starting at 71(1) is marked red. The immediate backward job chain
ending at 73(6) is marked with a dashed blue backwards arrow.

Comparing all immediate forward job chains yields the MRRT:

sup {¢*(c) | ¢ immediate forward job chain for £ in w} (3.16)

Similarly, immediate backward job chains track the most recent origin of data. Hence,
they can be used to measure the time between the source job and a write-event in the
reduced output interval. The MRDA is:

sup {¢“(c) | ¢ immediate backward job chain for E in w} (3.17)

To cover the full time interval of the input and output interval, we extend the definition
of the immediate forward and immediate backward job chains as presented in [Gilin+23a;
Guin+23d]. We refer to them as the augmented immediate forward and immediate
backward job chains, respectively.

Definition 3.4 (Immediate forward augmented job chain). Let z € R be a time point and
E=(m— - — Ty) a cause-effect chain. We define the immediate forward augmented
job chain for E in system evolution w €  at z by

act(z) = (z,J1, ..., Jn, 2), (3.18)

where Jy is the job of 71 with the earliest read-event re“(J1) > z, the sequence (Jy,. .., Jp)
is an immediate forward job chain for E in w, and 2’ is at the write-event of J,,.
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Definition 3.5 (Immediate backward augmented job chain). Let 2’ € R be a time point

and E = (11 — -+ = 7,) a cause-effect chain. We define the immediate backward
augmented job chain for E in system evolution w €  at 2’ by

acp(2) = (2,1, .y Iny 2'), (3.19)
where Jy, is the job of T, with the latest write-event we (J,,) < 2’, the sequence (J1, ..., Jy)

s an immediate backward job chain for E in w, and z is at the read-event of Ji.

The length of an immediate forward or immediate backward augmented job chain
(z,J1,. ..y Jn, 2') is defined as €(z,J1,...,Jn,2") = 2/ — 2. Due to their construction,
immediate forward augmented job chains can be used to measure the time between the
beginning of the input and the beginning of the output interval, i.e., the MRT. Similarly,
immediate backward augmented job chains can be used to measure the time between the
end of the input and the end of the output interval, i.e., the MDA. Hence, the MRT is
sup, £(acs(2)), and the MDA is sup,, £(acs(2')).

However, these definitions of MRT and MDA are not complete yet, because they lack a
specification of the beginning of time measurements. Specifically, if 2z’ is chosen too small,
then there is no data in the system that can be analyzed. Similarly, if z is chosen too
small, the MRT approaches infinity. In fact, most applications are concerned with the
system behavior only when the system is properly warmed up. That is, some initial data
paths that do not process any relevant data should be left out. The first jobs that process
data relevant to the output are those that are part of the first immediate backward job
chain (that fully exists). We say that a task is warmed up as soon as the job that is part
of the first immediate backward job chain is reached.

Definition 3.6 (Warm-up). Let E = (11,...,T,) be a cause-effect chain and w € Q a
system evolution. Let Wg € N fori=1,...,n, such thatc= (i (Wg ), ... (W5, ))
is the first immediate backward job chain for E in w that exists. We say that task 7; is
warmed up at job 7;(WE ) for E in w.

For the end-to-end latency, only job chains are considered when the system is properly
warmed up. More specifically, we define the following.

Definition 3.7 (End-to-End Latencies). Let E = (11 — -+ — T,) be a cause-effect
chain and w € Q) a system evolution. The MRT and the MDA are defined by:

MRT(F,w) = sup L(ach(2)) (3.20)
z>re¥ (71 (I/V)‘é’ﬂ_1 )
MDA(E,w) = sup (acs (")) (3.21)

2" >we® (tn, (WY

)
Similarly, the MRRT and MRDA are defined by considering only the corresponding job
chains without the additional z and 2':
MRRT(E,w) = sup {“(J1, ..., Jn) | ath(2)=(z, 1, ..., Jn, ), z2>1e*(1y Wg)}
(3.22)
MRDA(E,w) = sup {¢*(J1,...,Jn) | acq(2)=(z, J1, ..., Jn, 2), 2'>we* (1,(W§, )}
(3.23)

T
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We generalize these definitions to account for all possible system evolutions as follows:

MRT(FE) := sup MRT(E,w) MDA (FE) := sup MDA (F,w) (3.24)
wel we

MRRT(FE) = sup MRRT(E, w) MRDA (FE) = sup MRDA(F,w) (3.25)
wel we

We call these the overall MRT, MDA, MRRT and MRDA.

By definition, the difference between MRT and MRRT depends on the time between
external activity and read-event of the first job in immediate forward augmented job
chains. Similarly, the difference between MDA and MRDA depends on the time between
actuation and write-event of the last job in immediate backward augmented job chains.
We formalize this relation as follows:

Lemma 3.8. Let p* (1) and p4 (1) be the minimal and mazximal time between two
subsequent read-events of task T in system evolution w € ), respectively. Furthermore, let
Y9 (1) and Y4 (1) be the minimal and mazimal time between two subsequent write-events
of task T in system evolution w € 2, respectively. Then the following two bounds hold:

MRT(E,w) — MRRT(E,w) € [p¥ (1), p% (11)] (3.26)
MDA (E,w) — MRDA(E,w) € [¢“ (1), V% (T0)] (3.27)
Proof. By definition, we have
MRT(E,w) — MRRT(E, ) (3.28)
= sup {re*(J1) — z | @ty (2) = (z, Jl, cdn 2, 2> e (m(WE L))} (3.29)
= sup {re*(r1(m + 1)) —re (Tl ) |[m=>Wwg 1} (3.30)

Hence, p*(11) < MRT(E,w) — MRRT(F,w) < p%(11). This proves Equation (3.26). We
can do a similar proof for Equation (3.27). By definition, we have

MDA (E, w) — MRDA( w) (3.31)
=sup {2’ — we(J,) | dch(z 2, J1, I, 7)), 2> we (r(WE L)) (3.32)
= sup {Wew(Tn(m +1)) — we (Tn )| m > ng} . (3.33)

Hence, ¥¥(1,) < MDA(E,w)—MRDA(E,w) < ¢4 (7). This proves Equation (3.27). O
3.3 STATE OF THE ART

In the following, we review the state of the art for the analysis of self-suspending tasks
and for the end-to-end latency of cause-effect chains.
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3.3.1 STATE OF THE ART FOR SELF-SUSPENDING TASKS

Task models with self-suspension have been investigated since 1988 [RSL88]. However,
attempts to extend existing techniques [Dev03; LR10] and insights such as the CIT to
self-suspending task systems have been shown to be non-trivial. More specifically, under
the assumption that a task may self-suspend, many “/.../ key insights underpinning the
analysis of non-self-suspending tasks no longer hold”, as detailed in the self-suspension
review paper by Chen et al. [Che+19b]. That is, most classical timing analysis concepts,
e.g., the CIT for Task-level Fixed-Priority (T-FP) scheduling by Liu and Layland [LL73]
and the demand bound function for Earliest-Deadline-First (EDF) scheduling by Baruah
et al. [BMRI0], assume a work-conserving behavior on the job-level and are hence invalid
in presence of self-suspension. Moreover, self-suspending tasks are prone to timing
anomalies, i.e., a reduction of the length of execution segments or suspension segments
can increase the response time of another job. Consequently, several research results
before 2015 have been found to be flawed. In the review by Chen et al. [Che+19b]
the authors listed 6 categories of flaws and over 20 affected publications. Two more
counterexamples of existing results on self-suspension are provided in Sections 4.1 and 4.2
of this dissertation. Correct results are summarized in the survey by Chen et al. [Che+17].

To date, dynamic and segmented (or multi-segment) self-suspension are the predom-
inately studied models in the literature as explained by Chen et al. [Che+19b]. The
segmented self-suspension model [BA05; Brii+16; Che+19a; CL14; GC21; HC16; Kim+13;
Nel+15; PF16; Sch+18b; YNB19] and the dynamic self-suspension model [ABN22; AB04;
CNH16; Dev03; GBC20; GC20; GUC21; Hua+15; LC14] differ in the allowed suspension
pattern. In the segmented self-suspension model, computation and suspension segments
are interleaved in a predefined manner and each segment’s duration is bounded. In
contrast, the dynamic self-suspension model is a generalization of the segmented model
in the sense that any interleaved sequence of computation and suspension is admissible as
long as the cumulative duration of computation and suspension is bounded. In addition
to these two models, von der Briiggen et al. [BHC17] proposed a hybrid self-suspension
model, which increases the flexibility of the segmented model and improves accuracy of
the dynamic model.

The well-defined suspension structure in the segmented self-suspension model can be ex-
ploited to optimize the scheduling policies, e.g., by Fixed-Relative-Deadline (FRD) strate-
gies [Brii+16; CL14; PF16] and by mapping to the leader-follower problem [Che+19a].
Chen [Chel6] and Mohaqeqi et al. [MEY16] showed that verifying whether a set of
segmented self-suspension tasks can meet their deadlines under static-priority scheduling
is coN'P-hard in the strong sense. For the dynamic self-suspension model, the computa-
tional complexity of scheduler design remains an open problem [Chel6; Che+17]. Under
static-priority scheduling, Chen et al. [CNH16] provided a unifying response-time analysis
framework, considering multiple approaches to model the self-suspension time under a
dynamic self-suspension behavior, i.e., as computation, carry-in, blocking, or jitter.

There are several scenarios where self-suspension occurs [Che+19b, Section 2], which
are common in distributed systems. For example, self-suspension can occur for I/0O-
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or memory-intensive tasks [Kan-+07; Kat+11], multiprocessor synchronization [Bra22],
hardware acceleration by using coprocessors and computation offloading [Liu+14; Nim-+10;
TC13], scheduling of parallel tasks [Fon+16; Uet+21], real-time tasks in multicore
systems with shared memory [HCR16], timing analysis of deferrable servers [Che+22b;
LC14], dynamic reconfigurable Field Programmable Gate Arrays (FPGAs) for real-time
applications [Bio+16], and real-time communication for networks-on-chip [Uet+20]. The
suspension time between two consecutive execution segments can range from a few
microseconds to a few hundreds of milliseconds (or even seconds) depending on the
application.

3.3.2 STATE OF THE ART FOR CAUSE-EFFECT CHAINS

The end-to-end latency semantics defined in this section have been widely studied in the
literature. Most approaches in the literature that validate timing requirements of cause-
effect chains can be classified into two categories: Active approaches [Bec+17b; CKK20;
Gir+18; SE16], which control the release of jobs in the subsequent tasks in the chain to
ensure that the data is written and read correctly, and passive approaches [Bec+16a;
Bec+16b; Ben+-02; Dav+07; Diir+19; Fei+09; FBP17; GNV22; Kla+18; KBS18; Raj+10;
Sch+18a; Wys-+13], which focus on how the data is produced and consumed among the
jobs of the recurrent tasks in the cause-effect chain, provided that the release of jobs
of subsequent tasks is independent of the production of data. This dissertation focuses
on passive approaches. Table 3.1 provides an overview over analytical bounds for the
end-to-end latency.

The analytical approach for periodic and sporadic systems is usually different. Periodic
approaches mostly traverse a safe analysis window (commonly one or two hyperperiods)
and quantify the length of job chains starting in that analysis window. Prime examples
are the analytical results from Becker et al. [Bec+16b; Bec+17a] for MRDA and Kloda
et al. [KBS18] for MRT. Recent approaches focus on more dedicated solutions [GNV22;
Gun+23a; Klo+22; PM22] and on speeding-up of the computation process [Bi+22;
Guin+23b]. Due to their complexity, we refer to the literature for further information on
bounds for periodic tasks.

On the other hand, sporadic schedules are not repetitive. Therefore, it is impossible
to define a safe analysis window. Approaches for sporadic systems rather pursue closed-
form solutions with analytical over-approximation. To that end, the first analytical
bound on the end-to-end latency was provided by Davare et al. [Dav+07] under implicit
communication. Although the bound was originally formulated for periodic tasks, the
analysis can be applied to sporadic tasks 7 € SporMinMax(7™", TM2%) with maximum
inter-arrival time 77" as well.

Theorem 3.9 (Davare et al. [Dav+07, Section 2.1]). If tasks of the cause-effect chain
E=(m — - — Ty) communicate via implicit communication, then the MRT is upper
bounded by

MRT(E Z (Tmee + R (3.34)
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where R;‘} is the Worst-Case Response Time (WCRT) of task ;.

The bound was further tightened and extended to the MRDA by Diirr et al. [Diir+19]
in 2019. Their bound on the end-to-end latency can be summarized as follows.

Theorem 3.10 (Diirr et al. [Diir+19, Theorem 5.4]). If tasks of the cause-effect chain
E = (r — -+ = 7,) communicate via implicit communication, then the MRT and
MRDA are upper bounded by

n n—1

MRT(E) <> (T7** + RA) = > [P] - min(R7, T2') (3.35)
=1 =1
n n—1

MRDA(E) <> (T7"*" + R2) = Y [P]- R, (3.36)
=1 =1

where [P;] = 1 if ; and T;41 Tun on the same ECU and 7; has higher priority than 741,
and [P;] = 0 otherwise.

For tasks under LET communication, Hamann et al. [Ham+17] provided an upper
bound for the MRT. Although their paper is formulated for periodic tasks, this particular
bound is valid for sporadic tasks as well.

Theorem 3.11 (Hamann et al. [Ham+17, Section 4.1.3]). If tasks of the cause-effect
chain E = (11 — -+ — 7,) communicate under LET, then the MRT is upper bounded by

MRT(E Z (T + D). (3.37)

Recently, the end-to-end behavior of systems with scheduling mechanisms apart from
typical time-triggered T-FP scheduling have been of special interest. To that end, Teper
et al. [Tep+22] provided an end-to-end analysis for systems using ROS2, which allows
both event-triggered and time-triggered release mechanisms. Dasari et al. [Das+22]
formally described the real-time behavior of the Adaptive Partitioning Scheduler (APS)
and developed an end-to-end latency bound for event-chains under the APS. Tang et
al. [Tan+23a] propose a third option to trigger the processing tasks in a chain, namely,
event-triggered with data refreshing, and provide an end-to-end analysis for that case.
Moreover, Tang et al. [Tan+23b] compared different communication paradigms regarding
the end-to-end latency of cause-effect chains (namely, implicit communication, Dynamic
Buffering Protocol (DBP), and LET), and discussed the impact of priority assignment
on end-to-end latency.

Besides MRT, MRRT, MDA and MRDA, evolving metrics that are related to the
end-to-end latency have been presented and discussed in 2023. Kohler et al. [Koh+-23]
define robustness margins, which guarantee that the end-to-end deadline of a cause-effect
chain can still be satisfied if software extensions stay within certain bounds. Jiang et
al. [Jia+23] analyze and optimize of the worst-case time disparity (that is, the maximum
difference among the timestamps of all raw data produced by sensors that an output
originates from) in cause-effect chains.
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3.4 SUMMARY

In this chapter, we identified two key challenges for distributed real-time systems, namely:
distributed execution of jobs, and interplay of distributed tasks. While the former requires
a refinement of jobs into smaller blocks, the latter requires specifying timing requirements
that account for the cooperation of several distributed tasks. In particular, in this chapter,
we defined self-suspending tasks and end-to-end latency of cause-effect chains which are
subject to further investigation in the subsequent chapters.

Specifically, in Chapter 5, we examine the timing behavior of self-suspending tasks.
For the examination, we focus on the schedulability analysis of dynamic self-suspending
tasks, and on treatments to avoid timing anomalies for segmented self-suspending tasks.
Due to the unintuitive behavior of self-suspending tasks, which led to a series of flawed
results before 2015, this dissertation aims to provide sound, careful analysis of classical
J-FP scheduling algorithms.

In Chapter 6, we investigate the end-to-end latency of cause-effect chains in more
detail. Specifically, we examine worst-case and probabilistic guarantees for the end-to-end
latency. While the main goal of Chapter 6 is the analysis of cause-effect chains distributed
among (potentially asynchronized) ECUs, this dissertation has a special focus on the
fundamental properties and underlying principles that data propagation is subject to,
and therefore provides basic analytical discussions before extending them to the more
complex scenarios. We limit our attention to the already challenging passive examination
of cause-effect chains, and restrict to time-triggered tasks using implicit communication
or LET for large parts of Chapter 6.
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IMPORTANCE OF CAREFUL,
PROPERTY-BASED ANALYSIS

The large body of classical literature results on real-time systems might encourage
the use of intuition to tackle new and emerging problems. However, relying solely on
intuition to analyze real-time systems can be risky, as even minor changes to real-time
systems can result in unexpected and counterintuitive behavior. For example, intuitive
attempts to extend classical results, such as the Critical Instant Theorem (CIT), to
self-suspending tasks have led to a series of flawed results, as shown in the review by
Chen et al. [Che+19b]. Two unresolved issues highlighted in the conclusion regard the
correctness of slack enforcement mechanisms by Lakshmanan and Rajkumar [LR10]
and the correctness of the suspension-aware schedulability analysis by Devi [Dev03].
Another notable example for counterintuitive behavior in the domain of end-to-end
analysis of cause-effect chains is that early completion can lead to increased end-to-end
latency [Giin+23a, Figure 7]. Therefore, to investigate distributed real-time systems,
relying on intuition is insufficient. Instead, rigorous analysis is essential, and it is crucial
to check the underlying properties and assumptions of each analysis step carefully.

To emphasize the need for careful analysis further, in this chapter, we provide three
counterexamples for well-established literature results. The first two counterexamples
are related to self-suspension, while the third refutes the CIT in probabilistic setups.
Such probabilistic setups later play a role in Section 6.3 for end-to-end analysis. In
particular, the counterexamples on self-suspension close the unresolved issues identified
in the review paper by Chen et al. [Che+19b]. Hence, this concludes their investigation
on the literature on self-suspending tasks published before 2019.

4.1 SLACK ENFORCEMENT MECHANISMS FOR SELF-
SUSPENDING TASKS

When tasks suspend themselves, this can introduce additional interference, which has
to be accounted for during the analysis. To demonstrate this, we consider a system
of two tasks T = {71, 72}, where 71 has higher priority than 9. Task 7| releases jobs
sporadically with minimum inter-arrival time 8. Each job of 7 executes for 2 time units,
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Figure 4.1.: Worst-case interference (marked red) of 71 on 7. With self-suspension, the
worst-case interference increases from 4 to 6.

then suspends itself for up to 3 time units and then executes again for 3 time units. Task
T9 is a non-self-suspending task that releases jobs sporadically with minimum inter-arrival
time 20. Each job of 7 executes for 3 time units. This scenario can also be formulated
as:

e 71 € Spor(8) N SegSS(2,3,2)
e 75 € Spor(20) N SegSS(3)

Figure 4.1 shows that self-suspension of 71 can cause interference of up to 6 time units on
task 7. However, without self-suspension of 71, the maximal interference that 7o suffers
from is 4 time units.

To mitigate the impact of self-suspending tasks on the interference of lower-priority
tasks, Lakshmanan and Rajkumar [LR10] proposed slack enforcement in 2010. They
consider sporadic segmented self-suspending tasks with two execution segments, i.e.,

T € Spor(T,) N SegSS(CL, St, C?) (4.1)

for all 7 € T, and their mechanism delays only the second execution segment of jobs.
In this section, we show that their slack enforcement mechanisms can provoke deadline
misses. The results presented in this section appeared in the Real Time Systems Journal
in 2021 [GC21].

4.1.1 DYNAMIC SLACK ENFORCEMENT

The slack enforcement mechanism aims to “shape the demand of a self-suspending task
so that the task behaves like an ideal ordinary periodic task” [Che+19b, Section 9.1].
Lakshmanan and Rajkumar intend to achieve this by delaying the second execution
segment of a self-suspending task, to “ensure that adequate slack is available to lower-
priority tasks” [LR10, Section IV]. The slack enforcement was originally proposed
together with a critical instant by Lakshmanan and Rajkumar [LR10]. While the critical
instant was shown to be flawed by Nelissen et al. [Nel+15], the dynamic slack enforcement
mechanism proposed in [LR10] can still be applied when Worst-Case Response Times
(WCRTs) RA under a preemptive Task-level Fixed-Priority (T-FP) scheduling algorithm
A are given beforehand. More specifically, the dynamic slack enforcement delays the
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Figure 4.2.: Worst-case interference of 71 on 19 with slack enforcement is only 4.

second execution segment of each self-suspending task to the latest time such that the
WCRT can still be met.

Definition 4.1 (Dynamic slack enforcement in [LR10, Section IV]!). Dynamic slack
enforcement is an execution control policy that delays the release of the second segment of
any job 7(j) to the latest time t, such that 7(j) can still meet its normal (non-ezecution-
controlled) WCRT RA.

The correctness of the dynamic slack enforcement algorithm is based on two properties
specified in Lemmas 4 and 5 in [LR10], which we reformulate to match our notation.

e Property P1: If a task 7 € T under preemptive T-FP scheduling has a WCRT of
Rf, applying the slack enforcement mechanism makes its WCRT always the same
or shorter.

e Property P2: The WCRT R“T4 of 7 achieved by applying the dynamic slack
enforcement mechanism under preemptive T-FP scheduling is not longer than the
WCRT in the corresponding scenario by considering only 7’s suspension behavior
and treating all higher-priority tasks as non-self-suspending tasks.

In other words, Property P1 states that the slack enforcement is superior to the original
T-FP scheduler, and Property P2 implies that the suspension behavior of the higher-
priority tasks can be neglected when the slack enforcement mechanism is applied.

Intuitively, the slack enforcement mechanism seems to work well as depicted in Fig-
ure 4.2. While the second execution segment of the second job of 7 is delayed to 13,
task 71 still finishes within its WCRT. Moreover, the delay provides sufficient slack for
T9 to finish its execution before the second execution segment of 7 start. Hence, the
maximum interference, that can be experienced by 7y is 4 time units. This is the same
maximum interference that can be achieved without suspension (cf. Figure 4.1).

Nevertheless, the review paper by Chen et al. [Che+19b] shows that the proof of the
key lemma of the slack enforcement mechanisms in [LR10] is incomplete, and calls for
more rigorous proofs to support the correctness of the mechanism. In the following,
we show that indeed both properties P1 and P2 do not hold in general by providing a
counterexample.

!The definition is reformulated to match the notation of this dissertation.
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Figure 4.3.: T-FP schedule of T with dynamic slack enforcement on 73 which leads to a
deadline-miss (marked in red).

4.1.2 COUNTEREXAMPLE
Consider the following implicit-deadline sporadic task set T = {71, 72, 73,74 }:
e 71 € Spor(7) N SegSS(1),
e 75 € Spor(24) N SegSS(10),
e 73 € Spor(36 + §) N SegSS(1,4,1),
e 74 € Spor(36 + 2§) N SegSS(2,5,2),

where 0 < § < 0.5. That is, tasks 7 and 7 do not suspend, task 73 suspends for § time
units between two execution segments of length 1, and task 74 suspends for 5 time units
between two execution segments of length 2. We apply preemptive Rate Monotonic (RM)
scheduling, i.e., 71 has the highest priority, whereas 74 has the lowest priority.

For the counterexample, we need the WCRT of 73 and an upper bound on the WCRT
of 74, which are 15 + 6 and 36 + 4, respectively, as we show in detail in Appendix B.1.
The concrete example in Figure 4.3 demonstrates the behavior of the dynamic slack
enforcement mechanism from [LR10]. According to the dynamic slack enforcement
mechanism, the second execution segment of 73 is delayed to the latest time such that it
still meets its WCRT of 15 + §. That is, the second segment is delayed to release at time
23 such that it finishes no later than at 12 + 15 + § = 27 4+ §. This leads to a deadline
miss of 74. In particular, this disproves Property P1.

For Property P2, we consider the schedule depicted in Figure 4.4, which treats all
higher-priority tasks as non-suspending tasks. Since the obtainable schedules without
suspension of 73 are a subset of the obtainable schedules of T with suspension, the WCRT
of 74 is again bounded by 36 + §. However, we have already shown that dynamic slack
enforcement leads to a deadline miss. This disproves Property P2.

We note that the stated properties for the dynamic slack enforcement mechanism are
invalidated even if the mechanism is restricted to periodic or synchronous task sets due to
the following consideration. Let § = 0.2 and consider T to be a synchronous periodic task
set, i.e., job releases are aligned with the previous deadline and the first job release of each
task is at time 0. In this case, the release pattern depicted in Figure 4.3 occurs at time
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Figure 4.4.: T-FP schedule of T for achieving the WCRT of 74 when all higher-priority
tasks have no suspension.

393120, i.e., 393 120 is an integer multiple of 7, 24 and 36.4, and 10 860-36.2—393 120 = 12.
Hence, the dynamic slack enforcement causes a deadline miss of 74 at time 393 120 + 36.4.

4.1.3 SOURCE OF MISCONCEPTION

We believe that the main source of the misconception of the dynamic slack enforcement
mechanism is inherited from the misconception of the CIT for self-suspending task
systems, claimed in [LR10]. The authors argued that the dynamic slack enforcement
mechanism delays the release of the second execution segment to the latest possible time,
thereby not worsen the schedulability of lower-priority tasks. However, this argument is
flawed, as disproved above. Our counterexample is based on the following conditions:

e If task 73 interferes with only one execution segment of a job of 74, the response
time of the job of 74 is at most 36 + 4.

e If task 73 interferes with two execution segments of a job of 74, the response time
of the job of 74 can be up to 37.

The dynamic slack enforcement mechanism delays the second computation segment of 73
in this counterexample and forces the latter case to take place, whilst the original T-FP
scheduler has a safe WCRT of 36 4 §.

This is the counterpart of the misconception of the CIT claimed in [LR10]. Imagine
that we split task 73 into two ordinary sporadic tasks 74 and 75 that do not suspend
themselves, both with execution time 1 and minimum inter-arrival time 36. If we apply
the (incorrect) CIT in [LR10], the WCRT of 74 follows from the schedule depicted in
Figure 4.4. However, the actual worst case for this pattern is to release T?} and 7'32 so that
each of them interferes with one execution segment of 74, i.e., as in Figure 4.3.

The proof of Lemma 4 in [LR10] is incorrect because the proof did not inspect the
impact of the two execution segments of 73 on the two execution segments of 74. It solely
argues that I7°(R) = Ijl(R) + I]2 (R) (here, the notation is directly from [LR10]), i.e.,

for an interval length R, the interference I7°(R) = [T%—‘ (le + 0]2) is always equal to

I}(R) + I? (R) = [%-‘ C’} + [%-‘ C’JZ. However, this argument is irrelevant to a formal
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Figure 4.5.: Deadline miss with static slack enforcement.

proof of the WCRT. Instead, the proof in [LR10] should in analyze the WCRT of a task
for both cases, e.g., using the iterative approach like Time-Demand Analysis (TDA), and
demonstrate their equivalence.

We note that our counterexample does not follow the call for rigorous proof of Lemma 4
in [LR10] by Chen et al. [Che+19b]. The main argument in [Che+19b] was due to the
incomplete proof of the level-i busy period, which is irrelevant in our counterexample.

4.1.4 STATIC SLACK ENFORCEMENT

Lakshmanan and Rajkumar [LR10] also present a static slack enforcement mechanism,
that approximates the dynamic slack enforcement mechanism and reduces the runtime
complexity. However, the authors state that static slack enforcement is not optimal in
the sense that it might have negative impact on the WCRT. In the following, we show
that this mechanism may even provoke deadline misses.

The static slack enforcement mechanism from [LR10, Section V] delays the second
execution segment of each self-suspending job generated by a self-suspending task 7, such
that the processor indeed idles the maximal suspension time S! between both segments.
Its formulation relies on the definition of level-T slack”:

Definition 4.2 (Level-7 slack in [LR10, Section IV]). The level-T slack over any time
interval [ty,ta] (with to > t1) is defined as the total time within [t1,ts] during which no
tasks with priority greater than or equal to T are executing.

Definition 4.3 (Static slack enforcement in [LR10, Section V]). Static slack enforcement
is defined as an execution control policy that delays the release of the second segment of
a self-suspending task T such that the level-T slack between the two segments of T is at
least S}.

The work of Lakshmanan and Rajkumar [LR10] does not explain how self-suspending
tasks may meet their deadlines utilizing this mechanism. In fact, the static slack
enforcement is a source of deadline miss for self-suspending tasks, since the response time
is increased if the slack is less than the suspension time. Figure 4.5 shows a schedule

2In their work, Lakshmanan and Rajkumar assume that every task is equipped with an index representing
the task priority. Therefore, they use level-i slack to denote the slack on the level of task ;. We
reformulate their definitions to be congruent with the notation of this dissertation.
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where the static slack enforcement leads to a deadline miss: Consider an implicit-deadline
task set T = {7, 72} with two tasks

e 71 € Spor(5) N SegSS(1)
e 79 € Spor(12) N SegSS(1,7,2)

ordered by priority, i.e., 7 has higher priority than 75. At most one job of 71 interferes
with each execution segment of 7. Hence, the WCRT of 7 is 12, as depicted on the
left-hand side of Figure 4.5. The level-m» slack in [2,9] is 6 since 7 utilizes the processor
for 1 time unit. To obtain level-1» slack of 7, the second segment of the job of 7 is delayed.
This leads to a deadline miss as depicted on the right-hand side of Figure 4.5. Moreover,
since the schedule on the left-hand side does not consider any suspension from the
higher-priority task 71, this also shows that static slack enforcement does not guarantee
the same WCRT as without enforcement when all higher priority self-suspending tasks
behave like ordinary periodic tasks.

4.2 ANALYZING EARLIEST-DEADLINE-FIRST FOR SELF-
SUSPENDING TASKS

In 2003, Devi [Dev03] presented a schedulability test for periodic task sets scheduled by
Earliest-Deadline-First (EDF'). In their Section 4, they provide extensions to account for
practical overheads, like interference by interrupt handlers, self-suspension, and priority-
space limitations. However, they do not provide a formal proof of their extension to self-
suspending tasks. Hence, in the review paper by Chen et al., they request a “rigorous proof,
since self-suspension behavior has induced several non-trivial phenomena” [Che-+19b].
In the following we provide a counterexample of Theorem 8 in [Dev03, Section 4.5] and
disprove the schedulability test. The results presented in this section appeared in the
Real Time Systems Journal [GC20].

4.2.1 DEVI’S ANALYSIS

Devi’s analysis [Dev03] for self-suspending tasks in 2003 is designed for periodic, dynamic
self-suspending tasks scheduled under preemptive EDF. That is, each task 7 € T can be
abstracted as

7 € Per(T;) N DynSS(C;, S7). (4.2)

The analysis is rephrased as follows:

Theorem 4.4 (Devi [Dev03]®). Let T = {71, 7,..., 7} such that Ty, < Ty, for all i < j.

3The definition is reformulated to match the notation of this dissertation. Moreover, we restrict to the
implicit-deadline case since that formulation is sufficient for the counterexample.
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Figure 4.6.: A concrete EDF schedule with a deadline miss.

The task set T is schedulable using preemptive EDF if for all k with 1 < k <n inequality

k

By + B;c C..
—_— = —t <1 4.
T Tl < (4.3)
k i=1 i

holds, where By, = Zle min{S,,,Cr,} and B = max;<;<j (max{0,S;, — C}).

4.2.2 COUNTEREXAMPLE

In the following we provide a counterexample for Devi’s analysis. While Devi considered
arbitrary-deadline task systems with asynchronous arrival times, our counterexample
is valid by considering two implicit-deadline periodic tasks released at the same time
and therefore disproves also the general case. More specifically, we consider the task set
T = {m, 2} with:

e 71 € PerOff(6,0) N DynSS(5,1)
e 75 € PerOff(8,0) N DynSS(e, 0) for any ¢ € (0, 3]
The test of Theorem 4.4 is as follows:
e When k£ = 1, we have By = 1 and Bf = 0. Therefore, when k = 1, we obtain

Bi+By, ko Cr
Tr, Dizt Tr, L.

e When k£ = 2, we have By = 1 and B} = 0. Therefore, when k = 2, we obtain

Br+Bj, E Cr, _ 1, e, 5 _ 2343 .
T +Zi:1Tn_§+§+é_ 51 < 1, since ¢ < 1/3.

Therefore, Devi’s schedulability test concludes that the task set is schedulable under
preemptive EDF. But, a concrete schedule as demonstrated in Figure 4.6 shows that one
of the jobs of task 71 misses its deadline even when both tasks release their first jobs at
the same time. More specifically, the example in Figure 4.6 shows that a job of task 7
may be blocked by a job of task 79, which results in a deadline miss of the job of task
71. However, in Devi’s schedulability analysis, such blocking is never considered since B;
and Bj do not have any term related to 7o.

The counterexample only requires task 7; to suspend once. It shows that applying
Devi’s analysis in [Dev03] is unsafe even for the segmented self-suspension model under
EDF scheduling. We note that the above counterexample is only for Theorem 8 in [Dev03].
We do not examine any other schedulability tests in [Dev03].
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4.3 CRITICAL INSTANT THEOREM FOR PROBABILISTIC
SCENARIOS

A classical, hard real-time analysis aims to determine whether tasks fulfill their timing
constraints under all circumstances. The seminal work by Liu and Layland [LL73]
provides fundamental knowledge to ensure worst-case timeliness when scheduling periodic
real-time tasks on a uniprocessor system. More specifically, in their work they formulate
the Critical Instant Theorem (CIT), as recapped in Section 2.5.

However, when occasional deadline misses can be tolerated, probabilistic guarantees
are an important measure. To that end, Maxim and Cucu-Grosjean [MC13] presented
a probabilistic response-time analysis, extending the CIT to probabilistic scenarios.
Similarly, Chen and Chen analyze the probability for deadline misses [CC17] based on
the CIT. In the following, we revisit the critical instant for the probabilistic timing
analysis of sporadic real-time task sets, formally defined as the Worst-Case Response
Time Exceedance Probability (WCRTEP) in Definition 4.6 and the Worst-Case Deadline
Failure Probability (WCDFP) in Definition 4.8.

In this section, we show that their calculation of the WCDFP and WCRTEP is
flawed, by providing counterexamples. Moreover, we propose two methods to derive the
WCRTEP and WCDFP for sporadic real-time task systems with Probabilistic Execution
Times (pETs). One method is to account for one additional carry-in job of a higher-
priority task, whilst another is to inflate the execution of certain higher-priority jobs
with a sampling process. More specifically, this section is structured as follows:

e In Section 4.3.1, we recap the critical instant and its analytical implications as
stated by Maxim and Cucu-Grosjean [MC13].

e In Section 4.3.2, we present a counterexample to demonstrate that calculating
the WCRTEP and WCDFP based on the CIT for T-FP scheduling can be too
optimistic even without backlog.

e In Section 4.3.3, we propose two methods to derive safe WCRTEP and WCDFP.

e In Section 4.3.4, we discuss the impact of the unsound CIT for the probabilistic
setting in the literature.

The results presented in this section appeared in RTSS 2022 [Che-+22a].

4.3.1 CRITICAL INSTANT IN THE PROBABILISTIC SETUP

We consider a set of sporadic real-time tasks T with independent and identically dis-
tributed (iid) Probabilistic Worst-Case Execution Time (pWCET) scheduled by a pre-
emptive T-FP scheduling algorithm 4 on a uniprocessor system. Each task 7 € T can
be abstracted as

7 € Spor(T,) N pWCET!(D,), (4.4)
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where D, describes the distribution of upper bounds é‘;’(j) on the execution demand c‘;’(j)
of jobs 7(j) under system evolutions w € 2. We assume that the jobs’ execution demands
are independent not only on the intra-task level (i.e., jobs of the same task) but also on
the inter-task level (i.e., jobs of different tasks); an assumption common in the literature,
e.g., [Brii+18; CC17; Che+19¢; DC19; MC13]. Moreover, we assume that the execution
demand is independent of the job releases. We assume that once a job misses its deadline,
it is immediately aborted.

In the probabilistic setup, the upper bound on the execution demand of a job 7(j)
can be considered as a random variable ¢ . : € — R>o U {oo} on the sample space
Q.A(.I;urthermore, the response time of the j-th job of task 7 is a random variable
E-)
then under that sample the response time is Rf = oo as the job never finishes.
We are interested in the worst-case behavior of the probabilistic response time and the
Deadline Failure Probability (DFP). As it may seem strange at the first glance to combine
the worst-case phrase with the probabilistic argument, the following definitions provide
concrete statements.

*: Q — R U {oc}. If a deadline is missed in a specific system evolution w € €,

(w)w

Definition 4.5 (Job-Level Response Time Exceedance Probability (RTEP)). The RTEP
of job 7(j) is the probability that the response time of the j-th job of task T is greater
than a target value R € R>q, i.e.,

A(e),e
P (RTO) > R) . (4.5)
Definition 4.6 (Worst-Case Response Time Exceedance Probability (WCRTEP)). The
WCRTEP of task T is an upper bound on the probability that the response time of a job
of T is greater than a target value R € R>, i.e.,

A(e),e
sup {IP’ (R e R)} . (4.6)
jEN ()
We are often not interested in the complete response-time distribution but in the
probability that the response time exceeds the relative deadline. That is, we are interested
in the probability that a job misses its deadline.

Definition 4.7 (Deadline Failure Probability (DFP)). The DFP of job 7(j) is the
probability that the j-th job of task T misses its relative deadline D, i.e.,

P (R;“((j’))" > DT) . (4.7)

Definition 4.8 (Worst-Case Deadline Failure Probability (WCDFP)). The WCDFP of
task T is an upper bound on the probability that a job of T misses its relative deadline D,
i.€.,

?lellg {IP’ (Rf((j.))" > D.r)} . (4.8)
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We note that this WCDFP definition is identical to the one by Davis and Cucu-Grosjean
in their survey paper [DC19]. However, they use the term probabilistic Worst-Case
Response Time (pWCRT) to denote the WCRTEP defined here.

By following the CIT, Theorem 1 from [MC13] claims that the worst-case distribution
of the response time occurs for the first job if the task set follows synchronous release. In
the following, we provide a concrete counterexample to invalidate this statement. Note
that implicit deadlines are assumed in [MC13]. For completeness, we first show their
original theorem, slightly reformulated to match the notation of this dissertation.

Theorem 4.9 (From [MC13, Theorem 1]). We consider a task system T = {71,..., 7} of
n tasks with T; described by probabilistic C, and Ty, Vi € {1,2,...,n}. The set is ordered
according to the priorities of the tasks and the system is scheduled preemptively on a single
processor. The response-time distribution R::EI;' of the first job of task T; is greater than

the response-time distribution ng;;" of any j-th job of task 7;, Vi € {1,2,...,n}.

It is assumed in [MC13] that all tasks are synchronous, i.e., every task releases its

first job at time 0, following the CIT. That is, it is claimed that the WCRTEP is
observed for j = 1 since P (Rf((;))" > t) > P (Rf((j'))" > t) for all t € R. Similarly,
Theorem 1 from [CC17] states that the WCDFP of a task 7 can be derived under the

critical instant.

Theorem 4.10 (Reworded from [CC17, Theorem 1]). Let Sy be the sum of the execution
times of one job of T and {Tiﬂ jobs of each higher-priority task ' € hp(T), i.e.,

If the TDA succeeds using the Worst-Case Execution Time (WCET) of each task, then
the probability of deadline misses of task T is 0. Otherwise, the probability of deadline
misses of task T is upper bounded by

inf P(S; > t). 4.1
0<1%DT (St >t) (4.10)

4.3.2 COUNTEREXAMPLE

The statements in Theorem 4.9 and Theorem 4.10 are seemingly correct by simply
applying the sketched proof of Theorem 2.21 considering pWCET. However, the analysis
in the critical time zone does not consider the execution time distribution because only
the WCET is needed for analyzing the WCRT.

The key issue is how the interval extension from r:’( p to to in the proof of Theorem 2.21
changes the response-time distribution of 7(¢). Considering the execution time distribution
of the higher-priority jobs, the interval extension from rf(é) to to is not deterministic and
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Figure 4.7.: Release pattern of the counterexample task set, where both tasks release
synchronously at time 0.
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Figure 4.8.: State space for job 72(1). Note that, since job 721 misses its deadline at 4.4,
it is aborted in the schedule below.

is related to the probability of the execution times of the higher-priority tasks. Therefore,
ignoring the probability of the feasibility of the interval extension may result in incorrect
quantification of response-time distribution. This observation leads to the following
counterexample.

Consider the periodic synchronous task set T = {7y, 7} with

e 71 € PerOff (T, =4, ¢,,=0) N pET4(D,,) C PerOff (4,0) N pWCET4(D,,)
e 7y € PerOff(T,,=4.4, ¢,,=0) N pETY(D,,) C PerOff(4.4,0) N pWCET(D,,)

where Dy, (t) = 14>1 - 0.9+ 14525 - 0.1 and D, () = 1;>3 - 1.0 are step functions. More
specifically, the execution demand of every job 71(j) of 71 is a discrete random variable
%, (j) With P(c;l(j) =1) =0.9 and P(c;l(j) =2.5) =0.1, and %,(j) = 3 is deterministic
for all jobs 72(j). The release pattern of that task set is depicted in Figure 4.7. In the

following, we show that the probability ]P’(R:;((;.))" > t) is higher than the probability

P(R’g(('l))" > t), for some t with 0 < t < T,. That is, the RTEP of the first job of task 7
does not bound the RTEP of the other jobs of 7. To that end, we consider ¢t = 4.4.

For job 79(1) (as shown in Figure 4.8): If 71(1) has an execution time of 1, then 79(1)
finishes at time 143 = 4. If 7(1) has an execution time of 2.5, then (1) does not finish
its execution at time 4.4. Therefore, we obtain

PR > 4.4) = P(c3, 1) = 25) = 0.1 (4.11)

For job 75(6) (as shown in Figure 4.9): If 71 (6) has an execution time of 1, it contributes
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Figure 4.9.: State space for job 72(6): For 3 out of 4 possible schedules in the time interval
[22,26.4] job 72(6) misses its deadline.

no interference to 7(6). In this case, the response time of 73(6) is only larger than 4.4 if
71(7) executes for 2.5 time units. If 71 (6) has an execution time of 2.5, then it contributes
0.5 time units as additional interference for m(6). In this case, the response time for
T9(6) is larger than 4.4 if 7(7) executes for 1 time unit or for 2.5 time units. Hence,

Ré((;))" > 4.4 if either 71(6) or 71(7) or both have an execution time of 2.5. Therefore,

the probability that the response time of 73(6) is larger than 4.4 is:

A(e),® . . 0
P(RA® > 4.4) = P(c (o) = 25) + P(ch, ) = 1) Pty =25)  (4.12)
—0.140.9-0.1=0.19 (4.13)

We obtain P(Ré(('l))" > 44) =01 < 0.19 = P(Ré((;))" > 4.4), which contradicts
Theorem 4.9. The counterexample invalidates Theorem 4.10 as well if we assume that
has an implicit deadline (i.e., D,, = T,, = 4.4), since according to the counterexample
72(6) has a larger DFP than 75(1) which contradicts that the WCDEP can be observed

for the first job of 9.

Consequence: With pWCETs, the synchronous release of all tasks does not nec-
essarily generate the maximum interference and is thus not always a critical instant.
Therefore, Theorem 4.9 (i.e., Theorem 1 from [MC13]) and Theorem 4.10 (i.e., Theorem 1
from [CC17]) may result in an unsound WCDFEP, as well as unsound WCRTEP.

Detailing the Misconception: The proof in [CC17] follows a similar structure as the
proof of the worst-case analysis of Theorem 2.21, whereas the proof in [MC13] directly
refers to the classical CI'T. Essentially, to prove that the worst case is to synchronously
release one job from every higher-priority task together with the job of task 7 under
analysis, interval extension is needed. However, as demonstrated in Figure 4.9, the
extension from r.(y) (namely, 22) to ty (namely, 20) is also probabilistic, depending on
the execution time of the higher-priority jobs (namely, 71(6)). It is therefore unsound to
simply extend the interval of interest without considering the change of the probabilistic
distribution in this regard.
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4.3.3 SAFE BounDS FOR WCDFP AnD WCRTEP

In the following, we provide two methods to derive a sound Worst-Case Deadline Fail-
ure Probability (WCDEFP) and Worst-Case Response Time Exceedance Probability
(WCRTEP). The first method is based on the inclusion of one additional job of a higher-
priority task in the analysis window, typically called carry-in. This method has been
widely used when the CIT does not work, e.g., for multiprocessor global scheduling [Bak03]
and self-suspending task systems [CNH16].

Theorem 4.11 (WCRTEP with Carry-In). Consider a system of constrained-deadline
sporadic real-time tasks T where a job is directly aborted when missing its deadline. The
WCRTEP of task 7 € T for a target value R € (0,T;] under uniprocessor preemptive
T-FP scheduling is upper bounded by

inf P 4.14
odnf (St > 1), (4.14)

where Sy is a random variable which provides the sum of the execution times of one job
of T and PJFTA—‘ jobs of each higher-priority task 7' € hp(r), i.e.,

]
TT
Se=8m+ Y, D>, Ty (4.15)

/
T'ehp(t) q=1

We note that the Sy from Equation (4.15) differs from S; in Equation (4.9) by adding
the execution demand of carry-in jobs. For the sake of readability, the proof for this
theorem is included in Appendix B.2.

Corollary 4.12 (WCDFP with Carry-In). Under the same setup as in Theorem /.11,
the WCDFP of task T under uniprocessor preemptive T-FP scheduling is at most

0<1t%fDT P(S; > t). (4.16)

The second method quantifies the interference of the higher-priority tasks by the

sum of {Ti,-‘ execution demands of each higher-priority task 7. However, the previous

T

counterexample shows that including only the execution demand of the first [Ti/-‘ jobs
of 7" is unsound and that some additional jobs have to be considered. This method
conquers this issue by considering the inflation of the execution time of some jobs in the
random variables to ensure that the WCRTEP or the WCDFEP is correctly bounded.
The idea behind inflation is as follows: Suppose that we have to consider A!, jobs of 7/

in the analysis window (to be defined later). We randomly sample the execution demand
of Xj, jobs of 7/ but only the largest {T%—‘ of them are considered in the response-time

analysis. This procedure is formalized as follows.
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Definition 4.13. For any positive integers a and b with a < b, a-job execution time
inflation of 7/ € T out of b jobs is a sampling process which first samples b random
variables of the execution time of task ' and then selects the a largest values among the
samples as the inflated execution time. We denote by SAI(7', a,b) (named after sample
and inflate) the random variable which provides the sum of the a selected samples. The
random variable can be formulated as:

SAI(7',a,b) = max {Z c

ceS

SQ {6;/(1),...76;/(b)},|8| :CL} (417)

21 ehp(r)\hp(r") DT"W jobs

/

The following theorem shows that it is sound to sample {

T

and inflate {Ti/-‘ jobs of each 7/ € hp(7) when analyzing the WCRTEP of 7.

Theorem 4.14 (WCRTEP with Inflation). Consider a system of constrained-deadline
sporadic real-time tasks where a job is directly aborted when missing its deadline. The
WCRTEP of task T for a target value R € (0,T;] under uniprocessor preemptive T-FP
scheduling is at most

. —e / i t
0<112£RP<CT(1) + Z SAI <7’, ’VTT,—‘ ,)\T/) > t), (4.18)

T'€hp(T)

. t+§ 7 nD_n
t 7" ehp(r)\hp(r!) “1
where X, 1is [ T -|

Again, for the sake of readability, the proof for this theorem is in Appendix B.2.

Corollary 4.15 (WCDFP with Inflation). Under the same setup of Theorem 4.1/, the
WCDFP of task T under uniprocessor preemptive T-FP scheduling is at most

. —_e / i t
O<1tI%fDT]P><CT(1) + /ezh:( )SAI <7’, ’VTT,-‘ ,)\T/> > t>. (4.19)
T P\T

We demonstrate that these two methods do not dominate each other by providing two
concrete task sets, one where carry-in provides a better bound on the WCDFP and one
where inflation provides a better bound.

Example 4.16 (Inflation Outperforms Carry-In). We re-ezamine the scenario from the
previously provided counterexample (here abstracted to the sporadic task model and using
pWCET). In particular, we consider the implicit-deadline task set T = {71,172} with two
tasks described by:

e 7 € Spor(4) N pWCET!(D,,)

e 7 € Spor(4.4) N pWCETH(D,,)
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where Dy (t) = 14>1-0.94 14525 - 0.1 and Dy, (t) = 1i>3 - 1.0. Task 12 is under analysis.
It is shown in Section /.3.2 that the WCDFP for 7o is at least 0.19.
First, we compute an upper bound on the WCDFP by applying the carry-in method.
By Corollary /.12, the WCDFP of 1o is upper bounded by
inf  P(S; >t), (4.20)

0<tSD7-2

where S; is the sum of the execution time of one job of 1o and {%—‘ jobs of the
higher-priority task 1. For all t € (0, D.,] = (0,4.4], we have [%—‘ = {%] > 2.
Since the execution time of every job of 1o is 8 and the execution time of jobs of 71 is at
least 1, we obtain Sy > 5>t for all t € (0, Dr,]. Hence, infoci<p,, P(St >t) = 1.0 and
the carry-in method states that the WCDFP of o is at most 1.0.

In this case, the inflation method provides a tighter result. By Corollary /.15, the
WCDFEP of 1o is upper bounded by

: o t t
0<%r§1fDT2 P (cTQ(l) + SAI(r, [Tn-‘ JAL) > t) , (4.21)
where AL = {%1 The values of [T%l-‘ and AL, are dependent on t as follows:
1t 4 2t 4
T 2 te (4,44 3 te (4,44

i.e., checking Equation (4.21) fort =4 and t = 4.4 is sufficient.
Fort = 4, the random variable SAI (7’1, {%1 by ) is SAI(71,1,2) which returns 1 if
1

s N1y
both sampled jobs have execution of 1, i.e., with probability 0.9 - 0.9 = 0.81, and 2.5 with
probability 1 — 0.81 = 0.19. If SAI(m1,1,2) returns 1, then 6;2(1) + SAI(m,1,2) returns
4 which is <t =4. If SAI(m1,1,2) returns 2.5, then 6;2(1) + SAI(m,1,2) returns 5.5

which is >t = 4. Hence, P(c? m+ SAI(m, [TLI-‘ ALY > 1) =0.19 for t = 4.

T2 s 70T

Fort=4.4, SAI(n, {TL-‘ ALY is SAI(71,2,3) which returns at least 2. Therefore,
71

) T1

6;2(1)+SAI(7'1, 1,2) returns at least 5 which is >t = 4.4 in all cases. Thus, the probability

P, + SAI(m, {TLJ L) > 1) fort =44 is 1.0.
The WCDFP from the inflation method is at most 0.19, which is the lower bound
from the counterexample, i.e., the inflation method provides the exact WCDFP for this

example.

In fact, the inflation method (Theorem 4.14) is always better than the carry-in method
(Theorem 4.11) when considering only two tasks.

Theorem 4.17. If there are only two tasks in T = {11, T2}, with 71 having higher priority
than o, then

. t t+ D,
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- Tna)'“n(z)
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Figure 4.10.: Exemplary release pattern of the task set where the carry-in method out-
performs the inflation method. Release times of the jobs are as follows:
7“:_‘)1(1) =8, r‘T"l(2) =10, 7":’2(1) =0, 74%(2) =10, and r‘T"S(l) =9.3.

for allt with 0 <t < D,,. That is, Theorem 4.1/ dominates Theorem /.11 when there
are only two tasks in T.

Proof. By definition, since X;l = {%—‘ > [%—‘, we have

TTl 1
. t t+ D,
P <CT2(1) + SAI <’7'1, ’71_‘7—1-‘ 5 ’V TTl 1-‘> > t> (424)
t+ D; t+ D,
<P(e +SAI<717[ 1}{ 1})>t> (4.25)
( 2(1) 17 1
t+Dr
=]
- IP’(E;Q(D + Y @, t) = P(S; > 1), (4.26)
q=1
which leads to the condition in Equation (4.23). O

On the other hand, considering more than 2 tasks, there are cases where the carry-in
method outperforms the inflation method.

Example 4.18 (Carry-In Outperforms Inflation). We consider the implicit-deadline task
set T = {7,710, 73} described by:

e 7, € Spor(2) NpWCET(D,,) with D,, (t) = 1i>02-0.94+ 1;>2- 0.1
e 7 € Spor(10) N pWCET(D,,) with D,,(t) = 14502 - 0.9 + 14510 - 0.1
e 73 € Spor(2) NpWCET(D,,) with D,,(t) = 1;51 - 1.0

We assume that the task set is ordered by priority and that task 13 is under analysis.
For a WCDFP lower bound we consider the release pattern shown in Figure J.10. Under
this release pattern, job 13(1) has a deadline miss if and only if at least one of the jobs
71(1), 71(2), 72(1), and 12(2) executes with the WCET. The WCDFP of 13 is therefore
lower bounded by 1 —0.9-0.9-0.9 - 0.9 = 0.3439.

First, we compute an upper bound on the WCDFP by applying the carry-in method.
By Corollary 4.12, the WCDFP of 73 is upper bounded by info<i<p,, P(S; > t), where
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St is the sum of the execution time of one job of T3, PJFDTQ—‘ jobs of the higher-priority

t+Dr)

task T, and [ —‘ jobs of the higher-priority task 7. For all t € (0, D] = (0,2],

{%—‘ = [%1 =2 and % = [%1 = 2. Therefore, S; returns the sum of the

execution demand of one job of T3, two jobs of o, and two jobs of 1. We only get Sy < 2
if both jobs of 1o and both jobs of T1 execute the smaller execution time. This case occurs
with probability 0.9%. Hence, infoct<p., P(S; > t) =1 —0.9%, i.c., the upper bound on
the WCDFP of 13 obtained by the carry-in method is exact.

For the inflation method, by Corollary /.15 the WCDFP of 3 is upper bounded by

. Py L t L t
0<§I§1fDT3 P <cT3(1) + SAI (7’2, {Tm-‘ ,)\TQ> + SAI (7‘1, ’VTTl-‘ 7)\7'1> ) , (4.27)

where

Ti

T,

For allt € (0, D,,] = (0,2], we have [T%J = (1%} =1, [%-‘ = [%-‘ =1, and

v [t Dn] _ [t+10 _s
T2 T7-2

. t+ D, + D, t+10+42
PUA L T P R =
T, 2

Therefore, the probability from Equation (4.27) can be formulated as
P(e2, 1y + SAI(72,1,2) + SAI(71,1,7) > 2). (4.28)

The random variable SAI(72,1,2) returns the mazimum execution demand of 2 jobs of T2,
and the random variable SAI(T1,1,7) returns the mazimum execution demand of 7 jobs
of T1. Therefore, SAI(12,1,2) is 0.2 if both jobs of 7o have an execution demand of 0.2,
i.e., with probability 0.92, and 2 otherwise. Moreover, SAI(t1,1,7) is 0.2 if all 7 jobs of T
have an execution demand of 0.2, i.e., with probability 0.97, and 10 otherwise. The random
variable ¢, ;) + SAI(19,1,2)+ SAI(1,1,7) is < 2 if and only if SAI(12,1,2) = 0.2 and
SAI(11,1,7) = 0.2, i.e., with probability 0.9°. Hence, the WCDFP of 73 is upper bounded
by P(c )+ SAI(m2,1, 2) + SAI(m1,1,7) > 2) = 1 — 0.9 which is around 0.61. For this
case, the upper bound on the WCDFEP obtained by the inflation method is almost twice as
large as the WCDFEP obtained by the carry-in method.

4.3.4 IMPACT ON LITERATURE RESULTS

Probabilistic response-time analysis suffers from high computational complexity, as it
comprises two inherently difficult problems:
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(i) How to efficiently bound the RTEP or the DEFP of a specific job for a given release
pattern (since a direct calculation via job-level convolution is intractable as time
and space complexity are exponential with respect to the number of jobs in the
pattern).

(ii) How to safely reduce the number of jobs/release patterns that must be considered
in the analysis, as otherwise at least all jobs in the hyperperiod must be considered
(see [Brii4-21] for more detailed discussions).

Therefore, for an efficient analysis of the RTEP or DFP, solutions for both problems
must be provided.

The results by Maxim and Cucu-Grosjean [MC13] and Chen and Chen [CC17] both
provide two main contributions, one with respect to each of the problems: (i) a technique
to efficiently bound the RTEP (DFP, respectively) for a job under analysis considering a
specific release pattern, and (ii) a specific release pattern based on the critical instant that
is claimed to provide the worst case among all jobs of a specific task under static-priority
scheduling (i.e., to calculate the WCRTEP or the WCDEP). Although their concluded
critical instant is unsound, the efficient calculations for a specific release pattern remains
correct in both cases. Hence, results that directly build on the proposed unsound critical
instant are affected, while their contributions to solutions for improving tractability
remain unaffected. In the remainder of this section, how relevant publications in the
literature are affected by our counterexample.

DirRecT ADOPTION OF UNSOUND CRITICAL INSTANT While the number of
considered release patterns must be reduced to allow efficient computation, the derived
analysis might become unsound, since the response-time distribution under the unsound
critical instant is not necessarily the maximum.

For sensor networks, several results by Ren et al. analyze the response-time distribution,
and Theorem 3.1 from [Ren+15] as well as Theorem 1 from [Ren+19] are affected. Their
analysis assumes that the unsound critical instant from [MC13] is the worst-case scenario
for bounding the response-time distribution. They derived a simulation-based analysis
and resolved the intractability issue by abstracting it as an additional probabilistic
function. However, the abstraction (e.g., Def 4.3 and 4.4 in [Ren+15]) still relies on the
assumption of the unsound critical instant to limit the state space.

For mixed criticality systems [BBD11], Maxim et al. [Max+17] adapted the probabilistic
response-time analysis derived in [MC13] as a backbone (i.e., Equations (4)-(6) in [MC13])
to build up several analyses for tasks with different criticality in different types of
scheduling schemes. The influence of the unsound critical instant propagates by the
direct adaption without further modifications. Therefore, the corresponding probabilistic
response-time analysis and the schedulability test in [Max+17] are unsound.

The unsound critical instant was adopted by Chen et al. [CBC18] to efficiently calculate
the deadline miss rate, assuming that a job is never aborted after any deadline miss.
Their approach partitions the schedule into busy intervals and analyzes the probabilities
of individual cases. They utilized the unsound critical instant as their analysis backbone,
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and, therefore, concluded an unsound worst-case miss rate analysis. The methods
presented in Section 4.3.3 can unfortunately not be adopted to fix their approach, as we
assume that jobs are aborted right after missing their deadlines, whilst their problem
definition disallows such a treatment.

TECHNIQUES FOR EFFICIENT CALCULATION When considering a specific job under
a given release pattern, a direct computation through naive convolution is intractable.
The reason is that the time and space complexity is exponential in the number of
jobs released in the considered interval, which can easily be hundreds or thousands of
jobs for practical systems. Hence, several distinct approaches have been proposed to
mitigate or even avoid these issues (by trading calculation speed for pessimism), e.g.,
down-sampling approaches [MPN21; MC13; Max+12; RH10], concentration inequali-
ties [Brii+18; CC17; Che+19c¢], task-level convolution [Brii+18], and the Monte Carlo
response-time analysis [BBB21].

When calculating the probabilistic response time of a specific job using convolution
with down-sampling [MC13; Max+12; RH10] or the Monte Carlo response-time anal-
ysis [BBB21], the unsound critical instant is merely adopted as a specific evaluation
scenario. Although the considered scenario is not the worst-case scenario, the technical
contribution hence remains unaffected.

A similar misconception can be found in Theorem 4.10 (i.e., Theorem 1 from [CC17]),
where the accumulated workload of higher-priority tasks also overlooks potential carry-in
jobs. The analytical upper bounds by Chen and Chen [CC17], von der Briiggen et
al. [Brii+-18], and Chen et al. [Che+19c¢] as well as the task-level convolution by von der
Briiggen et al. [Brii418] utilize the same concept of accumulated workload.

The efficient calculation techniques mentioned above can still directly be applied to
upper-bound the probabilistic response-time distribution (for [BBB21; MC13; RH10]) or
the WCRTEP (for [Brii+18; CC17; Che+19¢]) by replacing the adoption of the unsound
CIT in these results with the sound analyses in Theorem 4.11 or Theorem 4.14.

4.4 SUMMARY AND OPEN PROBLEMS

In this chapter, we provided three counterexamples for well-established literature results.
Specifically, in Section 4.1 we showed that slack enforcement mechanisms can provoke
deadline misses for self-suspending tasks, in Section 4.2 we disproved a blocking-based
schedulability test for self-suspending tasks, and in Section 4.3 we showed that the
classical extension of the CIT to probabilistic scenarios is flawed. Hence, this chapter
emphasizes the need for careful analysis and rigorous proofs.

The first two counterexamples close the unresolved issues of the review paper on
self-suspending tasks by Chen et al. [Che+19b]. Hence, this concludes their investigation
on the literature of self-suspending tasks before 2019. However, the underlying questions
of the two papers under examination remain unclear: Can we shape self-suspending
tasks such that they behave like classical non-self-suspending tasks? Can we analyze
self-suspension as blocking under EDF scheduling?
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Regarding the CI'T, we also provided two safe approaches, namely carry-in and inflation,
that can be used to extend the CIT to probabilistic scenarios. The safe approaches
were picked up as a backbone to develop new research results regarding the analysis
of probabilistic scenarios [MNP22; Mar+23]. Still, the proposed approaches are over-
approximations, and it is unclear how close these over-approximations are to exact results
or how to design a tractable exact analysis.

While the definite source of misconception for the three literature results investigated
in this chapter are unknown, we believe that a lack of careful property-based analysis
might have encouraged unsafe examination. Specifically, the common approach is to
define the system model under analysis and only concretize system behavior where
necessary (intuitively a top-down approach). However, this approach conceals the actual
system behavior, favoring missing assumptions or limitation to unnecessary properties.
Therefore, in this dissertation, we follow a more error-proof bottom-up strategy by
deriving analytical properties from possible system evolutions.
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SELF-SUSPENSION

The underlying assumption in typical response-time analysis and schedulability analysis
is that no job can yield its ready state between its release and completion. In many real-
world applications however, this model is insufficient to describe application demands. For
instance, offloading parts of the computation to hardware accelerators [Don+18; Liu+14]
or the partitioned scheduling of parallel Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) tasks with subjob
partitioning [Fon+16] are cases in which a job yields its ready state while waiting for
offloaded computations or the completion of preceding subjobs before resuming to the
ready state again. In the literature, such behavior is referred to as self-suspension as a
job may suspend itself from the ready state and thus be exempted from the scheduling
for the suspension duration. This behavior makes it non-trivial to resort to established
concepts such as the busy-interval analysis for self-suspending task sets, which is required
to analyze the Worst-Case Response Time (WCRT) of tasks, especially in the presence
of backlog, e.g., for arbitrary-deadline task sets. The two predominantly studied task
models for self-suspending tasks are the segmented and the dynamic self-suspending task
model, as introduced in Section 3.1.3.

In this chapter, we discuss our analytical results for self-suspending tasks. To that
end, in Section 5.1 we present analyses of the schedulability of self-suspending task sets.
Section 5.2 discusses mechanisms to avoid timing anomalies for self-suspending tasks.
The results of this chapter focus on preemptive scheduling on a uniprocessor system.

5.1 SCHEDULABILITY ANALYSIS

As supported by the existence of several flawed literature results, the analysis of WCRT
or schedulability of self-suspending tasks is a challenging endeavor. The reason is that
most classical analysis techniques, like the Critical Instant Theorem (CIT) [LL73], Time-
Demand Analysis (TDA) [JP86; LSD89], or the demand bound function [BMR90], are
based on the assumption that a job, after it is released, is either executed or waiting to
be executed in the ready queue until it finishes. Contrarily, a job of a self-suspending
task may release the processor before being completed, for instance when waiting to get
access to a shared resource or offloading computation to an external device, and continue
its execution later on. The irregular interference behavior of self-suspending task systems
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makes it mandatory to construct WCRT analyses from fundamental principles.

In this section, we provide analyses of the schedulability of self-suspending tasks
under different scheduling algorithms, focusing on preemptive uniprocessor schedul-
ing of dynamic self-suspending tasks. We cover results under Task-level Fixed-Priority
(T-FP) scheduling in Section 5.1.1, under Earliest-Deadline-First (EDF) scheduling in Sec-
tion 5.1.2 and under EDF-Like (EL) scheduling in Section 5.1.3. Moreover, an evaluation
framework of aggregated bounds from the literature is presented in Section 5.1.4.

5.1.1 UNDER TASK-LEVEL FIXED-PRIORITY SCHEDULING

For dynamic self-suspending tasks under Task-level Fixed-Priority (T-FP) scheduling
current analyses solely focus on periodic or sporadic task models [AB04; CNH16; Hua+15;
Kim+95]. However, the results in [AB04; Kim+95] have been disproved [Che+19b] due
to the fact that the classical CIT does not hold for self-suspending tasks. The current
state-of-the-art analysis for dynamic self-suspending tasks under the sporadic task model
is given by Chen et al. [CNH16]. In particular, they developed a unifying response-
time analysis, that allows to either include the suspension times of higher-priority tasks
explicitly in the analysis or include more workload modeled by a jitter term induced
by self-suspension. However, their analysis is limited to constrained-deadline tasks, i.e.,
the deadline must be no more than the minimum inter-arrival time. To the best of our
knowledge it is an open problem if a busy-interval equivalent concept can be established
for self-suspending arbitrary-deadline task systems. Moreover, it is unclear how many
jobs must be considered in the analysis even if a busy-interval concept would exist.

In this section, we present a suspension-aware busy-interval analysis for dynamic
self-suspension tasks where the inter-arrival time of subsequent jobs can be bounded
by an arrival curve (see Section 2.4.2). Based on the general analysis, we provide
WCRT analyses and hence sufficient schedulability tests for sporadic self-suspension task
systems with arbitrary deadlines. To the best of our knowledge, the analysis presented in
this work is the first suspension-aware analysis for arbitrary-deadline sporadic real-time
task systems and tasks abstracted with arrival curves under T-FP scheduling. The
contributions of this section are as follows:

e We provide the first WCRT analysis for self-suspending real-time tasks described
by arrival curves in Section 5.1.1.1 by extending the concept of busy-interval by
Lehoczky [Leh90] to the suspension-aware busy-interval. Specifically, the analysis
extends the window of interest in a way such that at most one self-suspending job
of each higher-priority task has to be considered in the analysis. The interference
from higher-priority self-suspending tasks can be arbitrarily modelled with one of
two types of carry-in terms, in which one has self-suspending behavior and one
does not.

e We derive a schedulability test for the special case where the worst-case (upper)
arrival curve of a task is periodic, i.e., the classical sporadic real-time tasks, in
Section 5.1.1.2.
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e In Section 5.1.1.3 we discuss the trade-off of the two carry-in terms utilized in the
analysis.

e We compare our approach with the state of the art for arbitrary-deadline tasks in
Section 5.1.1.4, modelling the arrival curve for tasks with release jitter. Moreover,
we demonstrate that our analysis exploits the optimism that is obtained when
increasing the tasks’ relative deadlines.

The results presented in this section appeared in RTSS 2021 [GUC21].

5.1.1.1 ANALYSIS WITH ARRIVAL CURVES

We consider a task set T = {71,...,7,} consisting of n tasks abstracted with dynamic
self-suspension and arrival curves. That is, each task 7; € T can be abstracted as

7; € Arr(ar,) N DynSS(C,, Sr,)- (5.1)

We assume that the task set is ordered according to the priority level, i.e., a task 7; has
higher priority than a task 7; if and only if i < j. In the following, we denote by A
the preemptive T-FP scheduling algorithm. Hence, for a system evolution w € €2, the
corresponding schedule is [S] = A(w).

On the basis of the WCRT R;‘: of a given task 7;, the maximal amount of concurrently
pending workload that is generated by 7; is given by

In particular, this means that at each time there is no more than C} € [Cy,, R] amount
of pending workload of jobs of 7; in a ready state (ready queue). The reason for this is
that the maximal number of concurrent jobs of 7; which are released but not yet finished
is upper bounded by o, (R;‘:). Each of them can have pending workload of up to C7, time
units. This shows C; < oy, (R;‘}) - Cr,. Moreover, if the concurrently pending workload at
some time instant ¢ would be higher than R;f}, then the most recently released job would
finish no earlier than at t + R;‘},, ie., R;‘} would not be an upper bound of the WCRT of
7i, which is a contradiction. Therefore, C < R;‘: as well.

In the remainder of this section, we derive a sufficient schedulability test. The proof
structure is inspired by the constrained-deadline analysis in [CNH16]. However, the char-
acterizations of arbitrary-deadline tasks are completely different from constrained-deadline
tasks, and none of their lemmas can be directly applied without proper modifications. We
start by considering a system evolution w €  and the corresponding schedule [S] == A(w)
of the task set T. Iteratively, we consider the task 7, K =1,...,n and provide an upper
bound on the WCRT for 73 under the assumption that the upper bound for 7,..., 71
has been derived beforehand.

Let 75 be the task under analysis. In the following, we consider some job 7 (¢) and
bound its response time. We partition the higher-priority tasks 71,...,7,_1 into two sets
denoted by Ty and Ty. Our analysis assumes that this partition is given and provides a
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- 1 e m

0 2 0 12 14 16 18
Figure 5.1.: Schedule [S] of 3 tasks from Example 5.2. The execution segments of job
73(2) are marked gray.

valid sufficient schedulability test. Depending on the partition, the analysis approach is
different: For each task, we either cut or extend the analysis window. To find a suitable
partition, one can examine all of them. We explain how to find suitable partitions in
Section 5.1.1.3.

The proof is divided into four steps:

Step 1: Reducing the schedule [S] to [Si] by removing jobs that do not contribute to
the response time of 74 ().

Step 2: Analyzing the reduced schedule [S;] and proving useful properties for Step 3
and Step 4.

Step 3: Providing a response-time upper bound for 73 (¢).
Step 4: Using the response-time bound from Step 3 to derive a schedulability test.
Our analysis is based on the suspension-aware busy-interval of 7, defined as follows:

Definition 5.1 (Suspension-aware busy-interval). The half-opened interval [v,w) is a
suspension-aware busy-interval of 1 if there is pending workload of task 7y at all times
during the interval [v,w). That is, [v,w) is a suspension-aware busy-interval if and only
. A(w),w
if [v,w) € Ujenlr? ) Fry -

Let a € N. The job 7i(¢) is the a-th job in a suspension-aware busy-interval of 73 if
[r‘fk(@i( a—1))’ f;:g;f))’w) s a suspension-aware busy-interval of 7, and all jobs of T released
before rfk(g_(a_l)) finish at latest at rfk(e_(a_l)).

Example 5.2. In Figure 5.1 we present an example schedule for T = {71, 1,3} with
To = {71} and T, = {12} to give the reader guidance through the proof. The job 73(2) is
under analysis. It is the second job in a suspension-aware busy-interval of T3.

STEP 1: REDUCING THE SCHEDULE [S]. First, we remove all tasks with lower
priority than 75 from the system. This does not affect the schedule of 7q,...,7; as the
lower-priority tasks are anyway preempted when there is pending workload of 7, ..., 7%.
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Case X0: 7":-(1) >tiv1

e e e

ti = tiy1

Case X1: 1; € Ty, T:}i(ei) < i1

| memm (e e

t; tit1

Case X2: 7; € Ty, 77 4,) > tia

o memm e e

ti = tit1

Case X3: 1; € Ty

o memm (m=m [

ti =t

Figure 5.2.: Procedure from [S;11] to [S;] as in Step 1. Gray areas are removed from the
schedule.

Afterwards, we remove further jobs from the schedule. In this step, the removal of jobs in
the schedule has to be guaranteed not to affect the response time of 75(¢) in the schedule.

Let a € N such that 7(¢) is the a-th job in a suspension-aware busy-interval of i, as
defined in Definition 5.1. We set t; := Tfk (t—(a—1)) 38 the beginning of the suspension-
aware busy-interval and remove the jobs 74(1),...,7:(¢ — a) from the schedule. The
removal of these jobs does not affect the schedule of the higher-priority tasks, as the
higher-priority tasks would preempt job execution of 7, anyway. Moreover, since 7 has
the lowest priority in the schedule [S] (after the treatment in the previous paragraph),
there are no lower-priority tasks to be affected. The jobs released at or after ¢ (including
T,(£)) are not affected as well, since all removed jobs are finished until time t.

We define wy and [Sg] to be the resulting reduced system evolution and reduced
schedule, respectively. In the following, we describe how to derive [S;], w; and t; from
[Sit1], wit1 and t;4; iteratively, for i = k — 1,k — 2,...,1. The main procedure is to
extend the analysis window if 7, € Ty and to cut the overlapping job of T; if 7; € Ty. More
specifically, we distinguish four different cases as depicted in Figure 5.2. Please note that
the four cases cover all possible scenarios.

Procedure from [S;y;] to [S;]:

Case X0: All jobs of 7; are released at or after t;11. In this case, we define [S;] == [Si+1],
w; = w1 and t; == t;41.

The other three cases (X1, X2, and X3) involve scenarios in which there are jobs of
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5. Self-Suspension

7; released before ¢;11. We denote by ¢ the residual workload at time t;41 of 7;, i.e., the
amount of remaining time that the processor needs to work on pending jobs of 7; at time
ti+1. Moreover, let 7;(¢;) be the first job of 7; which finishes after ¢;;.

Case X1: 7; € Ty and rw?(“) < t;y1. In this case, we set t; == max(f[s(i;glwl“, (:”él

be the maximum of the release of the first job that finishes after ¢;;1 and the gmsh
of the previous job. We remove all jobs of 7; before 7., y,).

Case X2: 7; € Ty,r wl{) > t;11. In this case, we set t; := t;11 and remove all jobs of

7; released before 7;(¢;). Note that afterwards there is no job execution of or job
release of 7; before t;41.

Case X3: 7; € Ty. In this case, we define ¢; := t;41. All jobs released after t; remain
unmodified in the schedule. All jobs released before ¢; are replaced by one artificial
job with execution time c¢; and release ¢; with the same priority and the same
execution and suspension behavior that the other jobs had after ¢;,;. In particular,
the execution and suspension pattern of 7; after ¢; remains unchanged and there is
no job release before t;.

Please note that the transformation from [S;11] to [S;] does not affect the response
time of 75(¢) due to the following reasoning: In the procedure from [S;y1] to [S;], only
the schedule of 7; before t; is modified. Before ¢;, there are no jobs of lower-priority tasks
released (all of them are already removed in [S;4+1]). Therefore, modifying the schedule
of 7; has no impact on the lower-priority tasks. As a result, the job 7% (¥) is not affected
by the transformation from [S;j1+1] to [S;]. We conclude the following.

Lemma 5.3. The response time of 1(£) in [S] coincides with the response time of Tj(¢)

Proof. In this subsection, we discussed that neither the transformation from [S] to [Sk]
nor the transformation from [S;41] to [S;] for any i € {1,...,k — 1} affects the response
time of 7 (¢). Since the transformation from [S] to [S;] is just a composition of the above
transformations, this does not affect the response time of 75(¢) as well. O]

The procedure of this subsection is illustrated by the following example.

Example 5.4. In Figure 5.3, we present the schedule [S1] for the original schedule from
Figure 5.1. We set ts to the release of the first job in the suspension-aware busy-interval
of the job under analysis 13(2) at time 5. When going from [Ss] to [Sa], we set to to
time 3, according to Case X1. Finally, we set t1 = to and cut the job, as presented for
Case X3. We obtain [Si].
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Figure 5.3.: Schedule [S;] from Example 5.2 after Step 1.

STEP 2: ANALYZING [S;]. To deduce a WCRT of 74 (¢), in this step, we analyze the
amount of time that the processor executes and idles in [S1]. The backbone for this step

S1],w1

of the analysis is the fact that for any interval [¢1,t) with ¢, <t < fT[k @ > we have

idlelSi (¢, 1) + execSU(t, ) =t — 1. (5.3)

In the following, we derive upper bounds for idle[S!)(¢;, ) and execlSt!(¢1,¢), and conclude
the response-time upper bound. We utilize

k—1
idle(ty,t) = " idlel(t;, ti11) + idlelS (t, 1) (5.4)
=1
k
exec!S (), 1) = Z exec[;?ﬂ(tl, t) (5.5)
=1

Moreover, we know that exec[sl] (t1,t) = execg 1] (t;,t) for all i since no job of 7; is executed

before t; in [S1].
Lemma 5.5 shows that for each segment [t;,¢;11) the idle time is upper bounded by
the maximum suspension time S;, in [Si].

Lemma 5.5. Consider the schedule [Si].

(i) Leti € {1,...,k —1}. At any time instant’ during [t;,t;11) a job of 7; is evecuted
or suspends itself, or a job from a higher-priority task is executed.

(i) At any time instant during [ty, fi‘:é%wl) a job of T, is executed or suspends itself,

or a job from a higher-priority tasks is executed.

"When we say “at any time instant ... holds”, we formally mean: For all t there exists an € > 0 such
that during (t,t +¢) ...holds. We avoid this formalism in the proof of Lemma 5.5 for the sake of
readability.
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5. Self-Suspension

Proof. By the construction of ¢; in Step 1, at any time instant during [¢;,¢;+1) there is
pending work of 7;. More specifically, either ¢; = t;11 or there is a job of 7; which is
released no later than ¢; and finishes after t;,.1. Therefore, at all time instants during
[ti,tiy1) in the schedule [S] a job of 7; is executed or suspends itself, or a job of a
higher-priority task is executed. When we construct [S1] from [S], during [t;,t;+1) we
only remove execution and suspension from jobs of lower-priority tasks. Hence, (i) holds.

During [tg, f[Sée)wl

there is pending work of 74 at all time instants during [¢f, f [81 ’wl) Similar as above,

at all time instants during [tg, f [Sé;)wl) in [S] a job of 7 is executed or suspends itself,

) in [S], there is a suspension-aware busy-interval of task 7y, i.e.,

or a job of a higher-priority task is executed. However, when [S] is constructed from
[S], during [t, f; [ zg)wl) only execution and suspension from jobs of lower-priority tasks is
removed. Hence, (ii) holds. O

This lemma implies that each time the processor idles during [¢;,t;11), a job of task
7; suspends itself, and each time the processor idles during [tg, fifég;wl), a job of task 7
suspends itself. Let x; be 1 if 7; € Ty and 0 if 7, € Ty. We define by susp;(t;, ti+1) the

amount of time that jobs of 7; suspend during [t;,¢;+1) in [S1].

Lemma 5.6. For any i =1,...,k — 1 we have idle[sl](ti,ti_l,_l) < x; - susp; (b, tiv1) <
Z; - S‘Fi'

Proof. If t; and t;41 coincide, then by definition the equations idle[sl](ti, tiv1) =0 and
susp;(t;, ti+1) = 0 hold. Moreover, z; - S;; > 0, which concludes this case.

If t; and t;4+1 do not coincide, then ¢; < t;+1. This can only be achieved if Case X1
is applied when going from [S;11] to [S;], i.e., &; = 1. It remains to show that
idle[sl}(ti,ti+1) < susp;(ti, tiy1) < S;,. Since t; = max(f[sl]w1 , :)1(13)) all jobs of 7;
prior to 7;(¢;) finish at or before ¢;. Moreover, 7;(¢;) ﬁnlshes after tiv1. Hence, 7;(¢;)
is the only job of 7; that suspends itself during [¢;,t;+1), i.e., susp;(t;, tit1) < S-,. Due
to Lemma 5.5, during [t;,t;+1) a job of 7; suspends itself whenever the processor idles.
Hence, idle[81] (ti, ti—i—l) < susp; (ti, ti+1)- L]

Utilizing the second part of Lemma 5.5, we provide a similar statement about the idle
1],w1

time during [tg,t) for any ¢ € [tg, fT[‘: 0
jobs of 75, that may suspend themseives.

|. However, during this interval there are a many

Lemma 5.7. For any t € [ty, f[sa)wl] we have idle!SU(ty,,t) < a- S, .

Proof. Due to Lemma 5.5, whenever the processor idles during the interval [tg,t), there
is some job of 73 that suspends itself. By the definition of t, the interval [tg, fi‘:&)“’l) is
a suspension-aware busy-interval of 7, with a jobs. Hence, there can be at most a jobs of

71, that suspend themselves during [tg,t) C [tk, f [Szg)wl) and idlelS (¢, ¢) <a-S,. O

After an estimation of the idle time of the processor during [t1,t), we focus on the
execution time. For each task 7; # 75, we do this by setting A to ¢ — ¢; and providing an
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upper bound for exec[f 1](ti, t; + A). In Lemma 5.8, we present a general bound which

is applicable to all tasks. Afterwards, we consider the case 7; € Ty in Lemma 5.11, we
consider the case 7; € Ty in Lemma 5.12, and we consider the case 7; = 73, in Lemma 5.13.

Lemma 5.8. Let 7; in T. For any A > 0, we have
execlS(t;,t; + A) < ar (A + RA) - ¢, (5.6)
where R;‘: is an upper bound on the WCRT of the task ;.

Proof. To be executed during the interval [t;, t; + A) a job of 7; must be released before
t;+A. Moreover, it must not be finished until ¢;, which is only possible if it is released after
t; — R;fi. We conclude that only jobs that are released during the interval (t; — R;‘:,, ti+A)
may be executed during [t;,t; + A). The number of those jobs is upper bounded by
ar (A + R;‘}) Each of them can be executed for at most C, time units. O]

For a precise proof of Lemma 5.11, 5.12 and 5.13, we first introduce the notation of
interference I; and derive useful properties in Lemma 5.10:

Definition 5.9 (Interference). For allt € R and A > 0, we define by

Li(t,t+ A) = Z exec[;?(lj].’;ul (t,t+ A) (5.7)
JEN T Eltit+A)

the interference during the interval [t,t+A) from task T;, which is the amount of execution
time during [t,t + A) from jobs of T; which are released during [t,t + A).

Moreover, we define I;(A) to be the maximum interference from task 7; during an
interval of length A, i.e.,

(5.8)

Lt,t+A) A>0
Iim):{zupt s 220

Lemma 5.10. For the mazximum interference function I; the following properties hold

for all A > 0:
(i) Li(A) < L(A—=0)+0 foralld >0
(i) Ii(A) < ar(A) - Cr,

Proof. Let A, 6 > 0 be fixed. During an interval of length §, there can be at most § amount
of workload being executed. Therefore, for all ¢ we have I;(¢t,t + A) — I;(t,t + A —§) < 0.
By using the supremum, we obtain the first part of the lemma.

The maximum number of job releases during an interval of length A is upper bounded
by ar,(A). Each of these jobs can be executed for at most C;, time units. O

In the following three lemmas, we provide the upper bound for exec[;.s 1] (ti ti + A) if
7, €Ty, 5 € Ty or 73 = 7.
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Lemma 5.11. Let 7; in Ty. For any A > 0, we have
execfll(ti, ti+A) <a,(A+ max(Ré —1T;,0)) - C, (5.9)

where R;‘}, is the WCRT or an upper bound on the WCRT of the task 1;, and 0 < T; <
inf {t € R>¢ | a,(t) > 2} is a lower bound on the minimal time between two consecutive
job releases.

Proof. Since 7; € Ty, t; can be derived by Case X0, Case X1 or Case X2 during the
procedure from [S;41] to [S;].

If t; is derived by Case X0, then all jobs of 7; are released at or after ¢;. Therefore,
execfﬂ(ti, ti+A) =Lt ti + A) < Li(A) < ar(A) - Cr,. Due to the monotonicity of the
arrival curve, we obtain the result from Equation (5.9).

If t; is derived by Case X1, then all jobs of 7; prior to 7;(¢;) are finished at time ¢;
and are therefore not executed after t;. If t; = 7“7";1 0’ then all jobs that execute after ¢;

are released at or after ¢;, similar to Case X0. More specifically, we have:

execS(t, t; + A) = Li(ti, ti + A) < L(A) < an(A) - O, (5.10)
<o (A+ maX(R;‘: - 1T;,0)) - C, (5.11)

If¢; = fT[ill}i’“_jll), then 7;(¢;) is released no earlier than ¢; — R;‘} + T;. We obtain:
execlSU(t;,t; + A) < Li(t; — RA+ Ty, t; + A) < L(A+ RA —T3) (5.12)

<an(A+RA-T)-C, (5.13)

Since the arrival curve o, is monotonically increasing, replacing R;‘:—Ti by maX(Rﬁ—Ti, 0)
yields the result.

If ¢; is derived by Case X2, then all jobs of 7; which are executed after t; are released
at or after ¢;. Analogously to Case X0, we obtain exechl](ti, ti+A) =Lt t; + A) <
L;(A) < ar(A) - Cr < an (A + max(RA — T;,0)) - Cy, as in Equation (5.9). O

We note that the bound from Lemma 5.11 is tighter than the bound from Lemma 5.8,
since ar, (A + max(RA — T;,0)) < a-, (A +max(RA,0)) < ar, (A + RA).

Lemma 5.12. Let 7; in To. For any A > 0, we have
execSU(t;,t; + A) < an (A =T, + RA — C}) - Cp, + CF (5.14)

where R;‘} is an upper bound on the WCRT of ; and C} = min(an(Rf}) - O, R;‘}) is an
upper bound on the maximum current workload.

Proof. Since 1; € Ty, t; can be derived by Case X0 or Case X3 during the procedure
from [S/L'+1] to [Sl]
If t; is derived by Case X0, then analogously to the proof of Lemma 5.11 we obtain

exec[iﬂ(ti, ti+A) < a,(A)-C;,. For the arrival curve we have a, (A) < o, (A —=T;) + 1.
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Due to the monotonicity of o, and since R;‘Z‘, —CF >0, ar, (A —1T;) is less than or equal
to ar, (A —T; + R;‘; — CY). by using C;, < C} we obtain the result from Equation (5.14).
If t; is derived by Case X3, then ¢; < C} denotes the residual workload at time ¢;. Let
Ti(€i), - .., Ti(€;+p) be the jobs that contribute to ¢, then 7;(¢; +p) finishes no earlier than
[S1]w [S1], A :
fn(le +;) > t; +c;. Since f £+p < n(f +p)+R (g +p+1) —T; + Ry, we obtain that
Tr, (4;4p+1) and all followmg jobs are released no earlier than r* ( litpt1) > t +c; +T; — RA.
This yields exec[nl](tz,t +A)<c+L(A-c —-T; + RA) Lemma 5.10 with § set to
Cr — ¢} yields the inequality exec[nl](tl, ti+A)<Cr+L(A-CF—T; + RA) which is at
most CZ* +oa,(A=C;—T,+ RA) - C;,. O

In general, the bounds from Lemma 5.8 and Lemma 5.12 do not dominate each other.
Hence, when 7; € Ty both bounds have to be considered.

Lemma 5.13. Fort € [tk,f[sé]swl] we have exec[Tk it t) < a- Cr,-

Proof. The interval [tg, f [SE])"JI) is a suspension aware busy-interval of 7, with a jobs.

Hence, there are only a jobs of 7, that can be executed by the processor during [tx, f [SE;)WI)

As a result, execl ll(tk, t) < exechl (tg, fT[‘:&)wl) <a-C. O

For 7, we have an upper bound for the idle time and execution time formulated in

Lemma 5.7 and Lemma 5.13 when ¢ € [tg, f[s wl] If t # f[sl] 1 ie., Tp(€) is not already
finished at time ¢, we know that there is remamlng executlon or suspension time from
Ti(£). In this case we provide the following lemma.

Lemma 5.14. For all t € [ty, fifé%wl) we have

execo! (ty,, t) +idlelS (14, 1) < a - (Cr, + S5,). (5.15)

Proof. We proof this lemma by contradiction and assume that there exists one ¢ €
[tk fT[‘:%} ') such that exec[Tkl](tk,t) +idlelSi (ty,t) > a- (Cr, +5,,). Since exeC[Tk ](tk,t) <
a-Cr, and 1dle[51](tk, t) <a-S; by Lemmas 5.13 and 5.7, both take their highest value,
ie. exec[Tk ](tk, t) =a-C;, and idle[Sl](tk, t) =a-S;,. We conclude that all a jobs of 7
in the suspension-aware busy-interval ﬁnished their complete execution time. Moreover,
idle[sl](tk t) < suspy(tg,t) by Lemma 5.5. In particular, all a jobs suspend themselves
for S, time units each. As a result, all a jobs of 7 are finished and ¢ > f ‘Sl] wl . This
contradicts the assumption. O

STEP 3: PROVIDE RESPONSE-TIME UPPER BOUND. In this step we provide a
response-time upper bound for the job 7(¢). For this purpose, we safely enlarge the
intervals for which we estimate the execution time from [t;,t) to [t},t). We do this to
ensure the property ¢, —t; = idle[‘gl](ti, ti+1) < Sr,, which is then utilized to bound
the left boundary of the analysis intervals [¢},t). Subsequently, we compose the upper
bounds from Step 2 to obtain a response-time bound.
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Figure 5.4.: Schedule from Example 5.2 after Step 3.

Definition 5.15. Iteratively, we define

t;( = t:—l + T - idle[sl](ti_l, ti) (5.17)
foralli=2,..., k, where idle[sl](ti_l, t;) is the amount of idle time during [ti—1,t;) in

the schedule [S1].

Example 5.16. In Figure 5.4, we present the choice of t; that is obtained from the
schedule [S1] in Figure 5.3. We start by setting t} == t; = 3. Since there is no idle time
between t1 and ty in [S1], we define t7 == t;. Between to and ts the processor idles for
one time unit, namely during the interval [4,5). We set t§ :=1t5+1=4.

We start the analysis by stating a simple property which is later used to describe the
boundaries of the analysis intervals.

Lemma 5.17. For allt=1,...,k we have t] <t;.
Proof. This follows from Definition 5.15 using that idlelSt (¢; 1, ;) < (t; — t;_1). O
With the following definition, the execution time bounds from Step 2 can be summarized
by execsﬂ(ti, ti +A) < A(A) whenever 7; € Ty and < AY(A) whenever 7; € Ty.
Definition 5.18 (A} and AY). We define the A} and A? by
AN(A) = ar (A + max(RA — T;,0)) - Cr, (5.18)

ar (A + RY) - Oy, >

0 g
Aj(A) .—m1n< aTi(A—ﬂ—FR;‘}—Cf)'CTi-FCf (5.19)

for all A € R, where C; = min(aTi(R;‘}) - O, R;‘}) as defined in Equation (5.2).

For the response-time upper bound we formulate a property that only holds when
t < fi‘:ég’wl, in the following lemma. Whenever the property does not hold, we assure that
the finishing time must be exceeded. In particular, this allows to indicate response-time

upper bounds.

92



5.1. Schedulability Analysis

Lemma 5.19. For all t € [t}, fifé%wl) the inequality

k—1
a-(Cr, + Sr) + Z (zi- ALt —t5) + (1 —a) ANt —t7)) >t —tf (5.20)
=1
holds.

Proof. Equation (5.3) states that idlelS!(¢1,¢) + execlSt!(t1,¢) = ¢t — t;. We know that
idlelS (¢, 1) = idlelS1 (¢, 1) +idlelS1 (¢, ¢) and 1 4 id1elS1 (¢, 1;,) = . Hence, subtract-
ing idle!S1(¢,1;,) in Equation (5.3) yields

idlelS (¢4, 1) + execS(ty,¢) = t — ¢} (5.21)

For the execution part, we know that execlS!(t,t) = Zf:_ll exec[;?l](ti, t) + execlS(ty,, 1)

holds. By Lemma 5.11 and Lemma 5.12,
execlSU(t;, 1) < - ANt —t;) + (1 — 25) - AVt — ;) (5.22)

for all i < k, since xz; = 1 iff 7, € T; and z; = 0 iff 7; € Ty.

Since the arrival curve is monotonically increasing, A! and AY are monotonically
increasing as well. Hence, (5.22) is upper bounded by x; - A}(t — ) + (1 — ;) - AV (¢t — t7)
since t; <t; by Lemma 5.17. Using this together with the bound from Lemma 5.14 yields
the result from Equation (5.20). O

In the following lemma, we make the property in Equation (5.20) independent of ¢} by
introducing Q7.

Lemma 5.20. Fori=1,...,k —1 we define Qf = Z?;ZI xjS;. The inequality

E

-1
@ (Cr+Sp)+ Y (0 AHO+ QD+ 1 —2) A0+ QD) >0 (5.23)

i=1

holds for all 6 € [0, FEI" — ).

Proof. We obtain Equation (5.23) be replacing the variable ¢ in Lemma 5.19 by 6 +t}, i.e.,
0 =t —t;. Moreover, we have (t; —t}) < QF since (tf —t}) = Zf;zl zj ~idle[$ﬂ(t]~7 tit1) <
Z?;} xj - S because of Lemma 5.6. O

From Lemma 5.20 we derive that any 6 > 0, such that Equation (5.23) does not hold,
is an upper bound on the response time of 74 ().

Theorem 5.21. Let % = (21,...,741) € {0,1}*7! and a € N. If there exist some 6 > 0
such that

o

~1
@ (Cr+ 8n) + D (2 AHO+ QD) + (1 -2)AN0+QD) <0 (5:24)
i=1
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with Q”C defined as in Lemma 5.20, then 0 is an upper bound on f[sl] - Tk (t—a+1) for

all a-th jobs 1(¢) in a suspension-aware busy-interval of . In partzcular
vi=0—1inf {A >0]|ax(A) > a} (5.25)

s an upper bound on the response time of any a-th job in a suspension-aware busy-interval
Of Tk -

Proof. Let 1,(¢) be any a-th job in a suspension-aware busy-interval of 7. We prove this
theorem by contraposition.

Assume that # > 0 is not an upper bound on f Sl] wl — r:;:(@—a—&-l) but Equation (5.24)

holds. In this case, we know that fT[f( >0+ rT (t—at1) = =0+t > 0+1;. In particular,

0 € [0, fSl]w1 — t7). Applying Lemma 5.20 yields that (5.24) does not hold. This
contradlcts the assumption.

Since we have shown that 6 > fT[‘:(%wl - T‘:;j(f—a L1y» We conclude
¢ =0 —inf {A>0|ar(A) >a} (5.26)
fT[f& Ly — Inf{A > 0] ax(A) > a} (5.27)
= T[fze )= Mete=att) ~ (5@) = Tro(e—as1) (5.28)
fr[fée =Ty (5.29)

i.e., R{ is a response-time upper bound. Since 7 (¢) was chosen to be any a-th job in a
suspension-aware busy-interval of 7, the response-time upper bound is valid for all of
them. O

STEP 4: THE SCHEDULABILITY TEST. To provide a response-time upper bound for
all jobs of 7, using Theorem 5.21, we need to figure out which job in a suspension-aware
busy-interval has the highest response time. In this regard, we first need to figure
out the maximal number a of jobs that belong to one suspension-aware busy-interval.
A sufficient condition for the maximal number is R¢ < inf {A > 0]ag(A) > a+ 1} —
inf {A >0]ar(A) > a}, i.e., the a-th job is finished before the next job is released. If
the maximal number can be detected with this condition, then a WCRT upper bound is
provided by the following corollary.

Corollary 5.22. Let a € N be the lowest natural number such that the response-time
upper bound R“ derived by Theorem 5.21 is at most

inf {A>0]ax(A)>a+ 1} —inf {A>0]|ar(A) > a} (5.30)
Then Ry, = maxq—1,..a(R}) s an upper bound on the WCRT of .

Proof. To prove this corollary, we need to show that each job of 74 is an a-th job in a
suspension-aware busy-interval of 7, for some a € {1,...,a}. We do this by contraposition.
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Let 7% (¢) be the first job of 73, which is not an a-th job in a suspension-aware busy-interval
of 75, with a < @ according to Definition 5.1.

Let a be the smallest positive integer, such that 74 (¢) is the a-th job in a suspension-
aware busy-interval of ;. Due to our assumption, a > a. The job 74(¢£ —a+ a) is the a-th
job in a suspension-aware busy-interval of 7. By Theorem 5.21, 74(¢ — a + a) finishes no
later than at time

P vy T BT I0E{A > 0]ar(A) > a} (5.31)
< Tfkl(gfaﬂ) +inf {A>0|ag(A) >a+1} (5.32)
<To (5.33)

T(l—a+a+1)°

In particular, this means that 74x(¢ — a + @) and all previous jobs are finished at time
r:’kl( t—atay1) Asaresult, 7 (¢) is also an (a—a)-th job in a suspension-aware busy-interval
of 75, which contradicts the minimality of a.

We have proven that each job of 75 is an a-th job in a suspension-aware busy-interval
of 7, for some a € {1,...,a}, and we use Theorem 5.21 to provide response-time upper

bounds Ry, for all a cases. O

We know that any sub-additive upper arrival curve o, is monotonically increasing for
all tasks 7;. Hence, the left-hand side of Equation (5.24) is monotonically increasing with
respect to #. We use this monotonicity to apply a similar search strategy as classical
TDA. We start by setting 6 := 0 and compute the left-hand side of Equation (5.24).
Whenever 6 is less than the left-hand side, we set 8 to the value of the left-hand side and
compute left-hand side again. When 8 is bigger than or equal to left-hand side, then 6 can
be used to compute the response-time upper bound as in Theorem 5.21. The procedure
is presented in Algorithm 1. Please note that we artificially set an upper bound a4z
to exit the algorithm when the number of jobs in a suspension-aware busy-interval is
unbounded.

Upper arrival curves are typically modeled as step functions. Under the assumption
that the upper arrival curve a,, is a step function with minimal step size > 0 for all ¢,
the left-hand side increases by a certain minimal step size in each iteration as well, until
either left-hand side < @ or left-hand side > D,,. As a result Algorithm 1 is deterministic
in such a scenario.

In the following, we show that our method dominates the Compositional Performance
Analysis (CPA) [Hen+05; HAE17].

Corollary 5.23. The WCRT analysis by using CPA for task 1 with suspension as
computation, i.e., execution time ai(A) - (Cr, + Sr,.) for any interval length of A > 0,
and jitter-based higher-priority preemptive interference of task ; with execution time
aTi(A—I—Ré) (C+,), is dominated by the analysis in Corollary 5.22 when all higher-priority
tasks are in Ty.

Proof. When all tasks are in the set Ty, then Equation (5.24) simplifies to a - (Cr, +
S.) + S A9(0) < 6. However, A%(0) is upper bounded by o, (A + R{) - C;,. This
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Algorithm 1 Sufficient schedulability test.
1: for k=1,...,ndo > Loop tasks.

2 fora=1,2,3,... do

3 if a > a4 then

4 return False

5: comp =1inf {A > 0|ax(A) >a+ 1}

6: —inf{A > 0|ax(A) > a}

7 =0

8 while True do

9: Compute left-hand side of Equation (5.24).

10: if left-hand side < 8 then > Result found.
11: break

12: else if left-hand side > D, then > Too high.
13: return False

14: else > Continue search.
15: 0 = left-hand side

16: t=0—inf {A>0|ax(A) > a}

17: if R < comp then

18: a:=aq

19: break

20: Ry, = maxq—1,.. a(R}) > WCRT upper bound.

21: return True

is the formula that is used for the a-th job in the busy-interval. In our schedulability
test, we increase a, until the subsequent job release of 7 is outside the busy-interval, i.e.,
until R} < inf {A>0|ax(A)>a+ 1} —inf {A > 0|ax(A) > a}. This coincides with
the test used in CPA analysis. O

5.1.1.2 ANALYSIS FOR SPORADIC TASKS

In this Section, we derive a schedulability test for sporadic tasks with arbitrary deadlines.
To that end, we consider a task set T = {7,...,7,} where each task is abstracted as

7; € DynSS(C,, Sr,) N Spor(T+,) (5.34)

with 75, > 0. Again, we assume that the task set is ordered according to the priority
level, and we denote by A the preemptive T-FP scheduling algorithm.

We do this by constructing an arrival curve and using the result from Section 5.1.1.1. In
the end, we show that by restricting to the constrained-deadline case, our schedulability
test coincides with the test in [CNH16], which is limited to constrained-deadline task sets.
Hence, in this work we provide a natural extension of their analysis to the generalized
case with arbitrary deadlines and arrival curves.

96



5.1. Schedulability Analysis

For any arbitrary-deadline task 7;, an upper arrival curve is given by

o = (A = [Wl _ {([TAW Az 0) . (5.35)

A<O0

Applying this to A} and A? with T} := T), yields

A RA-T,,0
A+RA
T |
AY(A) = min (5.37)

max(A—Tr,+RA -C7,0) .

[ T, w ’ Cﬂ' + Ci
for all A > 0. Please note that A + max(R2 — T5,,0) > 0 which is why max(e,0) is
- Cr,, RA) and
inf {A>0]|ar,(A) >a} = (a—1)-T,. This leads to the following bound on the WCRT.

. . , RA
omitted in the numerator of (5.36). Moreover, we have C} = min(|

Theorem 5.24. Let ¥ = (v1,...,25_1) € {0,1}*~1 and a € N. If there exist some 6 > 0
such that

9+Q?+max(Rgf‘i ~Tr,,0)

X T -Cr, + (1 —a5)-
k—1 ~
0+QF+RA
a (Cr+85)+Y [T W : <6 (5.38)
I (0+QF Ty, +RA-C; 0)
max LT, - —C7, %
oG ¢ 1
with Qm defined as in Lemma 5.20, then 6 is an upper bound on f Sl] wl — :’kl([ at1) for

all a-th jobs 1 (¢) in a suspension-aware busy-interval of . In partzcular
vi=0—(a—1)T; (5.39)

s an upper bound on the response time of any a-th job in a suspension-aware busy-interval
Of Tk -

Proof. This follows from Theorem 5.21 using the arrival curve from Equation (5.35), and
A} from Equation (5.36) and AY from Equation (5.37). O

Similar to Corollary 5.22; we formulate the following.

Corollary 5.25. Let a € N be the lowest natural number such that the response-time
upper bound derived by Theorem 5.2/ is at most Ty, . Then Ry = max,—1,. a(R}) is an
upper bound on the WCRT of 1y.
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Proof. The corollary follows from the correctness of Corollary 5.22 by using that
inf {A >0]ax(A) >a+1} —inf {A>0|ar(A) >a} =T, (5.40)
O

For any constrained-deadline task 7; with T, > 0, if its schedulability is already
ensured, which is the case for all 7 < k, then R;‘} < D;, <T,. In particular, C] = C,
and the formulas for A} and AY from Equation (5.36) and (5.37) further simplify to

A
1 — _ .
Ai(A) = {TJ Cr, (5.41)
0 A+ RA—C,
AjA) = | ——F—| Cn (5.42)

for all A > 0. Please note that Equation (5.42) is obtained from (5.37) in the following
way: For all A > 0 we have A — T, + Ré —C,, > A—=T, > —T.. Therefore, we obtain

A—T, +RA—C,,,0 ATy, +RA—Cp,
maX( 1TTi Ti i )—‘ _ max( i Tn i z—‘ 70) (543)
— T, + RA—C,.
_ i T i 44
{ T, w (5.44)
for all A > 0. Moreover,
0 A-T, + R —C,,
AV(A) = TZ Cy, + C-, (5.45)
A—-T, +RA-C,

- ( : i . 1> . (5.46)

T,

A+ RA - O,
_ |2t R (5.47)

For the constrained-deadline case, we only need to compute the WCRT upper bound
for a = 1, since if RZ-1 > T, then RZ-1 > D;, as well and the schedulability test fails.
The schedulability test formulated with A} and Ay from Equation (5.41) and (5.42)
with only a = 1 coincides with the schedulability test in [CNH16, Corollary 1]. The
high performance of the abovementioned schedulability test demonstrated in [CNH16]
indicates high performance of the schedulability test derived in this work.

5.1.1.3 CHOICE OF Ty AND T,

For the schedulability test presented in Section 5.1.1.1, any partition of the task set T
into Ty and Ty can be used. To fully utilize the power of the proposed test, all possible

98



5.1. Schedulability Analysis

combinations of Ty and Ty should be explored. However, this results in an exhaustive
search of 2F~1 different partitions of the k — 1 higher-priority tasks, for which every
schedulability test itself also takes high time complexity.

This limitation was also presented by Chen et al. [CNHI16] in their analysis for
constrained-deadline task systems. They presented some heuristics, which can also be
applied here for arbitrary-deadline task systems and tasks with arrival curves. Here, we
shortly present the heuristics that can be used to reduce the complexity significantly.
They are compared in the subsequent section. However, those heuristics are not the focus
of this paper and should be further examined in the future.

The most simple heuristic is to include all tasks into Ty, i.e., Tgo = T and Ty = (), or to
include all tasks into Ty, i.e., To = () and T; = T. In Section 5.1.1.4, we observe that
such a simple heuristic is already sufficient in many cases.

As argued in Section 5.1.1.1, our analysis is a natural extension to arbitrary-deadline
task systems from the analysis for constrained-deadline task systems in [CNH16]. In

their work they provide a linear approximation that is stated as follows: 7; is in Ty if
C .

T (RA—Cr) > Sy, - (351 %), otherwise 7; € Ty. Their heuristic is supported by a
m:;thematical reasoning which g(J)es beyond the scope of this section.

Our analysis for arbitrary-deadline task systems is much more involving, and therefore
it is more difficult to judge whether it is better to place 7; in Ty or in Ty. Although we
do not have concrete mathematical approximations to derive any classification strategies
to partition T, the above linear approximation can still be applied. Unfortunately, when

7t — oo for Tr; — 0. In such a
case, the linear approximation becomes invalid. One possiblle patch is to apply the linear
approximation of the arrival curve by defining slope; and const; for every task 7; such
that a, (A) < const; + slope; - A holds for all A > 0. Then, we can heuristically put task
7; in Ty if slope; - (RA — Cr,) > Sy, - (Z;Zl slope;); otherwise 7; € To.

considering arrival curves, it is possible that 77, is 0 and

5.1.1.4 EVALUATION

In order to evaluate the performance of our proposed schedulability analysis presented
in Section 5.1.1.1, we conduct three different experiments using synthetically generated
tasks sets as follows:

(i) We demonstrate how the heuristics from Section 5.1.1.3 perform for arbitrary-
deadline task sets (Experiment—Suspension Time).

(ii) We show that the increase of deadlines can be exploited in our schedulability test, i.e.,
the schedulability is increased with increased deadlines (Experiment—Varying
Deadline).

(iii) We examine the performance of our schedulability test for arrival curves obtained
from tasks with release jitter (Experiment—Release Jitter).

The source code that is used to conduct the experiments is released on Github [TU
21b]. In all our experiments, we use Algorithm 1 configured with a,,q; = 10. The values
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Figure 5.5.: Acceptance ratio of our schedulability test with different heuristics as de-
scribed in Section 5.1.1.3.

of inf {A > 0|y, (A) > a} for different a are stored in a list to improve the execution
efficiency of the schedulability test. For all three experiments, we present the acceptance
ratio of the test under analysis, i.e., the number of task sets that are deemed schedulable
by the test divided by the total number of task sets. We consider Deadline Monotonic
(DM) scheduling, i.e., the task with a lower relative deadline has a higher priority, and
ties are broken arbitrarily. We emphasize that we do not consider a constrained-deadline
scenario, since in this case our method is identical to the current state-of-the-art analysis
in [CNH16], which dominates all other valid analyses for the studied problem.

EXPERIMENTAL SETUP AND GENERATION For each total utilization between 0%
and 100 % in steps of 5 % we randomly generate 200 task sets according to the description
below. In a first step, given the required length of task sets, we use the UUniFast [BB05]
algorithm to synthesize task utilizations that add up to a specified cumulative (total)
utilization. In a second step, the minimum inter-arrival time for each sporadic task is
drawn log-uniformly from the interval [1, 100][ms]| as suggested in [ESD10]. Based on
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the utilization U, and minimum inter-arrival time 77,, the Worst-Case Execution Time
(WCET) is calculated by C;, = U, - Tr, [ms|. The arrival curve of the sporadic tasks is

given by a,(A) = [TATZ—‘

In our experiments, we evaluate Algorithm 1 for different partitioning strategies of
tasks in T into Ty and T; as described in Section 5.1.1.3. Namely, these are:

All 0: All tasks 7; € T are put to Ty.
All 1: All tasks 7; € T are put in Tj.
Heuristic Lin: The linear heuristic from [CNH16] is adopted.

Comb 3: We choose the best partition of the above three heuristics All 0, Alll, and
Heuristic Lin (in each step).

Exhaust: In the exhaustive approach we apply our schedulability test for all 28—! parti-
tions.

EXPERIMENTS In this section, we present the details of the experiments and describe
the results.

Experiment—Suspension Time: In this experiment, we restrict to 10 tasks per task
set due to the time complexity of (Exhaust). Moreover, we draw the relative deadline
D, uniformly from the interval [0.877,,1.27%,] and consider three different configurations
of self-suspension time:

e low: S:, is drawn uniformly from [0,0.1)(T%, — C,),
e medium: Sy, is drawn uniformly from [0.1,0.3|(7y, — C~,),
e high: S;, is drawn uniformly from [0.3,0.5](7;, — C,).

Figure 5.5 shows the evaluation results, in which (All 0) and (All 1) do not dominate
each other. When the suspension time is short, (All 1) is better than (All 0), in Figure 5.5a.
When the suspension time is long, (All 0) is better than (All 1), in Figure 5.5¢. Moreover,
(Heuristic Lin) outperforms both of them for all scenarios. The benefit of exhaust is
marginal compared to the linear heuristic as can be seen in all Figures 5.5a, 5.5b, and 5.5c¢.
Experiment—Varying Deadlines: In this experiment, we consider 30 tasks per task set
and draw the suspension time S;, uniformly at random from the interval [0, 0.5(7,, — C~,)]
for each task. In addition, the deadline of all tasks 7; is set to D,, = X - T7, (DX) for
X =1.0,1.1,...,1.5. We evaluate Algorithm 1 with the partitioning strategy (Comb 3)
and show the results in Figure 5.6. The results show that the acceptance ratio of our
algorithm improves with increased deadlines.

Experiment—Release Jitter: In this experiment, we consider 10 tasks per task set and
draw the suspension time S, uniformly from the interval [0,0.1](T}, — C,) for each task.
The relative deadline of task 7; is drawn uniformly from the interval [0.8, 1.2]T%,. Moreover,
we consider task sets with release jitter of 10 % or 20 %. That is, after the generation of
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Figure 5.6.: Acceptance ratio of our schedulability test with extended deadlines.
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Figure 5.7.: Acceptance ratio of task sets with release jitter. Our schedulability test and
two state of the art are presented.

Cr,, Tr,, Dy, Sy, for 7;, we add jitter; as 0.177%, or 0.277%,. The corresponding arrival curve
of 7; is then a,(A) = [%ﬁtm—‘ There are two different state-of-the-art methods that

we compare with. For the CPA state of the art (SOTA CPA), we adhere to the state
of the art presented in Corollary 5.23. For the sporadic state of the art (SOTA Spor),
we transform the task set into a constrained-deadline task set by reducing the deadline
of each 7; to min(D,,,T%,) and keeping its original priority. Then we adopt [CNH16]
using the heuristic with three partitions, similar to (Comb 3). The schedulability of the
transformed task set indicates the schedulability of the original task set. The arrival
curve suggests that the minimum inter-arrival time of two consecutive jobs is 17, — jitter;,
and we can shorten the relative deadline to T, — jitter; if D;, > T, — jitter;.

The results for the release jitter of 10 % or 20 % are shown in Figure 5.7a and Figure 5.7b
respectively. Our schedulability test (Our) performs much better than the state of the
art (SOTA Spor) and (SOTA CPA) for the scenario with release jitter. We note that
we also conducted experiments with higher suspension and larger number of tasks per
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task set as well. In such a case, the suspension time per task becomes longer and the
scenario of having tasks in T is less beneficial. When the analysis with all tasks in Ty is
superior, our analysis becomes equivalent to jitter-based analysis, which is still superior
to (SOTA CPA) but the gain in the acceptance ratio becomes smaller.

5.1.2 UNDER EARLIEST-DEADLINE-FIRST SCHEDULING

Regarding suspension-aware schedulability tests for Task-level Dynamic-Priority (T-DP)
scheduling algorithms, results have been limited to the Earliest-Deadline-First (EDF)
algorithm, in which the priority of each job is given by its absolute deadline; and although
EDF is not optimal for scheduling self-suspending task systems [RRC04], it remains
one of the most adopted scheduling strategies. Besides the trivial suspension-oblivious
schedulability analysis, the following results have been provided in the literature:

e Analysis by Devi [Dev03, Theorem 8], dating back to 2003, dedicated to uniprocessor
EDEF. The review paper in [Che+19b] notes that Devi does not give a proof of her
analysis. This analysis is proven to be wrong by a counterexample in Section 4.2.

e Analysis by Liu and Anderson [LA13], for global multiprocessor EDF. The analysis
is valid for uniprocessor EDF by setting the number of processors to 1.

e Analysis by Dong and Liu [DL16], for global multiprocessor EDF. The analysis is
valid for uniprocessor EDF by setting the number of processors to 1.

Despite the possibility to apply the analyses of Liu and Anderson [LLA13] and Dong and
Liu [DL16], fundamental research questions regarding schedulability tests for uniprocessor
EDF considering dynamic self-suspension remain open. For example, there is no schedula-
bility analysis that is superior to the trivial suspension-oblivious analysis for uniprocessor
EDF. We believe that fundamental knowledge of uniprocessor EDF is a cornerstone to
achieve tight schedulability tests for more advanced multiprocessor scenarios.

In this section, we focus on schedulability analysis for the dynamic self-suspension
model under uniprocessor preemptive EDF and provide two sufficient schedulability tests
for this setting. We limit our attention to implicit-deadline real-time task systems, i.e.,
the relative deadline of a task is the same as its period (for periodic releases) or minimum
inter-arrival time (for sporadic releases). Our contributions are as follows:

o We recap existing schedulability analyses, and prove that the utilization-based
schedulability test by Dong and Liu [DL16] does not improve the suspension-
oblivious approach if it is utilized for uniprocessor systems, in Section 5.1.2.1.

e We provide a response-time analysis for EDF in Section 5.1.2.2. If all tasks have
suspension, then this test dominates the test developed by Liu and Anderson [LLA13]
applied to implicit-deadline sporadic real-time tasks in uniprocessor systems. We
also discuss how this analysis can be extended to multiprocessor global EDF.
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e We further provide a utilization-based schedulability test for periodic task systems
in Section 5.1.2.3, where we estimate the amount of time that the processor is
used by other jobs during self-suspension. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the only work explicitly considering periodic tasks with dynamic self-suspension,
showing that dedicated analysis of the periodic job release pattern of a task can be
beneficial. Furthermore, this is the first schedulability test which dominates and
improves the trivial suspension-oblivious approach for uniprocessor systems.

e In addition to the theoretical improvement and dominance of existing methods
under different conditions, the evaluation results in Section 5.1.2.4 show that the
response-time-aware schedulability test performs significantly better than the state
of the art.

The results presented in this section appeared in EMSOFT 2020 [GBC20)].

5.1.2.1 EXISTING METHODS

In this section, we recap existing schedulability tests for dynamic self-suspending tasks
under preemptive EDF scheduling [LL73] that are applicable to implicit-deadline unipro-
cessor systems. The method by Devi [Dev03, Theorem 8] is left out, since a counterexample
for the analysis is provided in Section 4.2.

SUSPENSION-OBLIVIOUS Suspension-oblivious analysis interprets suspension time as
additional computation time. This approach can be very pessimistic, especially if some
tasks have a large maximum suspension time. Since implicit-deadline task sets without
suspension are schedulable under EDF if and only if their total utilization is less than or
equal to 1, the schedulability test (detailed in [Che+19b, Section 4]) is defined as follows.

Theorem 5.26 (Suspension-Oblivious). Let T = {7y, 7o, ...,7,} be a system of n implicit-
deadline sporadic tasks with dynamic self-suspension, i.e.,
) N DynSS(C,, S-,) (5.48)

Cr 457,
—, =1

7; € Spor(T,

(3

for all 7; € T. Then T is schedulable using preemptive EDF if 3 1" | -
WORKLOAD-BASED SCHEDULABILITY TEST The schedulability test developed by
Liu and Anderson [LA13] is actually formulated for multiprocessor systems, considering
arbitrary-deadline sporadic tasks. Furthermore, they added a tardiness threshold, which
is an upper bound on the amount of time by which individual jobs may miss their
deadline, to make their analysis also available for soft real-time systems (where a deadline
overrun is considered a service degradation but not system failure). Setting the number
of processors to 1 and the tardiness threshold to 0, their method can be applied to
implicit-deadline sporadic tasks in uniprocessor systems. For each task 74 € T they
estimate the workload W, and W, with and without carry-in jobs” inside an interval of

2Carry-in jobs are those which are released before the interval under analysis and still interfere during
the interval.
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length &, and check whether the processor still has enough capacity to work on and be
suspended for a job of 7.3

Theorem 5.27 (Liu and Anderson [LA13]). Let T = {71, 72,...,Tn} be a system of n
implicit-deadline sporadic tasks with dynamic self-suspension, i.e.,

7; € Spor(T:,) N DynSS(C~,, Sr,) (5.49)
for all 7; € T. The task set is schedulable using preemptive EDF if for all 7y € T, for all

Cro+se+> i, Cr,
sej €{0,1,...,5;,}, and for all & € |T,, E ae Rl
1-3 00 Tﬁ)

> max {Woe(ni), We(r)} + Y Wael(7s) < & — Cr, — 515 (5.50)

T,ETS TjET®

N Z the property

holds, where 7° and 7¢ are subsets of T consisting of those tasks 1; which do have
suspension time (S;, # 0) and those which do not have suspension (S;, =0), i.e., which
are execution-only, respectively. Moreover, the values We(1;) and Wy.(7;) are estimations
for relevant work of T; with and without carry-in jobs, defined by

W (7_) _ min {A<7—7§7£€)7€€ - CT@ - sf,j + 1} 77: 7é l (5 51)
o min{A(TEagﬁ)_CTgagﬁ_Tm} aZ:l ‘
with A7, t) = (Lﬁt—‘ — 1) C:, + min {C’Ti,t — {%—‘ T, +Tn}, and
mmﬂ;féj Cr €= Cry — 50 + 1} ey
Whe(i) = ' (5.52)

mm{[%J CTZ—CTZ,&—TTZ} =1

We note that Liu and Anderson [LA13] restrict to the discrete time domain for their
analysis, i.e., the periods, WCETSs, and maximum suspension times of all tasks are in
Z>0. This is not necessary for our methods in Sections 5.1.2.2 and 5.1.2.3.

UTILIZATION-BASED SCHEDULABILITY TEST The method by Dong and Liu [DL16,
Theorem 2] is also formulated for multiprocessor systems. By setting the number of
processors to 1, their method can be utilized for uniprocessor systems.

Theorem 5.28 (Dong and Liu [DL16, Theorem 2|). Let T = {71,..., 7o} be a system of
n implicit-deadline sporadic tasks with dynamic self-suspension, i.e.,

7; € Spor(Tr,) N DynSS(C~,, Sr,) (5.53)

3We note that there is a typing error in the original paper, corrected here.
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for all 7; € T. The task set is schedulable using preemptive EDE scheduling if

C.. + 5,
> T < 1 (5.54)
i=1 v
holds, or if there exists some To C T and some k € {2,...,|To|} with
o
> " E'(To) = Trnaa(To), (5.55)
i=1

where E(Ty) is the i-th minimum (Cr; + Sr;) among tasks 75 € To and Trnee(To) is the
mazimum task period of tasks in Tq, such that

k
> 7 n y Z +) v'(To) <1, (5.56)
=1

€T T 7,€T—To T,
; : , . : (S
where v*(To) is the i-th mazimum suspension ratio | 7~ | among tasks 7; € To.
.
J

In fact, this method is no improvement compared to the suspension-oblivious schedula-
bility test if it is formulated for only one processor.

Proposition 5.29. The schedulability test by Dong and Liu as formulated in Theo-
rem 5.28 for uniprocessor systems is identical to the suspension-oblivious test as formulated
in Theorem 5.20.

Proof. Assume that the schedulability test from Theorem 5.28 is superior to the suspension-

oblivious approach for the task set T = {r,...,7,}. Then we find some Ty C T and

E|
some k € {2,...,|Ty|} with ZZL:QIJ E*(To) > Tmaz(To). By reordering we assume that
To = {1,...,Tny} and E(Ty) = Cy, + S;,. Then we have

|5] !
Ei To) 7’ C S

1< _E'(To) Z Cnton (5.57)
i—1 Tmam TO ) max P]I‘O i—1 T’Tl
n C k ' n S

<Y Y V(T + Y (5.58)
i=1 T i=1 i=no+1 ¢
0

k
In other words, ZElJ EY(To) > Tyaz(To) implies that Equation (5.56) does not hold.
Therefore, the schedulability test in Theorem 5.28 coincides with the suspension-oblivious
schedulability test. We note that in the proof we utilized that ELgJH(TO) > 0, but this
holds since

0 < Ty (To) < Ei(%)s{’“J-El’émro)s{"’J-EVSJ“%). (5.59)

O]
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t Ty

Figure 5.8.: Illustration of Observations 5.30 (left) and 5.31 (right). Patterned areas are
interference by higher-priority jobs.

In the remaining part of Section 5.1.2, we omit this schedulability test in the discussions
since it is the same as the suspension-oblivious approach for uniprocessor systems.

5.1.2.2 METHOD 1: RESPONSE TIME ANALYSIS

In this section, we introduce a new method to test the schedulability of an implicit-
deadline sporadic task set under preemptive EDF scheduling. For this purpose, we
estimate the interference from higher-priority jobs to calculate an upper bound on the
WCRT for each task. We consider a task set T = {r,...,7,} consisting of n implicit-
deadline sporadic tasks abstracted with dynamic self-suspension. That is, each task
7; € T can be abstracted as

7; € Spor(T,) N DynSS(C,, S-,). (5.60)

In the following, we denote by A the preemptive EDF scheduling algorithm. Hence, for
a system evolution w € 2, the corresponding schedule is [S] = A(w).
Let 7, € T = {71,...,7,} be any task and J € J some job of 7;,. We define by

Wi(t) = Z execfgj)(r‘j, 5+ 1) (5.61)
JjeN,T; (j)ZprzoJ

the interference by higher-priority jobs of 7; during the interval [r¥, 74 +t] C [rY,d¥].
In particular, the processor can work on and be suspended for J during an interval
[r4,ry + t] for t — Z?:1W}(t) time units. Hence, it finishes J during [r4,74 + t] if
Cryp + Sr, <t =300 Wi(t). Equivalently, if J cannot be finished during [r§, 7% + 1],
then C;, + Sy, >t —> 1" Wi(t).

We derive the following two observations as depicted in Figure 5.8, which provide
a general upper bound on the response time and a sufficient schedulability condition.
These are (mainly implicitly) used similarly in classical response-time analysis and the
underlying concepts are already applied for self-suspending tasks as in [LA13].
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5. Self-Suspension

Observation 5.30. If J meets its deadline, then we calculate an upper bound on the
response time of J by choosing the minimal t with 0 <t < T, , such that

Cr 4 Sn +>_ Wi(t) <t. (5.62)
=1

If no such t exists, then we cannot give a guaranteed WCRT, but the job may still meet
its deadline, e.q., if the job completes earlier than in its worst case.

Observation 5.31. If J does not meet its deadline, then it cannot be finished during the
interval [y, re + Tr.], i.e.,

Cr + S+ Wi(Tr,) > Ty, (5.63)
=1

as illustrated on the right-hand side of Figure 5.9.

We start by determining the higher-priority jobs which may contribute to the response
time of J. By the definition of EDF scheduling, jobs with a larger absolute deadline than
J have a lower priority. We remove these jobs from the schedule for ease of notation,
since they do not affect the response time of J. Furthermore, when determining which
higher-priority jobs contribute to the response time of J, we assume that all higher-
priority jobs meet their deadline. For simplicity, we assume that J is released at time
0. Other job releases and task phases are shifted accordingly (to negative time instants
if necessary). This results in a modified system evolution w’ and a modified schedule
[S'] = A(w'). In particular, 4 = 0 and J is the job with maximal deadline d% .

We know that ij (t) = 0 since all jobs of 7, with higher priority than J € 73 meet
their deadline which is at most r‘j/ = 0. For a task 7; with ¢ # k there are at most

Tr,
additional overlapping job which is released before rﬁl = 0 but finishes after 0.

LTT’“J of the remaining jobs released in [0,¢] C [0, 7%, ]. Furthermore, there may be one

Lemma 5.32. For a task 7; # 1 only the last L%J + 1 jobs may be executed in [0,t].*

Proof. The other jobs of 7; have a deadline of at most

T, T
T, — QT?J + 1) Ty, < Ty — <T:k> T, = 0. (5.64)
Since they meet their deadline, they are finished before the release of J. O

Remark 5.33. In fact only the last [%-‘ jobs may be executed in [0,t], which can be

shown by a similar proof. Only for convenience, we use the bound given in the lemma
and set the interference by the additional job to O if necessary.

“We highlight that we consider a limited schedule here, which was obtained by the original schedule.
The last x jobs are the first x jobs counted from the end of the schedule.
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A; =1 (= carry-in) A; =0 (# carry-in = 2)

A A A
N N

I

Figure 5.9.: Interference by higher-priority jobs of task 7; = (2,0, 4,4) during the interval
(14", £7] = [0,10]. Left: interference = 5. Right: interference = 4.

For the last
C, each. Although this seems to be very pessimistic if ¢ is very small, this estlmatlon is
7| +1)-th
last job of 7; which is released before 0 but may still finish after 0. Note that by our
assumption, 0 is not a lower bound on the phase but the release of J.

L? J jobs of 7; we estimate the time they may be executed in [0,t] by

sufﬁment for our analysis. However, we have to be more careful with the

Definition 5.34. We define J* € J to be the (LTT’“J )—th last job of 7;. The time J*

is interfering in [0,t] is denoted by A; = exec[ ](0 t).

To derive a good response time bound, in general, estimation of the carry-in, i.e.,
interference by higher-priority jobs which are released before the job under analysis, is
essential as outlined in [BC07]. Since A; is the interference by a certain job released
before J, it serves the role of the carry-in. Nevertheless, there is a slight difference as
depicted in Figure 5.9. Although in the scenario on the left-hand side the carry-in and
A; coincide, the value of A; is 0 in the right scenario since the 3rd last job of 7; finishes
before J is released. We observe that A; has its highest value when the interference is
maximized, i.e., on the left-hand side. Hence, independently examining A; is relatively
safe for estimating interference. This is not the case for the carry-in, for which in general
more caution is required.

With this definition of A;, the time a task 7; # 7 is interfering during [0, ¢] is

< T,
W) < | 7| ot A (5.65)

Ti

and we will examine how to estimate the interference A; by J* during [0, ¢] later on. First,
we show how the estimation for W(t) can be utilized, assuming that 4; is given.

Lemma 5.35. We consider a job J of 1. If all higher-priority jobs meet their deadline

and
e[

i1#£k i

holds, then also J meets its deadline.

J(%+A)§E% (5.66)
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Proof. If J does not meet its deadline, then we obtain by Observation 5.31 that

. T,
TTIc < S‘f'k + CTk + ZW}(TR) S S‘f'k + CTk + Z <\‘TkJ ’ Cn- + Al) ’ (5'67)
i#k i#k i

which contradicts (5.66). O

Under the assumption, that A; is given for all 4, our schedulability test can be formulated
as follows:

Proposition 5.36. Let T = {7y,...,7,} be an implicit-deadline task set. If the equation

T,
T = Sy + Cp + Z <\‘TkJ -COr, + Ai) < T, (5.68)
ik Ti

holds for all indices k € {1,...,n}, then T is schedulable by preemptive EDF' and the
WCRT Ré of T, is upper bounded by Ty for each k € {1,...,n}.

Proof. We use an indirect proof to show that T is schedulable by preemptive EDF. In
the following, we assume that T is not schedulable. Let J be the job with the highest
priority whose deadline is not met and let 75 be the task corresponding to J. In this
case, Lemma 5.35 shows that J is schedulable, which contradicts our assumption.

We have proven that the task set T is schedulable, and we are able to use Equation (5.65)
together with (5.62) to upper bound the response time of each job of 7, by t = 7 for
k=1,...,n. O

The aforementioned proposition analyzes the scenario with worst-case release pattern,
i.e., all jobs are released as late as possible, and the interference is maximized as on the
left-hand side of Figure 5.9. In such a scenario, A; and the carry-in coincide. Hence, in
the following estimation of A; we observe mainly typical carry-in bounds as provided
in the literature [BC07; GHO5; LA13]. Hereinafter, we provide rigorous proofs where
suspension is integrated seamlessly into carry-in analysis.

For the estimation of A; we introduce two approaches, where the first one examines
the deadline of the overlapping job J* and the second one utilizes its response time.

Lemma 5.37. We can estimate A; by

T, ~
A; < min {C’TZ.,TTk - LTI“J -Tﬁ} = Al-l. (5.69)
Proof. Since there are [%J other jobs of 7; between the deadline of J* and T, , the

deadline of J is at most db";: <7, — {%J -T7,. Due to the assumption that all jobs

with higher-priority than J meet their deadline, J* meets its deadline as well and any
possible interference by J¢ must happen in the interval from [0, d‘j:]

On the other hand, we also know that the interference by J* is bounded by the WCET
C,. Since both values bound A;, we take the minimum of them. O
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:
7;‘7 [ [ ]

I i i i I T

01234‘1 6‘7 9101112131415161718

Figure 5.10.: For these tasks, Lemma 5.37 gives a bad estimation for A;.

This estimation may be pessimistic, e.g., when T > C; > T, > 0, as shown in
Figure 5.10 for the implicit-deadline task set T = {71, 72} with:

e 7, € Spor(T,, = 18) N DynSS(C;, =4,S,, =0)
e 7 € Spor(Tr, = 3) NDynSS(C;, = 1,5, =0)

If we estimate A; by A} = 3, then we can bound 75 only by 4 which exceeds the relative
deadline 77, = 3. Actually, A; = 0 and ry = 1 is smaller than 77,. We note that 7o =1
is even a precise bound on the response time of 7.

If an upper bound R; on the response time of J* is known, A; can be estimated with
the following approach, that performs much better for the task set in Figure 5.10.

Lemma 5.38. We can estimate A; by
TTk . A2
A; <max<T; +R; — T +1)-T.,,0p = A7, (5.70)
7

where R; is either the WCRT R;‘} of 7; or any other upper bound on the response time of
job J*.

Proof. Due to its definition, we know that the job J’ is released no later than 7. e —
Q?’“J + 1) -T’, and therefore must be finished no later than 7", — (LTT’“J + 1) T+ Ry,

Whic}; may be less than 0 if J? is actually finished before time 0. As a result, the maximum
amount of time that J* may interfere with the interval [0,¢] C [0,T%,] is bounded by
the maximum of 0 or T, + R; — <[TT’“
negative. [

J + 1) T+, since the interference cannot be

The examination in this section leads to the following response-time bound fik which
is not as tight as 7 but directly computable since it uses an estimation A; of A;.

Lemma 5.39. Let J be a job of 71, and let all jobs with higher priority than J meet their
deadline. Further, we define

Ry, _CT,C+ST,€+ZQT J CTl+A> (5.71)

i#k
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where each A; is defined as the minimum of gll and 21? from Equation (5.69) and (5.70),

i.e.,
A; = min {C'Ti,max {T.r,c + R; — <V;’“J + 1) -TTZ.,O}} (5.72)

where R; is an upper bound on the WCRT R;‘: of i or Ry ="1T,. If Ek T, , then J
meets its deadline and Ry is an upper bound on the response time of J.

Proof. Lemma 5.37 and Lemma 5.38 yield 7 < Ek If ﬁk < T, then we also have
7 < R <T;, and by Proposition 5.36 the job J meets its deadline. The response time
of J is upper bounded by 7 and hence, also by Rj. ]

__Using this lemma, we obtain a response-time bound valid for all jobs J of 7. Hence,
Ry, serves as a bound on the WCRT of 7, and can be used for the estimation of A for
other tasks in Lemma 5.39.

Theorem 5.40. Let T = {11,...,7,} be a sporadic implicit-deadline task set. If for
all 7, € T the value Ry, from (5.71) is at most Ty, , then the task set is schedulable by
preemptive EDF.

Proof. We know that Ry > 7, for all k € {1,...,n}. fT;, > Ry, for all k, then also
T, > r. Hence, by Proposition 5.36, the task set T is schedulable by preemptive EDF
and the WCRT of each 7 is upper bounded by 7, < Ry. ]

We can further improve the test by the following observations. If we do not estimate
A; by Cr;, then we assume that J ¥ interferes for the whole time interval until the deadline
(for Al) or until the finishing time (for AQ) Although those intervals intersect for different
jobs, we add the interference several times, which is overly pessimistic.

Proposition 5.41. Let I C {1,...,n} —{k} and let R; be a bound on the response time
of J¢ for alli € I. If no such bound is given, set R; = T,,. We can estimate Yier Ai as

> A; < max {r?eax {TTk +R; — Q%J + 1> Tﬂ.} ,o} . (5.73)

el

Proof. Recall, that f*; [S'] !

job J® from Definition 5.34, respectively. Moreover, we still assume that rf,’/ = 0. The
job J i € I may interfere after the release of .J only during

[0, max {mealx {f[s b } ,OH . (5.74)

Furthermore, the processor can only be occupied by one job at a time. Hence, the sum

of all interference of J?,i € I is bounded by >_. ier Ai < max {maxzej { [S} } ,0}.

We know that d?i <7 — Q%J) T, is a bound on the absolute deadline of J i and

W < T+ R - ([T

and d‘”l are the finishing time and the absolute deadline of the

J + 1) T, is an upper bound on the finishing time of J* if
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a bound R; on the response time of J* is given. Since J* finishes on time, we have
fg‘? b < d¥, and the bound for the absolute deadline holds for the finishing time. Using

Ji
both bounds in ), ; A; < max {maxig {f}ﬁ b } ,0} concludes the proof. O

For a specific job J?, the interval starting from 0 up to the threshold given by the
right-hand side of Equation (5.73) could also contain the interference by other jobs which
are not overlapping. We use this observation to improve the test.

Proposition 5.42. Leti € {1,...,n} \ {k}. The interference by the jobs of 7; after a
threshold m € [0, T, ] is bounded by

T, —m

Proof. The interference can only occur for tasks with deadline after m. For task 7;, this
is only possible for the last {TZ&_’m—‘ jobs. They contribute an interference of at most

i

C, each. O

Both ideas can be used to define a better estimation Ry, than in Equation (5.71). With
this new definition of Ry, Lemma 5.39 and Theorem 5.40 still hold. In the following we
formulate this improved schedulability test.

RESPONSE-TIME-BASED SCHEDULABILITY TEST Let T = {7,...,7,} be a spo-
radic implicit-deadline task set. Algorithm 2 is a sufficient test for the schedulability of
T by preemptive EDF scheduling. If Algorithm 2 returns schedulable, then all Ek <T,,
i.e., the task set T is schedulable according to Theorem 5.40 and its improvements in
Proposition 5.41 and Proposition 5.42.

The algorithm estimates the response time of task 7, for £k = n,..., 1. At first, in

line 4-5, it calculates 212“ =T, +R; — (L%J + 1) T, from Lemma 5.38 where R; is
an already computed response-time bound (for ¢ > k) or T7,. Then the algorithm tries
out different thresholds m;? . For those tasks where A; can be neglected (i.e., tasks with

index in [ Jk) as in Proposition 5.41, it just adds the interference of the other L:;:’“J jobs
T T, —mk ..
after the threshold, i.e., min { H’,—T’“J , [ ’“lef-‘ } C~, due to Proposition 5.42. For the

other tasks (i.e., tasks with index in I* \ I j]") we estimate A; by C., with the bound from

Ty, —mF
Lemma 5.37. Together with Proposition 5.42 we obtain min { VTﬂ:’“J +1, {’ﬂTTmJ—‘ } C,.

The algorithm then calculates the response-time bound Ry, (j) by adding the threshold
m?, the interference after the threshold, and C;, + S;,. Finally, the algorithm computes

a response-time bound Ry (0) for the threshold m = 0, in line 10. It derives the best
bound by taking the minimum, in line 11.
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Algorithm 2 Response-Time-Based Schedulability Test.
1: Sort 7y,...,Ty, such that T, <-.- < T .
2: for k=mn,...,1do
3: I* = {1,...,n} — {k}

4: for i € I* do > Carry-in estimation from Lemma 5.38.
5 Fra B Hﬂ I i<k
Z Ty + Bo— (|72 +1) Tn, >k
6: for j € I* do > Response-time bounds for different thresholds.
7: mf ‘= max {/T?,O}
: k_ J:crk| Ak <« Ak
8: Ij._{zel ‘AigAj}
~ —mk

9 Ri(j)= Y min { 7] +1, {Tkme } c,

ielk\I1k ! !

—mk
v o min{| 7, |25 e
le[f 1 2

+ Cry + Sy, +mF
> Response-time bound without threshold.

] 1),

10: Ri(0) =Cr 4+ S+ + > ({Tr
ielk ¢

;. Ry = mm{ék(j) ‘j elku{o}}

12:  if Ry > Ty, then

13: return not schedulable

14: return schedulable

THEORETICAL EVALUATION We compare the response-time analysis presented in
this section with the existing tests summarized in Section 5.1.2.1.

Comparison with Suspension-Oblivious (Theorem 5.26): Although we show in
Section 5.1.2.4 that our method has a better performance, both schedulability tests do
not dominate each other. There are task sets which pass our schedulability test, although
the suspension-oblivious approach cannot give any schedulability guarantees.

Example 5.43. Consider the implicit-deadline task set T = {71, 72} with:
e 71 € Spor(T,, =5) N DynSS(C;, =1,5;, =2)
e 7, € Spor(T,, = 7) N DynSS(C, = 1,55, = 3)

Then by our test, the WCRTs for the tasks are bounded by:
o Roy=1+3+([L|+1) 1=6<7=T,

° §1:1+2+(L%J+1)1:4S5:T71
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Hence, T s schedulable according to our test. However, for the condition in Theorem 5.26
we obtain % + 174{3 > 1, i.e., the task set T cannot be deemed schedulable by the
suspension-oblivious schedulability test.

On the other hand, there are some task sets that are schedulable by Theorem 5.26 but
not according to our test:

Example 5.44. Consider the implicit-deadline task set T = {11, 72} with:
e 71 € Spor(T;, = 6) N DynSS(Cr, = 3,5, =0)
e 7, € Spor(T,, = 20) N DynSS(C;, = 10,5, =0)

Then the task set is schedulable by Theorem 5.20. However, our method computes the
value Ry = 10 + L%J -3 4 2 = 21 which is higher than the relative deadline of T2.

Comparison with the Workload-Based Schedulability Test (Theorem 5.27)
by Liu and Anderson: Comparing their bounds with the ones described in this section
yields the following proposition.

Proposition 5.45. If all tasks are implicit-deadline self-suspending tasks, our method
dominates the analysis by Liu and Anderson [LA13] applied to uniprocessor systems.

Proof. For contradiction, we assume that our schedulability test fails but the one de-
scribed in Theorem 5.27 succeeds. First, we want to find a possible value for &. If
Algorithm 2 stops without determining the schedulability of the task set, then there
is some ¢ € {0,1,...,n} with R, > T;,. We deduce that T, < R, < Eg(()) =

Cr, + S, + Zi# ([%‘-’J + 1) -Cr, < Cr + 8, +T5, >, g:z + >, Cr. This implies
Cr, +87,+>,Cr, >T, - (1 > %) and hence M—@CT’ > T;,. We conclude
¢ 2. TT;
that the interval |77, %JFC%CW is not empty and § = T, has to be considered
T2 T,
in the schedulability test according to Theorem 5.27.
By setting § = T%, and sy ; = S;,, we obtain
> max {Woe(i), We(mi)} + Y Wae(7s) < T, = Crp — Ss. (5.76)

T,ETS T;ETE

Furthermore, we know that the set 7¢ is empty and 7° = T by assumption. Hence, the
left-hand side (LHS) of Inequality (5.76) is > cpmax {Wpe(7;), We(7i)}, and we can
bound it from below by Whe(7e) + 32, ., We(r) < LHS.

The computation of W,.(7y) yields that W,.(7y) = min{ L%J Cr, —Cr,, Ty, — TW} =
0, and We(7),i # £ is defined by W,(r;) = min {A(r;, 1%,), T, — Cr, — S7, + 1} with
A(r,Ty,) = ([%W - 1) C,, + min {CTZ.,TW - [%W T, + Tn}.

3
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By using the four inequalities® Ty, — C;, — Sy, +1 > 0, ({Tf —‘ — 1) >0,C;, >0

and T,, — { T‘f—‘ T, +T, > T, — ( =L+ 1) T, + T;, = 0, we obtain that W.(7;) is
not negative for all ¢ # £. We Conclude that W.(m;) = A(m,Tr,) since otherwise the
left-hand side from Equation (5.76) would be at least T, — C;, — S;, + 1 and hence
T, —-C,—5,+1<LHS <T, —C; — S;, which is a contradiction.

In the following, we show that even

T, T,
A1, Ty,) = | 75| Cry + min} O, Ty, — | 5 | T, (5.77)
T, T,
holds. For all T, which are not in ZT7,, we know that [ -‘ —1= L
in the definition of A(7;,T%,), we obtain the result from Equatlo
case Ty, € ZT;,, we have {TT‘-‘ — L L&J which yields A(r;, TZ)

EE

J By using this

.77). In the other
T,
I Ir; I <7f B ) CTi +
min {Cr,, Ty, = 72 Try + T, } = 72C = | 72| G 4 min{ G, T, = | 72| T}
We conclude that if the test by Liu and Anderson as in Theorem 5.27 indicates
schedulability of the task system, then the inequality C-, + S;, + ZT_ 21y LT—?J Cr, +
min {C,, L(i)} < T, with L(i) =T, — [T”J T, holds. It is left to show that from this

inequality also Rg < T, follows.
Let I .= {ie{1,2,...,n} | i# ¢ L(i) < Cr}. If the set I is empty, then Ry(0) =
Cry + Srp + X0t L T J Cy, + min{C,,, L(i)} and we get Ry < Ry(0) < Ty,, which

contradicts the assumption that Ry > Tn- Otherwise, if I is not empty, we define
J = arg max;e I{Af}. If there is not a unique integer for the maximum, we choose one
among them. In the following we show that the right-hand side of

Ro() < Cr +8r+ Y { ”Jcﬂ+ 3 oo +max{Af } (5.78)

TiFTe I iel -1t
is upper bounded by Cr, + 57, +>__ ., (LhJ Cr, + min {C-,, L(z)}) Since the term
Cr, + 5, + ZT 210 LTT J (-, exists in both expressions, we consider only the remaining
part Y . e ¢ Cr, + max {A?, 0}.
i
. Y/ ~ 3 ~ PV N . 3 ~

Since Aj < L(j) < C; and 0 < L(j), we have max {A;,O} < L(j) = mui{Cj,NL(j)}

for the second summand. Furthermore, if i € It — I Jg , then by definition AZ > AZ and

i ¢ I. Hence, we obtain L(i) > C;, and » ;0 1t Cr, = Y iert_ it min{C,, L( )} <

> izemin{Cr,, L(i)} for the first summand. We conclude that in the case I # 0, the
i#j

5We know that T., > C;, + S-, since otherwise 7, can miss its deadline, T is not schedulable, and both
schedulability tests would fail.
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inequality Eg(j) <Cr+ S+ Zi# L;—?J Cr + Zi# min{C,, L(i)} < T, also holds,

which contradicts our assumption. ]

We note that we did not examine, whether our schedulability test still dominates the
method by Liu and Anderson [LA13] if some tasks are execution-only (i.e., 7¢ # ().

REMARKS ON EXTENSIONS For a more rigorous proof and dominance discussion
we focused our attention on the fundamental case with implicit-deadline uniprocessor
systems. Nevertheless, with minor adjustment, the response-time analysis can also be
applied to constrained-deadline sporadic real-time task sets, in which D,, <77, for every
7;. Furthermore, this analysis, which is based on Equation (5.68) in Proposition 5.36,
can be modified to handle global EDF on M processors as follows:

i (|72 - Cnt )
M

g =Sy +Cyr + <T,. (5.79)
That is, (i) when task 73 suspends, no job is executed on any of the M processors, and
(ii) when task 75, executes on one processor, all M — 1 processors idle.

5.1.2.3 METHOD 2: REDUNDANT SELF-SUSPENSION ANALYSIS

Our second approach is an improvement of the suspension-oblivious schedulability test,
which is stated in Theorem 5.26. The underlying utilization-based test [LL73] is exact
for periodic tasks without suspension, i.e., the test succeeds if and only if the task set is
schedulable. The test would become incorrect if the implicit-deadline constraint would
be dropped. The overall aim of this section is to provide a suspension-aware version of
that utilization-based test.

The central observation is that the processor can be suspended for several jobs and
additionally work on a lower-priority job at the same time. The suspension-oblivious
approach is not aware of this fact and adds the time that the processor is suspended for
a job as additional execution time to the workload. In the following, we estimate the
number of jobs by which the processor is only suspended while it is also suspended for or
working on lower-priority jobs, and exclude their suspension time from the workload. To
make the estimations possible, we have to restrict to periodic task sets. We note that by
omitting the implicit-deadline restriction our analysis would become incorrect, too.

We consider a task set T = {7,...,7,} consisting of n periodic implicit-deadline tasks
abstracted with dynamic self-suspension. That is, each task 7; € T can be abstracted as

7; € PerOff (T, ¢-,) N DynSS(C;,, S-,). (5.80)
We denote by A the preemptive EDF scheduling algorithm. In the following we assume

that T is not schedulable, i.e., there exists a system evolution w € 2 such that the
resulting schedule [S] := A(w) is not feasible.

117



5. Self-Suspension

PREPARATION Since we consider a periodic task system, the release pattern of the
jobs is fixed, depending on the given phases. For a given schedule, we reorganize the task
system and the schedule to fulfill the following conditions:

Remark 5.46 (Revision of the EDF schedule).

(i) The property Cr, + Sy < --- < C;, + S, holds. This is accomplished simply by
re-indexing.

(ii) For each task, no additional job at the beginning can be added without preserving
the minimal phase, i.e., for ¢ == min{¢,,} the property ¢., — ¢ < Ty, holds for all i.
More specifically, ¢-, € [¢p, ¢ + Tr,] for all i. This is achieved by adding empty jobs
without any execution or suspension time of 7; periodically between ¢,, and ¢ until
¢r, — ¢ < T, holds.

(iii) All jobs have full execution and suspension time, i.e., the processor is working on
and suspended for each job the amount of time given by the WCE'T and mazximum
suspension time. This is achieved by the undermentioned procedure. Lemma 5.47
proves that this step does not transform any EDF schedule with deadline misses
into an EDF schedule without deadline misses.

We note that the addition of empty jobs in step (ii) has no impact on the response
times of the other jobs. After ensuring Property (ii), we denote the job set by J' D J.
Furthermore, we denote the jobs of J' by .Ji, Jo, ..., sorted by their priorities. Inductively,
we modify the schedule again by using the following procedure for the m-th job J,,,
m =1,2,..., to obtain Property (iii):

e If the processor is now working on any of the jobs Ji, ..., J,,—1 at a time interval
where it was before suspended for or working on .J,,, we move this execution or
suspension time of J,, to the end of that job.

e We add additional (pseudo) execution and suspension time at the end of .J,, such
that it equals the worst case.

Lemma 5.47. By using the procedure described above, the response time of each job does
not decrease.

Proof. We use induction and prove that after the m-th step, Ji, ..., J,, interfere at least
the same time intervals as before and the response time of J,,, is not decreased.

For the first job, we can just add additional suspension and execution time at the end.
This cannot decrease the response time of that job and J; interferes at least the same
time intervals as before, possibly even more.

A modification of the m-th job does not affect the response times of the higher-priority
jobs Jp, ..., Jm—1. By induction, those higher-priority jobs interfere for at least the same
time intervals as before. Therefore and because we only add execution and suspension
time, the response time of .J,,, does not decrease. If the processor was before suspended
for or working on J,,,, then it is now either still in the same state or it is occupied by
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any of the jobs Ji,...,Jn—1. Hence, the processor is occupied by Ji,...,J, at least
at the same time intervals as before, i.e., the interference by Ji,...,J, may only be
increased. O

The resulting schedule and system evolution after the modifications in this section
are denoted by [S'] and w’, respectively. By Lemma 5.47, if the original EDF schedule
[S] has a deadline miss for w, the new EDF schedule [S’] with its jobs in the setting
described in Remark 5.46 also has a deadline miss for w’.

PROOF OF THE SCHEDULABILITY TEST We assume that the requirements from
Remark 5.46 are met by the task set. Let JT be the JOb with the highest priority which
does not meet its deadline. Let this deadline be d%;. Furthermore, let {_; be the last
time before df‘]’; where the processor is not suspended, or working on J' or jobs with
higher priority. We delete all jobs which are finished before ¢t_; or have lower priority
than JT. This does not affect the response times of the remaining jobs.

The remaining job set, system evolution, and schedule from time ¢_; to dﬁ; are denoted
as J”, w”, and [S"], respectively, for the remainder of this proof. We note that Jt € J”
and dﬁ; = d{";:. According to the above definition, all jobs that are executed in the time
interval [t_1, d(“]’:] have release time > t_; and deadline < d(“]’:. Hence, there are at most

4 —t_
{ "TT: 1J jobs of task 7; executed in the schedule [S”].

During the whole interval [t_q, di‘jﬂ the processor is either executing a job or idling,
e, d —t 1 = exec)(t_y,d%") + idlel"I(t_1,d%]). Since by definition, during the
whole interval [t_1,d";] jobs are either executed or suspended each time the processor
—t_1

1" d
idles, a job suspends, i.e., idlel® ](t_l, ) < ZT T { S,. Furthermore, the

execution time can be bounded by execls”] (t-1,d%) < Zn T { J 7, and since a

—1

job misses its deadline, even execlS"l(t_y, ) < Zneﬂr J C~,. This leads to:

5 = 11 = exed ey dw;’> +idlel (¢, d5)

-y { - Jcﬂ Ly ?TT—'tlJ 5. (5.81)

€T €T L

” d —t- L i+ S,
The condition d%; —t—1 < > _cp { JTTT. 1J (Cr, +Sr;) implies that 1 < > ¢ ZTJ:S L,

which concludes the suspension-oblivious schedulability test in Theorem 5.26. However,

1" " d t
instead of relying on idlel® }(t,l, “r) < ZneT { T, IJ S;,, our utilization-based

analysis applies a tighter bound for idlels’ }(t_l, % ), based on the following observation:
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Observation 5.48. Suppose that there are two jobs J and J in schedule [S"]. If

57w (5.82)

[7’] 7dw]g[§ 7f
then the suspension time of job J only contributes to the idle time in the schedule [S”|
when J suspends at the same time. In this case, the suspension of the processor due to
J is already covered by the suspension of J; and does not have to be considered in the

bound for idlelS"l(t_y, d%).

Let ¢ be the highest index among those tasks which do have remaining jobs executed
in [S”]. Let ¢! and t§ be the first release and last deadline of the remaining jobs of 7, in
[S”], respectively. If 6 =1, then there is only one task 74 in the remaining schedule in the
time interval [t_l, w ] and the deadline miss of 7y implies that Cr, + S;, > D;, = T,
which violates our assumptlon that C;, + S7, < D;,. We therefore only have to consider
the scenario where E > 2.

For each of the ‘i JObS we utilize it as J in Observation 5.48 and then quantify the

jobs J that satisfy the condition [r4",d%"] C [r f; f[S " ].

Lemma 5.49. Suppose that job J is a job of 7 in the schedule [S"] and Cy, + Sy, > T,

for a certain task 7;. Then, at least [MJ 1 different jobs of task 1; are jobs J that

satisfy Equation 5.82 from Observation 5.48.

Proof. Since the execution time plus the suspension time of job .J is C;, + 57, in the

schedule [S”] due to Property (iii) in Remark 5.46, the response time of job JT is at

least C;, +S;,. Moreover, since task 7; is periodically released with Property (ii) in

Remark 5.46, the first job release of task 7; after r% «" must be earlier than r“jfr, + 17,

i +CTZ+ST@—(TJT
T

Jt

+T~,; oS : :
Therefore, there are at least { 4 Z)J = {C ?rts ZJ — 1 jobs of task 7; with

release time > r‘j;/ and deadline < r“j: +Cr, + 55, O

We already calculated the number of jobs of 74 in the schedule [S”] by . However,
Z

to perform a similar proof as for the suspension-oblivious test in Equation (5.81), the

term (4 — ') is impractical, and we need to relate that term to (d‘j: — t_1) instead.

Hence, we estimate (t — %) with respect to (d% —t_1).
Lemma 5.50. The ratio of t —t' to df;;/ —t_1 is at least %

Proof. Since the other jobs are deleted, we have [t£, 5] C [t_1, ‘jﬂ If the remaining part
on the right-hand side of the interval would be more than 77, i.e., d‘j;/ — tfl > T, then
there would be another job of 7 released at tfl with higher priority than J, which does not
exist by the definition of tfl. Furthermore, if tf —t_1 > T, then there would be enough
space for another job with deadline at ‘. and release time after ¢_1. By Property (ii) in
Remark 5.46, the phase of 74 is smaller than tf, and the additional job in fact exists. This
contradicts the definition of t. We conclude that [t£,#5] C [t_1, %] C [t Ty, t5+ 17,
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Let h be the number of JObS of 77 in [S”] defined by the quotlent t , then we obtain

th—tt hTy, C(ht1)
d%’—t_l 2 R, 12T, — . Since h € Z>1 and h+2 < (h+1)+2 for all h € Z>1, we get
h L th—ty 1
> nd 4 T > . O]
h+2 d“;;lft_l =3

Now, we can conclude the schedulability test.

Theorem 5.51. Let T = {7y,...,7,} be a set of implicit-deadline periodic tasks with
dynamic self-suspension and Cr, + Sy, < -++ < Cy, + Ss,. For notational brevity, let ¢
denote the indication function which is 1 if Cr, + S, > Ty, and O otherwise. If for all
te{l,...,n} the property

T (5.83)

holds, then the task set is schedulable by preemptive EDF. We set Zf;% X; =0 when ¢
is 1 for notational brevity.

Proof. We prove this theorem by contraposition. Suppose that there is a job missing
its deadline, and we construct the remaining schedule [S”] in time interval [t_, d}”ﬂ as
defined above, in which a job misses its deadline in the schedule [S”]. Let ¢ be the highest
index among those tasks with at least one job in schedule [§”]. We define C! :== C;, + 5,
for all 4.

We first focus on the scenario when E > 2. Let h be the number of jobs of task 7, in
the time interval [t_q, d%] ie., his “4&— ta- . By Lemma 5.50 and the definition of periodic

a —t_4 w!!

tasks, we have JiT%TQ <h< -
We can use Lemma 5.49 and Observation 5.48 to reduce the contribution of the
suspension time to idlels”] (t_q, ?;’) from a certain task 7; for i = 1,2,...,l— 1. Together
with an argument similar to that resulting in the condition in Equation (5.81), we have

B /-1 dw;’ —t4 C’ ’
Wi =t <hCi+ Y JTi Cl—h QTZJ - 1) 58, (5.84)
i=1 Ti Ti
St N (B ot 4t (]G e
<L O - - | (g | — A
< =it > T C 7T, Q TnJ 1> 58, | = A

¢ i=1
(5.85)

—t_1

! it d " —t
The second inequality is due to 3T <h< -2

e
Moreover, when ¢ is 1, the schedule [S”] has only jobs from 7y in [t_1,d% Jﬂ That

i
—t_

means dL‘;T -t <h-C;< JT L. 7, 1.e., the condition dﬁf —t_1 < A holds also
e
when ¢ = 1.
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Therefore, by dividing both sides of d%; —t_1 < A with d% —t_y, which is > 0, the

deadline miss of a job in the schedule [S”] implies the existence of £ =1,2,...,n with
o Se, 5038181 1)
1< == - =t T . 5.86
T, 2T, " T, (5.86)
i=1 " Ti i
As a result, the negation of the above condition, i.e., for all £ = 1,2,...,n with the

condition in (5.83), implies the schedulability of the task set under preemptive EDF. [

THEORETICAL EVALUATION We provide some observations about the theoretical
behavior of the schedulability test provided in this section in comparison to the prior
methods detailed in Section 5.1.2.1 and our response-time analysis in Section 5.1.2.2.
Comparison with Suspension-Oblivious (Theorem 5.26): The redundant self-
suspension schedulability test proposed in Theorem 5.51 dominates the existing utilization-
based suspension-oblivious analysis applied to periodic task sets, since the left-hand
side of Equation (5.83) is at most the total utilization if we consider suspension time
as additional execution time. Our method performs better if the sum of execution and
suspension time of one task is large compared to the period of the other tasks.

Example 5.52. Consider the implicit-deadline task set T = {1, 72} with:
e 71 € Per(T;, = 1) NDynSS(Cy, = =, 5, = 3)
e 7, € Per(T;, = 21) N DynSS(C;, = 14,S;, = 0)

Suspension-oblivious analysis concludes that the task set is not schedulable, since the
total utilization is > 1. Our test however indicates schedulability: At first we ob-

141
serve that for £ = 1, we have CT%FS” = 17;r3 = %(1) < 1. For t = 2, we com-
1
lh([MJ_Q:lL.l:E T . Eouation (5.83) vields 14
plute1 ST T 357 - 13 = g3. The test in Equation (5.83) yields 57 +

14,10 13
M < 1. Hence, the task set is schedulable.

Comparison with Response Time Analysis in Section 5.1.2.2: Both schedula-
bility tests proposed in this paper do not dominate each other. To prove this, we again use
Example 5.43 and Example 5.44 with periodic task sets. Since neither C7, 4+ 55, > 17, nor
Cr, + S7, > T, our utilization-based approach coincides with the suspension-oblivious
schedulability test, which is superior in Example 5.44 and inferior in Example 5.43.

Comparison with the Workload-Based Schedulability Test (Theorem 5.27)
by Liu and Anderson: To show that the schedulability test by Liu and Anderson [LLA13]
and the one described in this section also do not dominate each other, we use similar
examples with periodic task sets.

The method by Liu and Anderson is superior for Example 5.43. For £ =1, only s;; = 2
and & =5 is possible. By computation, we obtain W,(71) = 0, Wye(11) = 0, We(m2) =1
and Wy.(m2) = 0. Since 1 <5 —1— 2 = 2, Equation (5.50) holds. For ¢ = 2, no choice
of s, and & is possible. Hence, the test says that the task set is schedulable. Since
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Cr, + S =4 <5 =1T,, our schedulability test is the same as the suspension-oblivious
approach. Therefore, our test cannot conclude schedulability.

For a task set that is similar to the one presented in Example 5.44, our method is
superior to the one by Liu and Anderson. Specifically, consider the implicit-deadline task
set T = {71, 72} with

e 71 € Per(T;, = 6) N DynSS(Cy, =3 —¢,S5,, =¢)
e 7, € Per(T;, = 20) N DynSS(Cr, =10 —¢,S5,, =¢)

such that € € (0, %) The periodic task set is not deemed schedulable by our response-
time-based analysis in Section 5.1.2.2. Since it dominates the schedulability test by
Liu and Anderson [LA13] if all tasks have suspension, as discussed in the theoretical
evaluation in Section 5.1.2.2, their test also fails for this example. We have Ry(0) =
10+ ([2] +1)-(3—¢) and Rp(1) =10+ |2%2] - (3 —¢) + 2. Hence, the value for Ry is
10+ 3- (3 —¢) + 2 =21 — 3¢ which is bigger than 20 for £ < % Our response-time-based
analysis in Section 5.1.2.2 as well as the approach by Liu and Anderson [LA13] both fail.

On the other hand, we know that the example is schedulable by the suspension-oblivious

approach since the value for ), C”T;TS” does not change compared to Example 5.44. Since

our redundant self-suspension schedhlability test dominates the suspension-oblivious test,
it also implies schedulability.

5.1.2.4 EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

We evaluate synthesized task sets to compare the proposed methods with the approaches
from the literature. The metric to compare is the acceptance ratio with respect to the
task set utilization, i.e., the percentage of task sets that has been accepted for the specific
utilization value. We generate 1000 task sets for each of the analyzed utilization levels
in the range of 0 % to 100 % with steps of 1%.

For each task set, we first generate a set of implicit-deadline tasks. We adopt the
UUniFast method [BB05] to generate a set of utilization values U,, with the given goal
Usum, and apply the suggestion by Emberson et al. [ESD10] to generate the periods of
the tasks according to a log-uniform distribution with two orders of magnitude. To be
precise, logyq 77, is uniformly distributed, and the resulting T, values are in [1ms, 100ms].
Accordingly, the execution time is set to C;, = T7, - U, and the relative deadline is set
to the task periods, i.e., D, = T,,. We convert them to dynamic self-suspending tasks
by generating the suspension lengths of each task according to a uniform distribution in
either of three ranges, i.e., the targeted self-suspension length:

e Short suspension: [0.0(7;, — C,),0.1(T%, — C+,)]
e Moderate suspension: [0.1(T;, — C,),0.3(T, — C5,)]
e Long suspension: [0.3(T, — C,),0.6(T, — C,)]

Furthermore, we consider self-suspension that is log-uniformly distributed in the interval
[0.0001(T%, — C7,),0.1(T,, — C+,)]. We compare the following methods:
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Figure 5.11.: Comparison of our schedulability tests with the state-of-the-art.

e Our Response Time Analysis detailed in Section 5.1.2.2.

e Our utilization-based analysis that examines Redundant Self-Suspension (Sec-
tion 5.1.2.3).

e Combination of the above two methods, denoted by Ours Combined, i.e., if one
of them returns schedulable, this test succeeds.

e The Suspension Oblivious approach, see Section 5.1.2.1.
e The Workload Analysis by Liu and Anderson [LA13], see Section 5.1.2.1.
e The Utilization-Based Method by Dong and Liu [DL16], see Section 5.1.2.1.

The implementation of our analyses is integrated in an evaluation framework on Github [TU
21a, Methods RTEDF and RSS].

The results with uniformly distributed self-suspension with 10 tasks per task set are
shown in Figure 5.11 (a)—(c), and the results with log-uniformly distributed self-suspension
are shown in Figure 5.11 (d)—(f) with 5, 10 and 20 tasks per task set. The Utilization-
Based Method is omitted, since it provided the same results as the Suspension
Oblivious approach. While for comparison with the Redundant Self-Suspension
method we assume that all tasks are periodic, comparison between the other methods is
based even on the sporadic counterparts.
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Utilization range [%] | (d) (e)  (f) | (d) (e) (f)
1-10 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00
11— 20 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00
21 - 30 0.00 0.00 0.01 | 0.00 0.00 0.00
31 —40 0.00 0.00 0.02 | 0.00 0.00 0.02
41 — 50 0.00 0.00 0.02 ] 0.00 0.00 0.11
51 — 60 0.00 0.00 0.16 | 0.00 0.01 0.53
61 — 70 0.00 0.02 0.39 | 0.00 0.08 1.26
71 —80 0.00 0.19 0.52 ] 0.01 0.74 1.37
81 —90 0.39 0.79 0.25]0.69 1.89 0.69
91 — 100 090 0.31 0.02] 144 0.79 0.03

Table 5.1.: Average acceptance ratio gain in percent of Redundant Self-Suspension
compared to Suspension Oblivious. (d)—(f) are experiments from Fig-
ure 5.11 and (d)’—(f)” are the same experiments with periods pulled from
[1,10000].

The Response Time Analysis clearly outperforms the state-of-the-art for all cases
with uniform distributed self-suspension length as depicted in Figure 5.11 (a)—(c). As
expected, the acceptance ratio is reduced for all schedulability test if the suspension
interval gets longer. The Workload Analysis by Liu and Anderson [LA13] always
drops very quickly, but, contrary to the utilization-based analyses, still accepts some
task sets for longer suspension intervals. The Redundant Self-Suspension and the
Suspension Oblivious approach only perform reasonably good for short suspension as
in Figure 5.11 (a).

Redundant Self-Suspension and Suspension Oblivious show enhanced per-
formance for short log-uniformly distributed self-suspension as in Figure 5.11 (d)—(f).
Interestingly, we can see that those results depend on the number of tasks. The fewer
tasks are in the task set, the better performs Redundant Self-Suspension compared
to Response Time Analysis, i.e., in Figure 5.11 (d) and Figure 5.11 (e) the former
provides better results while in Figure 5.11 (f) it depends on the utilization.

The result of Ours-Combined shows another aspect of the relation of our proposed
methods. For Figure 5.11 (a)—(e), its curve lies almost directly on the individually better
performing curve, i.e., the largest gap is 1.3 %. On the other hand, for Figure 5.11 (f),
we observe an additional benefit for combining both tests by an increase in acceptance
ratio of up to 14.6 %.

As proven in Section 5.1.2.3, the Redundant Self-Suspension method dominates
the Suspension Oblivious approach. Table 5.1 summarizes the acceptance ratio gain,
where the gain of acceptance ratio of A compared to B is computed by subtracting the
acceptance ratio of B from the acceptance ratio of A in different utilization ranges of
experiments (d)—(f). We further examine how this improvement changes if the period
range is extended from [1,100] to [1,10000], indicated by (d)’—(f)’. In almost all cases,
the average acceptance ratio gain increases. We note that the extended periods do not
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significantly impact the performance of the schedulability test compared to each other
which is why the plots for (d)—(f)’ are omitted. As depicted in the table, an average
acceptance ratio gain of up to 1.89 percent is observed.

5.1.3 UNDER EDF-LIKE SCHEDULING

Current suspension-aware analyses are limited to T-FP scheduling or EDF scheduling. In
this section, we consider the window-constrained scheduler EDF-Like (EL). The category
of window-constrained schedulers, where at each time job priorities are assigned according
to a priority point, has originally been proposed by Leontyev and Anderson [LA07] to
provide general tardiness bounds for multiprocessor scheduling. Popular T-DP algo-
rithms, such as EDF, First In — First Out (FIFO), and Earliest-Quasi-Deadline-First
(EQDF) [BCS12] fall into this category.

In the following, we provide a unifying schedulability analysis for uniprocessor EL
schedulers of arbitrary-deadline task sets. Our analysis is the first suspension-aware
schedulability analysis for arbitrary-deadline sporadic real-time task systems under T-DP
scheduling, such as EDF, and it is the first unifying suspension-aware schedulability
analysis framework that covers a wide range of scheduling algorithms. Our contributions
are as follows:

e In Section 5.1.3.1, we discuss the capabilities and limitations of EL scheduling
algorithms and demonstrate how they can be configured to behave as EDF, FIFO,
EQDEF, Suspension-Aware EDF (SAEDF), T-FP algorithms, and hierarchical
scheduling.

e In Section 5.1.3.2, we introduce a unifying schedulability test for uniprocessor EL
scheduling algorithms, that is applicable to self-suspending arbitrary-deadline task
systems. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first result that can handle
arbitrary-deadline task sets under T-DP scheduling and cover a wide range of
scheduling algorithms in one analysis framework for self-suspending task systems.

e Our numerical evaluation in Section 5.1.3.3 shows that our schedulability test
outperforms the state of the art for EDF and performs slightly worse than the test
by Chen et al. [CNH16] for DM scheduling under constrained-deadlines. We also
examine the performance of different configurations for EQDF and SAEDF.

The results presented in this section appeared in RTSS 2022 [Giin+22].

5.1.3.1 CAPABILITIES AND LIMITATIONS OF EDF-LIKE SCHEDULING

In EDF-Like (EL) scheduling, as introduced in Section 2.4.3, the priority of each job 7(j)
is based on a job-specific priority point Wf(j) € R. More specifically, a job 7(j) has higher
priority than 7/(j’) in system evolution w if T2y < T - The priority point is induced
by the release of the job and a task-specific parameter I, denoted as relative priority

point, i.e., 7r‘T"( = Tf(j) +1II.. As a result, smaller IL; in comparison to the other relative

7
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Figure 5.12.: Left: Presentation of our Notation. Right: Jobs of two tasks scheduled by
EL scheduling. The schedule is feasible, and the job priority is given by
T <Tn@) < M) < )

T-FPp C EL < J-FP

Figure 5.13.: Expressiveness of the scheduling policies Task-level Fixed-Priority (T-FP),
EDF-Like (EL), and Job-level Fixed-Priority (J-FP).

priority points favor the jobs of 7 to be scheduled first. The left-hand side of Figure 5.12
depicts the notation for EL scheduling.

Under an assignment of relative priority points (IL;),cT, whenever a job is added to the
ready queue, the new highest-priority job is determined and executed. Whenever a job
finishes or suspends itself, it is removed from the ready queue and a new highest-priority
job is determined and executed.

Example 5.53. The right-hand side of Figure 5.12 shows a schedule for two implicit-
deadline tasks

e 71 € PerOff(5,0) N DynSS(2,0)
e 79 € PerOff(16,0) N DynSS(7, 3)
under EL scheduling with relative priority points 1., = 4 and 11, = 10.

Since the class of EL scheduling algorithms is considered sparsely in the literature,
we first discuss how they relate to T-FP and Job-level Fixed-Priority (J-FP). This
relation is depicted in Figure 5.13. Since all jobs are assigned priorities based on a fixed
priority point, EL scheduling algorithms are by design a subclass of J-FP algorithms,
i.e., if one job has higher priority than another job at some point in time, then it has
higher priority at all times.® While the EL scheduling algorithms are a subset of J-FP, it
contains many frequently used J-FP algorithms. Specifically, for a task set T with tasks
7 € DynSS(C>, S;) for all 7 € T, we model the following scheduling algorithms:

e Earliest-Deadline-First (EDF) [LL73] (Il = D)

SPlease note that Leontyev and Anderson [LLA07] define priority points as well. However, they obtain
priority points by prioritization functions, thus their model can express all J-FP and Job-level
Dynamic-Priority (J-DP) scheduling algorithms.
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5. Self-Suspension

e Earliest-Quasi-Deadline-First (EQDF) [BCS12]
(I, = D, + AC; for some predefined A € R)

e Suspension-Aware EDF (SAEDF)”
(IT; = D; + AS; for some predefined A\ € R)

e First In — First Out (FIFO) (II; = 0)

As a result, the schedulability test that we present in Section 5.1.3.2 is applicable to all
these scheduling algorithms by configuring the relative priority points II,, accordingly.

Furthermore, T-FP algorithms can be treated as EL scheduling algorithms in the
analysis as well. More specifically, each T-FP algorithm can be transferred into a related
EL scheduling algorithm with the same behavior. Hence, if a task set is determined to
be schedulable under this EL scheduling algorithm, it is schedulable under the T-FP
algorithm as well. For the construction, we consider a task set T = {7,...,7,}, where
the task indices indicate their priority, i.e., 7, has higher priority than 7 if and only
if K < k' (with 71 having the highest priority). We assume that a WCRT upper bound
K for each task either for the schedule under EL scheduling or under T-F'P scheduling
is given. If we set the relative priority point of each task 7; to Il = 2;21 K, then
EL and T-FP coincide. An EL schedulability test can also be utilized when the relative
deadline Dy, is taken as an upper bound on the WCRT. In both cases, if a task set is
schedulable according to an EL schedulability test, it is also schedulable under the given
T-FP assignment.

Proposition 5.54 (T-FP as EL.). Consider T = {r,...,7,} and the T-FP scheduling
algorithm with priorities indicated by task indexes. Let K1, ..., K, € R>g and

J=1

fori=1,....,n. If for all j = 1,...,n the value K; is an upper bound on the WCRT
of 7; in EL or in T-FP, then the schedule of T under EL and the schedule of T under
T-FP coincide.

Proof. For an indirect proof we assume that there exists a system evolution w of the
job set J obtained by T, such that the corresponding schedules [Sgz] under EL and
[Srp] under T-FP do not coincide. Let 7x(¢) be the job with the highest priority in
the EL schedule, such that the schedules of 74 (¢) do not coincide, i.e., Sp; ({7%(¢)}) and
Spp({e(0)}) do not coincide almost everywhere. We define the interval

Let Jpp C J and Jgr C J be the set of jobs with higher priority than 7 (¢) under T-FP
and under EL, respectively, that are executed during I. We will reach a contradiction

"We note that Chen [Chel6] also defined a suspension-aware version of EDF in 2016 by giving the job
with the lowest absolute deadline minus remaining suspension the highest priority. However, that
version is not compatible with EL scheduling since it is not a J-FP algorithm.
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by showing that Jpp = Jg; and that further the schedule of the jobs in Jpp = Jpp
coincides under T-FP and under EL scheduling. For that purpose we partition the job sets
into three subsets Jpp = Hi€{+,7,0} J%p and Jgr, = Hie{+,f,0} J%L, where each of them
denotes the subset of jobs released by tasks of Ty = {7gy1,..., 7}, To ={7m,...,Tk_1}
or To = {7%}. In the following we show that J%., = J; for all i € {+,—,0}.

Proof of JJ}P = JEL: Because of the task-level priority order under T-FP, all jobs of
the tasks of T have a lower priority than 74(¢), i.e., J'}P = (). Under EL, we choose any
job 7;(j), with 7; € T4, that has higher priority than 74(¢), i.e., ﬂ':fi(j) = T:(j) +1I,, <
Tr @) = Tme) T 1z, holds. By subtracting Il we obtain

oGy K<y + Iy =10y ) <rg g, (5.89)

J)
Since 7;(j) has higher priority than 74 (¢), by assumption, the schedule of 7;(j) coincides

under EL and T-FP, and we have fii;if)’]vw - T[f(%]v“ <1 )+ K. With Equation (5.89),
f[SE,L]’w

we conclude fT[Sé})D b S e 0" In particular, the job 7;(j) is not executed during
I. Since 7;(j) was chosen arbitrarily, this means that J5, = 0 as well.
Proof of J;, = J;: Under T-F'P and under EL, jobs of the tasks in T_ can only be

executed during [ if they are released before T:’k 0T Ky, i.e., let J'~ be the set of jobs
released before T:’k(@ + K, by tasks of T_, then J,p,J5;, €. Under T-FP, all jobs in

J'™ have higher priority than 7 (¢) since they are released by the tasks of T_. Under EL,

we show the same: Let 7;(j) € J'7, i.e., oGy <o T Ki- It directly follows that

TEG)

= r:(j) +1I, < T:Jk(e) + K, +11;, < T':_Jk(e) +1I,, = Wfk(lf)‘ (5.90)
In particular, 7;(j) has higher priority than 7 (¢). We have shown that all jobs in J'~
have higher priority than 74 (¢) under EL and under T-FP scheduling. By assumption,
the schedule of the jobs in J'~ coincides under T-FP and EL. Therefore, the same jobs
of J'” are executed during I under T-FP and EL, i.e., Ip = J5;.

Proof of %, = J%,: Under T-FP and EL, J’* := {7(1),...,7(¢ — 1)} are the jobs of
7 that have higher priority than 74(¢), i.e., J%p,J%, C 7. By assumption, the schedule
of the jobs in J’ O coincides. Therefore, the same jobs of J/ 0 are executed during I, i.e.,
J% = J%L'

We have shown that Jpp = Jg; by the above discussion. Since the schedule of the
jobs Jpp = Jgr coincides during I, 7x(¢) is preempted/blocked during the same time
intervals under T-FP and EL scheduling during I. Hence, the schedule of 74 (¢) during I
coincides. Since by assumption K is an upper bound on the response time under EL or
T-FP scheduling, the job 7 (¢) finishes during I. This proves that the whole schedule of
T (¢) coincides. O

Even without knowledge about the WCRT's, we can use a schedulability test based
on EL scheduling for T-FP scheduling by setting the relative priority points to II,, =
Z;‘:l Dy;. If the schedulability test assures that all jobs meet their deadline, then Dy, is
an upper bound on the WCRT. In this case, the schedule obtained by EL scheduling
coincides with the T-FP schedule and is feasible.
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Corollary 5.55. If the task set T = {11,..., 7.} is schedulable under EL with Il;, =
Z;zl Dz, foralli=1,...,n, then T is schedulable under T-F'P, with priorities indicated
by task indices, as well.

Proof. I T is schedulable under EL with the given relative priority points Il;,, then D,
is an upper bound on the WCRT of 7; for all 7; € T under EL scheduling. In this case,
by Proposition 5.54 the schedule under T-FP and EL coincide. Therefore, D, is also
an upper bound on the WCRT of 7; for all 7; € T under T-F'P scheduling. Hence, T is
schedulable under T-FP as well. O

We note that the response time of tasks may be unbounded and that for such cases
a T-FP algorithm cannot be treated as EL scheduling algorithm. However, these cases
do not apply in practical scenarios if it is required that the jobs of all tasks finish at or
before their absolute deadline.

The assignment of relative priority points also allows mixing different scheduling
algorithms or hierarchical scheduling algorithms as shown in the following example.

Example 5.56. We consider a task set T = {11, 72,73, 74} of 4 tasks. In the following
we demonstrate how to assign priorities such that 7 and T2 are on one priority-level,
and 13 and T4 are on another priority-level, and on each priority-level EDF is utilized.
We assign the relative priority points I1;, = D, 11, = D, 11, = Dy, + Dy, + D, and
Il;, = D; + D, + D;,. If T is schedulable under EL scheduling with the given relative
priority points, then FEL produces the same schedule as the desired scheduling policy:
Since Wy, — ;. > Dy, for alli = 3,4 and j = 1,2, a job J of 11 or T2 can only have
higher priority than a job J' of T3 or 74 if J' is already finished when J is released. T
and 19 are scheduled according to FDF, since their relative priority points are set to the
deadline. The tasks T3 and 74 are also scheduled according to EDF, since for all w € Q the
difference between the global priorities 7 . and 72 .y of each two jobs 73(7) and 74(5")

is the same as the difference between the absolute deadlines T;ug(j) +D;, and r%(j,) +D,,.

To conclude, the expressiveness of EL scheduling algorithms is between T-FP and
J-FP scheduling, but includes many important J-FP algorithms like EDF, EQDF, FIFO,
and SAEDF. Furthermore, EL. scheduling allows mixing different scheduling strategies
and hierarchical scheduling.

5.1.3.2 SCHEDULABILITY TEST FOR EDF-LIKE SCHEDULING ALGORITHMS

In this section, we derive a sufficient schedulability test for EDF-Like (EL) scheduling.
That is, for an arbitrary-deadline task set T = {7y,...,7,} and an assignment of relative
priority points (IT, ..., IL;, ) the test returns True if T is schedulable by the corresponding
EL scheduling algorithm. We assume that each task 7; € T can be abstracted as

7; € Spor(T%,) N DynSS(C,, S7,). (5.91)

(3

In the following, we denote by A the preemptive EL scheduling algorithm with given
priority points. For a system evolution w € €2, the corresponding schedule is denoted

130



5.1. Schedulability Analysis

Fixed

analysis window J WCRT analysis
| Theorem 5.63

Analysis backbone
Theorem 5.60 :
1

Variable

. analysis window \ WCRT analysis
L Theorem 5.67
Bounds for interference:
e from 7,: Lemma 5.61

e from 7; # 7,: Lemma 5.62

Figure 5.14.: Roadmap of the analysis in Section 5.1.3.2.

by [S] = A(w). We assume that A schedules jobs of the same task 7; € T in a FIFO
manner. That is, if a job 7;(j) of task 7; is only eligible for execution (i.e., ready to be
executed) after all jobs of 7; released prior to 7;(j) finish execution. Specifically, 7;(j)
cannot be executed while 7;(j — 1) is suspended.

Our high-level idea is to bound the WCRT of a task 7, € T by considering an arbitrary
job 7% (¢), bounding the time the job needs to run, the time the job can be suspended,
and the possible interference, both from higher-priority tasks and from earlier jobs of the
same task 7. We summarize the individual steps in the following roadmap, which we
depict in Figure 5.14:

e First, we formulate the analysis backbone in Theorem 5.60 by taking into account the
execution of 7 () itself, self-interference from preceding jobs of 7, and interference
from other tasks.

e Second, we provide upper bounds for the number of self-interfering jobs, denoted
by a in Lemma 5.61, and for the interference from other tasks, denoted by B,iyz
in Lemma 5.62, when EL scheduling is applied.

e Third, we present two approaches to conduct the WCRT analysis based on the
analysis backbone and the bounds for the interference:

— Analysis when considering a fixed analysis window, i.e., we only analyze active
intervals starting when 73 (¢) is already released, in Theorem 5.63.

— Analysis when gradually increasing the analysis window, in Theorem 5.67.

Although increasing the analyzed active interval may reduce the WCRT bound from
the analysis, we discuss in Remark 5.64 that the analyses from Theorems 5.63 and 5.67
do not dominate each other.

ANALYSIS BACKBONE First, we formalize the analysis backbone that we utilize for
the schedulability analysis. The backbone is based on the observation that whenever
a job of task 7, € T is released but not finished, the processor is either (i) executing
higher-priority jobs, or (ii) executing or suspended by a job of task 7. We define the
following terminology to formalize the analysis backbone.
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Definition 5.57 (Active and Current Job). For a schedule A(w) of system evolution

w, a job 1(€) of a task Ty is active at time t, if it is released but not already finished by

time t, i.e., t € [r¥ (o) I ((w)) ). When there are active jobs of task 1 at a time instant

t, then we call the active job of T, with the earliest release time the current job of 1, at
time t. We say that task T is active at t, if there exists an active job of 1, at t.

To describe the two states of the processor (i) and (ii), we use the following notation.

Definition 5.58. Let 7(¢) be a job of 1. Furthermore, let [c,d) with ¢ < d be any half
opened interval. We define by

Bj (¢, d) = > exec;‘:gf)) (¢, d) (5.92)
j€N7 T4 (j)>p'rio7_k (f)

the amount of time during [c,d) that the processor is executing jobs of T; with higher
priority than 1(¢). If ¢ > d, we set both terms to 0 for simplicity. Furthermore, we
define by

ak,e(c) —|{7'k (J<€ I (“)‘“’>c}! (5.93)
the number of jobs of T, before T1(£) that can potentially execute or suspend during [c,d).

We utilize this notation to formulate the following lemma. Specifically, we state that if
a job 7% (¢) does not finish until d, then the amount of execution of higher-priority jobs
plus execution and suspension of jobs of 7 exceeds d.

Lemma 5.59. Consider some interval [c,d) with ¢ < d. If 7i:(£) is not finished by time
d and the task Ty, is active during the whole interval [c,d), then

(Crp +87) + > Biyle,d) + ape(c) - (Cr, + 87,) > (d—c). (5.94)
i#k

Proof. Since the processor executes a job or idles during the whole interval [c, d), we have

—c= ZexecJ (¢, d) 4 idle?@) (¢, d). (5.95)
Jej

By definition, the amount of time that jobs with higher priority than 74 (¢) are executed
can be formulated as

o exec & (e.d) = Biy(cd) (5.96)
JjEN
T4 (j)>;m"io7'k: (Z)

for all 7; # 7. Furthermore, since 73 is active during the whole interval [c, d), whenever
a job of 7; # 7, with lower priority than 7 (¢) is executed and whenever the processor

132



5.1. Schedulability Analysis

idles, a job of 7j suspends itself. Since 7(¢) is not finished at time d, the amount of jobs
of 73, that can suspend themselves is upper bounded by ay (c) + 1. Hence, we obtain

idiet@ (e, d)+Y " S execi(e.d) < (anele) +1) S (5.97)
i£k jeN
Ti(j)<prio7'k(€)

Similarly, only ay ¢(c) + 1 jobs of 75, can be executed during [c, d), and the execution of
one job (1%(¢)) cannot be finished until d. Hence,

Z exec (c,d) < (age(c) +1)-Cx. (5.98)
jeN

Applying Equations (5.96), (5.97) and (5.98) to Equation (5.95) proves the lemma. [

By contraposition, if Equation (5.94) does not hold, then d is an upper bound on
the finishing time of 7 (¢). We utilize Lemma 5.59 to provide a response-time bound
Ry < Dy, for 7(€) by setting d = r OR Ry, ¢. Enlarging the window of interest from

[c,d) to [c,d (@)) enables the follovvlng response-time bound which serves as the analysis
backbone for the remainder of this section.

Theorem 5.60 (Analysis Backbone). Let ¢ < d2 o € R such that either (i) T.(¢) is
released before c, i.e., ¢ 21y, or (ii) ¢ < oo and Ty is active during e, Tfk(f))' If

Ryt :=(Cr + Sn) + Y Bia(e,d%, () + are(e) - (Cor + Sr) + ¢ =14, (5.99)
itk

is at most D, , then Rkl is an upper bound on the response time of T(£).

Proof. We prove the theorem by contradiction and assume that Rk’g is not an upper
bound on the response time of 74 (), i.e., the job 74 (¢) is not finished at time o T Bre

We set d == r;’k 0T Rkvg. Lemma 5.59 can be applied for the following reasons:

°d= 7’:—2(4) + Rk,f = (C:Tk + STk) + Zi;ﬁk BL@(C, d:k(z)) + ak,@(c) ’ (C'Tk + S'Tk) teczc
by the definition of Ry ¢ in Equation (5.99).

e 74(¢) is not finished at time d by assumption.

e Since (i) or (ii) from the description of the theorem holds, this means that 7 is
active during the interval [c, d).

Since Lemma 5.59 can be applied this means that Equation (5.94) holds. We have

B! /(c,d) < B ,(c,d” (ry) for all @ # k since d < d? ,. Hence, the left-hand side of
; ’ Tk ~ Tk -
Equation (5.94) is upper bounded by Ry, —c+ rfk (0" We conclude that Ry, o — c+7“7“_’k(€) >

d—c= Rk,f + T:-Jk(e) — ¢ which is a contradiction. ]
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So far, Theorem 5.60 examines a given interval that starts at time ¢ and ends at time
dfk(z), i.e., the absolute deadline of the analyzed job, under the assumption that the
inference in the interval is known. However, how to choose the starting value ¢ and how
the interference in [c, d‘:k (Z)) can actually be calculated has not yet been discussed. Hence,
to apply the upper bound in Theorem 5.60, the following questions have to be answered:

e Question 1: What are the values of B}:M(c, d‘:k([)) and ag¢(c)? Since computing
the values directly has high complexity, we use over-approximation. In Lemmas 5.61
and 5.62 we derive upper bounds for By ,(c, dfk(f)) and ay ¢(c) with i # k.

e Question 2: Which are good values for ¢? Trying out all possible ¢ for the
estimation would result in very high complexity. Therefore, we discuss two strategies
to choose ¢ in Theorems 5.67 and 5.63. More precisely, with the first procedure we
restrict ¢ to be in the interval [rfk () d‘;’k (e)), which has benefits on the runtime of
our analysis due to the fixed analysis windows. For the second strategy, we examine
active intervals for 73, and gradually increase the analysis window. Afterwards, we
discuss that these two methods do not dominate each other.

UPPER BOUNDS ON HIGHER-PRIORITY INTERFERENCE In this subsection, we
bound the interference of higher-priority jobs during the interval [c, dfk (18))7 providing
upper bounds for ay ¢(c) in Lemma 5.61 and for B};,E(c, dx (Z)) in Lemma 5.62. We do this
under the assumption that all jobs with higher priority than 7 (¢) meet their deadline
since this is our induction hypothesis later used in Theorem 5.63 and Lemma 5.66. As
mentioned earlier, how to choose c is discussed in Theorems 5.63 and 5.67.

For arbitrary deadlines, there might be several active jobs of one task at the same
time, which makes the analysis in general more complicated. Note that, according to
the FIFO mechanism of jobs of the same task, the jobs of 7, must be executed one after
another, i.e., even if the processor idles, a job of 7 cannot start its execution unless all
jobs of 7, released prior to it are finished.

We achieve a bound for ay, ¢(c) by counting the number of jobs of 7, with deadline in

[C’ d:')k (6))'

Lemma 5.61 (Bound for interference from 7). The number of jobs of task T with
higher priority than 1i,(¢) that are executed or suspended in the interval [c, d‘;’k (Z)) s upper
bounded by

woL—c
apec) < {T’“é‘?w ~ 1 (5.100)
Tk

Proof. All higher-priority jobs of 7 finish until their deadline. Therefore, the processor
can only work on or be suspended by a higher-priority job of 73, during |c, d‘;’k (4)) if the
deadline of the job is after ¢. Moreover, the job of 7, can only have higher priority than

d _
7k (€) if its deadline is no later than d 0 ~ T At most {T’aﬂac-‘ — 1 jobs of 7, have
Tk
their deadline during (c,d> ) —Tr,]. O
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Figure 5.15.: Intuition for Lemma 5.62. The left schedule describes the approach for
Equation (5.102) and the right schedule describes the approach for Equa-
tion (5.103). Only jobs of 7; that are released during the gray boxes can
have higher priority than 74 (¢) and be executed during the analysis interval

e 4 0)-

For the interference from 7; # 7, we estimate the number of job releases during a
certain interval under analysis, as depicted by the gray boxes in Figure 5.15, and account
for 7, time units for each of those jobs. For each task 7; # 7, let R; be an upper bound
on the WCRT of jobs of 7; with higher priority than 7 (£). We set R; := D,, if no upper
bound is known, as all jobs with higher priority meet their deadline.

Lemma 5.62 (Bound for interference from 7; # 7). For i # k, the amount of time
during [c, dfk(e)) that jobs of T; with higher priority than Ti(¢) are executed is

4 o Ry ) —c
By, o(c,dx () < max T 0 C, (5.101)

where GfC = min(D,, — Cy, 1L, —1II).

Proof. The bound from Equation (5.101) is achieved by proving the two upper bounds
for By , we get for the two cases of G};. That is, we prove the following two bounds
individually:

; HT]C_HTZ'JV_R’L"’_T:(Z)_C

By, o(c,dy, () < max T k 0| C (5.102)
. DTk_CTi—i_Ri‘f'T:(Z)_C

By, o(c,dx, () < max 0 b 0| C (5.103)

Bound in Equation (5.102): The bound is based on the following two observations:

e Jobs of 7; have higher priority than 74(¢) only if they are released no later than
g+ Ty — 10

e Jobs of 7; can be executed after ¢ only if they are released after ¢ — R;.
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Due to these two observations, the number of jobs that contribute to B};’g(c, ds (E)) is

upper bounded by the number of releases in (¢ — R, r¥ ot I, —1II,], which is at most

Tk

T,

7

11 —HT.—i—Ri-‘,—r‘: —c
max ([ S £ -‘ ,O> . The processor can work on each of them for at most

(7, time units.

Bound in Equation (5.103): Before formally proving Equation (5.103), we first
examine the worst-case scenario depicted in Figure 5.15. Intuitively, the maximal
interference from task 7; is obtained when the last interfering job of 7; is released at
dx s — Cr; and executed for Cr; time units during [d“;k(z) - O, d2 (g)) as depicted in
Figure 5.15. The maximum number of jobs that contribute to B};7£(c, dz (Z)) is therefore

upper bounded by the number of releases in (¢ — Ri,dfk(e) — C,], which is at most

D, —C’,—,L.—l—f%i—&—r‘: —c
max <[ u —k © -‘ ,O>. The processor can work on each of them for at most

i

(7, time units.

In the following we present a formal proof for the bound from Equation (5.103). If
the processor is not working on any job of 7; during [e, dfk(e)), then B} ,(c, d‘;’k(@) =0
and the lemma is proven. Otherwise, let 7;(j’) be the last job of 7; that the processor is
working on during [c, d?, (4))' We isolate the job 7;(j’) in the following way. Let 7 () be

j/
f%j,))w be the start time of 7;(j’), i.e., the first time that

the processor is working on 7;(j'), and let C* be the amount of time that the processor
is working on 7;(j’) during the interval [c, dx (2))' Therefore, by definition, we have

the release time of 7;(j'), let s

and

i w i A(w),w *
Bl o(e, d7 () < Biele, sTiEj/)) )+ C*. (5.105)

We distinguish two cases:

Case 1: sfgj,))w — ¢ < (CF, — C*): In this case, the left-hand side of Equation (5.103) is

at most BLE(C, sf_g;),))’w) +C* < (sfgj,))w —¢)+ C* < C;,. Moreover, the right-hand side of
DT 7CT+ & - +R7, DT +r -
Equation (5.103) is at least { i Tr:’f(& ‘ -‘ Cr, > [’c;{’“(ac—‘ C;, > (7, since:

o R, > C-, by definition of R;.
e 7;(j') is executed during |[c, dx (g)) and therefore ¢ < D, + 77, must hold.

In this case, Equation (5.103) is proven.

Case 2: s“:g‘;,))’w—c > (Cr,—C™*): Since during the interval [¢, c+(Cr, —C™)) the processor
can work on jobs of 7; for at most (C;, — C*) time units, we have B}'M(c, SA(W)’W) <

7i(5")
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(Cr, —C*) + Bk e+ (Cr, — C), sﬁggi))’w). Hence, we obtain:

; 5.105) . A(w),w

e " 7ri(5')

< (Cr = C)+ Bl e+ (Cr = C), b )+ Co (5.107)

= BZ,E(C + (CTz - C*)a 5;-418)/)),&}) + CTZ‘ (5108)

The number of jobs of 7; that contribute to B};,Z(c + (Cr, — C*), AEQ,))’W) is at most the

number of releases of 7; during the interval (¢ + C;, — C* — R;, rT (") — T,], which is

19 =T —c—Cry 4+ C* + R; | by (5.104) [17% s — Ty, — ¢ — Cry + Dy + R,
() P (0
T, T,

|Vr$k(e)_c_CTi+DTk+Ri“ 1
T, B

Therefore, for this case, we conclude that

7 7 * .Aw,
B o(c,d? ) < Bj(c+ (Cr, = C%),s ”>+cn

> Tk 2ri(3")
— TTZ T T
T, v
Hence, for this case, Equation (5.103) is proven as well. O

FIXED ANALYSIS WINDOW In the following, we fix the analysis window, i.e., the
possible range of [c, d* (E)) to the interval [r:’k () dz (é)). We utilize the upper bounds on

? T

k(e d? (0 )) and ay, ¢(c) provided previously to obtain the following schedulability test.

Theorem 5.63 (Sufficient Schedulability Test). Let T = {r,...,7,} be an arbitrary-
deadline task set with relative priority points (I, ... 1L ). If for all k = 1,...,n there
exists some by, € [0, D) such that

Ri(by) < D, (5.109)

where Ry(bp) = 3 max ([M-‘ 0) Cr, + [M-‘ (Crp + Sr.) + br and G =
Z;ﬁk i Tk

min(D,, — Cy,, 11, —II;,), then the task set is schedulable by EL scheduling with the

given relatwe priority points and the WCRT of 1 is upper bounded by Ry, := Rk(bk)

137



5. Self-Suspension

Algorithm 3 Schedulability test with fixed analysis window.

Imput: T ={r,..., 7}, (II,...,II;), n, depth
Output: True: schedulable, False: no decision

1: Order 71,...,Tp, s.th. Dy > --- > D, .

2: Set R; == D, for all 4.

3: fori=1,2,... depth do

4: solved = True

5: for k=1,2,...,ndo

6: cand = [ ]; step :=1n- Dy, > Preparation.
7: for b = 0, step, 2 - step,--- < D,, do > Compute.
8: cand.append(Ry,(b)) using Equation (5.109).

9: Ry, = min(cand) > Compare candidates.
10: if Ry, > D, then > Check condition.
11: solved .= False; Ry, = D, ; break

12: return solved

Proof. Assume we have found by, £ = 1,...,n such that Equation (5.109) holds. We
consider some schedule obtained by the task set T and denote by Seq the sequence of all
jobs in the schedule ordered by their priority. Via induction, we prove that the first £
jobs in Seq have the required response-time upper bound, for all £ € Ny. Consequently,
Ry is an upper bound on the WCRT of 7, for all k and the task set is schedulable.

Initial case: ¢ = 0. In this case, the set of the first £ jobs in Seq is the empty set.
Trivially, all of them have the required response-time upper bound.

Induction step: & — & 4+ 1. By assumption, the first £ jobs in Seq have the required
response-time upper bound. We denote the (£ + 1)-th job in Seq by 7x(¢). We aim to use
the analysis backbone from Theorem 5.60 to prove that the response time of 75 (¢) is upper
bounded by Ry. By definition, we have Ry = (Cy, + Sy, ) + Dtk B?g(c, dfk(e)) +age(c)-
(Cr.+5+) —|—c—7°°T"k ) Since all higher-priority jobs have the required response-time upper
bound, we can use the estimation for aj¢(c) and B};,e(c, d‘;’k(e)) presented in Lemmas 5.61

and 5.62, respectively. In particular, Rk’g is upper bounded by

Gi+Ri+r9,—c
k T, (£) “ ’0> C’Ti

(C’Tk—l—STk)—kZmaX( T

itk
Ao — ¢ o
N Ry R R P L

When choosing ¢ := b, + rfk(é) we obtain that Rk‘l is upper bounded by Rj. Due to

Equation (5.109), we know Rk,g <R < D, , i.e., the job meets its deadline. We use
Theorem 5.60 to conclude that Ry, ¢ is an upper bound on the response time of 73 (¢) and

(5.110)
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therefore Ry, is an upper bound on the response time of 7 (¢) as well. Since all jobs meet
their deadline, the task set is schedulable. ]

Although Theorem 5.63 looks like a classical mechanism extended from TDA [JP86;
LSD8&9], implementing an efficient schedulability test based on it requires some efforts
since the values of Ry, for every task 7, are dependent on each other. To apply this
schedulability test, two critical points have to be addressed:

(i) Finding good values for by, with low complexity. Without an efficient mechanism,
there are D,, options for by, provided that all input parameters are integers, and
infinitely many options in general.

(ii) Computing the dependent values of Ry, for every task 75, correctly and efficiently.

To determine the values of by, we take a user-specified parameter 7 and discretize the
search space into % values with a step size n - D, . To determine Ry, we go through the

task set several times and compute upper bounds for the values of Rj, in each iteration.
Improving this search algorithm is out of scope for this dissertation but may be discussed
in future work.

The search algorithm is depicted in pseudocode in Algorithm 3. It takes as input the
task set T, the relative priority points (IL;,...,II; ), a step size parameter n € (0,1] and
depth to indicate the number improving runs of the search algorithm. It returns True if
the task set is schedulable by EL scheduling with the given relative priority points. We
start by setting Ry, = D, forall k=1,...,n, and go depth-times through the task set
ordered by the relative deadline, as we obtained the best results with this ordering. With
a step size of step =n- D, i.e., a certain share of D, like 1 percent, we compute f%k(bk)
for b, = 0,1 step,2 - step, ... until by > D, is reached. We then take the minimal value
of all these candidates and define it as the new Rj. The time complexity of Algorithm 3

. "2
is©® (depthn )

n
Please note that the computed values of Ry, are in fact only upper bounds of Ry, from
Theorem 5.63. A reduction of R;, i # k in subsequent iterations reduces the actual value
of Ry as well, since Ry is monotonically increasing with respect to R;, for all ¢ # k.

VARIABLE ANALYSIS WINDOW In the following, we detail an approach based on
active intervals. More specifically, if all jobs finish until the next job release is reached, i.e.,
R;‘L < T%,, then no previous jobs contribute interference to the job under analysis, and
they can be safely removed from the computation of the WCRT upper bound. However,
if R;‘}C > T, , then interference from previous jobs has to be considered. We utilize
that a job 74(¢ — a) can only interfere with 7 (¢), if 7 is active during [rjfk(é_a), T‘T"k(@).
For the schedulability test with variable analysis window, we gradually increase the
length of the active interval (i.e., a =0,1,2,...) and analyze the window [c, d(;:)k(f)) with
ce€ [rfk (t—a)’ d“;k (g)). With this approach, the pessimism of the interference estimation

from higher-priority jobs of the same task is reduced in some cases.
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Remark 5.64. Please note that the approach with variable analysis window only differs
from the approach with fized analysis window when considering arbitrary-deadline tasks.
For constrained-deadline task sets, the variable analysis window approach coincides with
the fized analysis window approach, as the algorithm stops at a = 0 without enlarging
the analysis window. The reason is that for constrained-deadline task sets in the variable
analysis window approach we get one of the following two cases:

Case 1: If the response-time bound obtained for the first job in an active interval is
larger than the task’s deadline, then the schedulability cannot be guaranteed, and the
algorithm stops at a = 0.

Case 2: If the response-time bound for the first job in an active interval is at most the
task’s deadline, then R;‘}c < D;, <T;, is guaranteed for the first job in an active interval.
Therefore, the subsequent job is a first job in some active interval as well. By induction,
all jobs of T are first job in some active interval. Therefore, the algorithm stops at a = 0.

We start by formally defining active intervals.

Definition 5.65. Let a € Ny. A job 11,(¢) is the (a + 1)-th job in an active interval of
Tk, if the following two conditions hold.

o 7 is active during [ ,_ f:,:(((;))’w)‘

o At time v ,_ . there is no active job which is released before r¥ , ..
1 (f—a) T (—a)

If 7%(¢) is the (a + 1)-th job in an active interval of 7%, then only 74 (¢ — a), ..., 7%(¥)

are current jobs of 7, during [r:’k (t—a)’ f;:g‘;))’w

By j(c, d‘;’kw)) is 0if ¢ > r:’k(e_a) and j < £ — a. We formalize this by the following lemma.

). More specifically, in this case the value of

Lemma 5.66. Let 74(£) be the (a + 1)-th job in an active interval of T, and let all
higher-priority jobs meet their deadline. Let R; be an upper bound on the response time
of all higher-priority jobs of 7; with i # k. If there exists some ¢ € [r‘:k(eia), dfk(f)) such

that
. dr — ¢
min | a + 1, —T (Cr, + S7,)
Tk

: +RZ‘+T°" —c
—|—Zmax({ k T 7 (0 —‘ ,O) Crtc—150
ik Ti

is at most Dy, , with G = min(D,, — Cy,, 11, —I1,), then (5.111) is an upper bound on
the response time of T ({).

(5.111)

Proof. For the proof, we apply the analysis backbone from Theorem 5.60. Since 73 (¥)
is the (a + 1)-th job in an active interval, 73 is active during [r:’k(ha), re (z))' Hence,
the restriction on ¢ in the formulation of Theorem 5.60 is fulfilled if ¢ is chosen from
the interval [r (zfaydfk(e))' Moreover, since 7i(¢) is the (a + 1)-th job in an active
interval, the jobs 7 1,..., 75 ¢—q—1 are finished by time Tfk(zfa)' We obtain a(c) < a.

We combine this upper bound on ay, ¢(c) with the upper bounds from Lemma 5.61 and
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Lemma 5.62, and obtain that Rk’g from the analysis backbone, i.e., Equation (5.99), is
upper bounded by the value in Equation (5.111). If Equation (5.111) is at most D,
then Ry ¢ < D, . The analysis backbone from Theorem 5.60 states that Ry, ¢ is an upper
bound on the response time of rfk 0 and therefore, also Equation (5.111) is an upper
bound on the response time. ]

Similar to the proof of the response-time upper bound for the fixed analysis window
in Theorem 5.63, we derive a response-time bound for the variable analysis window.
However, the different cases for a = 0,1, ... have to be considered for each task 7, and
the value of ¢ can be chosen from the interval [Tfk 0~ al. Tk,rfk 0T D;,). To improve
readability, in the following we replace r:’k 0~ ¢ by a7, —x, where x can be chosen from
the interval [0,aT%, + D-,).

Theorem 5.67 (Sufficient Schedulability Test). Let T = {71,...,7,} be an arbitrary-
deadline task set with relative priority points (Il,...,II;)). We define the function
R{:[0,aTy, + Dr,) — R>q by the assignment

D, — T,
ml—)min(d—i—l,[ k ;’—i—a k-‘>(CTk—|—STk)
Tk
~ 5.112)
G¥+R; - T, (
—|—Zmax< it lTJH—a ﬂ,O)CTﬁ—m—aTm.
ik Ti
If for all k = 1,...,n there exists ax € Ny, such that for all a = 0,..., ax there exists
bi € [0,aTr, + Dy,), such that
RY(VY) <D, and  RF(OD) < Ty, (5.113)

then the task set is schedulable by preemptive EL scheduling with the given relative priority
points and Ry, = maxq—o,...q R} (bf) is an upper bound on the WCRT of 1y, for all k.

Proof. The proof is similar to the one of the sufficient schedulability test for the fixed
analysis window presented in Theorem 5.63. Let Seq be the sequence of all jobs in the
schedule ordered by their priority. By induction, we show that the following response-time
upper bounds hold for the first £ € Ny jobs in Seq:

(i) Ry is a response-time upper bound for all jobs of 7.

(ii) 7%, is a response-time upper bound for all a-th jobs in an active interval of 7.

Initial case: £. The initial case is again trivially fulfilled, since there has nothing to
be checked when there are no jobs.

Induction step: & — £ + 1. The first £ jobs in Seq have the required response-time
upper bounds (i) and (ii) by induction. We denote by 7 (¢) the (£ + 1)-th job of Segq.
Let a be the lowest value in Ny, such that 74(¢) is the (a + 1)-th job in an active interval
of task 7.
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Algorithm 4 Schedulability test with variable analysis window.

Inmput: T ={r,..., 7}, (II,...,II;), n, maz_a, depth
Output: True: schedulable, False: no decision

1: Order 71,...,Tp, s.th. Dy > --- > D, .

2: Set R; == D, for all 4.

3: fori=1,2,... depth do

4: solved = True

5: for k=1,2,...,ndo

6: for a=0,1,..., mazx_a do > Different a.
7 cand == [ ]; step :=n- D, > Preparation.
8: for b =0, step, 2 - step,--- < aly, + D7, do > Compute candidate.
9: cand.append(R$(b)) from Equation (5.112)

10: Re = min(cand) > Compare candidates.
11: if R <T,, then > Check cond. 1.
12: a:=a; Rg = ming—o,... 4 RZ, break > WCRT upper bound.
13: if ]:2% > D;, or a = maz_a then > Check cond. 2.
14: solved := False; Ry, = D, ; break

15: return solved

We first show that a < a; by contraposition. In this regard, we assume a > a; and
consider the job 73 o (4—g,)- The job 7% ¢ (4—z,) is the (@ +1)-th job in an active interval
of 7. Moreover, this job is one of the first £ jobs in Seq and therefore has a response time
of at most T, due to (ii). Hence, the job 73 s_(,_g,) is finished by time ry ;_(,_g,)+1-
We conclude that 7 () is the (@ — ag)-th job in an active interval of 74, which contradicts
the minimality of a.

We now choose ¢ := by —a-T;, + Tfk(f)' Applying the response-time upper bound

provided by Equation (5.111) in Lemma 5.66 with this ¢ shows that R (b¢) is a response-
time upper bound of 75(¢), which shows that (i) holds for 74(¢). If a = ax, then Rz’“ (bzk)
is an upper bound on the response time of 7(¢). By Equation (5.113) the response time
of 7,(¢) is upper bounded by T7,, which shows that (ii) holds for 74 (¢) as well. O

We apply a similar search strategy as for the case with fixed analysis window. However,
the values of Ry, are computed through an additional loop over the values of a until
]:Z% < T7,. Algorithm 4 depicts an implementation of the schedulability test in pseudocode.
As the value of Rz can be between T, and D, for all iterations of a, the program may
never return a result. To make the schedulability test deterministic, we introduce
an additional parameter maz_a which aborts the loop when no result is obtained for
a=0,1,..., maz_a.

DOMINANCE OF FIXED AND VARIABLE ANALYSIS WINDOW At first glance, the
analysis with variable window size seems to improve the analysis with fixed window size in
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all cases: When setting x = by +a -1, in Theorem 5.67, then the result is lower bounded
by Rk(bk) from Theorem 5.63. However, both methods do not dominate each other, as
demonstrated in the discussion of Figure 5.18 in Section 5.1.3.3, due to the following
reasons. First, the analysis with variable analysis window can only analyze schedules
where the length of active intervals is bounded. More specifically, if the response-time
upper bound R% is in the interval (T, , D, ) for all a, then the schedulability test with the
variable analysis window never deems the task schedulable. Second, by setting max_a this
effect is even intensified: The analysis with variable analysis window has to find Ri <7
for a < maz_a. Third, the discretization using n in Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4 ensures
the same number of points for each analysis interval. As a result, not all points b 4 a7,
with b from Algorithm 3 are checked during Algorithm 4 as well.

5.1.3.3 EVALUATION

In this section, we evaluate the performance of our schedulability tests (EL) presented
in Algorithm 3 for the fixed analysis window and in Algorithm 4 for the variable analysis
window. More precisely, we show the following;:

(i) Our schedulability test performs similar to already existing schedulability tests for
DM and improves the state of the art for EDF scheduling.

(ii) Our schedulability test can be used to compare different configurations of EQDF
and SAEDF (see Section 5.1.3.1).

(iii) Our schedulability test exploits the optimism introduced when the deadline of tasks
is extended over their minimum inter-arrival time.

Please note that for constrained deadlines we do not distinguish between fixed and variable
analysis window since both schedulability tests coincide, as explained in Remark 5.64.
When applying our schedulability test, we choose the configuration n = 0.01, depth = 5,
and max_a = 10. In each figure, we present the acceptance ratio, which is the share of
task sets that are deemed schedulable by the schedulability test under consideration. The
evaluation is released on GitHub [TU 22a].

For the evaluation, we synthesize 500 task sets with 50 tasks each for each total system
utilization from 0% to 100 % in steps of 5%. We first generate 50 utilization values
U, using the UUniFast [BB05] method with the given total utilization goal, and adopt
the suggestion by Emberson et al. [ESD10] to draw the minimum inter-arrival time 7,
according to a log-uniform distribution from the interval [1,100][ms]. The WCET is
computed as C;, =T, - U;, and the deadline is set to the minimum inter-arrival time,
i.e., D;, = T,. For each task, we draw the maximum suspension time .S;, uniformly at
random from [0,0.5(7%, — C+,)]. The tasks in each set are ordered by their deadline.

In Figure 5.16a, we show the results when applying our schedulability test for EL, with
relative priority points I, = Z;Zl Dy, to obtain a schedulability test for DM scheduling
(EL DM). We compare with the methods Suspension as Jitter (SuspJit) [Che+19b,
Page 163] and Suspension as Blocking (SuspBlock) [Che+19b, Page 165]. Moreover, we
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(a) Deadline Monotonic (DM). (b) Earliest-Deadline-First (EDF).

Figure 5.16.: Acceptance ratio of different schedulability tests. Our EDF-Like (EL)
schedulability test (EL DM and EL EDF, black curve) performs similar to
the state of the art.

compare with the Suspension-Oblivious Analysis (SuspObl) [Che+19b, Page 162] and
the Unifying Analysis Framework from Chen, Nelissen, and Huang (CNH16) [CNH16]
configured with three vectors according to Equation (27), Lemma 15, and Lemma 16 of
their paper. Our schedulability test performs similar to the state of the art.

In Figure 5.16b, we compare our schedulability test (EL EDF) with state-of-the-art
methods for EDF. We compare with the method by Liu and Anderson (LA13) [LA13].
Moreover, we show the schedulability test proposed in Section 5.1.2.2 (GBC20) and the
Suspension-Oblivious Analysis from Theorem 5.26 in Section 5.1.2.1 (SuspObl). The
method from Dong and Liu [DL16] is not displayed since it is dominated by SuspObl,
as shown in Section 5.1.2.1. We observe that EL. EDF improves the state of the art.

In Figure 5.17, the performance of our schedulability test is shown for different
configurations for Earliest-Quasi-Deadline-First (EQDF) (I, = D, + AC;,) and for
Suspension-Aware EDF (SAEDF) (Il;, = D, + AS;,). Choosing A to be the best integer
in the interval [—10, 10] improves the acceptance ratio compared to the standard EDF
with A = 0, especially for EQDF.

Figures 5.18 and 5.19 show the performance of our schedulability test for arbitrary
deadlines. More specifically, we set the deadline to z = 1.0,1.1,1.2, 1.5 times the minimum
inter-arrival time (Dx) and apply our schedulability test. We see that both the fixed
and the variable analysis window lead to better acceptance ratios in certain scenarios,
depending on the size of x and the scheduling algorithm under analysis. From the
theoretical discussion in Remark 5.64, we know that EL-fix DM 1.0 (EL-fix EDF
1.0, respectively) and EL-var DM 1.0 (EL-var EDF 1.0, respectively) coincide. We
observe that EL-var already benefits from small enlargements of the deadline, whereas
EL-fix can reach better guarantees for larger deadline extensions in some scenarios. The

non-dominance, discussed at the end of Section 5.1.3.2, can be observed in Figure 5.18
for D1.2 and D1.5.
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(b) SAEDF (Il,; = Dy, + ASy,).

Figure 5.17.: Acceptance ratio of variants of EDF using our EDF-Like (EL) schedulability
test. Choosing the best A\ € [—10, 10] for each task set (black line) improves

standard EDF (A = 0).
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(b) Variable analysis window.

Figure 5.18.: Arbitrary-deadline evaluation for Deadline Monotonic (DM) scheduling.
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(a) Fixed analysis window.
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(b) Variable analysis window.

Figure 5.19.: Arbitrary-deadline evaluation for EDF scheduling.
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Figure 5.20.: Comparison of arbitrary-deadline schedulability tests under Deadline Mono-
tonic (DM) scheduling.

In Figure 5.20, we compare the performance of our schedulability test (EL-fix, EL-var)
with the test proposed in Section 5.1.1.2 (GUC21), applying them to arbitrary-deadline
tasks under DM scheduling. We observe that in the more general case with [0.8, 1.2]T7,,
GUC21 outperforms EL-fix and EL-var. However, as shown in Figure 5.20b, there are
some configurations where EL-var performs better than GUC21.

Moreover, we examine the runtime of our analysis. We create 100 task sets for
each utilization in 0% to 100 % in steps of 10 % and measure the runtime to receive a
schedulability decision. To obtain the measurements, we run an implementation with
Python3 on a machine with 2x AMD EPYC 7742 running Linux, i.e., in total 256 threads
with 2.25 GHz and 256 GB RAM. Each of the measurements runs on one independent
thread. For sets with 200 tasks, our schedulability test takes on average 12.87 seconds
and at most 17.77 seconds to return the result. The runtime for other relative priority
points is comparable.

5.1.4 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Numerical simulations often play an important role when evaluating and comparing
the performance of schedulability tests, as they allow to empirically demonstrate their
applicability using synthesized task sets under various configurations. In order to
provide a fair comparison of various schedulability tests, von der Briiggen et al. [von+19]
presented the first version of an evaluation framework for self-suspending task sets in
WATERS 2019. It provides an easy-to-use framework for evaluating the performance
of various schedulability tests, based on synthesized task sets. However, only a few
schedulability tests were implemented. We enhance the framework by implementing the
state of the arts we are aware of and by providing additional features.

The functionality of the framework is threefold: First, it can be used to generate self-
suspending task sets, using existing synthesis approaches [ESD10]. Second, it provides

146



5.1. Schedulability Analysis

schedulability tests that can be applied to the generated task sets or external task
sets, which are loaded into the framework. Third, it illustrates the performance of
schedulability tests by plotting acceptance ratio, i.e., the amount of task sets that are
deemed schedulable by the test divided by the total amount of task sets, over the total
utilization of task sets.

The schedulability tests are categorized using two criteria:

e Self-suspension behavior
(segmented self-suspension, dynamic self-suspension, hybrid self-suspension)

e Deadline constraint
(implicit deadline, constrained deadline, arbitrary deadline)

However, as the tests are not always compatible with constrained deadlines or arbitrary
deadlines, the framework only considers the implicit-deadline model for generating
automatic comparisons. Furthermore, since there is no standardized way of constructing
constrained-deadline and arbitrary-deadline task sets yet in the literature, the users are
recommended to adjust the program for evaluating constrained-deadline or arbitrary-
deadline task systems if necessary.

We further enhance the framework by integrating the state of the arts we are aware
of. By now baseline approaches and schedulability tests proposed by 18 papers are
realized in the framework.® In addition, we provide more features to ease the use, e.g.,
Python 3 support, an improved Graphical User Interface (GUI), multiprocessing, and
evaluation of external task sets. The enhanced framework also integrates the Gurobi
optimization solver [Gur21] to supply tests which use linear programming. The framework
is published on Github [TU 21a] and there is an ongoing effort to keep the framework up
to date. The results presented in this section appeared in the Work-in-Progress track of
RTSS 2021 [Giin+21b].

5.1.4.1 FRAMEWORK DESCRIPTION

In this section, we introduce the features of the current framework in detail. In Figure 5.21,
the GUI of our framework is presented. Besides the general setting of the framework
(@), the framework consists of three components (2, () and (D):

(i) A task set generator to provide periodic/sporadic task sets for evaluation.

(ii) The schedulability test evaluator applies a choice of schedulability tests to the
generated task sets.

(iii) The plotting tool configurator illustrates the performance of the schedulability tests.

Please note that the following description is explained in a sequential manner to demon-
strate the usage from beginning to end. However, these components can also be used
independently for different scenarios (see Section 5.1.4.2).

8This includes the 17 papers that were available at the time of publication in 2021, plus one additional
test from Casini et al. [Cas+18] that has been integrated after publication.
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Figure 5.21.: Overview of the enhanced framework.

GENERAL SETTING In part D, the user selects the option to either generate task sets
in the framework or to load an external file that contains the task set data. The task
sets can be reused by saving them after evaluation and reloading them at a later point in
time. Additionally, the number of threads used to evaluate the task sets in-parallel can
be set. The generated or loaded task sets are evenly distributed to the selected number
of threads and evaluated in-parallel. The evaluation of a large number of task sets can
therefore be done in a fraction of the time compared to the case without multiprocessing.
Furthermore, the seed for the random number generator can be set, so that the results of
a previous run can be reproduced.

TASK SET CONFIGURATIONS The parameters of synthesized task sets can be con-
figured in part @). The task sets are generated using the integrated UUnifast algo-
rithm [BB05] and can be configured by using the parameters that are provided in the
framework. In particular, these parameters are: the number of task sets, the number of
tasks per set, the number of suspension segments, the utilization values to evaluate, and
the suspension parameters for the tasks. At first, the utilization of each task is drawn
randomly according to UUnifast [BB05]. Afterwards, the period and deadline are drawn
from a log-uniform distribution, where the default is over two orders of magnitude, i.e.,
[1,100]. Depending on the considered suspension models, the suspension time of each
task is drawn accordingly”.

“Details of implementation can be found in the readme file on [TU 21a].
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Figure 5.22.: Exemplary plot provided by the framework schedulability analysis with
three tests and 100 tasks per set.

TEST SELECTION After configuring the parameters, the user can select a set of schedu-
lability tests in part (3) to evaluate the task sets. All currently available schedulability
tests are presented in Table 5.2. Please note that some schedulability tests can set custom
parameters, e.g., SEIFDA-based approaches [Brii416]. After pressing the Run button at
the bottom, each generated task set will be tested by the selected schedulability tests
iteratively. If a tested task set is deemed schedulable, the considered test will return True.
After checking all task sets, the framework counts the number of Trues, and calculates
the percentage of task sets that are deemed schedulable by each test. We note that
the framework can also support tests which require linear programming solvers, e.g.,
MILP-Releaselitter, by using the Gurobi optimization solver [Gur21].

PLOTTING FORMAT The results of the schedulability analysis can be plotted using an
integrated tool of the framework. The user can determine the format of the plots in part
@, either plot each selected test by itself, or combine the plots of all selected tests, so
that they can be directly compared. A resulting exemplary plot is shown in Figure 5.22.
The framework relies on a plotting library, namely matplotlib in Python. The raw data
of the evaluation can also be post-processed by other plotting schemes.

5.1.4.2 RESEARCH APPLICATIONS

The framework can be applied in different research scenarios. In the following, we detail
three scenarios, in which the framework can be used:
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e Scenario 1: Evaluate and compare the performance of an own schedulability test.
e Scenario 2: Analyze own task sets with already known schedulability tests.

e Scenario 3: Utilize already known schedulability tests in an own python program.

SCENARIO 1 Additional schedulability tests can be integrated into the framework. This
involves two steps: First, the analysis needs to be implemented in Python. Alternatively
for C++-algorithms, a pre-built binary can also be executed from a Python script.
Second, the additional test needs to be integrated into the framework infrastructure.
The test has to be integrated into the testing component of the framework, and it has
to be made available in part of the GUI. In particular, several things should be
added into effsstsMain.py, e.g., add an entry to the GUI and an additional case to
the switchTest method. After integration, it is possible to evaluate the test using the
provided task generator and plotting tool.

SCENARIO 2 Custom task sets can be loaded into the framework to evaluate them using
the provided schedulability tests. For this scenario the task set generator component ()
is replaced, but the other two components, i.e., and (@ are utilized. In this regard, we
additionally provide a script SaveTaskSet to convert task sets into the required format.
This script will guide the user to create a serialized file for custom task sets, so that they
can be loaded into the framework properly. To this end, the general setup D also has to
be configured accordingly to load the own task sets, i.e., ticking Load Taskset and enter
the name of the saved task set. In fact, this feature is particularly useful if many task
sets need to be evaluated all at once.

SCENARIO 3 The realized schedulability tests in the framework can also be imported
into other programs, which can be done by a standard import statement in Python. The
names for the schedulability tests are identical to the ones in part (3) of the GUI. After
the import, it is possible to evaluate custom external task sets, as long as the required
arguments are given correctly. Please note that the return value of every schedulability
test is always in a boolean expression.

5.2 TIMING ANOMALIES

While for tasks without self-suspending behavior the WCRT is achieved when all jobs
execute for their WCET, self-suspending behavior can lead to timing anomalies, i.e.,
the reduction of execution or suspension time of some jobs enlarges the response time
of another job. The reason for timing anomalies is that by reducing the actual execu-
tion/suspension time, succeeding segments may become ready for execution earlier and
interfere with segments from other tasks. Such a timing anomaly involving only two jobs,
J1 and Jo, with one self-suspension segment is depicted in Figure 3.1 of Section 3.1. In
that example, the second segment of J; becomes ready earlier and interferes with Js.
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Timing anomalies can affect the feasibility of a task set. To be more specific, it is
possible that a task set, determined to be schedulable based on the WCET and the
maximum suspension time of the segments, can still have deadline violations during
runtime due to timing anomalies (cf. [Sch+18b]). Therefore, existing schedulability
analyses for self-suspending tasks account for timing anomalies by over-approximation.
To avoid that analytical pessimism, a treatment for eliminating the timing anomalies is
essential. To that end, different mechanisms to reduce the impact of timing anomalies
have been developed in the literature:

e Period enforcer [Raj91] intends to apply a runtime rule so that “it forces tasks to
behave like ideal periodic tasks from the scheduling point of view with no associated
scheduling penalties.”, as summarized in Section 4.3.1 in the survey paper [Che+19b].
However, Chen and Brandenburg [CB17] show that “period enforcement [Raj91]
is not strictly superior (compared to the base case without enforcement) as it can
cause deadline misses in self-suspending task sets that are schedulable without
enforcement.”

o Release guard [SLI6] and release enforcement [HC16] enforce the computation
segments to be released with an offset, which is either set statically [HC16] or
dynamically increased [SLI6]. The approach is summarized in Section 4.3.2 in the
survey paper [Che+19b].

e Slack enforcement [LR10] creates execution enforcement by utilizing the available
slack. In Section 4.1, we provide counterexamples, indicating that slack enforcement
may provoke deadline misses and does not guarantee the same WCRT as without
slack enforcement.

The period enforcer and slack enforcement pursue the ultimate goal to completely
ignore the self-suspension behavior of higher-priority tasks, which would consequently
avoid timing anomalies. However, none of them achieves this ultimate goal, as shown
by Chen and Brandenburg [CB17] and in Section 4.1, and therefore they are not able
to guarantee that timing anomalies are eliminated. The release guard and release
enforcement do not intend to ignore the self-suspension behavior of higher-priority tasks
or eliminate timing anomalies, but only aim for easier schedulability analyses. This
is achieved by decoupling the segment release time from the finishing time of earlier
segments. Although not explicitly stated, such treatments avoid timing anomalies as
a side effect. However, the treatments do not sustain the WCRT of a task, meaning
that the WCRT of a task with treatment may be much larger than the WCRT without
treatment.

In the following, we propose two treatments, namely segment release time enforcement
in Section 5.2.2 and segment priority modification in Section 5.2.3, and prove that both
treatments eliminate timing anomalies without negative impact on the WCRT. To that
end, we focus on preemptive uniprocessor scheduling of segmented self-suspending tasks
with a fixed arrival pattern, i.e.,

7 € FixRel((r;(;))jen) N SegSS(Ct, st c2, ..., sm—1 cmr) (5.114)
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Figure 5.23.: Example of a nominal schedule of a segmented self-suspension task set.

for all 7 € T. We assume that any Segment-level Fixed-Priority (S-FP) scheduling
algorithm A is applied. That is, there is a total priority ordering <,;, of all computation
segments B := L (;)cjBr(;) independent of the system evolution w € Q.10 We write
B1 <prio B2 if computation segment By has higher priority than By. Any T-FP and
J-FP algorithm that has fixed priorities under a fixed arrival pattern falls under this
category. This includes for example EDF, EL, DM and Rate Monotonic (RM).

Our solutions are based on the following two steps:

e Step 1: A nominal schedule [Sy] is constructed and recorded offline purely based
on the WCET and the maximum suspension time. More specifically, [Sy] = A(wy)
is the schedule generated by the system evolution

Wo = ((TT(j))T(j)eJ (== me), (S ), (@)z’)) : (5.115)

Figure 5.23 demonstrates the nominal schedule [Sy] of two tasks:
— 71 € PerOff(10,0) N SegSS(3, 2, 2)
— 1 € PerOff(11, 0) N SegSS(2, 2, 2)

e Step 2: The online schedule [S;] refers to the nominal schedule to make scheduling
decisions for an arbitrary system evolution w; € Q without any risk of timing
anomalies. As a result, the schedulability of the task set is guaranteed as long as
feasibility of the nominal schedule is guaranteed.

From a schedulability standpoint, avoiding timing anomalies is desirable. That is,
instead of considering all possible schedules, schedulability can be checked by simulating
the nominal schedule. Specifically for synchronous, periodic tasks with constrained
deadlines, this can be achieved by simulating the schedule over one hyperperiod.

Remark 5.68 (Enforcement for periodic tasks.). For periodic, synchronous tasks with
constrained deadlines, the nominal schedule [Sy] repeats every hyperperiod if it no deadline
miss occurs in the first hyperperiod. Therefore, it is sufficient to schedule only one
hyperperiod and apply the mechanism for one hyperperiod at a time. Moreover, the
simulation of one hyperperiod for Step 1 directly serves as an exact schedulability test for

10Please note that the index w is omitted in B, (;), because by the definition of segmented self-suspending
tasks, BY ;) ~ (1 = -+ — m,) for all w.

-
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scheduling under the treatments: There are no deadline misses in the schedule obtained
under the treatment if and only if there are no deadline misses in the first hyperperiod of
the nominal schedule [Sy].

In this section, we focus on eliminating timing anomalies without negative impact
on the WCRT analysis when scheduling periodic tasks with segmented self-suspension
behavior. To that end, we propose two treatments, segment release time enforcement and
segment priority modification, and prove that both treatments eliminate timing anomalies.
The contributions are as follows:

e In Section 5.2.1, we formulate the terminology and observations that serve as
backbone of the two treatments.

e In Section 5.2.2, we propose the treatment segment release time enforcement. With
segment release time enforcement, a task segment is enforced to start its execution
no earlier than its release time in the nominal schedule.

e In Section 5.2.3, we propose the treatment segment priority modification. For
segment priority modification, the priorities of the segments are adjusted based on
their nominal finishing times. The rationale behind segment priority modification
is that a segment with an earlier nominal finishing time should not be interfered by
segments with later nominal finishing times. We implement the S-FP scheduling
mechanism in RTEMS [RTE23|, an open-source Real-Time Operating System
(RTOS), so that the treatment segment priority modification can be performed in
RTEMS.

e In Section 5.2.4, our empirical results demonstrate that the proposed treatments
achieve higher acceptance ratios in terms of schedulability compared to state-of-the-
art over-approximations by considering segmented self-suspension periodic tasks
under different task set configurations.

The results presented in this section appeared in RTAS 2023 [Lin+23].

5.2.1 TERMINOLOGY AND OBSERVATIONS

An online S-FP scheduling algorithm A chooses the segment with the highest priority
among all segments in the ready queue for execution. A segment is ready and inserted into
the ready queue according to Definition 5.69. If the chosen segment has a higher priority
than the one currently being executed, the current executing segment is preempted and
moved to the ready queue. We make the following definitions for any arbitrary schedule
[S] with system evolution w.

Definition 5.69 (Ready). A computation segment B € B is ready at timet € R in a
schedule [S] if:

(i) there is remaining workload of B to be executed at time t in [S];
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(ii) B is or has been released at time t in [S].

Definition 5.70 (Release). Let J € J be a job of task T consisting of computation
segments (By — --+ — By,.). The first segment By is released when the job J is released,
i.e., at time ry. A subsequent segment B; is released as soon as the previous segment B;_q
finishes and the delay runs out, i.e., at time fg]j + 5‘(*’31,_1 B In general, we denote by
TE‘BS]’W the release time of a segment B € B in the schedule [S].

With this definition of a segment being ready, the standard S-FP preemptive scheduler
is work-conserving on the segment-level, in the sense that whenever there are ready
segments, the segment of the highest priority task is executed. This leads to the following
observation for the nominal schedule [Sy].

Observation 5.71. Let B € B be a segment. In [Sy|, the segment B finishes at the
lowest t € R such that

t > plobwo  yylSol (Lol 4y 4 o (5.116)

where WJ[BSU}(TE‘;U]’WUJ) is the total amount of time that higher-priority segments are

executed during the interval [rg‘?]’wo,t) in [So], i.e.,
W][SSU](a, b) = Z execg,o}(a, b) (5.117)
B,>pr1',oB€IB

fora <beR.

At all times during the interval [rgo]’wo,sgo]’wo), segments with higher priorities than

B are executed. Hence, Wg‘s”}(rgﬂ’w”,t) = (s[g”}’wg — rgg]’wg) + W][;g”](sgg]’w“,t) holds,
and the observation can be reformulated as follows.

Observation 5.72. Let B € B be a segment. In [Sy|, the segment B finishes at the
lowest t € R such that

t > sioobwo yylSolglBolwo 4y o (5.118)
In the following two subsections, we utilize these observations to formulate treatments
to prevent timing anomalies while preserving the WCRT of jobs in the nominal schedule.

5.2.2 SEGMENT RELEASE TIME ENFORCEMENT

Timing anomalies occur if a computation segment experiences higher interference in the
online schedule [S;] than in the nominal schedule [Sy]. This may happen if a higher-
priority segment starts its execution before its release time in [Sy] due to the early
completion and/or reduced suspension of a previous segment from the same job. This
higher-priority segment blocks or preempts segments from lower-priority jobs, therefore
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Figure 5.24.: Example of the treatment segment release time enforcement. A computation
segment cannot start before its nominal release time (red arrow) even if the
processor idles.

increasing their response times. To eliminate timing anomalies, one method is to enforce
the release time of the segments, such that all the segments start no earlier than their
release time in the nominal schedule.

Our first treatment, segment release time enforcement, works as follows. If a segment
B is ready at time t according to Definition 5.69 but the release time in the nominal

schedule rj[g”} wo

]7"‘}0

is not reached, then the segment execution is delayed further until

7‘50 . Formally, we redefine the term released for the online schedule under segment
release time enforcement as follows:

Definition 5.73. Let J € J be a job of task T consisting of segments (By — -+ — By,.).
In the online schedule [S;] under segment release time enforcement,

o the first segment By is released when the job J is released.

e a subsequent segment B; is released as soon as the previous segment B;_1 finishes
and the suspension time is consumed, and the release time in the nominal schedule

Tﬁg]’w‘) is reached. That is, B; is released at time max( 51_]1’(”1 + 5‘('Jé__l By)’ rﬁ_”}’w).

We denote by [S]?] the online schedule for system evolution w; obtained by segment

release enforcement, as described above. Hence, T}[g?sz denotes the release time of a
segment B € B in the online schedule under that treatment. Figure 5.24 demonstrates
the new execution states with segment release time enforcement. In practice, we can
enforce the segment release time by maintaining an additional queue. All the segments
which are supposed to be inserted into the ready queue are inserted to the new queue
instead. Only the segments that have a nominal starting time no lesser than the current
time ¢ can be moved to the ready queue.

We note that our proposed enforcement is different from the release guard [SLI6]
and release enforcement [HC16]. In release guard and release enforcement, the offset of
segments is a task-specific value, whereas in our proposed method, the release time of
each segment is determined for each job individually according to the nominal schedule.
Figure 5.25 provides a visual comparison between the online schedules under two different
enforcement methods: release enforcement as described in [HC16], and our proposed
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(a) Release enforcement proposed in [HC16]. (b) Segment release time enforcement.

Figure 5.25.: The online schedules of task set T = {71, 72} with under different release
time enforcement policies. The red upward (downward) arrows indicate the
enforced release time (deadline) of each computation segment. Note that
the inter-arrival time of each segment is fixed in [HC16].

approach, segment release time enforcement. In the figure, we consider the implicit-
deadline task set T = {71, 72} with:

e 71 € PerOff(20,0) N SegSS(1)
e 7, € PerOff(10,0) N SegSS(2, 2, 3)

As in Definition 5.69, a segment is ready to be executed under segment release
time enforcement if there is remaining workload to be executed and if the segment is
released. With this definition of being ready, based on the definition of being released in
Definition 5.73, the S-FP preemptive scheduler under segment release time enforcement
executes segments that are ready in a work-conserving manner, leading to the following
observation.

Observation 5.74. Let B € B be a segment. Then the segment B finishes in the online
schedule with segment release time enforcement, i.e., in [S]*] at the lowest t € R with

t 2 T[Bf‘ } + W[S7f]( [ Lwl,t) + CCEZ, (5119)

where W[ ! ]( 151 ]wl,t) s the amount of time that higher-priority segments are executed

during the interval [rg 1577 ,t) in the schedule [S]!], i.e.,
WETrg = 30 exedgt (5T, (5.120)
B/>p7'iuB€]B

We now prove that with the treatment segment release time enforcement, timing
anomalies cannot occur in the online schedule [S{*]. Intuitively, if the release time of a

Tt
segment B € B is fixed, the segment finishing time can only become larger if WJ[BS1 Vis

larger than Wl[gsa]. However, since no segment release can be moved forward under the

treatment, and if all previous segments finish no later than their finishing time in the

[S1] [So]

nominal schedule, W' * cannot be larger than W;"'. To make this proof formal, we

start by rewriting Wé i and Wé o] using the following lemma.
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Lemma 5.75. Let B € B be a segment. With segment release time enforcement, equations

Wi a0y =2 a0 [ et (5.121)
B/>prioBE]B

Wi =x{labn | Ee gt (5.122)
B/>p7"ioB€B

hold for all a < b € R.

Proof. In the following, we provide the proof for the nominal schedule [Sy] (Equa-
tion (5.121)). The proof for the online schedule [S]*] (Equation (5.122)) is analogous.
By definition, we have

W][SSO}(a,b): Z exec[B,O] Z A((So) t{B'}) N (a,b)). (5.123)
B'>prioB B'>prioB

Moreover, since there are only finitely many B’ with B’ >,.;, B, and (Sp)"'({B'}) is
disjoint for different B’, we can reformulate this equation as

W) =x| J (So)'{B})N(ab)]. (5.124)
B'>pri0B
Hence, it is sufficient to show that UB,>W_OB(50>—1({B/}) and UB’>,,”-OB[T§D}M07 ][§‘>:0],w0)

coincide almost everywhere, i.e., up to a set of measure 0. We do this in two steps.

Step 1: A (UB,>W 5(S0) " ({B Y\ Uprs,.slrs’™ " 50]“)) = 0. To achieve this,
first we over-approximate the term by

<Al U (S {BPAEE, ) (5.125)

B'>p”‘OB

< > A (ST BN IR gBren) (5.126)

B'>p”',,B

By definition, a block cannot be executed before it is released or after it finished. Therefore,

Ao B, ) o

Sol,w Sol,w _ !
Step 2: A (UB,>WO [r [ ,0], 0 [ 0], N\ U A 5(S0) 1({B/})> = 0. An upper bound
for this term can be formulated as follows:

<l U (st sty U sodsmh (5.127)

Bl>prio B B”me'o B’

< STt o ST dB Y (5.128)

B’ >pr'LoB B//Zp'rioB’
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By the work-conserving property of the schedule, at any time in [rgfﬂ wo ][50]’%) the

job with the highest priority is executed. Hence,

A [T[B«S'lo]wo’ fj[;o],wo) \ U (80)_1({3”}) -0 (5.129)

B”ZprioB,
O

With the previous lemma, we reformulate the execution time of higher-priority segments
WL[QSO] (rg‘)]’wo ,t) from Equation (5.117) as

Wl gy = g0 o I ety | (5.130)
B’>pm'oB€]E

[S{t] [Sirt]v"‘” . =
and we reformulate W' *(rg ,t) from Equation (5.120) as

( [ST]WI

st D=0 U ety ). Gasy

B'>prio BEB

This allows us to prove the following theorem which states that timing anomalies cannot
occur under segment release time enforcement.

Theorem 5.76. The finishing time of each segment in the online schedule [S]*] with
segment release time enforcement is no larger than the finishing time in the nominal

schedule [Sy], i.e fB Solwo f[s Tt for all B € B.

Proof. Let Seq = (By, Bi,...) denote the list of all segments B ordered by their finishing
time in the nominal schedule, i.e., f5 [Solwo I5 [SO “0 < ... holds. We consider the online
schedule [S]?] obtained under segment release tune enforcement. By induction over the
segments in Seg we show that for each B,, n =0,1,...:

(i) B, is released at the same time in the online and in the nominal schedule, i.e.,
[Srt] w1 T[S()],w[)

n B’VL
(ii) The finishing time of B, in the online schedule is no later than in the nominal

schedule, i.e. fB i'lws < f[‘SO] wo

Base case (n=0): Since By has the earliest finishing time in the nominal schedule, it
Tt
must be the first segment of some job. Therefore, by definition 7”1[501 beor rgoo]’w”, which
implies that (i) holds.
We prove (ii) by contradiction. By Observation 5.74, we know that f [
T Tt t
[3 wi +Wj[gilt](7”[§()l ]7WI,t)+CL§ (@) [30} wO—I—W[S ]( [So]wo t)+c

We assume that fp [Solwo f 5 11 for the contradiction. Then we have

Tt
Sl is the small-

estt € Rsuchthatt > rp

f[sg]w0< gog]wg W[S”]( [Sol,wo f[So “0y 4 wg_ (5.132)
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Tt
For all segments B € B we have rgl b > ng],wg by the enforcement mechanism.

Moreover, since By is the first segment in Seg, it has the lowest finishing time in [Sy],
ie., fg)o]’wo < f?o]’wo. Hence,

[T[és{thj [S{t]7w1) N [T[Sg],wU’ f[SOg],wo)

Sol,w STt w Sol,w Sol,w
I By gl plotheny o plSoleo glSolwoy (5 133)

0
5 T N ) (5.134)

[[S()]UJ() fS[)]w()) [ SU]UJ() fSU]"JU)_ (5135)

N 1N

N

We obtain that

U [T[S{t],wz [51“}»0-’1) ﬁ[ [Sol,wo T[So]wo)

B »JIB "By > By
B>p'rioBO
(5.136)
Sol,w Sol,w Sol,w Sol,w
C U [TJ[BO} 0 J[BO} O)Q[Tj[goo} O’T[BOO] 0)'
B>pr'LoBO
Hence, by applying this to Lemma 5.75, we achieve
Sol,w Sol,w S Sol,w Sol,w
W[ ]( 1[300] 0 1[900} 0)<W[ 0}( [Sol,wo 1[800} 0)‘ (5.137)
We use that to obtain
Tt
fj[éso[)]’wg <T,[30]UJ0 W[S ]( [So],wo fSU]WU)+ Bo (5.138)
Sol,w S Sol,w [So],w
ST[Boo] 0+WEOO](T[BOO] U’fBog] 0)+CBO (5139)
Sol,w S Sol,w Sol,w w
ST[BOO] 0+W]£€00](TJ[BOO] 07f[BOO] 0)+CB?)' (5.140)

Since rgoo]’wo + Wg‘zo](rﬁf]’wo, fj[gio]’wo) +cp < f 0] “? by Observation 5.71, we obtain a
contradiction. This proves (ii).

Induction Step (n — 1+~ n): We assume that (i) and (ii) hold for all segments in
Seg,, = (Bo, B1,...,Bp_1). In the following, we show that (i) and (ii) hold for B,,. Let
J be the job that segment B, belongs to. t

[S1"]wi

For (i), if By is the first segment of .J, then By, is released at time 7' =ry=

7"[8” lwo , similar to the base case. If B, is not the first segment of J, then we denote

by B the segment of J prior to B,,. By definition, ’I“[S T > [So]w”. Furthermore,
[S } [S()] w0 w1

> r is only possible if fB > f[S”]wU. However, B € Segn since B

ﬁmshes before B,, in the nominal schedule. Therefore, by induction, fg Siflews < f5 [Solwo

We conclude that T[S Jer [SU] “?. This proves (i).

Tt
As in the base case, we prove (11) by contradiction and assume that f 50] YO < f ][il bt

Similar to the base case, we obtain

[Solwo o plSobwn  gyISTl Lol glSolwoy 4 o (5.141)
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By the enforcement mechanism, for all segments B € B, r [S s >r [80] “? holds. Hence,

it hen petheny o [plSohen glovkeny ¢ ppldoben | plSieny o plSeo glonkeoy (5 149)

As in the base case, in the following we show that

[T,ga],wa’ f}{;;t}’wl) Al [gsl Wo f[SnOLwU) é S [Solwo f[SU] “oy N [rls SU] wo f[SU] “0). (5.143)

However, for the induction step we distinguish two cases:

Case 1: f[SO] w0 < f[SO 0 In that case, we know that B is in Seg,,, and by induction
fgs e < f][;,so] ““ holds. Therefore, Equation (5.143) holds.

Case 2: fgso]’wg > fﬁ”]’w”. In that case, we obtain

e BT A, f) S fE) e ) (5.144)

n

C [rigobeo | pobeoy q[piben | plSolwoy (5.145)
as well.
By applying Equations (5.142) and (5.143), we obtain that
U eEer e nplier i)
B>prio Bn
(5.146)
C U [rgo]ywo,fgo}yw(]) N [Tgs]’w,?”g:ng)-
B>p7'ian
Hence, by applying this to Lemma 5.75, we achieve
Wé‘i{t](rgf];wo’ f[B‘S;LO]zw()) < W[BiO](ng]7wo7f§fLwo). (5147)
Similar to the base case, we use that to obtain
J[BS,LO]MO < go] wo Wj[gift](rg:],WO7 j[Bio],wo) + C"éln (5.148)
< rgjl wo Wg’;ﬂ}(rgﬂ’wo, fj[éio],w) + c%i (5.149)
< ,rgr(;],wo 4 W[Bio}(’r[g:}’w()’ f[BiO]’wo) + Coé(:l (5150)

Since 7“[30] v+ W[SO]( [50] o f[SO] )ty < f][i{)}’w” by Observation 5.71, we obtain a
contradlctlon and (11) is proven. This concludes the induction step and therefore this
also proves the theorem. ]

5.2.3 SEGMENT PRIORITY MODIFICATION

In Section 5.2.2, we eliminate the timing anomalies and ensure that a feasible segmented
self-suspending task set remains schedulable in online scheduling by enforcing the release
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A A A
71 E‘ I 1 E | 1 I

I S A W T D A
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
(a) T-FP schedule (nominal). (b) Segment release time en- (c¢) No treatment (online).

forcement (online).

Figure 5.26.: Schedules of the task set T = {71, 72} under T-FP scheduling where 71 has
higher priority than 7. Enforcing the segment release time leads to a longer
per-job response time, compared to the schedule without treatment.

time of the segments. Although delaying the segment release has no negative impact on
the worst-case behavior, this treatment may lead to poor average-case performance. To
demonstrate this, consider the case shown in Figure 5.26, where the WCETs and the
maximum suspension times of segments are significantly larger than the actual execution
and suspension times. Figure 5.26a demonstrates the nominal schedule, Figure 5.26b
shows the schedule with enforcement, and Figure 5.26¢ shows the schedules without
enforcement. Compared to the schedule without enforcement, enforcing the segment
release time leads to a longer per-job response time, i.e., the time elapsed between the
release and the completion of a job. Therefore, a treatment to avoid timing anomalies
without artificially delaying segments is desirable.

To that end, we propose a treatment that modifies the segment priorities to eliminate
timing anomalies. In particular, we redefine the segment priorities according to their
finishing time in the nominal schedule. The rationale is that a segment with later
finishing time should not be able to interfere a segment with an earlier finishing time.
To distinguish original segment priorities and modified segment priorities, we call the
modified priorities preference instead. More specifically, we say that a segment B € B
has a higher preference than B’ € B if B finishes earlier than B’ in the nominal schedule.
We denote the preference as:

[Sol,wo

B>y B & fh ol

< I (5.151)

This leads to a total ordering of all segments in B. In the online schedule, segments with
higher preference are scheduled first. We denote by [S;”] the online schedule with priority
modification.

For example, consider the system of Figure 5.26. We denote by Bf and B the two
segments of the first job of task 71, and we denote by Bf and B3 the two segments of
the first job of task 7. The total preference ordering is:

Bl >pref BY >pref B3 >prep B (5.152)

Therefore, under the treatment with modified segment priorities, the online schedule will
look exactly like the schedule without treatment in Figure 5.26c.
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5.2. Timing Anomalies

Since in the online schedule, the segment priority is replaced with the segment preference,
we can observe the following.

Observation 5.77. Let B € B be a segment. The segment B finishes in the online
schedule with priority modification, i.e., in [S;¥], at the lowest t € R such that

£ > ST BT gy e (5.153)

sp sp
where VV[S1 ](r[sl ]’wl,t) is the total amount of time that higher-preference segments are

executed during the interval [rg (57 ]wl,t) in [S;F], i.e.,
Wl[gsfp](rgfp]’wl,t) = Z execgg}sp](rj[g lp]’wl,t). (5.154)
Bl>p7'efB

To prove that timing anomalies do not occur, we need to show that the interference
from higher-preference segments in the online schedule is not higher than the interference
from higher-priority segments in the nominal schedule. To achieve this, we first prove
the following key ingredient.

Lemma 5.78. For all segments B € B, the interference in the nominal schedule is lower
bounded by:
Wil (slgebee | pieheny > 3 ey (5.155)

B'eB
Sga]vwo <f}[§()LW() <fg50]>wu

Proof. We know that W[SO]( [So]wo [80]7“)0) ZB/>,, BeXngIO](SgO} -, 1[590]#}0) by
definition in Equation (5.117). Moreover, if B’ € B fulfills 35‘;0} w0 f][;:”}’w” < fgn]’w”,

then B’ # B, and B’ must be executed during the interval (s g” o f[S” “0), ie., it must

[50]( [So]wo f&)] wo)

have higher priority than B. Therefore, we can bound W from below

by

Wiel(slgehen | ploebeoy > > execy! (s fEH40). (5.156)

B’'eB
sggo],wo <f}[38,0]’”0 <f][350]’“’”

Now consider an arbitrary B’ € B with sgo]’wo < fl[go],wo < f? olwo - Ag explained

above, B’ must have higher priority than B. If B’ would be executed before sg‘)] wo

then it would have to finish before B can start. In that case, fr, [Solwo o 4 [80] “o whlch
[So],wo < f[Sa] w0 [Sol,wo
B/

contradicts s . Hence, we know that B’ can only start after Sp , 1.e.,
we have S%S”}’wo < sg“]’w" < fj[g,”]’w” < f][f”}’w”. Therefore,

eXeC[SO]( [So].wo fSO] w0y > exeC[SO}( [BS’O]Mov fgo],wo) = . (5.157)
Equations (5.156) and (5.157) combined prove the lemma. O
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The previous lemma allows us to prove that no timing anomalies occur with the
treatment that modifies segment priorities, as formulated in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.79. The finishing time of each segment in the online schedule [S;¥] with
segment preference instead of segment pm’om’tz’es is no larger than the finishing time in
the nominal schedule [Sy], i.e. fB Solwo f[s M for all B € B.

Proof. Similar to the proof of Theorem 5.76, let Seg = (By, B1,...) denote the list of
all segments B ordered by their finishing time in the nominal schedule, i.e., f5/ [Solwo

fl[‘;1 0b@o’ . holds. Please note that this ordering respects the segment preferences,

i.e., By >pref B1 >pref - ... We consider the online schedule [S;”] obtained with segment
preferences instead of segment priorities. By induction over the segments in Seg we show

that for each B, with n =0,1,.. ., the 1nequahty fidoken > gl o1
Base case (n = 0): We prove f‘SU] “o> f b by contradiction, i.e., we assume
fsg]wo < f[S Tl . By Observation 5.77, we know that f[S Tl

that ¢ > T[S ]wz +W§,SP]( [SO b )+C‘}§é holds. Since f[SO] wo - - f
we have

is the lowest ¢ € R such

(577w by assumption,

fsg]wg < E;S;} +W][3 }( (S lwi ][;)SOO]’W)-FCU]%- (5.158)

Bo

Since By has the earliest finishing time in [Sy] among all segments, it must be the

sp
first segment of its corresponding job J. Hence, By is released at time 7“501 b

S°7, S S . :
7‘!,1 bwr ry = rB olwo _ rgoo]’wo. Moreover, since By has the highest preference,

Wéo ]( g:p} “ E)O] “?) is the sum over an empty set, i.e., WB }( gop] oy E)ULW) =0.

This leads us to

fj[;oa],wg < 74[30] wo 4 Cuéé < T.J[‘BSOO]MU + cg@ < Tg)o]vwo + W][Bio}(rgé)]wo’f][;o] wa) T

(5.159)

Since f[s”]’w” > r[sa}’wa + W][B‘i‘]}( E;SOU]’WU E){JLWU) ¢z’ holds by Observation 5.71, we
obtain a contradiction. This proves f5 S”] 0> fE S ]““
Induction Step (n — 1+~ n): By the 1nduct10n hypothesis, we know that f [S <

f][g‘i‘)] “? holds for all the previous segments B; € Seg, = (By, Bi,... ,Bn—1)- In the

. [Sfp},wz [So],wo . .
following, we show that f5 < fg, - To achieve this, we first prove that
sp
Wi s, poheny < wigtl sl gk, (5.160)
We already know that W][BSU](SB‘;U}’WU, f [SULUJ”) > BeB ¢ holds by
" " " slSolwo _ p[Sol.wo _ ([Solwo
Sp,  </p </,

Lemma, 5.78. Therefore, it is left to show that
s !
Wi (slSohew plSolwoy o 3 . (5.161)

n
BeB
Sol, Sol, Sol,
3537‘3]“0<f][30]w0<f][37f]w0

164



5.2. Timing Anomalies

87 Sol,w Sol,wo . SP Sol,w Sol,w .
We know th?xt W[ ! }( 530] v ][3:} 7) = > B> s B exec% ]( [:] O,f[ 0}y 1y defini-
tion of WB‘il ) In that definition, the condition B >, B, is equivalent to f5 [Solwo
f[SO]’wu Moreover, if exec[S ]( [So]wo f[SO “0Y £ 0, then fj[; s ng]wo must hold.

Since B € Seg,,, we have f[S”] wo > f[s gee > s [SU]WU by induction. We obtain

[S ]( [B Wo f[S() wg) < Z eXeC[B }( [Sg]wg f[Sg w()) (5162)

BeB
Sol, Sol, Sol,
353,(3] W0<f[B o]wg<fj[3£]wo

S TR DR
BeB BeB
S%SSLWO <f1[;50],w0 <f[BST£}Lw0 S[;(L)],wo <f[B-50Lw0 <f,[§jf]’w0
(5.163)
This proves Equation (5. 161) and therefore, also Equation (5.160) is proven.
We show f[S"] wO > f[S Pl by contradlctlon i.e., we assume that f[so]’w” < f (5w
By Observation 5.77, we know that fB 1w is the lowest t € R such that ¢ > T[S o +
sp sp
Wj[gil ](Tgi b ,t) + ¢3! holds. Since f[SO] wo fj[BSn ]wl, we have
Sp sp
f[B.S;Lo],wg < [5 lwsi W[S ]( [Bn w1 j[BS;LOLuJO) +Cué1n (5164)

If B,, is the first segment of a job J, then similar to the base case it is released at the

release of J and T‘[S T _ J= rg”} Y holds. Otherwise, the segment B € B prior to

By, in its corresponding job J is in Seg,,. By induction fj (577w < fp [Solwo , and therefore

the segment B,, is released in [S;¥] no later than in [Sy], i.e. rj[s,l ]wl [S” hwo < [S:] o,
We obtain

E:Lwo < [g Plwi +W[SSP]( [Sn} gsno},w())_i_c:g (5.165)

<o (sl —rﬁfﬂ’w) + Wi (slgoher plSoleoy st (5.166)

[50] W s S5 + (5.167)

< sgj] “0 4 ng”](sgj}’“", Fobeoy 4 (5.168)

Since f[sg]w > s [80] Y4 W[SU]( [So]wo f[SU “?) + ¢ holds by Observation 5.72, we

obtain a contradlctlon. Hence, ff}?]w” > fj[Ei w1 holds. This concludes the induction
step and therefore the theorem is proven. O

IMPLEMENTATION IN RTEMS We implemented a S-FP scheduling mechanism in
RTEMS [RTE23], an open-source RTOS, to demonstrate the applicability of the treatment
segment priority modification. In the following, we first introduce the key APIs for
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I (3 =— T =1 [ 3 T = [ 3]
0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8
(a) Before. (b) After. (c¢) During.

Figure 5.27.: Impact of the time to perform priority modification. The red arrow indicates
the time point that the priority is modified. Only option (c) leads to the
desired behavior.

implementing the S-FP scheduling. Afterwards, we showcase the validity of the treatment
in RTEMS with a working example.

There are three major functionalities to be taken into consideration while designing
the S-FP scheduling mechanism in RTEMS: (i) self-suspension of a task, (ii) resuming a
self-suspended task, and (iii) modifying task priority. In our current design, we introduce
a middle layer which wraps all the required functions provided by RTEMS at the API
layer without modifying the underlying kernel. To perform self-suspension, the current
executing task calls the function rtems_task_suspend () with its own task ID RTEMS_SELF
at the end of a segment execution, except for the last segment. Since a task cannot
resume itself after suspension, the resume of a suspended task must be triggered by other
sources, e.g., another task.

In the S-FP scheduling, segments from the same task are allowed to have different
priorities. However, RT'EMS only supports task-level priority assignment in the current
version. Therefore, we adjusted the priority for each segment by calling the function
rtems_task_set priority().

There are three possible moments for modifying the priority: before, after, and during
the suspension of the previous segment, as shown in Figure 5.27. If the priority is
modified before the suspension starts, i.e., during the execution of the previous segment,
the remaining execution of the previous segment can be preempted by another job
(Figure 5.27a). Alternatively, modifying the priority after the segment starts can result
in unexpected preemptions (Figure 5.27b). This is due to the gap between calling the
function rtems_task_set_priority() and issuing the priority modification. Therefore,
the ideal solution is to perform priority modification during the suspension, as shown in
Figure 5.27c.

Considering the priority modification during suspension, we introduce a customized
resume mechanism. Given the priority of each segment as inputs, we keep a lookup table
in the middle layer. Each time before a suspended task is about to be resumed, the
controlling task first calls the function rtems_task_set priority() to assign the new
priority to the task according to the lookup table, then it calls rtems_task_resume ()
with the ID of the task to be resumed.

We validated the proposed treatment, segment priority modification, in RTEMS with
our S-FP implementation using the following example. Given a task set T = {11, 72} of
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T e 1] n 1 N 4
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(a) T-FP WCET. (b) T-FP with early completion. (c) S-FP with early completion.

Figure 5.28.: The working example implemented in RTEMS. With early completion of
the first segment of 71, the finishing time of the second job from 7 (marked
in blue) increases under T-FP scheduling (T-FP with early completion). By
applying the priorities from the treatment segment priority modification on
S-FP scheduling (S-FP with early completion), the finishing time remains
the same as in the nominal schedule (T-FP WCET).

two tasks to be scheduled on a uniprocessor system, with:
e 71 € PerOff(12,0) N SegSS(3, 5, 3)
e 79 € PerOff(6,0) N SegSS(1)

Since a task cannot resume itself after suspension, we add one additional lowest priority
task Tsus € PerOff(12,0) N SegSS(3), which resumes 71 when it finishes execution. We
consider three scenarios: (a) T-FP WCET, (b) T-FP with early completion, and (c)
S-FP with early completion. In T-FP WCET and T-FP with early completion,
the tasks are scheduled using T-FP scheduling. Each segment is executed for its WCET,
and then suspended for the maximum length of the suspension interval in T-FP WCET.
In T-FP with early completion, the segments and the suspension interval can finish
earlier. More specifically, we decrease the execution time of the first segment in 7. In
S-FP with early completion, the tasks are scheduled using S-FP scheduling. The
priorities of the segments follow the treatment segment priority modification, which use
the schedule generated by T-FP scheduling as the nominal schedule.

Figure 5.28 demonstrates the schedules generated in the three scenarios. The numbers
in the segments are their priorities. A lower number indicates a higher priority. We observe
that in Figure 5.28b, the first segment of 77 finishes earlier, which delays the second job
of 79. With priorities generated from the treatment segment priority modification, the
second job of 75 is not affected, i.e., no timing anomalies occur.

5.2.4 EVALUATION OF PROPOSED MECHANISMS

We compare the proposed treatments to state-of-the-art scheduling algorithms in terms of
schedulability on synthetic task sets. First, we describe how the task sets are synthesized,
and briefly introduce the comparing algorithms. Afterwards, we report the acceptance
ratios of the algorithms under different task set configurations, and propose an approach
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based on a combination of scheduling algorithms to achieve a higher acceptance ratio.
The source code that is used to conduct the experiments is released on Github [TU 24].

TASK SETS AND ALGORITHMS In our evaluation, we focus on periodic synchronous
tasks with segmented self-suspension and implicit deadlines. The synthetic task sets are
generated as follows. First, we consider different total utilization settings of a task set,
ranging from 0% to 100 % in a 5% step. For each total utilization setting, we generate
100 task sets, each with 10 tasks {7,...,710}. Given the total utilization of a task set,
we apply the Dirichlet-Rescale (DRS) algorithm [GBD20] to determine the utilization U,
of each individual task 7;. T%,, the period of task 7, is selected uniformly at random from
a set of semi-harmonic periods T+, € {1, 2,5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 1 000}, which is used in
automotive systems [Brii4+17; Ham+17; Tob+16]. Each task 7; has an implicit deadline
D, =T,. With the utilization U,, and period T%,, the total execution time of task 7; is
calculated accordingly, i.e., C;, = U, - T%,.

Next, we divide the total execution time C-, into the m,, segments. In our evaluation,
m., is selected from the set {2 (Rare),5 (Moderate),8 (Frequent)} based on the configu-
ration of the task set. The number of suspension intervals is set to m,, — 1 accordingly.
The total suspension length of task 7; is generated according to a uniform distribution in
one of the following three ranges, as suggested in [BHC17; HC16]:

e Short suspension: [0.01(T, — C,),0.1(T%, — C,)]
e Medium suspension: [0.1(T;, — C4,),0.3(T%, — C+,)]
e Long suspension: [0.3(T, — C,),0.6(T, — C7,)]

Having the number of computation segments m,, the total execution time C7,, and the
total suspension length, we apply the DRS algorithm to determine the execution time of
each computation segment and the length of each suspension interval, thus constructing
the execution behavior SegSS(C’%, S;Z_, ..., CI7) for task ;.

We consider the following segmented self-suspending scheduling algorithms:'!

e NOM-EDF': Our approach, the nominal schedules are generated using EDF.
¢ NOM-RM: Our approach, the nominal schedules are generated using RM.

e SCAIR-OPA [Sch+18b]: A pseudo-polynomial time schedulability test under
Audsley’s Optimal Priority assignment [Aud01].

e SCAIR-RM [Sch+18b]: A pseudo-polynomial time schedulability test under RM
priority assignment.

¢ EDAGMF-OPA [HCI16]: A T-FP equal deadline assignment scheduling with
Audsley’s Optimal Priority assignment.

"The evaluation framework for self-suspending task systems, i.e., SSSEvaluation [CGiin+21b] (see
Section 5.1.4.1), is applied for evaluating SCAIR-OPA, SCAIR-RM, and EDAGMF-OPA.
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Figure 5.29.: Acceptance ratio of the approaches under different task set configurations.

Recall that the proposed treatments depend on information such as the nominal release
times of segments and the total preference order in a nominal schedule. NOM-EDF and
NOM-RM generate a nominal schedule by simulating the execution of the given task
set based on the WCET and maximum suspension time of the segments using EDF/RM
scheduling, respectively. As discussed in Remark 5.68, our treatments derive a feasible
schedule whenever the nominal schedule simulated over one hyperperiod is feasible. Note
that, although we focus on synchronous periodic tasks to ensure the schedulability of the
nominal schedule in our evaluation, NOM-EDF and NOM-RM can work on any task
set with a repetitive release pattern, e.g., periodic tasks with different offsets, as long as
the nominal schedule repeats.

SCHEDULABILITY UNDER DIFFERENT TASK SET CONFIGURATIONS We compare
the acceptance ratio between the evaluated scheduling algorithms. Figure 5.29 demon-
strates the results on task sets with different configurations, i.e., number of segments
in a task and total suspension length. We observe that in almost all the evaluated
configurations, our NOM-EDF approach outperforms all the state of the arts. The
reason is that in order to eliminate timing anomalies for scheduling sporadic tasks, the
existing methods over-approximate the WCRTs of tasks, which leads to overly pessimistic
results. An exception appears in Figure 5.29 (g), where EDAGMF-OPA has the highest
acceptance ratio among all algorithms when the total utilization reaches 95 % for task
sets with long suspension intervals and only two segments. We conclude that under
certain configurations, priority assignment approaches such as EDAGMF-OPA can
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Figure 5.30.: Acceptance ratios under the Long, Rare configuration while considering the
COMB-ALL approach.

significantly improve the performance, i.e., schedulability, of T-FP scheduling. Still, our
proposed treatments show high acceptance ratios under all the other configurations.

Although we achieved high acceptance ratios with NOM-RM and NOM-EDF in
almost all the evaluated configurations, we would like to point out that the proposed
treatments do not bind to any specific scheduling algorithms for generating a nominal
schedule. Given a feasible nominal schedule of a segmented self-suspension periodic task
set generated by any T-FP scheduling algorithm, segment release time enforcement and
segment priority modification eliminate timing anomalies and guarantee the schedulability,
as proven in Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3. Therefore, we propose a new approach COMB-
ALL, which applies several scheduling algorithms to a task set, and returns a nominal
schedule if the task set is feasible by any of these algorithms. In our current design, we
consider NOM-EDF, NOM-RM, and EDAGMF-OPA in COMB-ALL since these
approaches in general outperform the others in Figure 5.29. Figure 5.30 demonstrates
the acceptance ratios of COMB-ALL and those of the three approaches individually
under the same configuration in Figure 5.29 (g). We observe that COMB-ALL has the
highest acceptance ratio among the anomaly-free approaches.

5.3 SUMMARY AND OPEN PROBLEMS

In this chapter, we investigated the timing behavior of self-suspending tasks under
preemptive uniprocessor scheduling. To that end, we first examined different schedulability
analyses in Section 5.1. Second, in Section 5.2, we considered one specific reason for the
analytical pessimism inherent to self-suspending tasks in more detail: the presence of
timing anomalies.

Regarding schedulability analyses, we considered dynamic self-suspending tasks under
T-FP, EDF and EL scheduling. Under T-FP scheduling, we provided the first suspension-
aware analysis for arbitrary-deadline sporadic real-time tasks and tasks abstracted with
arrival curves. Under EDF scheduling, we presented two novel analyses, namely a
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response-time analysis and an analysis that quantifies redundant self-suspension. We
introduced a unifying response-time analysis for all EL scheduling algorithms, applicable
to arbitrary-deadline sporadic tasks. Furthermore, we enhanced an analysis framework
for schedulablility tests of self-suspending tasks by implementing state-of-the art schedu-
lability tests we were aware of when the enhanced framework was published, and by
providing additional features.

Regarding timing anomalies, we considered segmented self-suspending tasks with a
fixed arrival pattern scheduled under S-FP scheduling. We detailed the reason for timing
anomalies and used that observation to develop two mechanisms that avoid timing
anomalies, namely segment release time enforcement and segment priority modification.
By using these mechanisms, WCRTSs of tasks occur when all tasks execute their WCET
and suspend for their maximum suspension time. Hence, exact WCRT analysis for
synchronous periodic tasks using our mechanisms can be conducted by simulating the
schedule over one hyperperiod.

Despite our contributions of this chapter, there remain many open questions to be
resolved and future work to be conducted, detailed as follows. Regarding the schedulability
analysis under T-FP, we utilized heuristics from related work to partition T into Ty and Ts.
While any partitioning can be used to conduct the analysis, finding partitioning heuristics
with mathematical reasoning tailored to our proposed schedulability test remains an
open problem. Regarding the evaluation framework, currently only uniprocessor tests are
integrated. To integrate multiprocessor tests as well, reasonable benchmarks to generate
synthetic task sets for multiprocessor scenarios need to be explored. In that regard, the
DRS algorithm [GBD20] could be used to make the generation process more efficient.
Furthermore, since the publication of the enhanced evaluation framework, some novel
analyses have not been integrated into the framework yet, and we should pursue to keep
the framework up-to-date. Besides these immediate open problems, we emphasize the
following research directions to be explored further:

e Necessary tests for self-suspending tasks: Although we made significant
improvements in the analysis of self-suspending tasks, it remains unclear how close
our results are to exact results. The reason is that for dynamic self-suspending
tasks there exist no necessary schedulability conditions besides the simulation of
specific analysis scenarios. In future work, necessary conditions should be analyzed
in more detail to identify the margin for analytical improvement.

o Exploration of self-suspension models: While abstraction of self-suspending
tasks using dynamic self-suspension is always possible, it may lead to potentially
pessimistic results. Hence, the schedulability analysis in this work, although widely
applicable, may be unsuitable in specific use cases. Besides dynamic self-suspension
there exist some analyses for abstraction to segmented or hybrid self-suspension.
However, the general problem of finding abstractions of self-suspension which give
a tight description of actual use cases while being easily analyzable remains open.
Instead of limiting the consideration to a few predefined task models, future work
should pursue property-based abstractions to enable new analytical approaches and
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tight description of the preconditions of analytical results.

Extensions to multiprocessor scheduling: Although the examination of this
chapter focuses on uniprocessor scheduling, multicore systems are an essential part
of distributed systems. While the results of this chapter are directly applicable to
partitioned multiprocessor scheduling, by considering each processor individually,
extensions to global multiprocessor scheduling are more involving. It remains unclear
to what extent the insights of this chapter are applicable to global scheduling in
multicore systems.

Generalized examination of timing anomalies: While we identified two
mechanisms to avoid timing anomalies for self-suspending tasks, these are limited
to segmented self-suspending tasks with fixed release pattern. Furthermore, timing
anomalies do not only occur for self-suspending tasks, as detailed in Section 3.1. It
is unclear if similar mechanisms can be developed for more general task abstractions
of self-suspending tasks or for other scenarios in which timing anomalies occur.
In future work, timing anomalies should be examined in a more generalized and
unified manner.



END-TO-END LATENCY OF CAUSE-EFFECT
CHAINS

Most cyber-physical control systems must react to external activities with an appropriate
actuation. They are often safety-critical, since not behaving as expected may lead to
dire consequences for the system, humans, or the environment. A common characteristic
of such control systems is that they perform the same functionality over and over again—
frequently checking for an external activity and providing an actuation when needed.
Figure 6.1 depicts an automatic break system where the car should automatically be
stopped when a pedestrian is observed in front of the car. In this simplified example,
three steps (each handled by a related task) must be performed: (i) A camera image is
taken, (ii) image recognition marks pedestrians in the picture, and (iii) danger analysis
determines whether the car must be stopped to not endanger pedestrians. This example
also shows why safety-critical control systems often have timing requirements: It is not
sufficient to calculate the correct result based on the observed situation, i.e., braking.
Instead, the required actuation must also be performed within a certain time interval to
avoid harming the pedestrian.

Prior to 2016, research primarily considered timing for individual tasks. For instance, a
Worst-Case Response Time (WCRT) analysis for a specific task determines the maximum
time interval between the release of a task instance and its completion. Such a WCRT
analysis focuses only on the worst-case execution behavior of the task and the interference
of other tasks. However, if a functionality is achieved by the interplay between tasks, as
in the example in Figure 6.1, then the data propagation must be considered. Specifically,
we are interested in the timing behavior of a chain that is composed of multiple tasks
that must communicate the necessary data to their successor in the chain and may be
executed on different processing units. We call a related analysis that considers a chain
of communicating tasks and determines the time needed to process data through the
complete chain an end-to-end analysis. This chapter follows the notation and terminology
introduced in Section 3.2.

Starting in 2007 and more frequently since 2016, the end-to-end latency of such data
flows has been analyzed. However, most results are tied to specific task models and one
specific end-to-end latency, and the generalization of different concepts and approaches
has mostly been neglected. In this chapter, we tackle this gap by (i) proving fundamental
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Figure 6.1.: Simplified automatic break system.

properties, that are applicable to almost any system model, and by (ii) developing a
frame that can be used as a backbone to derive most analytical literature results. More
specifically, this chapter is organized as follows:

e We present fundamental timing properties for end-to-end latency of cause-effect
chains in Section 6.1. The fundamental properties are described with only a minimal
set of restrictions and are therefore applicable to most system models.

e In Section 6.2, we discuss analytical bounds on the end-to-end latency of cause-effect
chains. That includes the development of an analytical frame that can be applied
universally to derive most analytical bounds from the literature. Furthermore, we
present our novel analytical bounds.

e In Section 6.3, probabilistic metrics for the end-to-end latency are introduced and
analyzed, considering two types of randomness: Response-time randomness and
failure probabilities. A special focus is on the potential pitfalls that are inherent
for the definition of probabilistic end-to-end latency.

6.1 FUNDAMENTAL PROPERTIES

In this section, we detail two fundamental properties of the end-to-end latency. The
first is a compositional property that allows to cut any cause-effect chain into smaller
segments and analyze each of them separately. The second is the equivalence between
the two metrics Maximum Reaction Time (MRT) and Maximum Data Age (MDA).
Although those two metrics were believed to be inherently different, we show that they
are actually the same. The mentioned properties are fundamental because they hold
for any communication and scheduling mechanism that adheres to the two requirements
(R1) and (R2) stated in Section 3.2.1. Hence, it covers periodic and sporadic tasks under
implicit communication and Logical Execution Time (LET), and even tasks scheduled
and communicating under more specialized mechanisms, like those using Robot Operating
System 2 (ROS2).

For convenience, we introduce the notation < for the ordering of jobs of the same task,
and use it to describe the fundamental behavior of immediate forward and immediate
backward job chains. Specifically, Lemma 6.2 serves as a backbone for several analytical
results in this chapter, especially in Sections 6.1.1, 6.1.2, 6.2.1 and 6.2.3.

Definition 6.1. For two jobs 7(i) and 7(j) of the same task T, we denote by (i) < 7(j)
or 7(j) = 7(i) the case that i < j. Furthermore, 7(i) < 7(j) or 7(j) = 7(i) if i < j.
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Lemma 6.2. Let ¢ = (Jy,...,J,) and ¢ = (Ji,...,J},) be two job chains for E in w.

(i) If c is immediate forward and J; < J; for some i € {1,...,n}, then J; < J; for all
jedi,...,n}.

(i) If c is immediate backward and J; = J] for some i € {1,...,n}, then J; = J; for
all je{1,...,i}.

Proof of Lemma 6.2. We prove (i) by induction over j =1i,...,n.
Initial case (j = i): For j =14, J; < J} by assumption.
Induction step (j — j +1): If J; < J} for j € {4,...,n — 1}, then this means that
the write-event of the job J; is no later than the write-event of the job J]‘. Since the
read-event of the job J J’ 41 is no earlier than the write-event of J J’ (by definition of a job
chain), the read-event of .J}; is also no earlier than the write-event of J;. Since Jj41 is
the earliest job with read-event no earlier than the write-event of J;, we conclude that
Jit1 < 4

We prove (ii) by induction over j =1i,...,1.
Initial case (j = i): For j =14, J; < J; by assumption.
Induction step (j — j —1): If J; < J; for j € {4,...,2}, then this means that the
read-event of the job J ]’ is no later than the read-event of the job J;. Since the write-event
of the job J]L1 is no later than the read-event of J j’ (by definition of a job chain), the
write-event of JJ’»_1 is also no later than the read-event of J;. Since J;_; is the latest job
with write-event no later than the read-event of J;, we conclude that J]’-fl <Jj-1. U

6.1.1 COMPOSITIONAL PROPERTY

Usually, cause-effect chains are distributed over several components that require different
treatments and analyses. The analysis of such potentially long cause-effect chains can be
difficult and time-consuming. To mitigate this problem, in this section, we show that the
end-to-end latency underlies a compositional property. More specifically, any cause-effect
chain can be decomposed into smaller cause-effect chains, and adding up the end-to-end
latency of all components yields a safe upper bound on the end-to-end latency of the full
chain. After the decomposition of the cause-effect chain, the components only have to
respect the local properties that they are executed on. Hence, by a smart decomposition
the chain becomes much easier to analyze.

The results presented in this section appeared in RTAS 2021 [Giin+21a] and in a
journal extension for ACM TECS in 2023 [Giin+23a]. However, the concept of warm-up
has not been established at the date of publication. Instead, so-called valid job chains
were used to constraint the observation window. The proofs of this section are adjusted
to be compatible with the warm-up.

Theorem 6.3 (Cutting). Let E = (11 — --- — 7,,) be any cause-effect chain, decomposed
into two components By = (11 — -+ — 7%) and Ey = (Tk11 — -+ — 7). The end-to-end
latency of the components Ey and Es yields an upper bound on the end-to-end latency of
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Figure 6.2.: Cutting one immediate backward augmented job chain dc%(24) into two as
in the proof of Theorem 6.3 (Cutting).

E. That s,

MRT(E,w) < MRT(Ey,w) + MRT(E2, w) (6.1)
MDA(E,w) < MDA(E},w) + MDA(E3, w)

for all w € Q. Consequently, MRT(E) < MRT(E;) + MRT(E2) and MDA(E) <
MDA(E}) + MDA(FE2) hold as well.

The proof of the Cutting-Theorem relies on cutting immediate forward (backward, re-
spectively) augmented job chains into smaller immediate forward (backward, respectively)
augmented job chains, such that their combined length is at least the length of the initial
immediate forward (backward, respectively) augmented job chain. Figure 6.2 shows the
concept for immediate backward augmented job chains, assuming that jobs adhere to
implicit communication. We see that £(dc};(24)) < £(acy, (10 +¢€)) + £(acy, (24)). The
jobs that appear in the backward augmented job chain dc%,(24), marked with the pattern,
are distributed among dcf; (10 + €) and dcf, (24). Only the events for external activity
and actuation have to be determined properly. We note that the ¢ ensures that the
immediate backward job chain of Ej is considered in the calculation of the MDA, i.e.,
z' > we¥ (Tk(Wng)) For the decomposition of the immediate forward job chain we do
not need this € as we can see in the proof.

Proof. We start by proving Equation (6.1). Consider an immediate forward augmented
job chain a¢(z) = (2, Ji, ..., Jn, we“(Jy)) for cause-effect chain E in a system evolution
w € Q. We define the immediate forward augmented job chains:

acy, (2) = (2, J1, ... S, we (Ji)) (6.3)
acy, (we? (Jy)) = (we“(Ji), Jes1s - -+ s Jny we'(Jn)) (6.4)

Then {(acy(z)) < L(acy, (2)) + L(ac, (we(Jk))). We must check that if acg(z) is
considered in the calculation of MRT(E,w), then also acy, (2) and act, (we“(Ji)) are
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considered in the calculation of MRT(E},w) and MRT(E», w), respectively. That is, if
z >re”(ri(Wg . )), then

z >re’(n(Wg, ) (6.5)

we” (Jx) > re” (Tr41 (WEQ,T,CH )

must hold as well.

For Equation (6.5): We know that (71 (W5 ), ..., (W . ) is an immediate backward
job chain for E in w. Therefore, the first k£ jobs form an immediate backward job chain
(mWg ), e(Wg ) for Eq in w. Since by definition 71 (W}, ) is the first job of
the first immediate backward job chain of F; in w, we know that Wg, - < Wg . Hence,
re’(Wg, ) <re?(Wg ) <z, ie., Equation (6.5) holds.

For Equation (6.6): We prove that equation by contradiction. To that end, we assume
that we*(Ji) < re*(mo41(Wg, -, ., ). Since (m(Wg . ),..., (Wg ) is an immediate
backward job chain, we know that the last (n — k) tasks form an immediate backward
job chain (71 (Wg ), . (W5 ) for Es in w. Since 7,11 (Wg, ) is the first
job of the first immediate backward job chain for Fs in w, we know that WE"Q’WH <
Wg +o.,- Therefore, we have we*(J) < re*(me1(Wg, o)) < re(ma(Wg ).
Since the job chain (11(Wg ,),..., 7 (Wj ) is immediate backward, we obtain that
we® (Jg) < we(re(WE ), Le., Ji < 7(Wg ). By Lemma 6.2, also J1 < i(Wg ).
Since, z < re”(J1) by definition, we obtain z < re*(r1(WE ) which contradicts that
z >re”(r1(Wg ., )). Hence, Equation (6.6) holds.

We conclude £(ac(2)) < £(acy, (2)) +L(ach, (we* (Jk))) < MRT(E1,w) +MRT(Es, w).
Since this holds for all z > re” (1 (W} ), it also holds for the supremum, i.e., we obtain
MRT(E,w) < MRT(F,w) + MRT(Es,w). [0 Equation (6.1)

Equation (6.2) is proven analogously. Here, the length of any immediate backward
augmented job chain acy(2) = (re¥(J1),J1,...,Jn,2") for E is upper bounded by
U(acy(2') < L(acy, (re”(Jrpy1) +¢€)) + L(ack, (2)), where

d_coé'l (rew(Jk-i-l) + 5) = (rew(Jl)) J1> ceey Jk‘a rew(‘]k-‘rl) + 5) (67)
ach, (7)) = (ve (Jit1), Tt 1y - - Ins 2) (6.8)
with 0 < e sufficiently small to ensure that (Ji,...,Ji) is part of dacg, (re”(Jx41) + ),

i.e., € is chosen such that
re”(Jg+1) + e < min{we*(1(j)) | j € N, we*(7%(j)) > re” (Jk41)}- (6.9)

We note that the minimum on the right-hand side exists due to restriction (R2). Again,
we need to ensure that if 2 > we* (7, (Wg . )), then

re” (Jpt1) + € > we* (1, (WE, 1)) (6.10)
2> we (1, (Wg, 1)) (6.11)

holds as well.
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For Equation (6.10): Since (J1,...,J,) is an immediate backward job chain for E in
w, we know that (Ji,...,Jg) is an immediate backward job chain for Fy in w. Therefore,
we (Te(WE, ,.)) < we“(J). Moreover, we“(Jg) < re”(J11) < re¥(J41) + €. Hence,
Equation (6.10) holds.

For Equation (6.11): Since (ri(Wg ), ..., (W5 )) is an immediate backward job
chain for F in w, the last (n — k) jobs (Tk+1(WE7Tk+1), -, To(WE ) form an immediate
backward job chain for E5 in w. Therefore, we” (1,(W, . )) < we*(7,(Wg . )). Moreover,
we (1,(Wg ) < z. Hence, Equation (6.11) holds.

We conclude that ((dcy(2')) < £(dach, (re®(Jgy1) +¢€)) + L(dcy, (2') < MDA(E,w) +
MDA (E3,w). Since this holds for all 2’ > we® (7, (W _ )), it also holds for the supremum,
i.e., MDA(E,w) < MDA(E;,w) + MDA(FE2,w). ’ O Equation (6.2)

Applying the supremum over all w €  also proves the bounds for overall latency. [

Although the theorem is only formulated for two components, applying the theorem
several times allows a decomposition into more components. More specifically, if E can
be decomposed into multiple cause-effect chains Fi,..., Ey, then

N N
MRT(E,w) <> MRT(Ej,w) and MDA(E,w) <> MDA(Ejw). (6.12)
j=1 j=1

Consequently, MRT(E) < "I} MRT(E;) and MDA(E) < Y% MDA(E;).
The theorem can also be extended for comply with the Maximum Reduced Data Age
(MRDA) and Maximum Reduced Reaction Time (MRRT). That is, by a similar proof,

we obtain
MRDA (F,w) < MDA(FE1,w) + MRDA(E2, w) (6.13)

for the MRDA, and
MRRT(E,w) < MRRT(F1,w) + MRT(FE>,w) (6.14)

for the MRRT.

6.1.2 EQUIVALENCE OF LATENCIES

Although multiple approaches to calculate or bound MRT or MDA have been pro-
vided [Bec+16a; Bec+16b; Ben+02; Dav+07; Diir+19; Fei+09; FBP17; Giin+21a;
KBS18; Raj+10; Sch+18a], the relation between the MRT and MDA values is less
analyzed. This is kind of surprising, since answering the questions if, how, and in which
scenarios the MRT and MDA values are related is interesting—both from a practical
perspective (since it may be sufficient to analyze one metric instead of two) and from a
research perspective (since analysis methods for one metric may also be applied when
analyzing the other).

Starting in 2019 the analytical relation between MRT and MDA has been further
explored. More specifically, Diirr et al. [Diir+19] showed that an analytical bound for
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MRT in sporadic systems also holds for the MRDA. Furthermore, Giinzel et al. [Glin+21a;
Glin+23a] showed that the exact MRT is an upper bound for the MDA under a general
definition. Empirical observations suggest an even stronger relation. More specifically,
the AUTOSAR Timing Extensions [AUT22] state that “without over- and undersampling,
age and reaction are the same” [AUT22, Section 3.6.2, p. 114]. However, while this
observation seems to imply that MRT and MDA can differ for systems with over- or
undersampling, recent measurements in ROS2 show that the observed MRT and MDA
always coincide [Tep+-22]. Hence, it is unclear in which scenarios MRT and MDA coincide.
Even more, while both observations suggest a strong relation between MRT and MDA,
no proof for such a relation is provided.

In this section, we further investigate MRT and MDA through analytical discussion
to determine if, how, and in which scenarios the MRT and MDA wvalues are related.
Specifically, we formally prove that they are equivalent after the warm-up period, i.e.,
after the data passes the complete cause-effect chain once. This insight allows the
verification of timing constraints for both metrics at the same time. Moreover, analytical
results in the literature for one metric can be utilized for the other one. The section is
organized as follows:

e In Section 6.1.2.1, we define p-partitioned job chains, with p € {1,...,n}, as a key
ingredient to prove the equivalence of MRT and MDA. We show that MRT and
MDA can be expressed as 1-partitioned job chains and n-partitioned job chains,
respectively.

e In Section 6.1.2.2, we discuss the equivalence between MRT and MDA using
partitioned job chains, and show that the timing behavior is independent of p, i.e.,
any arbitrary p can be chosen to compute MDA and MRT.

e The implication of our results in practice is discussed in Section 6.1.2.3.

e To validate our theoretical results, we examine MRT, MDA on a ROS2 system
with non-periodic tasks under implicit communication in Section 6.1.2.4.

We show the equivalence of MRT and MDA while making only very few non-restrictive
assumptions regarding tasks, communication, and scheduling model. Therefore, our
results apply for a large variety of systems. Specifically, our results can be applied for
but are not limited to periodic or sporadic tasks and implicit communication or LET.
The underlying scheduler may be (i) a Job-level Fixed-Priority (J-FP) or Task-level
Fixed-Priority (T-FP) scheduler (e.g., Earliest-Deadline-First (EDF) or Rate Monotonic
(RM), respectively), (ii) work-conserving or non-work-conserving, and (iii) preemptive or
non-preemptive. Furthermore, jobs may be executed on different processing units (e.g.,
on different Electronic Control Units (ECUs)). Due to the equivalence, no distinction
between MRT and MDA is necessary. Hence, for the remainder of this dissertation

Lat(E,w) := MRT(E, w) = MDA(E, w) (6.15)
Lat(E) := MRT(E) = MDA(E) (6.16)
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Figure 6.3.: Four tasks with cause-effect chain (77 — 7 — 73 — 74) communicating via
implicit communication. The red line depicts the chain pcf; 5(1) whereas the
dashed red line depicts pc% ,(1). The length of pc% 5(1) is upper bounded
by the length of pcf 5(1). The blue job annotations illustrate the proof of
Lemma 6.6 (>-relation).

denotes the end-to-end latency in general whenever the equivalence applies. The results
presented in this section appeared in ECRTS 2023 [Giin+23b], where we received the
best paper award for our work.

6.1.2.1 PARTITIONED JOB CHAINS

In this section, for a given cause-effect chain £ = (11 — -+ — 7,,), we define p-partitioned
job chains (p € {1,2,...,n}). We show that these p-partitioned job chains allow MRT
and MDA definitions that are equivalent to the ones based on augmented job chains
stated in Definition 3.7. In particular, considering 1-partitioned job chains is equivalent
to considering immediate forward augmented job chains, and considering n-partitioned
job chain is equivalent to considering immediate backward augmented job chains. In
Section 6.1.2.2, we utilize these p-partitioned job chains to show the equivalence between
MRT and MDA by discussing the difference of p-partitioned and (p + 1)-partitioned job
chains forp=1,...,n — 1.

A p-partitioned job chain is a combination of (i) two subsequent jobs J, and jp of task
Tp, (ii) an immediate backward job chain that starts at J,, and (iii) an immediate forward
job chain that starts at jp. In Figure 6.3, the dashed chain pc"éz(l) is a 2-partitioned
job chain comprising an immediate backward job chain with last entry m»(1), and an
immediate forward job chain with first entry 79(2).

We start by formally defining partitioned job chains.

Definition 6.4 (Partitioned job chain). Let p € {1,...,n} and m € N. We define the
m-th p-partitioned job chain pc“ép(m) by

P (m) = (Ji,. oy Jps Ty oy ) (6.17)
if the following conditions are satisfied:

e J, is the m-th job of 7, and J, is the (m -+ 1)-th job of 7.
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o (Ji,...,Jp) is an immediate backward job chain for (1 — -+ — 7).

o (Jp,...,Jn) is an immediate forward job chain for (1, — -+ — 7,).

We note that pcf; ,(m) ezists if and only if the immediate backward job chain (Ji,. .., Jp)

exists. The length of a partitioned job chain is £(Jy, ..., Jp, Jp, ... Jn) = we(Jy) —re(Jy).

Since pc; ;(m) is composed of the forward chain starting at Ji = 71(m + 1) and one
additional job J; at the beginning (accounting for the external activity between re® (1 (m))
and re*(11(m+1))), it is equivalent to a4 (z) with z € (re¥ (1 (m)),re* (11 (m+1))]. Since
pc, ,(m) is composed of the backward job chain with last job 7,,(m) and one additional
job at the end (accounting for the actuation between we®(7,(m)) and we“ (7, (m + 1))),
it is equivalent to acy(2') with 2’ € [we“(7,(m)), we* (1,(m + 1))). In the following we
prove that the MRT and MDA can be expressed using partitioned job chains.

Theorem 6.5 (MRT and MDA by partitioned job chains). The MRT and MDA of
cause-effect chain E = (11 — -+ — 7,,) in system evolution w € ) can be expressed by
partitioned job chains as follows:

MRT(E,w) = sup {(pcg(m)) (6.18)
MDA(E,w) = sup {(pcg,(m)) (6.19)
m2Wg .,

Proof. By Definition 3.7, we know that MRT(E, w) = Sup_ e (r, (W
can be formulated as

sT1

MRT(F,w) = sup sup L(ach(2)). (6.20)
m2Wg | z€(re¥ (11(m)),re? (11 (m+1))]

Since SUPe (rev (r, (m)) e (r1 (m+1))) £(@C5(2)) = €(pc 1 (m)), we obtain Equation (6.18).
By Definition 3.7, we know that MDA(E, w) = Sup.isyew(r, (we ) l(ac(2')). Fur-
thermore, for a sufficiently small ¢ > 0, we have ’

tacp(we®(tn(WE 5,,)))) < llack(we® (1, (WE 5,,)) +¢€)). (6.21)

Therefore, including 2’ = we“(7,, (W )) in the supremum makes no difference, i.e., we
obtain that MDA(E,w) = Sup./>yew (r, (ws ) 0(ac%(2")). We reformulate the MDA as

MDA(FE,w) = sup sup Lach (). (6.22)
m2>Wg _ z'elwew (tn(m)),we¥ (Tn (m+1)))

sTn

By using that sup.scpyes (r, (m)),wee (r (mt1))) £(aCE(2")) = L(pcg,,(m)), we obtain the
result of Equation (6.19). O
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Figure 6.4.: Four tasks with cause-effect chain (77 — 7 — 73 — 74) communicating via
implicit communication. The red line depicts the chain pcf; ,(2) whereas the
dashed red line depicts pc% 5(1). The length of pc% ,(2) is upper bounded
by the length of pcf; 5(1). The blue job annotations illustrate the proof of
Lemma 6.6 (>-relation).

6.1.2.2 EQUIVALENCE OF MAXIMUM REACTION TIME AND MAXIMUM DATA
AGE

In this section, we show the equivalence of Maximum Reaction Time (MRT') and Maximum
Data Age (MDA). More precisely, we prove that, for a given cause-effect chain E, the
maximum length of a p-partitioned job chain is the same for all p € {1,...,n}. Since
MRT and MDA can be expressed by l-partitioned and by n-partitioned job chains,
respectively, this directly shows the equivalence of MRT and MDA.

We prove that the maximum length of a p-partitioned job chain is the same for all
p € {1,...,n} in two steps: (i) We show that for all p € {n,...,2} the length of every
p-partitioned job chain is upper bounded by the length of a (p — 1) partitioned job chain.
This scenario is depicted in Figure 6.3, where the length of pc% (1) is upper bounded by
the length of pc ,(1). (ii) Conversely, we show that for all p 67{1, ...,n — 1} the length
of every p-partitioned job chain is upper bounded by the length of a (p + 1)-partitioned
job chain. This is depicted in Figure 6.4, where the length of pc‘g’z(Q) is upper bounded
by the length of pc%73(1).

One problem we have to consider during step (ii) is that some (p + 1)-partitioned job
chains may not be fully constructible. For example, if the first job of 7 in Figure 6.4
would be missing, then pc%ﬁ(l) could not be fully constructed and there would be no
3-partitioned job chain which provides an upper bound on the length of pc%, ,(2). This,
however, does not impact our result, since we show that this scenario never occurs for

-partitioned job chains pc%, (m) after the warm-up, i.e., if m > W% _ with W¥ _ from
Definition 3.6, PeEsm) ’ b b

The following lemma indicates that p-partitioned job chains for different p can be used
equivalently for the computation of MDA and MRT according to their description by
partitioned job chains from Theorem 6.5.

182



6.1. Fundamental Properties

Lemma 6.6. For allp € {1,...,n— 1}, we have

sup {K(pcj{j’p(m)) ‘ m > W}j’ﬁp} = sup {E(pc%ypﬂ(m)) m > WE",TPH} : (6.23)

The proof relies on the fundamental properties of immediate forward and immediate
backward job chains (which are part of partitioned job chains) formalized in Lemma 6.2.
We split the proof of Lemma 6.6 into two steps, showing the >-relation and the <-relation,
from which the equality directly follows.

To proof idea for the >-relation is as follows. First, we pick any (p + 1)-partitioned
and the related p-partitioned job chain that have the job of 7, in common. Second, we
show (i) that their immediate backward job chains both end at the same job of 71, and
(ii) that the immediate forward job chain related to the p + 1-partitioned job chain ends
no later than the one related to the p-partitioned job chain. For instance, in Figure 6.3,
pcg, (1) and pef 5(1) have job (1) in common, both immediate backwards job chains
end at 71(1), and pch 5(1) ends at 74(2) which is no later than the end of pcf 5(1) at

74(3). Hence, E(pc%’g(l)) > E(pc‘jé’g(l)).

Proof of Lemma 6.6, >-relation. Let m > Wi S We denote the jobs of the partitioned

job chain pc, 1 (m) by pcg . q(m) = (J1,.. Iy Tyt Iy 1y ooy Jn). Let € € N such
that J, is the £-th job of 7, i.e., 7,(§) = Jp. We prove that the length of PCE i1 (m) is

upper bounded by the length of pc§; (&) = (J1, ..., Jp, J;’), ..., J") by showing we(J') —
re(J}) > we(.J,,) — re(J;) in two substeps: First, we show that .J; and .J| are the same
(i.e., J1 = Ji), and second, that pc, . (m) finishes no later than pcg; (€) (i-e., Jn < Jp).
Important jobs of this proof are illustrated in Figure 6.3.

Step 1 (J1 = Ji): By definition, J, = J;. Since (J1,...,J,) and (Ji,...,J}) are

?
immediate backward job chains with the same last entry, they coincide. Hence, le: Ji.
Step 2 (J, < J!): Since (J1,...,Jp1) is an immediate backward job chain, this
means that J, = 7,(§) is the latest job with write-event no later than the read-event
of J,11. Therefore, the write-event of the subsequent job of the same task, which is
(€ +1) = JNZ’), must be after the read-event of Jp,41, i.e., re(Jp41) < We(jl’)).
The job Jp41 of 7,41 subsequent to Jp11 either has its read-event before We(jz’,) as well

(i.e., re(Jpy1) < we(.J)) or is the earliest job of 7,41 with re(Jpr1) > We(j;). In both

cases Jpi11 < J;’JH as re(j;hq) > We(jzf,). Since (Jpi1,.-.,Jn) and (JI’)+1,...,,]~T’Z) are

both immediate forward job chains and jp+1 < JN;, 11, we know J,, < j;L by Lemma 6.2.

Combining Step 1 and 2, we get {(pcy . 1(m)) = we(Jp) — re(Jy) < we(J) —
re(J7) = L(pcg ,(€)). Since (Ji,...,Jp41) is an immediate backward job chain and
Tp+1 (WEJPH) < Jp+1, by Lemma 6.2, Tp(WE’Tp) < Jp holds as well. As Step 1 shows
Jp = J, = 7p(§), we conclude that { > WEg .- Hence, £(pc,, 1 (m)) < Lpcy ,(£)) <
sup {(peg,m) | n = Wi, )

Since n > Wi is arbitrarily chosen, we have sup {E(pc“ép (m))|m=> WEJ’TPH} <

sup {é(pc%vp(n)) ‘7) > WEJP} , 1.e., the relation > holds for Equation (6.23) O
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Similarly, we show the <-relation by picking any p-partitioned and the related (p + 1)-
partitioned job chain that have the job of 7,41 in common. Second, we show (i) that
their immediate forward job chains both end at the same job of 7,, and (ii) that the
immediate backward job chain related to the (p + 1)-partitioned job chain ends no later
than the one related to the p-partitioned job chain. For instance, in Figure 6.4, pc“é;,)(l)
and pcy, 5(2) have job 73(2) in common, both immediate forward job chains end at 74(2),
and pcg’g(l) begins at 71(1) which is no later than the beginning of pc$ ,(2) at 71(2).
Hence, £(pc; 5(2)) < £(pcf; 5(1)).

Proof of Lemma 6.6, <-relation. Let m > WE@. We denote the jobs of the partitioned
job chain pc“ﬁp(m) by pc“ép(m) = (J1, S Ips Ipy Jpg1, - -, Jn). Let € € N such that J,4q
is the &-th job of 7,41, i.e., Tp+1(§) = Jp+1-

As an additional step, we must show that £ — 1 > WLEuyTp-&-l holds for the previous
job of 7,11(§£ —1). Assume for contradiction that £ —1 < Wg - Then § < Wi .
Therefore, J,11 < Tp+1(W}§7Tp+l) holds. Since (71 (W fl)’ o, Ta(WE ) is an immediate
backward job chain, by Lemma 6.2 we obtain that J, < Tp(WE"’TP). Furthermore, since
Jp = Tp(m + 1) by definition of pcg ,(m), we obtain m +1 < Wy ie, m < Wg
which contradicts that m > WEU,TP'

Since £ — 1 > WE"’TPH and for WEJPH
immediate backward job chain of (17 — -+ — 7p41) with last job 7,41(£ — 1) can be
fully constructed and pcf; , 4+1(§ — 1) exists. We now prove that the length c~>f pc“ép(m)

an immediate backward job chain exists, the

is upper bounded by the length of pcﬁpﬂ(f )= dps ~;/)+1’ oo J)), de., we
show that we(.J!) — re(J]) > we(J,) — re(J1). Specifically, we show .J,, = J/, and J| < J;
in two individual steps. Important jobs of this proof are illustrated in Figure 6.4.

Step 1 (J!, = .J,,): By definition, we have jz,H-l = 7p41(€) = Jpi1. Since the immediate

forward job chains (J), q,...,J;) and (Jp41,...,Jn) both have the same job as the first
entry, these job chains coincide. In particular, j,’L = J,.

_Step 2 (J] < J1): Since (Jp, ..., Jp) is an immediate forward job chain, the job

Jpr1 = Tp+1(§) is the earliest job with read-event no earlier than we(J,). Thus, the read-

event of 7,,41(§ — 1) = Jp ;1 must be before the write-event of Jp, ie., we(J,) > re(Jp ).
For the job of 7, previous to jp, which is .J,,, we either have we(.Jp,) > re(JI’JH) as well,
or J, is the latest job of 7, with we(J,) < re(J,,;). In both cases J, < J, because

we(J,) <re(J ). Since (J,...,J,) and (Ji,...,Jp) are both immediate backward job

chains and J}’7 < Jp, we have J{ < J; as well by Lemma 6.2.
We obtain {(pcf; ,(m)) = we(Jp) — re(J1) < we(J!) — re(J]
We already showed that § —1 > Wy ., hence U(pch ,(m))

sup {(pe 0 (0) |02 Wi } -
Since m > Wi, is arbitrarily chosen, the relation < holds for Equation (6.23) as

sup {(peg, (m) [m > Wi, } < sup {e(oeg () [0 =g, ) =

) = Uped (€ — 1)),
< U(pef i (€~ 1) <
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We have shown that p-partitioned job chains for different p can be utilized equivalently.
The equivalence of MRT and MDA follows directly by applying Lemma 6.6 multiple
times.

Theorem 6.7 (Equivalence). The MRT and MDA are equivalent, i.e.,
MRT(E,w) = sup {f(pc%yp(m)) ] m > W;{TP} — MDA(E, w) (6.24)

for allp € {1,...,n} and all w € Q. Furthermore, MRT(E) = MDA(E).
Proof. This is achieved by applying Lemma 6.6 n — 1 times, i.e., forp=1,...,n—1. O

The result of Theorem 6.7 can be applied to the MRDA and MRRT, introduced
in Section 3.2.2, by using Lemma 3.8. In particular, for periodic or sporadic systems
MRT(F,w) = MDA(F,w) > MRDA(F,w) holds, i.e., MRT(E,w) # MRDA(F,w) in
all system evolutions w € 2. This means that, AUTOSAR considers MDA (instead of
MRDA) since they observe that “without over- and undersampling, age and reaction are
the same” [AUT22, Section 3.6.2, p. 114].

6.1.2.3 IMPLICATION IN PRACTICE

The result of Theorem 6.7 is much stronger than the observation made in the AUTOSAR
timing specification [AUT22, Section 3.6.2, p. 114]. Specifically, our theorem shows
that MRT and MDA are always the same, not only without over- and undersampling.
Since we only assume that each task releases a countably infinite number of jobs, this
equivalence holds for a variety of scenarios. This covers, for example:

e Systems with over- and undersampling
e Implicit communication or communication with LET

e T-FP or Task-level Dynamic-Priority (T-DP) schedulers (e.g., EDF and RM, re-
spectively)

e Preemptive or non-preemptive scheduling

e Work-conserving or non-work-conserving scheduling

e Periodic or sporadic task systems

e Synchronized or asynchronized distributed systems

e Tasks scheduled by ROS2, as demonstrated in Section 6.1.2.4

This implies that for many industrial applications the MRT and the MDA can be used
and analyzed equivalently. In particular, any guarantee for one metric holds for the other
one as well. Furthermore, end-to-end timing specification in industrial systems only needs
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[ Sensor2 H Fusion ]—[P(\rvopiion]—[ Planning ]—[ Control ]—[ ;\(‘111;1(01‘]

Figure 6.5.: ROS2 basic navigation system.

to consider one latency instead of two different latencies. This eases the verification of
timing constraints.

Besides the equivalence of MRT and MDA, Theorem 6.7 also proposed a novel descrip-
tion of end-to-end latencies via p-partitioned job chains. This description can be used
to improve the analysis of end-to-end latencies. For instance, a significant speedup of
the latency calculation of periodic tasks communicating under LET can be obtained by
choosing an advantageous p € {1,...,n}, as demonstrated in Section 6.2.3.

6.1.2.4 CASE STUDY: ROBOT OPERATING SYSTEM 2

In this section, we validate the equivalence of MRT and MDA formulated in Theorem 6.7.
To that end, we consider a basic navigation system, as shown in Figure 6.5, and apply the
scheduling mechanism of the Robot Operating System 2 (ROS2) [Ope22] on a single ECU.
The navigation system includes three sensors, whose data is combined and processed
for the perception of the environment, planning the route, controlling the vehicle, and
sending the output to the vehicle interfaces via an actuator.

A system in ROS2 consists of nodes and topics. Each node represents one component
of the system. Nodes can communicate via topics, that implement a publish-subscribe
architecture. Nodes are represented by tasks and each execution of a node can be
considered as the execution of a job. The nodes follow an implicit communication policy,
i.e., the read-event of a node is at its start and the write-event of a node is at its finish.
Nodes are either time-triggered and event-triggered, i.e., some tasks have an aperiodic
behavior. ROS2 has a non-standard custom scheduler that executes tasks instances under
a round-robin scheduling approach. Specifically, the scheduler repeatedly collects at most
one job of each task for the round, after which it executes all collected jobs according to
their priority. The equivalence theorem can be applied since the basic assumptions (R1)
and (R2) for the read- and write-events, stated in Section 3.2.1, are met.

The system depicted in Figure 6.5 has three sensors whose data is combined in the
fusion node. The perception, planning, and control node process the data and supply the
actuator node with instructions. For the simulation of the ROS2 scheduling behavior
we assume that all jobs have a fixed execution time. Table 6.1 gives an overview of
the Worst-Case Execution Time (WCET) of each component and of the period of the
time-triggered components.

For the first chain F = (Sensorl — ... — Actuator), marked in orange in Figure 6.5,
we measured the MRT, MDA, MRRT, and MRDA by determining the longest immediate
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Component Type Period WCET
Sensor time-triggered | 100 ms 10 ms
Fusion time-triggered | 100ms 100 ms
Fusion event-triggered - dms
Perception  event-triggered - 200ms
Planning event-triggered - 100 ms
Control event-triggered - 50 ms
Actuator event-triggered - S5 ms

Table 6.1.: Periods and WCET of the nodes.

MRT(E,w) | 4.0 p(m) | 0.5
MDA(E,w) | 4.0 0 (1) | 0.5
MRRT(E,w) | 3.5 04 (1) | 0.5
MRDA(E,w) | 3.5 0% () | 0.5

Table 6.2.: Measurements of the ROS2 system in seconds.

forward and immediate backward augmented job chains. The measured values are
summarized in Table 6.2. We observe that Theorem 6.7 holds since the MRT and the
MDA coincide. Furthermore, the measurements validate the results of Lemma 3.8 about
the difference of MRT and MRRT, and the difference of MDA and MRDA.

6.2 ANALYSIS OF WORST-CASE END-TO-END LATENCY

While the previous section deals with fundamental properties of the end-to-end latency, in
this section we derive bounds on the end-to-end latency, to validate whether end-to-end
latency requirements are met. Specifically, this section aims to provide a property-based
approach for time-triggered tasks scheduled under a T-FP scheduling algorithm A. To
that end, we first delve into bounds for cause-effect chains scheduled only on a single
ECU (so-called local cause-effect chains). Afterwards, explain how these bounds can
be applied cause-effect chains distributed among several (potentially heterogeneous and
asynchronized) ECUs (so-called interconnected cause-effect chains). In particular, this
section is organized as follows:

e In Section 6.2.1, we present a formal analysis framework, uncovering the principles
that current end-to-end latencies are made from. Specifically, we use these principles
to derive typical bounds for local cause-effect chains.

e In Sections 6.2.2 and 6.2.3, we provide safe bounds on the end-to-end latency of
local cause-effect chains of periodic tasks, based on simulation over a hyperperiod.
Specifically, in Section 6.2.2, we use abstract integer representations to derive the
end-to-end latency if tasks are abstracted with Best-Case Execution Time (BCET)
and WCET using implicit communication. In Section 6.2.3, we use partitioned job
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chains (introduced in Section 6.1.2) to speed up the calculation of the end-to-end
latency under LET.

e In Section 6.2.4, we extend bounds for local cause-effect chains to interconnected
cause-effect chains, using the cutting theorem from Section 6.1.1.

e In Section 6.2.5, we use the cutting theorem on local cause-effect chains to deal
with heterogeneous setups of sporadic and periodic tasks, as well as implicit
communication and LET in the same chain.

This section is only concerned with an upper bound on the worst-case end-to-end
latency. Probabilistic bounds on the end-to-end latency are discussed in Section 6.3.

6.2.1 PROPERTY-BASED FRAMEWORK

In this section, we present the first formal analysis framework for end-to-end analysis of
cause-effect chains. To that end, we uncover the principles that homogeneous analyses
are built from in Section 6.2.1.1. These principles can be used as a construction kit to
build the analyses for homogeneous systems in Sections 6.2.1.2 and 6.2.1.3. To the best
of our knowledge this is the first time that such a generalized principle-based analysis is
formulated. Although some analyses derived in this section coincide with analyses from
the literature, the principle-based analysis framework presented in this work provides
a unified perspective on end-to-end analyses, that may be applicable or transferable to
future problem scenarios, such as novel communication means or different release policies
(e.g., arrival curves).

For the analysis, we consider a cause-effect chain ¥ = (11 — --- — 7,,) and an arbitrary
system evolution w € ). Tasks are abstracted as periodic or sporadic, i.e.,

7 € PerOff (T}, ¢,) v 7 € SporMinMax (™", Tmax), (6.25)

Furthermore, tasks can use either implicit communication or LET to communicate.
We assume that the WCRT RA < oo of all tasks is known beforehand. This can be
achieved by performing, for instance, the busy-interval approach by Lehoczky [Leh90].
Furthermore, we assume that R < D, for all tasks 7 which have a relative deadline
D.. The results presented in this section appeared in RTNS 2023 [Giin+23d]. However,
the concept of warm-up has not been established at the date of publication. Instead,
so-called wvalid job chains were used to constraint the observation window. The proofs of
this section are adjusted to be compatible with the warm-up.

6.2.1.1 LATENCY ANALYSIS PRINCIPLES

In this section, we uncover the underlying principles in current end-to-end analyses.
These principles are not only utilized to show the correctness of cause-effect chains in
homogeneous analyses (see Sections 6.2.1.2 and 6.2.1.3), but can also be exploited when
analyzing the heterogeneous case as shown in Section 6.2.5. We first detail the latency
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Figure 6.6.: Immediate forward augmented job chain a¢%(7.5) = (2,J1,...,J3,2') =
(7.5,71(3),72(2),73(3),24) for the cause-effect chain £ = (11 — 70 — 73)
under implicit communication. The segments of the job chain are introduced
in Section 6.2.1.1.

analysis principles and then determine how the task features LET, implicit communication,
periodic, and sporadic affect and simplify them. Please note that, although the analytical
approach to analyze each task in the cause-effect chain individually is not completely
new (e.g., [Diir+19; KBS18]) we are the first to formally define the principles that cover
different communication policies at the same time.

We analyze the end-to-end latency from the perspective of the MRT, that is, we provide
analytical bounds on the length of immediate forward augmented job chains. To that
end, let aty,(z) = (2, J1,...,Jn,2’) be an immediate forward augmented job chain with
z >r1e”(r1(Wg . )). We split this chain into three segments:

e Head segment: The time between z and the release of Ji.

e Body segment(s): The time between the release of two consecutive jobs ry and
T§i+l fori=1,...,n—1.

e Tail segment: The time between r§ and 2.

Example 6.8. Figure 6.6 depicts the different segments for the immediate forward
augmented job chain ats,(7.5) = (7.5,71(3),™(2),73(3),24). The jobs of the priority-
indezed tasks

e 71 € PerOff(5,2) N WCET(1)
e 79 € PerOff(7,5) N WCET(3)
e 73 € PerOff(10,0) N WCET(1)

are scheduled on a single ECU using a preemptive T-FP scheduling policy. The head
segment of acy,(z) covers the 4.5 time units between z and the release of Ji. The first
body segment has a length of 0 since it covers the time from the release of J1, which is at
time 12, until the release of Jo, which is at time 12 as well. The second body segment has
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a length of 20 — 12 = 8 since the job J3 is released at time 20. The tail segment covers
the time from the release of J3 until 2, that is 24 — 20 = 4 time units.

To formally express the principles for the segments, we use the following notation.

Definition 6.9 (p¥ and V). Let 7 € T be a task and let t € R be a point in time. We
denote by p“(t) the release time of the first job of T that has its read-event at or after
time point t in system evolution w, i.e.,

p2(t) == min {rf(j) ’j e N,re®(7(5)) > t} . (6.26)

Moreover, we denote by £~ (t) the release time of the first job of T that is released at or
after time point t in system evolution w, i.e.,

g2(t) = min {7 ‘j eN ) > th. (6.27)

In the following, we uncover one underlying analysis principle for each type of segments,
starting with the head segment.

Principle 1: Since J; is by definition the earliest job of 71 with read-event at or after z,

we have 74 — 2z < p¥ (2) — 2. Under LET and implicit communication, this simplifies to

i —2 S A(R) — 2 S 6 () - Ssuplr gy — ) (P1)
J

since the read-event of each job is lower bounded by its release under both communication
policies.
For the body segment, we observe the following principle.

Principle 2: For the time between the release of two consecutive jobs, we know that
Jix1 is the first job of 7,41 that has its read-event at or after the write-event of J;.

Since under LET and under implicit communication each job reads no earlier than it
is released, this leads to

Ty < 7y, (WeP(Ji) < &5 (we (7)) (P2)
for all i € {1,...,n—1}.
For the tail segment, we observe:

Principle 3: Since 2’ is at the write-event of the job J,,,
2 —rYy < sup(we”(7,(j)) — T G))- (P3)

jeN

In the remainder of this section we discuss how the task features LET, implicit
communication, periodic, and sporadic affect and simplify these principles.
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SPORADIC TASKS For a sporadic task 7, the distance between two subsequent job
releases is at most 77*** and Principle 1 simplifies to:

Lemma 6.10. Let aty,(z) = (z,J1, ..., Jn, 2') be an immediate forward augmented job
chain with z > re* (i (W ). If 11 is sporadic, then

Ty — 2 < T (6.28)
Proof. This follows by applying % G41) (o () < T to Equation (P1). O

Moreover, if task 7 is already in the system at a time ¢, then it takes at most 7T**
additional time units until the next job of 7 is released. This simplifies Principle 2 as
follows:

Lemma 6.11. Let at}(z) = (z,J1,...,Jn,2") be an immediate forward augmented
job chain with z > re*(r1(WE ), and let i € {1,...,n—1}. If 7iy1 is sporadic and
t > we“(J;), then

© () < ¢4 TmeT (6.29)

Ti+1 Ti+1

Proof. Since z > re”(m (W3 ), we know that Ji = m(Wg ), i.e., Ji is released after
Tl(ng). By Lemma 6.2, also J;41 > 7—”1(W57n+1) must hold. Since J;y1 is the first job
of 741 with read-event at or after we”’(J;), we know that 7;,1(Wg . ) has its read-event
before we*(.J;). Consequently, 7iy1(Wg ) is released before we”(J;). Hence, there
are already job releases of 7,41 before t. The time until the next job release after t is
therefore upper bounded by T7'. O

PERIODIC TASKS For periodic tasks 7, the distance between two subsequent job
releases is exactly T and Principle 1 simplifies to:

Lemma 6.12. Let aty(z) = (z,J1, ..., Jn, 2') be an immediate forward augmented job
chain with z > re* (i (Wg ). If 71 is periodic, then

Z = ¢T1
T,

g —z2< ¢ + { -‘ T, —=z (6.30)

Proof. If 1 is periodic, then & (2) = ¢ + P;ﬁﬂ T, . Using that in Equation (P1),
1
we obtain

-
g —2 <& (2) — 2= ¢ + { T:bﬁ-‘ T —z (6.31)
1
which is the same as Equation (6.30). O

The release pattern of a periodic task 7 is uniquely determined by its period and its
phase. In particular, the k-th job of 7 is released at time ¢, + (k — 1) - 7. This simplifies
Principle 2 as follows:
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Lemma 6.13. Let at}(z) = (z,J1,...,Jn, 2') be an immediate forward augmented
job chain with z > re® (1 (Wg ), and let i € {1,...,n—1}. If Tiy1 is periodic and
t > we*(J;), then

T,

Tit1

t— ¢ry
€:+1 (t) = ¢Ti+1 + ’ngl-‘ ’ TTi+1' (632)

Proof. A similar discussion as in the proof of Lemma 6.11, shows that ¢t > ¢,,,,. By

definition of the periodic release pattern, 7,41 releases exactly F_T(bﬂ-‘ jobs before time
Ti+1
t. Therefore, the release time of the next job is described by Equation (6.32). O

If all tasks in E are periodic, then their release pattern repeats each hyperperiod. More
specifically, let H(E) be the least common multiple (lcm) of the periods of all tasks in F,
then the release pattern in [,z + H(E)] is the same as in [x+ k- H(E),z+ (k+1)- H(E)]
for any © > ®(F), k € N, where ®(FE) is the maximal phase of all tasks in £. Due to
the repetitive behavior of the release pattern, it is sufficient to only bound the length of
finitely many cause-effect chains as formulated in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.14. Let aty(z) be an immediate forward augmented job chain with z >
re” (11 (Wg ). We assume that all tasks in E communicate under LET or implicit
communication. Moreover, let £*(at5,(z)) be an upper bound on the length of ats(z) that
is only based on the following information:

(i) The pattern of job releases at or after z.
(i) The pattern of job deadlines at or after z.
(iii) The WCRT, WCET and priority of tasks in T.

Then there exists Z < ®(E) + H(E) where ®(E) = max{rT(l) ‘T € E} is the magi-
mal phase and H(E) = lem(T,,...,Ty,) is the hyperperiod, such that {*(aty(z)) =
" (atg(2))-

Proof. If = < ®(F)+ H(E), then we choose Z = z. Otherwise, if z > ®(E) + H(E), then
let k € N such that z — k- H(E) € [®(E),®(F) + H(FE)]. Let 2=z — k- H(FE). Since
the pattern of job releases and job deadlines repeats every hyperperiod after ®(E), we
have the same pattern after z and after Z. Hence, ¢“(at$,(2)) = 0“(at%(2)). O

LocicaL EXecuTIiON TIME (LET) Under LET, the difference between release
and write-event of a job is exactly the relative deadline of the corresponding task, i.e.,
we®(J) =4 + D; for each job J of task 7. This simplifies Principle 2 as follows:

Lemma 6.15. Let aty(z) = (2, J1,...,Jn,2') be an immediate forward augmented job
chain with z > re®(1(Wg ) and leti € 1,...,n — 1. If 7, communicates under LET,
then

riﬂ < §$i+1(r°ji + D). (6.33)
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Proof. This follows from Equation (P2) and the property we“(J;) =14 + D, of LET
tasks. O

Moreover, Principle 3 simplifies as follows:

Lemma 6.16. Let aty(z) = (z,J1,...,Jn, 2') be an immediate forward augmented job
chain with z > re® (1 (Wg ). If 7o communicates under LET, then

7= <D (6.34)
Proof. This follows by applying we“(7,(j)) — ey G = D, to Equation (P3). O

IMmpLICIT COMMUNICATION Under implicit communication, each job J of a task 7
writes data at its finish ff(w)’w. Since 4 + Rf is an upper bound on the finish of .J,
we have we*(J) < r% + R for each job J of task 7. This simplifies Principle 2 in the

following way:

Lemma 6.17. Let atyy(z) = (2, J1,...,Jn,2') be an immediate forward augmented job
chain with z > re”(r (W3 ), and leti € 1,...,n — 1. If ; communicates by implicit
communication, then

9., <& (% + RA) (6.35)

holds. Moreover, if T; and T;+1 both communicate by implicit communication, are executed
on the same ECU, and T; has higher priority than T;y1, then

T < & (75)- (6.36)

Proof. For implicit communication tasks we”(.J;) < ry + R“T‘: holds. Applying this to
Equation (P2) leads to the statement from Equation (6.35).

If 7; has higher priority than 7,41 and a job J of 7;4; is released no earlier than
at time rj, then J does not start before J; finishes. In particular, if J; and J both
communicate with implicit communication, then J has its read-event after the write-event
of J;. Since J;41 is the earliest job of ;41 that reads the data written by J;, this proves
Equation (6.36). O

Principle 3 simplifies to the following:

Lemma 6.18. Let aty,(z) = (z,J1, ..., Jn, 2') be an immediate forward augmented job
chain with z > re“ (T (W§ ). If 7o communicates by implicit communication, then

Z—r9 <RA. (6.37)
Proof. Applying we® (1,(j)) — e G < R;‘}l to Equation (P3) leads to the result of this

lemma. O
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Comm. | Our result Coinciding literature analysis Literature assumptions
_ | LET Theorem 6.19 | Hamann et al. [Ham+17, Sec. 4.1.3] | Constr. DL (D, < T7™)
g impl. Theorem 6.20 | Davare et al. [Dav+07] RA<T !
- Theorem 6.21 | Diirr et al. [Diir+19] (only similar) | RA < T
g LET Theorem 6.22 | (only similar approaches)
A~ | impl. Theorem 6.23 | (only similar approaches)

! This assumption is unstated but used for the computation of the WCRT RZ. In addition, they assume
periodic tasks in their paper. However, the strict periodicity of the jobs of a task is never used in their
analysis and their method is later usually referred in the literature for being applicable to sporadic
systems.

Table 6.3.: Overview over the homogeneous analyses in Sections 6.2.1.2 and 6.2.1.3.

In the following, we consider homogeneous systems, where either all tasks communicate
under LET or all tasks communicate by implicit communication, and where either all
tasks are periodic or all tasks are sporadic. We apply the principles provided in this
section to formulate dedicated analyses of the end-to-end latency for the four different
cases. For the two cases with sporadic tasks the analytical bounds coincide with results
from the literature (reformulated to match our notation). For the two cases with periodic
tasks, these analytical bounds have not been provided before. As summarized in Table 6.3
the proofs from the related literature may require additional assumptions, however, we
prove the bounds without additional requirements.

6.2.1.2 BOUNDS FOR SPORADIC TASKS

In this section, we exploit the latency analysis principles from Section 6.2.1.1 to derive
bounds for the end-to-end latency of a cause-effect chain of sporadic tasks. To that end,
we consider a local cause-effect chain £ = (7 — --- — 7,,). We assume that either all
tasks of the chain communicate under LET or all tasks of the chain communicate using
implicit communication.

The following is the most pessimistic bound, as it is dominated by all the following
analyses. It is mentioned for instance in the work by Hamann et al. [Ham+17].

Theorem 6.19 (Sporadic, LET; coincides with [Ham+17]). If all tasks of E are sporadic
and all of them communicate under LET, then

Lat(E) < Y (T7"" + D) (6.38)
=1

is an upper bound on the end-to-end latency of E.

Proof. Let at4(z) = (z,J1,...,Jn,2") be any immediate forward augmented job chain
with z > re® (71 (W3 ). Then we can decompose the length of atf(2) into the length of
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its head segment, body segments and tail segment as described in Section 6.2.1.1, i.e.,

lacg(z)) = (1], — 2) (head) (6.39)
n—1

+ 0%, - 1) (body) (6.40)
i=1

+ (2" —19). (tail) (6.41)

Head: By Lemma 6.10, the head segment is bounded by
(ry, —z) < T (6.42)

Body: First, we apply Lemma 6.15 to obtain Ty < §r . (15, + Dy,) for all i €
{1,...,n —1}. Second, Lemma 6.11 with ¢ = r§ + D, yields & (1% + D) <14 +
D, + T We conclude
% Ti+1
(ry,, —ry) <TI0+ D, (6.43)

for the body segments.
Tail: By Lemma 6.16, the tail segment is bounded by

(' =14 ) < D-,. (6.44)

The bound on the length of a¢}(z) is a combination of Equations (6.42), (6.43)
and (6.44), i.e., we have

n—1

Uat'g(z)) < T+ (T + D) + D, (6.45)
i=1
By reordering the sum, we obtain
n
U(atg(z) <D (TR + D). (6.46)

i=1

Since the upper bound holds for all immediate forward augmented job chains a¢4(z)
with 2z > re®(m (W ) and w € Q, this proves the bound on the end-to-end latency
presented in the lemma. ]

The bound for sporadic tasks using implicit communication coincides with the bound
provided by Davare et al. [Dav+07] in 2007.

Theorem 6.20 (Sporadic, implicit communication; coincides with [Dav-+07]). If all
tasks of E are sporadic and all of them communicate by implicit communication, then

Lat(E) < Y (T7" + RA) (6.47)
=1

is an upper bound on the end-to-end latency.
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Proof. The same procedure as in the proof of Theorem 6.19 can be applied. In particular,
for any immediate forward augmented job chain acf(z) = (2, J1,...,Jn, 2") with z >
re* (11 (Wg ., )) we achieve this bound as follows. We use Lemma 6.10 (rf, — 2 < T79%)
to bound the head segment of a4 (z). We apply Lemma 6.11 and Equation (6.35) of
Lemma 6.17 to bound the body segments ((rf,, —r4) < T77F + R;‘:) We bound the
tail segment of ac};(z) by Lemma 6.18 (2 — 74 < RA). O

We derive an improved bound for the same case by applying the tightened bound for
the body segment from Equation (6.36). Diirr et al. [Diir+19] achieved a similar bound
in 2019 (cf. Theorem 3.10). However, they only remove min(R;‘},Tglff) if [P;] =1. We
show in the following that even a full 77'*¥ can be removed safely.!

Theorem 6.21 (Sporadic, implicit communication; similar to [Dir+19]). If all tasks of
E are sporadic and all of them communicate by implicit communication, then

n n—1
Lat(E) < Y (T"™ + RA) = > [P]- R} (6.48)
i=1 i=1
is an upper bound on the end-to-end latency, where [P;] = 1 if ; and 1,41 run on the

same ECU and 1; has higher priority than Ti+1, and [P;] = 0 otherwise.

Proof. For any immediate forward augmented job chain at(z) = (z, Ji, ..., Jn, 2’) with
z >re” (11 (W ) we bound the head segment by r% — 2 < T7* from Lemma 6.10 and
we bound the tail segment by 2’ — ry < R;‘}l from Lemma 6.18. We apply Lemma 6.17
to get a bound for the body segments T(}}i+l —r%.. In particular, if 7; has lower priority
than 7,41, then Equation (6.35) together with Lemma 6.11 provides an upper bound
A i A Bl —&—R;‘}. However, if 7; has higher priority than 7, then Equation (6.36)
together with Lemma 6.11 yields a tighter bound r‘jiﬂ —ry < T7F. We obtain the
bound in Equation (6.48) by combining the above bounds and ordering the summands
accordingly. O

6.2.1.3 BOUNDS FOR PERIODIC TASKS

In this section, we exploit the latency analysis principles from Section 6.2.1.1 to derive
bounds for the end-to-end latency of a cause-effect chain of periodic tasks. We consider
a local cause-effect chain £ = (11 — -+ — 7,), and assume that either all tasks of
the chain communicate under LET or all tasks of the chain communicate using implicit
communication.

As discussed in Section 6.2.1.1 for periodic tasks, the release pattern of the tasks
repeats. Therefore, it is sufficient to examine a bounded time interval. To the best of
our knowledge, the following two analyses are not presented in the literature, and only

Tn our published work [Glin+23d], we considered valid augmented job chains instead of augmented job
chains after the warm-up. Only as a result of that immature starting condition we achieved the same
bound as [Diir+19]. Considering augmented job chains after the warm-up, we achieve the bound
stated in this dissertation.
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Algorithm 5 Compute MRT bound for periodic tasks under LET.
1: lengths =[]
2: form=1,2,3,... do
3: z=¢r +(m—1)-Ty

4: T(jl = ¢7'1 +m- TTl

5: if z > ®(F)+ H(F) then

6: break

7 fori=1,2,...,n—1do

8: Compute 7, | with Equations (6.32) and (6.33).
9: =19 + D,

10: lengths.append(z' — z)

11: return max(lengths)

similar approaches have been provided, e.g., [Ham+17; KBS18; KT20; MSB20]. The
work by Kloda et al. [KBS18] is closest to our analysis. However, their result is limited
to synchronous task sets, i.e., periodic tasks with offset 0, under implicit communication.

Theorem 6.22 (Periodic, LET). If all tasks of E are periodic and all of them communi-
cate under LET, then an end-to-end latency upper bound is obtained by Algorithm 5.

Proof. By definition, we have an upper bound

Lat(F,w) = sup l(acy(2)) < sup sup (ath(2)) (6.49)
z>revw (‘rl(WE’T1 ) meN ze(r

71 m) 7 Gmo )]

on the end-to-end latency. In each step m = 1,2,3,... Algorithm 5 provides an upper

bound on Ay, = sup_¢ (v ™ )] l(at,(2)). In the following, we consider an arbitrary
T1(m)’ 71 (m

meny] and z > re?(m (W ).

In line 3, z is lower bounded by 77 = ¢n + (m —1)-T;. In line 4, the release of .J;

is upper bounded by using Lemma 6.12, i.e., % < ¢r + [2;271—‘ Ty =y +m - Ty

acy(z) with z € (rfl(m), e

In lines 7-8, the body segments are bounded by Lemmas 6.13 and 6.15. In line 9 the
bound for the tail segment from Lemma 6.16 is applied. Since the bound obtained by
the algorithm is only based on (i)—(iii) of Lemma 6.14, we know that the upper bound
on Ay, with r2 > ®(E) + H(E) is the same as the upper bound on A~ s . Hence,

T1(m

Trq

breaking the for-loop in lines 5-6 is safe. 0

Theorem 6.23 (Periodic, implicit communication). If all tasks of E are periodic and
all of them communicate by implicit communication, then an end-to-end latency upper
bound is obtained by Algorithm 6.
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Algorithm 6 Compute MRT bound for periodic tasks under implicit communication.

1: lengths =[]
2: form=1,2,3,... do
3: z2=¢; +(m—1)-T;

4: 7’(&])1 = ¢7'1 +m- TTl

5: if z > ®(F)+ H(F) then

6: break

T fori=1,2,....n—1do

8: Compute rj  with Equations (6.32), (6.35) and (6.36).
9: 7 =1 + R

10: lengths.append(z' — z)

11: return max(lengths)

Proof. As in Algorithm 5, in each step m = 1,2,3,... Algorithm 6 provides an upper

bound on A, = sup,¢ (v ™ )] l(at4,(z)). In the following, we consider an arbitrary
T1(m)” 71 (M

aty,(z) with z € (T;Jl(m)’rz(m—i—l)} and z > re* (11 (Wg )

The bounds in lines 3—4 coincide with the bounds of Algorithm 5 since we apply again
Lemma 6.12. In lines 7-8, the body segments are bounded by Lemmas 6.13 and 6.17.
In line 9, the bound for the tail segment from Lemma 6.18 is applied. Since the bound
obtained by the algorithm is only based on (i)—(iii) of Lemma 6.14, we know that the
upper bound on A,, with rfl(m) > ®(FE) + H(E) is the same as the upper bound on

A, n . Hence, breaking the for-loop in lines 5-6 is safe. O
Try

6.2.2 ABSTRACT INTEGER REPRESENTATIONS
Considering periodic tasks with offset, i.e.,
T € PerOff (T, ¢+), (6.50)

we know that the release pattern of all jobs repeats each hyperperiod after the maximal
phase ®(T) := max,cr ¢-. In the previous section, we have already exploited that
property by discussing upper bounds that rely solely on the release pattern, the pattern
of deadlines, WCRT and WCET (cf. Lemma 6.14). This section aims to provide tighter
bounds under implicit communication by examining the pattern of read- and write-events.

However, the read- and write-events of jobs depend significantly on the execution
demand of the jobs under analysis. Due to this behavior, the pattern of read- and
write-events does not repeat after ®(T) + H(T). Moreover, it is not sufficient to simulate
the end-to-end latency for the system evolution where each job executes the WCET,
as depicted in Figure 6.7. Instead, we determine the minimal and maximal read- and
write-events for each job and utilize a concept called abstract integer representations to
bound immediate forward and immediate backward augmented job chains. We show that
the pattern of minimal and maximal read- and write-events repeats after ®(T) + 2H(T),
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(a) Every task executes its WCET. (b) Early completion of task 7».

Figure 6.7.: Two schedules of jobs released periodically by 3 tasks. For E = (11 — 73),
early completion of the first job of 75 leads to a larger immediate forward
augmented job chain.

and that it can be determined by simulating the two schedules with the BCET and with
the WCET, i.e., we assume that tasks are abstracted as

7 € BCET(C™") N WCET(C™). (6.51)
Our analysis requires three steps:

(i) We calculate upper and lower bounds for both the read- and write-events of each
job by simulating the schedule two times, once with the tasks WCETs and once
with the BCETs.

(ii) Based on these upper and lower bounds, we bound the length of all immediate
forward and immediate backward augmented job chains using abstract integer
representations.

(iii) We bound the end-to-end latency.

Corollary 6.34 shows that our new analysis is exact for the special case that BCET and
WCET coincide. We assume that the cause-effect chain £ = (7; — -+ — 7,) under
analysis is local, i.e., it contains only tasks on one (synchronized) ECU. Moreover, the
tasks adhere to the implicit communication policy and all schedules are obtained by
a T-FP preemptive scheduling algorithm A with fixed task priorities. For the sake of
simplicity, we consider T to contain only tasks from one ECU as well, as the tasks from
other ECUs have no impact on the scheduling behavior of the tasks on that ECU. The
total utilization Ur = ) _ ¢ iax of the ECU is assumed to be at most 1.
This section is organized as follows:

e In Sections 6.2.2.1-6.2.2.3, we derive the analysis of the end-to-end latency. This is
achieved by following the three steps required for the analysis, as described above

by (i)—(iii).
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e In Section 6.2.2.4, we extend the analysis to the MRDA.

e In Section 6.2.2.5, we evaluate our analysis, comparing it do analytical bounds of
the literature.

The results presented in this section appeared in RTAS 2021 [Giin+21a] and in a journal
extension for ACM TECS in 2023 [Giin+23a]. While the conference version was limited
to the case that BCET and WCET coincide, the journal extension allows that BCET
and WCET differ.

6.2.2.1 STEP 1: OBTAIN BOUNDS FOR READ- AND WRITE-EVENTS

Since under implicit communication the read- and write-events coincide with start and
finish of the jobs, it is sufficient to examine those. Intuitively if the execution time of
any job is increased, the interference on the other jobs does not decrease, and therefore
the start and finish of all jobs cannot be decreased as well. Hence, the latest (earliest,
respectively) start and finish of a job is achieved if all jobs execute their WCET (BCET,
respectively). Formally, we state the following two Propositions.

Proposition 6.24. Let wpax € £ be the system evolution where each job executes its

WCET, i.@., Wmax = ((TT(j))T(j)€J7 (CflaX)T(j)EJ).Q Then

A(w),w A(wmax),Wmax A(w),w A(wmax ) ,Wmax
G S50 and Froy =50 (6:52)

holds for all jobs 7(j) € J and all system evolutions w € .

Proposition 6.25. Let wyin € Q be the system evolution where each job executes its
BOET, i.e., Wmin = ((TT(]'))T(]')GJ7 (Cmm)T(j)EJ).S’ Then

T

A(w),w A(wmin );Wmin A(w),w A(Wmin ) »Wmin
G 2 50) and Lo 2 L (6:53)

holds for all jobs 7(j) € J and all system evolutions w € €.

Proof of Proposition 6.24 and 6.25. Let w be any system evolution. It is sufficient to
show that for any job J € J the following two properties hold:

Property P1 Whenever the job execution of any other job J’ € J is increased, then the
starting time of J does not decrease.

Property P2 Whenever the job execution of any other job J’ € J is increased, then the
finishing time of J does not decrease. Or equivalenty, whenever the job execution
of any other job J' € J is reduced, then the finishing time of J does not increase.

21f the system evolution wmax does not exist in €2, we add it artificially.
3Tf the system evolution wmin does not exist in €2, we add it artificially.
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The following proof is based on contradiction. In particular, we assume that P1 or P2
does not hold for all jobs in J. We denote by J the job in J with the earliest finishing
time in w such that P1 or P2 does not hold. In particular, for all jobs finished before .J
in w both properties P1 and P2 hold. Let 7 denote the task of J.

Without any impact on the execution behavior of J we remove all jobs of tasks with
lower priority than 7. Moreover, we remove all jobs from 7 that are released later than J.

We obtain a contradiction in two steps: First we show that P1 holds for J, meaning
that P2 does not hold for J. In the second step we lead statement P2 does not hold for
J to a contradiction.

Step 1: Proof that P1 holds for J. Let [g1, h1) be the largest interval, such that
e ;€ [g1,h1], and

e at all times during [g1, h1) either jobs with higher priority than 7 or jobs of 7
released before J are executed in A(w).

For this interval, the property s?(w)’w = hi holds. Let J; C J be the set of jobs that are
executed during [g1, A1) in A(w). Then during [g1, h1) there is always pending workload

from jobs of Jy, i.e., for all ¢ € [g1, h1) there exists some J € J; such that ¢ € [ry, ff(w)"’i).
Moreover, for the jobs in J; Properties P1 and P2 hold since those jobs finish before J.

When increasing the execution time of any job, then ff(w)’w does not decrease for all
J € J1 by Property P2. As a result, during the interval [g1, h1) there is still pending

workload from jobs of J; at all times, i.e., the ECU is blocked and cannot execute J.
Hence, S“}l(w)’w is still > hy, i.e., P1 holds for J. Therefore, P2 does not hold for .J by the
initial assumption.

Step 2: Contradiction of the statement: P2 does not hold for .J. Let (g2, h2)
be the largest interval, such that

(i) J is executed at some time during the interval, i.e., exec“;(w) (92, h2) >0, and

(ii) at all times in the interval (gs, ho) there is pending workload, i.e., workload that
was released before but is not already finished, from J, earlier jobs of 7 or jobs
with higher priority than 7.

Let Jo C J be the jobs that are executed during the interval [ga, h2). By definition, J € Jo.
In particular, (ii) ensures that

g2 + Z C? >e (6'54)
{7 7€l and rs€lgz.e)}

holds for all e € [g2, ha), and

{s]7€32 and ry€lgz.ha)}
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Moreover, we observe the typical busy-interval properties go = minjcy, vy, i.e., the
busy-interval starts with a job release, and

: w < ‘
1{1}1&17’]4—2@_}12 (6.56)
Jel
for all subsets I C Jo, i.e., the whole workload can be finished until the end of the
busy-interval.
We have f?(w)’w = ho as the following consideration shows:

e J is executed during [g2, h2) by (i). Therefore, J has pending workload during
[92, h2), ie., (77, f’fl(w)’w) N (g2, he) # 0. Since [ga, he) is the largest interval with

J
pending workload and there is pending workload during (7, f?(w)’w), we conclude

(r;, f}fl(w)’w) C (g2, h2) and therefore f?(w)’w < ho.

e Assume f?(w)’w < hg for contradiction. Let T C J be the set of the jobs that are

executed during the interval | f?(w)’w, hy) # 0. By definition, J ¢ I holds. All jobs
of T have higher priority than J by (ii). If a job of I would be released before

f?(w)’w, then it would finish before f?(w)’w due to its priority. Therefore, all jobs
)

of I are released at or after f?(w . Hence, there is no pending workload at time

f?(w)’w which contradicts (ii).

Since Property P2 does not hold for J, there is a scenario where the execution time
of any job is reduced but the finishing time of J is increased. We denote the system
evolution with that modified execution time by w’. Let [gh, hb) be the busy-interval of .J,
i.e., the interval that fulfills (i) and (ii), in the new schedule A(w’). Moreover, let J, C J
be the jobs that are executed during [g}, h}) in the new schedule A(w’).

Analogous to the discussion that hy = f?(w)’w in the original schedule A(w), h}, =

f?(w/)’w/ holds in the new schedule A(w’). Hence, by the assumption that Property P2
does not hold, we have h!, > hy. Moreover, Equations (6.54), (6.55), and (6.56) hold for
the new scenario as well.

All jobs that are finished before gy in the original schedule A(w) fulfill Property P2.
Therefore, they are also finished before g2 in the new schedule A(w’). Consequently, in
A(w’) there is no pending workload at time go, and g5 > g2 holds. In the following we
show that both different cases g5 = g2 and g5 > g2 lead to a contradiction.

e Case ¢g) = g2: In the new schedule A(w’) we have gh + > Jen, ¢ > hy by Equa-
tion (6.54) when choosing e = hy € [gh, h}). However, in the original schedule
A(w) we have ga + > ;5 ¢ = ha by Equation (6.55). Since the execution time of

jobs is only decreased, we have g + > Jen, & < g+ Je1, ¢4, which leads to a
contradiction that ho < ho as follows:

h2<gé+Zc§/§gg+Zc§:h2 (6.57)
Jel, Jel2
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e Case gh > go: Let I C Jy and I' C J), be the jobs that are released during [g5, ha)
in the original schedule A(w) and in the new schedule A(w’), respectively. Since
T is periodic with offset, the release times in different system evolutions coincide,
and we have I = I'. Hence, we have )~ ;¢4 > > p ¢'. By Equation (6.56) in
the original schedule we obtain g5 + 3 ;.1 ¢4 < he. By Equation (6.54) in the new
schedule we obtain gy + >~ ;o cﬁl > ho. These two conditions lead to the fact that

w w' ; fata w W’
Yo ger ) < > jer ¢ which contradicts Y- ;¢ > 3 o ¢y

Since this leads both cases gh = g2 and g} > g2 to a contradiction, this concludes Step 2
of the proof. O

Under implicit communication, the starting times and the finishing times coincide
with the read- and write-events, respectively. Hence, the lower and upper bounds for
starting times and finishing times from Proposition 6.24 and Proposition 6.25 are lower
and upper bounds for the read- and write-events as well. We conclude that for each job
we can provide upper and lower bounds for the read- and write-events by simulating the
schedule two times until the job finishes: Once when all jobs execute their WCET and
once when all jobs execute their BCET.

Since for each task there are infinitely many jobs, we cannot simulate the schedule for
every job. Therefore, in the following, we show that it is sufficient to simulate the schedule
for a finite time window since the release pattern repeats. The following considerations
are based on the work of Leung and Whitehead [LW82]. Their proofs cannot be used
directly, since they create a new schedule (they call it a partial schedule) and show that
this one repeats. We need to show that even the original schedule repeats.

In the following, let wp; € {Wmin, Wwmax} the system evolution, where the execution
demand of all jobs of the same task is fixed to the same value (either C™1 or CMax),
We consider the corresponding schedule A(wpg;). We denote by C, € {C™in, Cmax} the
execution time of the jobs of task 7. For a time instant ¢ € R, we denote by X (¢) the tuple
(x+(t))rer where each x,(t) is the amount of time that jobs of 7; have been executed
since their last release, i.e., x,(t) = execy ™ (max {rf(j) ‘j eEN,rp(j < t} ,t). Similar to
the proof of Leung and Whitehead [LW82, Lemma 3.3], we show the following.

Lemma 6.26. For all t > ®(T) the relation X (t) > X(t + H(T)) (component-wise)
holds.

Proof. For a proof by contradiction, we assume that there are some ¢t > ®(T) and 7 € T
such that x,(t) < x-(t + H(T)). We show that in this case infinitely many tasks 7/ € T
have a time instant

trr > ¢ with x(tr) < x(t + H(T)). (6.58)

This contradicts the fact that T is finite.

By assumption, there is at least one task with the property from Equation (6.58).
Assume there are only finitely many tasks with this property and let 7/ be the one of them
with the highest priority. Since X, (t,/) < X (t,» + H(T)), there exists some t € [¢,+, /],
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where 7/ is not executing during [£,# + ¢] but during [t + H(T), + H(T) + €] for some
e > 0. Hence, there is some higher-priority task 7 which executes during [¢, 7 + €] but not
during [t + H(T),t + H(T) + €], i.e., x7(f) < x#(t + H(T)) = C: since all jobs of task
7 have the same execution time. Since 7 executes during ¢, we know that ¢z < ¢. This
contradicts the assumption that 7/ is the highest priority task with the property from
Equation (6.58). O

Furthermore, similar to Leung and Whitehead [LW82, Lemma 3.4], we use the preceding
lemma to show that the schedule repeats after ®(T) + 2H (T); that is, the schedule in
the interval [®(T) 4+ H(T), ®(T) + 2H(T)) coincides with the schedule in the intervals
[®(T) 4+ 2H(T),®(T) + 3H(T)), [®(T) + 3H(T), ®(T) + 4H(T)), and so on. We only
utilize that the total utilization Ut = Y ¢ % of the system is at most 1.

Lemma 6.27. When Ur <1, then X(t) = X(t+ H(T)) holds for all t > ®(T) + H(T).

Proof. We assume that there is some ¢t > ®(T) + H(T) with X (¢) # X(t + H(T)). Then,
by Lemma 6.26, there is some task 7 with x-(t) > x-(t + H(T)). There are two cases.
Either, (i) the ECU idles during some [t',t' +¢] C [t, ¢t + H(T)] for some ¢ > 0, or (ii) the
ECU is busy during the whole interval [¢,¢ + H(T)].

For (i), by Lemma 6.26, X (t') = (C;);er < X(t' — H(T)), i.e., the ECU also idles
during [t' — H(T),t' — H(T) + €]|. Since the job releases are the same, the schedule
coincides in the intervals [t' — H(T),t] and [¢/,t + H(T)]. Hence, X (t) = X (¢t + H(T)).

For (ii), since x,(t) > x-(t + H(T)) and x.(t) > x~(t + H(T)) for all 7/ € T, by
Lemma 6.26, there is less remaining workload by jobs in the ready queue at time ¢ than at
time ¢t + H(T). We conclude that there was more workload released during (¢,t + H(T)]

than could be executed by the ECU. This means that y ; C’i¥ > H(T), which

7
) C..
contradicts > ", 7
-1 T,

<1. O

Based on Lemma 6.27, the schedule repeats after ®(T) + 2H(T). More precisely, the
starting time and finishing time in system evolution wpi, of any m-th job 7(m) of 7 € T
that is released not before ®(T)+ 2H(T) can be recursively computed using the formulas:

A(wmin)ywmin _ S-A(Wmin)ywmin + H(T)

® Srm) B T(m,%f))

A Wmin ),Wmin A Wmin );Wmin
hd fT(En) ) = fT(fn_ H)('Il‘)) + H(T)
Tr

Similarly, the starting time and finishing time in system evolution wmyayx of any m-th job
7(m) of 7 € T that is released not before ®(T) + 2H (T) can be recursively computed
using the formulas:

A(wmax),wmax o A(Wmax)ywmax + H(T)

(m) ~ rm- 50

® S

° f-A(Wrnax)ywmax — fA(wmax)gwmax +H(T)

7(m) T(m—0)
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6.2. Analysis of Worst-Case End-to-End Latency

As a result, it is sufficient to generate a schedule for wni, and a schedule for wpax until
all jobs that are released before ®(T) + 2H (T) are finished.

In particular, the results from the previous propositions and the fact that read- and
write-events are set to the starting time and finishing time enables us to provide upper
and lower bounds for the read- and write-events. Independent of the system evolution,
they are formulated by functions re™®, re™ax we™in we™®: T x N — R as follows.

Definition 6.28 (re™™ re™®* we™" we™). For a task set T, we define functions
re™? re™?* we™" we™?: T x N — R by:

I,emin (7_’ m) — S:\(s::;nin)ywmin reax (7_, m) — Sﬁ(zgnax)ywmax (659)
we (7, ) 1= AL i W (7, ) 1= AL ns (6.60)

The values of the functions from Definition 6.28 at any (7,m) € T x N are constructed
as follows:

(i) We construct two T-FP preemptive schedules, one for wpyi, and one for wyax, until
all jobs released before ®(T) + 2H(T) are finished.

(ii) If ¢ +m - T; < ®(T) + 2H(T), then the values of starting time and finishing time
are directly taken from the corresponding schedules.

(iii) If ¢ + m - T, > ®(T) + 2H(T), then we calculate the read- and write-events
recursively as described after Lemma 6.27 and set the values accordingly.

By the results from Proposition 6.24 and Proposition 6.25, we obtain that

o re™(7,m) < re?(7(m)) < re™(7,m) and

° Wemin(

T,m) < we¥(7(m)) < we™*(

T, M)

for all jobs 7(m) € J and for all system evolutions w € €.

6.2.2.2 STEP 2: BOUND LENGTH OF AUGMENTED JOB CHAINS

To examine the end-to-end latency, we take the perspective of the MRT. That is, the
end-to-end latency can be described by a supremum over immediate forward augmented
job chains. To provide a bound for the end-to-end latency, we need to bound immediate
forward augmented job chains. We achieve this by constructing abstract integer represen-
tations fZE for cause-effect chain E = (11 — -+ — 7,,) and 7 € N based on the bounds of
read- and write-events provided in the previous section. Afterwards, in Section 6.2.2.2,
we show that finitely many abstract integer representations are sufficient to bound all
immediate forward augmented job chains.

Definition 6.29 (Construction of I_;E) Let i € N be a natural number. The abstract
integer representation IF = (ig, ... iny1) € N'T2 is an (n + 2)-tuple with:
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= read-event vj = write-event
.
lower bound 7

upper bound

10 12

Figure 6.8.: Construction of I = (1,2,2,2) for E = (1, — 7). We assume that the
read-event lower bound and write-event upper bound for each job are given
and that 79 has higher priority than 7.

e ig=1andiy =1+ 1.
e Forj€{2,...,n} the entry i; is the smallest number in N such that
(i) re™(1;,45) > wem™X(7;_1,i;_1), or

(ii) re™"(7;,i;) is mo less than the ij_1-th release of Tj_1 and Tj_1 has higher
priority than ;.

o in+1 = Zn
We define by E(I:;E) = we™aX (1, i,41) — €™ (71,140) the length of the abstract integer
representation If.

Please note that i; represents the (i + 1)-th job of 71 and is,...,i, are chosen such
that the i;-th job of 7; safely reads data after it was written by the i;_1-th job of 7;_4
for all j = 2,...,n. Furthermore, iy and i,41 represent the read-event of the i-th job
of 71 (i.e., a lower bound for the external activity z) and the write-event of the i,-th
job of 7, (i.e., an upper bound for 2’), respectively. This description is similar to the
description of immediate forward augmented job chains presented in Definition 3.4.

Example 6.30. Figure 6.8 illustrates the construction of the abstract representation
I = (1,2,2,2). The first entry is set to 1 due to the index of 1:719 The second entry is
computed by 1+ 1, which represents the second job of 7. The write-event upper bound
of the second job of 11 is lower than the read-event of the second job of 19 under any
system evolution, since the write-event upper bound we™**(11,2) = 7, is no less than the
read-event lower bound re™"(1y,2) = 7. The last entry of I = (1,2,2,2) is repeated.

The abstract integer representation yields an upper bound on the immediate forward
augmented job chains as stated in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.31 (Forward bound). Let I_:E = (igy...,int1) be some abstract representation
as specified in Definition 6.29. We have the following inequality
(@5 (z)) < ¢ (fE) (6.61)

for all system evolutions w € Q and z € (re“(11(7)), re¥(m1(i + 1))].
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Proof. We consider an immediate forward augmented job chain a¢4:(z) = (z, Ji, ..., Jn, %)
with z € (re¥(71(2)), re¥ (11 (¢ + 1))]. In the following we show that ¢(ac4(z)) = 2" — 2z <
we® (7 (int1)) — 1€ (71(i0))-

By definition, z > re“(71(ig)). Therefore, it is left to show that 2/ < we“ (7, (in+1)).
We show that by proving that J; < 7;(¢;) for all j = 1,...,n by induction.

Base case (j = 1): By definition, J; is the first job of 71 with read-event > z. Hence,
J1 = Tl(i() + 1) = Tl(il).

Induction step (j — j + 1): By definition, Jj4; is the first job of 7j4; with read-
event > we“(J;). Due to the induction hypothesis, J; < 7;(i;). Therefore, we*(J;) <
we (75(15)) < we™(7;,4;). By construction of the abstract integer representation fZE , We
know that it is guaranteed that 7;41(i;41) has read-event at or after we™**(7;,4;) under
any system evolution. Hence, the read-event of 71 (ij11) is > we¥(J;). We conclude
that Tj+1 (’L'j+1) = Jj+1.

We obtain that J,, < 7,(in) = Tn(ins+1). Therefore, we?(J,,) < we“ (7, (int+1)) by re-
quirement (R1) of Section 3.2.1. Hence, z = we“(Jy,) < we* (T (in+1)) < we™ (T, iny1).
This proves the lemma. O

6.2.2.3 STEP 3: PROVIDE END-TO-END LATENCY

By Lemma 6.31, the computation of a bound on the end-to-end latency is reduced to
a construction of the abstract representations 1:25 . As proven in Section 6.2.2.1, the
upper and lower bounds on the read- and write-events repeat each hyperperiod after
®(T) + 2H(T). Therefore, the construction and also the length of the abstract integer
representations I_ZE repeats as well and only a finite number of them has to be considered
to provide a latency bound. The following lemma show that it is sufficient to consider
abstract integer representations where the job that is described by the first entry is
released until ®(T) + 2H (T).

Lemma 6.32. Let I_ZE = (i, ..,int+1) be an abstract integer representation with ¢, +
(i —1)- Ty > ®(T) + 2H(T). There exists j € N such that for ij = (Jos -y Int1):

® 7. ()= ¢n + (= 1)Tr €[®(T)+ H(T), ®(T) + 2H(T))

ce(m)=e(m
Proof. Since Z = [®(T) + H(T), ®(T) + 2H(T)) has length H(T) and w := ¢, + (iop —
1) - T, is no less than the right boundary of Z, there exists some ¢ € N such that
w—¢-H(T) € Z. We choose j =1 —¢& - @ and consider I_JE Since the maximal
and minimal read- and write-events repeat eaclh hyperperiod H(T), the underlying job
sequence of ij is just the abstract representation of fZE shifted £ hyperperiods to the left.

Therefore, ¢, + (jo—1) - Tr, =w—&- H(T) € Z and ¢ (I_JE) =/ (I?) O

Please note that since for fZE the first entry is ig = i, if 7 is increased, then 7 is increased
as well. As a consequence, to find all ¢ such that ¢, + (ip — 1)Tr, < ®(T) + 2H(T) is
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6. End-to-End Latency of Cause-Effect Chains

Algorithm 7 End-to-end latency bound.

1: Compute we™?* and re™™ by constructing concrete schedules. > After Definition 6.28
2 T/ ={},i=1

3: while ¢, + (i — 1)T;, < ®(T) +2H(T) do

4: Add i to 7/,

5 Construct fz > Definition 6.29
6 t=1+1

7: Compute upper bound from Equation (6.62).

fulfilled, it is sufficient to consider i = 1,2,3,... and stop as soon as ¢, + (ig — 1)1, >
O(T) +2H(T).

Under the assumption that the read- and write-event upper and lower bounds, as defined
in Definition 6.28, are computed for all jobs, we can construct I_ZE forallt=1,2,3,...
until ¢, + (j —1)Tr, > ®(T)+2H(T). The abstract representations .fZE provide an upper
bound on the length ¢ (a¢$(z)) of the corresponding immediate forward augmented job
chains with z € (re¥(71(7)),re¥(m1(i + 1))] by Lemma 6.31. By Lemma 6.32 this finite
number of abstract representations is sufficient to bound the length of all immediate
forward /backward augmented job chains. By taking the maximum max; ¢ (sz ) of the

length of these finitely many abstract representations, we obtain upper bounds on the
end-to-end latency Lat(E).

Theorem 6.33. Let E be a cause-effect chain where all tasks are on one ECU and all
tasks adhere to implicit communication. We denote by T the set of all i € N such that
¢r + (i — )T, < ®(T)+2H(T). The following equations hold:

< [ :
Lat(E) < [nax 14 (Il ) (6.62)

Proof. By Definition 3.7, the end-to-end latency is defined as

Lat(E) = sup sup (acy(2)). (6.63)
weN z>ro“’(7-1(VVE”T1 )

By Lemma 6.31, this can be upper bounded by Lat(E) < sup,ecq Sup;ey E(I_ZE) Apply-
ing Lemma 6.32, we obtain Lat(E) < sup,cq Sup;czsw E(flE) Since sup;czsw E(flE) is
independent of the choice of w € 2, we obtain Lat(E) < sup;czfw E(EE). O

The procedures to compute our bound on the end-to-end latency is shown in Algo-
rithm 7.

Furthermore, we note that in the case that C* = C% for all tasks 7 € T, the execution
time of every job of each task is fixed. In this case there is only one system evolution
W = Wmin = Wmax €  to be considered, and the constructed minimal and maximal
read- and write-events coincide with the actual read- and write-events. As a result,
the abstract integer representations fZE constructed in Definition 6.29 provide an exact
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bound for SUp.¢ (rew (r, (i) rev (r1 (i4+1))] £(@€%(2)). Therefore, when only considering i € /v
with i > W or ¢ + (i — 1)T7, > ®(T) + H(T), the analysis using abstract integer

representations becomes exact. We denote this subset of Z/* by Ig;';ct

Corollary 6.34. If C* = C% for all tasks T € T, then Lat(F) = max; _rrw ¢ <flE)

exact

Proof. If C* = C* for all tasks 7 € T, then there is only one system evolution Q = {w}.
Moreover, the maximal and minimal read- and write-events utilized in the construction
of flE are the actual read- and write-events of the jobs, respectively. Hence,

oIry = sup 0(at(2)). (6.64)
z€(re¥ (71 (1)),rev (11 (i+1))]

cre U(IP). O

We conclude that Lat(E) = SUP>wy E(I_ZE) = SUp;rfw
Complexity: Two components play a decisive role for the time complexity of our
analysis. We (i) create the schedule for the system evolutions wpax and wpi, for the
bounded time frame to obtain minimal and maximal read- and write-events for each
job, and (ii) create and compare abstract integer representations based on the minimal
and maximal read- and write-events. We examine the time complexity for a cause-effect
chain F¥ on an ECU with task set T with N tasks.

Since the schedule repeats after ®(T) + 2H(T), it suffices to schedule the jobs in the

interval [0, ®(T) + 2H(T)). Hence, the time complexity for (i) is O (M : n),

Tmin
where T,,;, := min T is the minimal period in T.
T7€T

For each abstract integer representation we have to determine n + 2 integers. There
is a cost of query? Q depending on the data structure for finding the next integer for
the abstract representation. To compute the end-to-end latency bound, we have to
simulate and compare up to %ﬂ{m abstract integer representations. Hence, the time
: <I>(’]I‘)+2H(T))

complexity for component (ii) is O <n Q- -

We note that the time complexity for the method by Kloda et al. [KBS18] coincides
with the complexity of component (ii) for our reaction time computation, except that
they have to call a latency function for each job instead of determining the job itself.
The methods by Diirr et al. [Diir+19] and by Davare [Dav+07] have complexity O(n).
Since these methods all assume that the WCRTSs are known, i.e., computed in advance,

the time complexity of the WCRT computation should also be taken into account.

“The data structure can be designed such that @ = O(1). Let all jobs for each task 7 be stored in a list
lr, ordered by their release. If we want to find the first job of 7 with minimal read-event after a time
instant ¢ and assume that all jobs finish their execution before the subsequent job release, then only

those jobs in the list with index j between P*d’jﬁifﬂ—‘ and V}%J are candidates to be checked, i.e.,
O(T>/T>) many jobs.
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6.2.2.4 ANALYSIS OF MAXIMUM REDUCED DATA AGE

In this section we extend our bound to Maximum Reduced Data Age (MRDA) to compare
with the bounds from [Bec+17a; Diir4+19; KBS18]. By Definition 3.7, the MRDA is
defined as

sup (sup {¢“(J1,...,Jn) | a@ch(2) = (2, J1, ..., Jn,2'), 2/ > we (1, (W§ . ))}) - (6.65)
we

To provide a bound for the MRDA, we construct abstract integer representations .7ZE for
immediate backward augmented job chains.

Definition 6.35 (Construction of 7’?) Let i € N be a natural number. The abstract
integer representation I¥ = (ig, ... iny1) € N**2 is a (n + 2)-tuple with:

® inr1 =1 and i, =1—1.

e For je{n—1,...,1} the entry i; is the highest number in N such that

(i) 1e™ (741, 0541) = We™(75,45), or
(ii) T; has higher priority than Tj41 and re™®(1;41,ij41) is no earlier than the

release of the ij-th job of 7;.
o ’io = ’il.

We define by E(?IE) = we™aX (7, i,41) — 1e™ (11,140) the length of the abstract integer
representation IF.

If Tf = (40, - .- ,in+1) exists, then we™a(7,, 4,) —re™" (7, i) bounds £ (Jy, ..., J,) for
any immediate backward augmented job chain dc4(2') with 2’ € (re¥ (7, (i—1)),re” (7, (2))]-
This result can be proven similar to the proof of Theorem 6.31.

However, there might be cases where dcg(2) = (2,1, ..., Jn, 2'), 2/ > we* (7, (WE )

exists, but the corresponding ?f

2! —¢Tn

w does not. In that case, we use the upper bound

Trr,
V(i) == we™ (7,,,4) — re™ (71, 1) with i = [%—‘ instead. Hence, we obtain a bound
for the MRDA as follows:

(i) Construct we™* and re™™ using concrete schedules for all jobs that are released
before ®(T) + 2H(T)

(ii) For i =1,2,... construct ?ZE = (40, -y int1) until 77 oy > S(T) + 2H(T).
(iii) Compute the bound

l <7E) ,7? exists

U(7) ,else (6.66)

MRDA(FE) < max{
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6.2.2.5 EVALUATION

A relevant industrial use-case of the presented end-to-end latency analyses is the timing
verification of cause-effect chains in the automotive domain. To assess the practical benefit
of our proposed analyses, we evaluate it using synthesized task sets and cause-effect
chains that adhere to the details described in Automotive Benchmarks For Free [KZH15].
Furthermore, we generate task sets with the UUnifast algorithm [BB05] to assess the
performance for general task parameters. We consider periodic task sets and implicit
job communication to apply our analysis results from Theorem 6.33 (for the end-to-end
latency (Lat)) and Section 6.2.2.4 (for MRDA). The following setup is considered in the
evaluation, which is released on Github [TU 22b].

We use the method by Davare et al. [Dav+07] to normalize all other end-to-end
bounds, since this method yields the most pessimistic result. We define the latency
reduction LR(M) of an analysis method M with respect to an evaluated bound B(-),
i.e., end-to-end latency or MRDA, by

LR(M) = (B(Davare) — B(M))/B(Davare). (6.67)

Additionally, for the case BCET equals WCET, an exact analysis of end-to-end latency
and MDA is given by Corollary 6.34. Since this is a valid execution scenario for the
general case where O™ < C™Max Corollary 6.34 provides a lower bound for the case
Cmin < Cmax Therefore, we also consider the gap reduction GR(M), defined by

GR(M) = (B(Davare) — B(M))/(B(Davare) — B(Corollary 6.34)). (6.68)

In particular, the closer the gap reduction is to 1, the tighter that bound is to the lower
bound, and therefore the tighter that value is to the exact latency bound.

TASK AND TASK SET GENERATION A task 7 is described by the WCET C, period
T;, and phase ¢.. Furthermore, U, = C; /T is the utilization of task 7. We consider the
following two benchmarks for the generation of task sets.

Automotive benchmark [KZH15]: A task 7 is generated as follows:”

(i) The period T: in ms is drawn from the set T'= {1, 2,5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 1000}
according to the related share® of [KZH15, Table III, IV, and V].

(ii) The Average-Case Execution Time (ACET) of a task is generated based on a
Weibull distribution that fulfills the properties in [KZH15, Table III, IV, and V].

°In the automotive benchmark [KZH15], atomic software components contain runnables subject to
scheduling. Multiple runnables with the same period are afterwards grouped together as a task. Since
communication usually happens on the runnable level, we set up the experiments accordingly, and
denote each runnable as a task to match the common notation in real-time systems research and the
cause-effect chain model in the literature.

5The sum of the probabilities in [KZH15, Table III, IV, and V] is only 85%. The remaining 15 % are
reserved for angle-synchronous tasks that we do not consider. Hence, all share values are divided by
0.85 in the generation process.
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(iii) The task’s WCET (WCET) is determined by multiplying its ACET with its WCET
factor, which is drawn equally distributed from an interval [fin, fmaz] [KZH15].

We generate 1000 automotive task sets for each cumulative task set utilization of
U =50%, 60%, 70%, 80 %, and 90 %. Since the tasks’ utilizations are determined by
the WCET and the automotive-specific semi-harmonic periods, we use a fully-polynomial
approximation scheme to solve the subset-sum problem to select a subset of tasks within
a candidate task set such that the cumulative utilization satisfies the above requirements.
We initially generate T, a set of 1000 to 1500 tasks, and then select a subset 7" of tasks
using the subset-sum approximation algorithm to reach the targeted utilization within 1
percentage point error bounds, i.e., |(3_; Ur) —U| < 0.01. On average, the generated
task sets consist of around 50 tasks.

Uniform task set generation [BB05]: For user-specified values N € N and 0 <
U* <1, the UUniFast algorithm [BB05] generates a task set T of cardinality N as follows.
Utilization values (U, ),et are drawn from (0, 1] uniform at random under the constraint
that > 1 Ur = U*. Due to the fact that the analyses are computationally tractable
only for sufficiently small hyperperiods, we draw semi-harmonic periods based on the
automotive benchmark. For each of the utilization values, i.e., U* = 50 %, 60 %, 70 %, 80 %,
and 90 %, we generate 1000 task sets with 50 tasks each. Each task’s period is drawn
from the interval [1,2000] according to a log-uniform distribution and rounded to the
next smallest period in the set {1,2,5, 10,20, 50, 100, 200, 500, 1 000}. Given the periods
and the utilizations, the WCET is set to C, = U, - T.

To the best of our knowledge, there are no benchmarks published that detail and
reason how to experimentally set up an asynchronous release of tasks, i.e., what a task’s
phase value should be. Furthermore, the analysis by Kloda et al. [KBS18] is formulated
only for cause-effect chains with synchronous tasks. Hence, we consider synchronous
task sets (with ¢, = 0) in this evaluation. All tasks are scheduled by preemptive RM
scheduling.

CAUSE-EFFECT CHAIN GENERATION Given a generated task set, the set of cause-
effect chains is generated according to the description in Section IV-E in [KZH15]. Namely,
a set of cause-effect chains containing 30 to 60 cause-effect chains is generated from each
task set as depicted in the following steps:

(i) The number of involved activation patterns P; € {1,2,3}, i.e., the number of
unique periods of tasks in a generated cause-effect chain, is drawn according to the
distribution shown in Table VI in [KZH15].

(ii) P; unique periods are drawn from the task set from a uniform distribution without
replacement. More specifically, this step yields a set T; of P; distinct periods.

(iii) For each period in T; we draw 2 to 5 tasks at random (without replacement)
according to the distribution in Table VII in [KZH15] from the tasks in the task
set with the respective period.
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Figure 6.9.: Experiments for the automotive benchmark. Our method improves the
state of the art, especially for the MRDA.

The resulting cause-effect chains consist of 2 to 15 tasks and no task occurs multiple
times in the same cause-effect chain.

EVALUATION RESULTS In Figures 6.9 and 6.10, we show the evaluation results with
automotive and uniform task generation, respectively. The boxplots display the evaluation
results of the methods by Diirr et al. [Diir+19] (D19) and Kloda et al. [KBS18] (K18), as
well as of our method (0.0,0.3,0.7,1.0) where the BCET of the task is set to 0.0,0.3,0.7
or 1.0 of the WCET. Since 1.0 is the bound given by Corollary 6.34, the gap reduction
is always equal to 1 and therefore not reported. For the MRDA, the method by Becker
et al. [Bec+17a]” (B17) is displayed as well. The plots show the latency reduction (LR)
from Equation (6.67) or the gap reduction (GR) from Equation (6.68). The method
by Schlatow et al. [Sch+18a] is omitted since it is dominated by Davare’s method for

"We apply the method where the WCRT is known (see [Bec+17a, Table 1]).

213



6. End-to-End Latency of Cause-Effect Chains

I = All values 1 = Half of the values — = Median ‘
1.0 l.O_W
_S 0.8+ T c 0.84
© kel
3 4+
4 o 4
g 0.6 3 0.6
9]
30.4+ 0.4+
C
g &
®0.21 0.2
- T T T T 00 T -I- -I- -I- -I-
D19 K18 0.0 0.3 0.7 1.0 D19 K18 0.0 0.3 0.7
(a) Lat, LR. (b) Lat, GR.
1.0 1.0 = — L
_g 0.8+ c 0.8+
S 1 B 1
@ 0.6 3 0.6 u
9]
30.4+ o 0.4 El
C
g &
®0.21 0.2
0 1 1 T -I- -I- -I- -I- O . O T -I- T T
D19 K18 B17 0.0 0.3 0.7 1.0 D19 K18 B17 0.0 0.3 0.7
(¢) MRDA, LR. (d) MRDA, GR.

Figure 6.10.: Experiments for the uniform benchmark. Again, our method improves
the state of the art, especially for the MRDA.

non-harmonic task systems.

Our analysis performs similar to K18 for the end-to-end latency ((a) and (b) in
Figures 6.9 and 6.10) and outperforms the state of the art for MRDA ((c) and (d) in
Figures 6.9 and 6.10). We observe that under both benchmarks the LR and GR of our
method increases when the BCET is closer to the WCET. The GR ((b) and (d) in
Figures 6.9 and 6.10) is in median over 90 percent for our methods and for K18, whereas
D19 and B17 have a median GR of less than 55 percent in all scenarios.

RUNTIME EVALUATION In the following, we study the control parameters that regulate
the runtime of our analysis. More specifically, we show that (i) the runtime of our single
ECU algorithm is dependent on the number of jobs to be scheduled in the simulation,
and (ii) the runtime can be controlled by bounding the hyperperiod of the task sets
under analysis. For the measurements, we use a machine equipped with 2x AMD EPYC
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Figure 6.11.: Runtime Evaluation.

7742 running Linux, i.e., in total 256 threads with 2.25 GHz and 256 GB RAM. Each
measurement runs on one independent thread and covers the time for simulation of the
best-case and worst-case schedule and for deriving the end-to-end latency and MRDA.
Both experiments rely on uniform task generation [BB05] with synchronous tasks. The
total utilization is pulled uniformly from [50,90] [%] and task periods are pulled log-
uniformly from the integers in [1,20]. As a result, the hyperperiod of the task set is
between 1 and lem(1, ,20) = 232792560. From each task set, we choose 5 tasks at
random without replacement and combine them to a cause-effect chain.

For (i), we generate 1000 task sets with 5 to 20 tasks each. The results are depicted
in Figure 6.11a for task sets where the number of scheduled jobs is below 100 000. The
number of scheduled jobs is upper bounded by > _ 2-1;511‘) < m?r'fe(?ﬂ -|T|. For a fixed
number of tasks and a fixed range of periods, we can control the number of scheduled
jobs by constraining the hyperperiod H(T). For example, when the hyperperiod is 1000
and the number of tasks is 20, then there are at most 40000 scheduled jobs. The exact

number of jobs may be lower since big hyperperiods require bigger periods 7.
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In (ii), for a given number of tasks per set, we create 1000 task sets with hyperperiod
in the range from 0 to 1000, 1000 to 2000, 2000 to 3000, and 3000 to 4000, each. The
median and maximal runtimes sorted by hyperperiod bounds are depicted in Figure 6.11b
and 6.11c, respectively. We observe that with a low hyperperiod, the maximum runtime
can be controlled.

6.2.3 PARTITIONED JOB CHAINS

In this section, we consider a cause-effect chain £ = (11 — - -+ — 7,) where all tasks 7;
are periodic tasks with offset, communicating under LET. That is, each task 7; can be
abstracted as

7; € PerOff (T, ¢+,), (6.69)

k3

and the read-event and write-event of each job 7;(j) € J is at the release 7'7“_’1,(. and deadline
r:-(j) + D;,. Due to the fixed release pattern of periodic tasks with offsets, the read-
and write-events repeat every hyperperiod. As a result, ¢(at$,(2)) < l(aty(2) + H(E)),
and it is sufficient to consider immediate forward augmented job chains acf,(z) with
z € (re?(m(WE ), re* (1 (W ;) + H(E)]. Furthermore, it is sufficient to only calculate
a4 (=) where z is right after a read-event of task 7, i.e. for z = ¢ + (k—1) - T +¢
with & € N, where € > 0 is an infinitesimal number. This approach has been detailed
for example in [Giin+21a]. Moreover, Kordon and Tang [KT20] compute the MRDA
efficiently under LET, using this procedure as a backbone.

Still, to calculate the end-to-end latency, up to w immediate forward augmented
job chains have to be considered. This can be time—(:(l)nsuming, especially if 77, is small
compared to the other task periods. We exploit the description of the end-to-end latency

using p-partitioned job chains pc‘g,p(m), ie.,

Lat(E) = sup sup {E(pcji;”p(m)) ‘ m > Wﬁjjp} , (6.70)

we
as proven in Theorem 6.7, to speed up the calculation of the end-to-end latency. In
particular, choosing p € {1,...,n} which maximizes T, only w partitioned job

P
chains need to be constructed. Since task periods in automotive systems usually range

over 3 orders of magnitude (cf. [KZH15]), the number of objects to be constructed can
be reduced by a factor of up to 1000. In the following, we evaluate the speed-up that is
obtained by considering p-partitioned job chains instead of immediate forward augmented
job chains. The results presented in this section appeared in ECRTS 2023 [Giin+23b].

6.2.3.1 DESCRIPTION OF OUR APPROACH USING PARTITIONED JOB CHAINS

Partitioned job chains have been introduced in Section 6.1.2.1 to prove the equivalence
of MRT and MDA. As a side effect of the equivalence, in Theorem 6.7, the end-to-end
latency has been described by partitioned job chains (see Equation (6.70)). Since the
read- and write-events repeat every hyperperiod, also the partitioned job chains repeat.
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H(E)

Therefore, it is sufficient to consider only T, partitioned job chains, as formalized by
the following theorem.

Theorem 6.36. The end-to-end latency of E can be computed by constructing %
™
many p-partitioned job chains. More specifically,
w w w | H(E)
Lat(E) = ilég sup § L(pc,(m)) (Wi, <m < Wy + T (6.71)
p

for anyp € {1,...,n}.

Proof. Let p € {1,...,n}. By Theorem 6.7, the end-to-end latency Lat(FE) is given by
Lat(E) = sup,,cq Lat(E, w) = sup,,cq sup {E(pc“é,p(m)) ’ m > Wgﬁp}. We consider an
arbitrary m > WE and m' =m + H( ). To prove the theorem it is sufficient to show

that €(pes, (m) = £(pc, (m).
We denote the jobs of the partitioned job chains as follows:

pc“ﬁp(m) = (mi(ma), ..., p(mp), Tp(Mp), - - -, Tu (M) (6.72)
pc‘}f;’p(m/) = (r1(m}), ... ,Tp(m;),v'p(m;), o Ta(ml)) (6.73)
Furthermore, for convenience, we define h; = %TE) for all i = 1,...,n. We know
that £(pcg; ,(m)) = we (7, (1)) — re (Tl(ml)) o e (Tn(Mmp + hy)) — re?(11(m1 + h1)).

Therefore, to prove that {(pcf; ,(m)) > £(pcf ,(m )), it is sufficient to show that both
Tn (M, + hy) = T (Mm)) and 71 (M + hy) < ( ’1) hold.

By definition, (71(m1 + h1),...,7(mp + hyp)) is a job chain for (1, — -+ — 7,),
and (11(m}),... Tp( my,)) is an immediate backward job chain. Furthermore, we have
Tp(myp + hp) = 7,(m;,). Therefore, 71(m1 + h1) < 71(m}) by Lemma 6.2.

Similarly, (Tp(mp—i-h )5+ Ta(1n +hy)) is a job chain, and (7,(172},), - - . , Tn(77,)) is an
immediate forward job chain with 7,(my, + hy) = 7, (1), Hence, 7, (1, + h n) = To(ml)
by Lemma 6.2. O

We note that the construction of pc%’p(m) is independent of the system evolution w,
since the release pattern does not depend on w and therefore the read- and write-events
do not depend on w as well. Hence, sup,cn can be removed in Equation (6.71). By
choosing p € {1,...,n} with the maximum 7', the amount of partitioned job chains to
be constructed is minimized. Our approach can be formalized as follows.

Our approach (Our) using partitioned job chains:
(i) Choose p € {1,...,n} with the maximum 77,.

(ii) Calculate W}:{Tp by finding the first immediate backward job chain that exists.

(iii) Construct p-partitioned job chains pc‘;’;’p(m) for m = WﬁTP, Wg@ +1,..., Wg’TP
AE) .

P

In the next section we evaluate the speedup that can be achieved by our proposed
approach.
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6.2.3.2 EVALUATION

In the following, we compare the time consumption of our approach (Our), defined in
the previous section, with the approach detailed in [Giin+21a].

Approach by Giinzel et al. [Giin+21a] (G21):
(i) Calculate Wi ., by finding the first immediate backward job chain that exists.

ii) Construct immediate forward augmented job chains a4 (r + ¢) for m =
EN 11(m)

Wi Wi+ 1 W+ S — 1, where ¢ is the infinitesimal number.

TASK SET GENERATION. We randomly generate 10000 task sets T, each with a
random cardinality of nt € [50,100] N N. To evaluate the approaches with tasks similar
to a real-world application, we generate tasks according to the automotive benchmark
by Kramer et al. [KZH15]. In particular, for each task 7 we draw a period T, from
the set {1,2,5,10,20,50,100,200,1000} according to the related share® of these periods
in [KZH15, Table III, IV and V]. We assume implicit deadlines, i.e., the relative deadline
D, is set to the period T, and the phase ¢, is set to 0 for all tasks. Since the read- and
write-events under LET are independent of the execution behavior, no execution time of
the task is synthesized.

CAUSE-EFFECT CHAIN GENERATION. For each task set T, we generate a cause-effect
chain E according to Kramer et al. [KZH15, Section IV-E]. In particular, we apply the
following steps:

(i) The number of involved activation patterns Pg € {1,2,3}, i.e., the number of
unique periods of the tasks in the cause-effect chain F, is drawn according to the
distribution in [KZH15, Table VI].

(ii) A set Sg of Pg unique periods is uniformly drawn from the periods in T.

(iii) For each period in Sg, we draw 2 to 5 tasks at random (without replacement)
according to the distribution in [KZH15, Table VII] from the tasks in T with the
respective period. The cause-effect chain E consists of these tasks in random order.

If there are no sufficient tasks with the required period in Step (iii), we discard the set
and randomly draw another task set until a cause-effect chain is successfully created.

EVALUATION RESULTS. For each cause-effect chain, we apply (G21) and (Our) to
compute the end-to-end latency. For the runtime measurements, we use a machine
equipped with 2x AMD EPYC 7742 running Linux, i.e., in total 256 threads with
2.25 GHz and 256 GB RAM. Each measurement runs on one independent thread.

8The sum of probabilities in [KZH15] is only 85 %. The remaining 15 % are reserved for angle-synchronous
tasks that we do not consider here. Therefore, all share values are divided by 0.85.
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Figure 6.12.: The time_ratio for different number of involved activation patterns. Red
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involved patterns 1 2 3
number values 8109 1436 455
min speed-up 0.37 0.46 0.49

median speed-up | 0.88 1.29 2.16
mean speed-up 0.92 5.43 8.82
max speed-up 2.03 | 180.93 | 234.92

Table 6.4.: Speed-up for different number of activation patterns.

Observation 1: For all 10000 cause-effect chains all latency values obtained by (Our)
coincide with the corresponding values obtained by (G21).

Observation 2: Our results can reduce the required time for computing the end-
to-end latencies significantly. Specifically, Figure 6.12 depicts the time ratio, defined
by Eﬁgé;{, where time_our and time_g21 is the time needed by (Our) and (G21),
respectively, to derive the end-to-end latency (considering the minimal runtime over
10000 runs for each of the 10000 cause effect chains). On the x-axis the number of
different activation patterns, i.e., the number of different periods in the cause-effect chain,
is shown. Additionally, Table 6.4 shows the speed-up, defined as :ﬁiﬁii

We observe that (Our) reduces the required time significantly in most cases compared
to (G21) if there are tasks with different periods in the cause-effect chain. Specifically,
when there is more than one activation pattern, then (Our) reduces the number of
constructed chains by choosing p such that F(p) has the largest period, and a much
larger speed-up is observed such cases. However, we note that if the first task has already
the highest period, like for the case with only one activation pattern, then determining
the task with the highest period leads to an overhead which has negative impact on the
runtime. Due to this overhead, (Our) does not always outperform (G21).

This observation is supported by Figure 6.13, which shows the absolute time for the
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Figure 6.13.: Absolute time for computation of end-to-end latency in log scale. Results
for (G21) are on the z-axis, and results for (Our) are on the y-axis.

computation of the end-to-end latency for (G21), on the z-axis, and for (Our), on the
y-axis. As depicted, when (G21) performs already well, then (Our) might perform
slightly worse due to the overhead for choosing p. However, if the runtime of (G21) is
long, (Our) can reduce the runtime significantly. In all evaluated cases, the runtime
of (Our) to obtain the end-to-end latency is bounded by 3 - 10~*s, while for (G21) a
runtime of up to 2- 1072 s can be observed.

6.2.4 DISTRIBUTED SETUPS

Whereas Sections 6.2.1-6.2.3 focus on local cause-effect chains, i.e., cause-effect chains
only involving tasks scheduled on one ECU, in this section we consider interconnected
cause-effect chains, i.e., cause-effect chains distributed among several ECUs. Whereas
tasks on a single ECU are scheduled using one synchronized clock, the clocks among
different ECUs are usually not synchronized. Such systems are of high practical relevance.
For instance, according to the Flexray standard [Fle05], the data communication cycle
is divided into static segments (i.e., synchronous time-triggered communication) and
dynamic segments (i.e., asynchronous event-driven communication).

There are mechanisms to achieve synchronization of several ECUs. That is, to enable
a coherent collaboration among multiple distributed devices, clock synchronization
techniques [KS22] enable one global system clock for all devices; a so-called globally
synchronized system. Globally synchronized systems are usually easier to be optimized
and analyzed, but the synchronization mechanism imposes strong dependencies (e.g., on
the master node for clock synchronization), which makes the distributed system fragile
against fault tolerance [Ben+02]. Therefore, accepting globally asynchronous clocks with
offset and jitter enables distributed embedded systems that are robust against imperfect
synchronization of the architecture. We call such systems Globally Asynchronized Locally
Synchronized (GALS) systems.

GALS systems provoke new challenges for the analysis. That is, we have to account
for asynchronous clocks for different tasks in the cause-effect chains. Moreover, multiple
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single ECUs are connected by an inter-communication infrastructure, e.g., Controller
Area Network (CAN) [Bos91] or FlexRay [Fle05], which has to be accounted for. This
can be done by applying the compositional property of cause-effect chains, proven in
Theorem 6.3. In the following, we discuss how to achieve the analysis for interconnected
cause-effect chains. Afterwards, we evaluate our findings. The results of this section
appeared in RTAS 2021 [Giin+21a] and its journal extension [Giin+23a].

6.2.4.1 OUR APPROACH UsING CUTTING THEOREM

Considering an interconnected cause-effect chain F = (71 — -+ — 73,), the compositional
property, formalized as Cutting Theorem in Theorem 6.3, can be utilized to bound the
end-to-end latency as follows:

Lat(F) < Lat(E7) + Lat(FE>) (6.74)

where By = (1] — -+ — 1) and Ey = (Tg41 — -+ — 7) for some k € {1,...,n}. The
intuition behind our approach is to cut the cause-effect chain whenever the ECU changes
to obtain a set of local cause-effect chains that can be analyzed using the results from
the previous sections. To achieve this, we assume that each task is assigned to a single
ECU, i.e., partitioned scheduling.

To account for the communication infrastructure between different ECUs, we model
the communication by an additional communication tasks 7¢. Each communication task
has the purpose of transferring data from one specific ECU to another ECU. More
specifically, jobs released by communication tasks read data from a shared resource
of one ECU and write it to a shared resource of another ECU. We assume that the
communication tasks are executed on dedicated components and do not impair job
execution of the non-communication tasks. For notational convenience those dedicated
components are treated as communication ECUs. This abstraction is valid for common
inter-communication infrastructures like CAN [Bos91] or FlexRay [Fle05]. Our estimations
utilize only knowledge about the WCRT R;c and maximum inter-arrival time 772, i.e.,
maximum time between two recurrent job releases, of each communication task 7¢.

In particular, we assume that each interconnected cause-effect chain E consists of local
cause-effect chains Ey, ..., E,, and communication tasks 7f7,..., 75 _;. That is, each E;
is executed on one ECU and 7{ transfers data from the ECU of E; to the ECU of E; ;.
Hence, the cause-effect chain including communication tasks is

E=(E1 -1 —>E —15— - — Ey) (6.75)
where each E; is a local cause-effect chain. Please note that we use cause-effect chains F;
as entries of F to indicate that all tasks of E; are added to the chain. The chain F is not

a sequence of cause-effect chains. We do this for the sake of readability.
By using the Cutting Theorem, we achieve the following.
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Theorem 6.37 (Analysis of interconnected cause-effect chain with communication tasks).
The end-to-end latency of E is upper bounded by:

Lat(E) < Zm: Lat(E;) + Y Lat((r{)) (6.76)

Proof. This is achieved by cutting E into local parts using the compositional property
from Theorem 6.3. O

For Lat(FE;), any bound on the end-to-end latency of the local cause-effect chain can be
applied. Several such bounds are provided in the previous sections. For Lat((7f)), since the
cause-effect chain consists of only one task, trivial upper bounds are Lat(( £)) < Tre+ Rye
if 77 uses implicit communication, and Lat((7{)) < Tre + Dre if 7{ uses communication
under LET.

Similar theorems can be stated for the MRDA and MRRT.

Theorem 6.38. The MRDA and MRRT of E are upper bounded by:

m—1

MRRT(E) < MRRT(E}) + ZMRRT + ) MRRT(({)) (6.77)
=2 i=1
m—1 m—1

MRDA(E) < MRDA(E, MRDA(E;) + > MRDA((r})) (6.78)
=1 i=1

Proof. This is achieved by applying the extensions of the Cutting Theorem, formulated
in Equations (6.13) and (6.14). O

6.2.4.2 EVALUATION

We evaluate our findings by comparing the bounds for the end-to-end latency (Lat) and for
the MRDA of synthetic interconnected cause-effect chains under implicit communication.
The following approaches are considered:

e Our approach: Using Theorem 6.37 or Theorem 6.38 together with the bounds
from Section 6.2.2 for the local cause-effect chains. We denote our method as
(0.0,0.3,0.7,1.0) where the BCET of each task is set to 0.0,0.3,0.7 or 1.0 of the
WCET, respectively.

e Diirr et al. [Diir+19] (D19): Using the bounds stated in Theorem 3.10.

e Davare et al. [Dav+407] (DO07): Using the bound stated in Theorem 6.20. This
bound is utilized to normalize all other end-to-end bounds, since this method yields
the most pessimistic result.

The method by Schlatow et al. [Sch+418a] is omitted since it is dominated by Davare’s
method for non-harmonic task systems.
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We define the latency reduction LR(M) of an analysis method M with respect to an
evaluated bound B(+), e.g., MRT, by

LR(M) = (B(DO07) — B(M))/B(D07). (6.79)

The following setup is considered in the evaluation, which is released on Github [TU
22b].

TASK AND TASK SET GENERATION We generate 1000 automotive task sets for each
cumulative task set utilization of U = 50 %, 60 %, 70 %, 80 %, and 90 %, following the
procedure described in Section 6.2.2.5, either utilizing the automotive benchmark [KZH15]
or uniform task set generation [BB05].

Furthermore, in order to evaluate interconnected cause-effect chains, we assume a
T-FP communication fabric. Specifically, we draw the period of each message log-
uniformly at random from the range 10 ms to 10000 ms and truncate the result to the
next smallest integer to model the communication frequency. Furthermore, we assume
that the transmission time of a message, i.e., execution time on the communication
fabric, is a constant. In our evaluations, we utilize the constant time from standard 2.0A
CAN-Bus with 1 Mbps bandwidth, where transmitting 8 bytes of data (along with its 66
bits overhead due to its header and tail) takes C; = 130 - 1073 ms. Given the set of all
messages and with random priority assignment, the WCRT of each communication task
is calculated using Time-Demand Analysis (TDA) for non-preemptive tasks.

CAUSE-EFFECT CHAIN GENERATION First, we generate 30 to 60 cause-effect chains
from each task set as described in Section 6.2.2.5. Afterwards, we generate 10000
interconnected cause-effect chains by selecting 5 cause-effect chains of different task sets
with the same utilization under a uniform distribution. For each selection, we create
20 communication tasks as described above. Among them, 4 are chosen randomly to
connect the 5 communication tasks.

EVALUATION RESULTS Figures 6.14 and 6.15 show the evaluation results under
automotive and uniform task generation, respectively. The plots show the latency
reduction (LR) from Equation (6.79). Our method outperforms the state of the art
significantly: Whereas our method shows a median LR of more than 30 percent in all
cases, (D19) has a median LR of around 5 percent or less.

6.2.5 HETEROGENEOUS SETUPS

As stated by Hamann et al. [Ham+17], automotive systems are composed of cause-effect
chains that use heterogeneous communication mechanisms. While implicit communi-
cation and LET both ensure data consistency, tasks use LET communication if timing
determinism has to be further pursued, and tasks use implicit communication if reduced
end-to-end latency is the primary objective.
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Figure 6.14.: Inter-ECU experiments for the automotive benchmark. Our method
improves the state of the art for all setups.

However, the current state-of-the-art analyses (summarized in Section 3.3.2) only
permit cause-effect chains with homogeneous communication mechanisms with either
only implicit communication or only LET. That is, in case LET has to be applied for
some tasks to improve the temporal determinism, all other tasks in the cause-effect chain
must be converted to LET accordingly. As a task may be involved in multiple cause-effect
chains and LET communication typically increases end-to-end latency, this conversion
may have a domino effect with respect to timing, which is only due to the lack of proper
analysis. To conquer such unnecessary conversion, having the possibility of LET and
implicit communication in one cause-effect chain is practically relevant.

Similarly, the state of the art only allows all tasks of the cause-effect chain to have
the same abstraction of job releases. Therefore, if only a single task of the cause-effect
chain is not periodic, then only analyses for cause-effect chains of sporadic tasks are
available. Hence, this leads to over-approximation along the whole cause-effect chain
since the information about the release pattern cannot be exploited for the analysis.

In this work, we present the first formal analysis for end-to-end analysis of cause-effect
chains F = (17 — -+ — 7,,), scheduled by a T-FP scheduling algorithm .4, that allows
heterogeneous types of recurrent tasks and different communication mechanisms, i.e.,
(i) a mixed setup of sporadic and periodic tasks that (ii) communicate by a mixed setup of
LET and implicit communication mechanism. More specifically, each task is abstracted
as periodic or sporadic, i.e.,

7 € PerOff (T, ¢;) or 7 € SporMinMax (7™, T3, (6.80)

and each task in the system communicates using either implicit communication or LET.
We use

comm(7) € {LET, impl} (6.81)
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Figure 6.15.: Inter-ECU experiments for the uniform benchmark. Again, our method
improves the state of the art for all setups.

to denote the communication policy of task 7. We believe that the analysis of heteroge-
neous setups solves an open problem for industry driven systems.

For the analysis of heterogeneous chains, we apply Theorem 6.3 (Cutting) to divide
the cause-effect chain into homogeneous subchains. We derive three analytical bounds:

A1l A baseline approach in Theorem 6.39, achieved by cutting the chain at each task.

A2 An analysis achieved by cutting the chains into largest homogeneous subchains, as
summarized in Remark 6.40.

A3 An improved analysis which analyzes heterogeneous communication directly, using
the analysis principles from Section 6.2.1, and which applies the Cutting Theorem
only if the release policy changes. This approach is summarized in Remark 6.43.

Our analysis assumes a bounded response time R;fl < oo for tasks comm(7) = impl, and
RA < D, if comm(r) = LET. Furthermore, we assume that, if a deadline is set of a
task, that this task is arbitrary deadline, i.e., D; > T, and D, > T is allowed. While
this section assumes that all tasks are executed on a single ECU, i.e., F is local, using
the Cutting Theorem where the ECU changes, similar to Section 6.2.4, we can extend
our approaches to interconnected cause-effect chains as well. This section is organized as
follows:

e We explain how to use the Cutting Theorem for heterogeneous cause-effect chains
to derive analytical bounds in Section 6.2.5.1. Specifically, in this section we derive
analyses Al and A2.

e In Section 6.2.5.2, we apply the analysis principles from Section 6.2.1 to tighten
the analyis further. Specifically, in this section we derive analysis A3.
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e We evaluate our approaches in Section 6.2.5.3, showing that for some systems the
two more sophisticated approaches A2 and A3 outperform the baseline significantly,
while for other systems the baseline Al is already satisfactory.

The results of this section appeared in RTNS 2023 [Giin+23d].

6.2.5.1 APPLICATION OF CUTTING THEOREM

In this section, we utilize Theorem 6.3 (Cutting) to derive analyses for heterogeneous
setups. The Cutting Theorem was formulated for general communication means and
release constraint, including heterogeneous systems. Given the cause-effect chain F =
(11 = -+ — 7), the Cutting Theorem can be formulated as

Lat(E) < Lat(E;) + Lat(E?2) (6.82)

where F1 = (1] — -+ — 7%) and Ey = (Tp41 — -+ — 7,) for some k € {1,...,n}. The
strategy of this section is to apply the Cutting theorem several times until the problem
is reduced to bounding the end-to-end latency of homogeneous cause-effect chains F;.
For each homogeneous cause-effect chain, results from the literature can be applied to
obtain an upper bound for Lat(FE).

The easiest way to achieve homogeneous cause-effect chains is to cut the chain F
into chains of length 1. This leads to the following baseline for an upper bound on the
end-to-end latency.

Theorem 6.39 (Baseline). The end-to-end latency of cause-effect chain E is bounded by

Lat(E) < zn: Lat((r;)) (6.83)
i=1

where Lat((r;)) = T + R;‘: if comm(r;) = impl and Lat((r;)) = T + Dy, if
comm(7;) = LET. Please note that this baseline is applicable to periodic tasks as well
since periodic tasks can be considered as sporadic tasks with Tl’:m =T =1T;,.

Proof. We apply Theorem 6.3 (Cutting) to cut the cause-effect chain E after every
task. This way, we obtain n subchains, each with a length of 1. For a cause-effect
chain with only one task 7, the end-to-end latency is upper bounded by T/ 4 RA if
comm(7) = impl and by T7"** + D, if comm(7) = LET. O

While the provided baseline is simple to compute, in many cases this is only a pessimistic
upper bound. However, instead of cutting F into chains of length 1, we can use the
Cutting Theorem to cut F into larger homogeneous subchains. Specifically, we first
determine the longest subsequences of E such that all tasks in the subsequence have the
same communication policy (either LET or implicit communication) and the same release
constraint (either periodic or sporadic). We denote these subsequences by Ei, ..., Fx for
some K € N and write £ = (E] — --- — Fg). By applying the Cutting Theorem, we
obtain an upper bound on the end-to-end latency by analyzing the end-to-end latency
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of E; for all i € {1,..., K}, and summing up the results. To compute upper bounds
for the homogeneous subchains E;, with ¢ € {1,..., K}, we can apply any analysis for
homogeneous cause-effect chains.

Remark 6.40 (Homogeneous Cutting Analysis). To conclude, the analysis of the het-
erogeneous case is achieved by cutting the cause-effect chain into the largest homogeneous
subchains, i.e., all tasks of the subchain have the same communication policy and the
same release constraint, and utilizing any upper bounds for the homogeneous subchains
from the literature. We specifically consider the bounds provided in Section 6.2.1.1:

Sporadic, LET: Theorem 6.19

Sporadic, implicit communciation: Theorem 6.20 or 6.21

Periodic, LET: Theorem 6.22

Periodic, implicit communication: Theorem 6.23

6.2.5.2 APPLICATION OF ANALYSIS PRINCIPLES TO HETEROGENEOUS COMMU-
NICATION

Reducing the analysis to homogeneous systems has substantial drawbacks when two
subsequent tasks in one cause-effect chain adhere to different communication policies.
Specifically, the periodic release pattern between tasks that communicate differently
cannot be exploited. In this section, we take advantage of the release pattern by only
cutting when the release constraint changes, i.e., from sporadic to periodic or from
periodic to sporadic. For the resulting purely periodic and purely sporadic cause-effect
chains with heterogeneous communication mechanisms, we provide an analysis derived
from the principles presented in Section 6.2.1.1. We start by looking at chains comprised
of sporadic tasks.

Theorem 6.41 (Sporadic, heterogeneous communication). If all tasks of the local cause-
effect chain E are sporadic, then the end-to-end latency is bounded by

Lat(E) < Y T/ + CX, (6.84)
i=1

where CX; is defined as follows:
o CX;=D,, if comm(r;) = LET,

e CX; =0, if 41 exists, comm(r;) = impl = comm(7;11) and 7; has higher priority
than T;11,

e and CX; = RA, otherwise.

Ti?

227



6. End-to-End Latency of Cause-Effect Chains

comm(7;+1) = impl comm(7;41) = LET
: Eripa (17,) if (i) > m(7iy1) A
i p— l i+1 i ) w R ‘
comm(ri) = imp fn+1(7“°fi + Ré) otherwise gﬁ“ (TJZ- + n)
comm(r;) = LET | &, (14, + Dr,) $ripa (19 + Dsy)

Table 6.5.: Upper bound on r“jiﬂ for different cases of communication for 7; and 7;41.

Proof. Let aty(z) = (2, J1, ..., Jn, 2') be any immediate forward augmented job chain
with 2 > re¥(m (W5 ). For the analysis, we decompose ac(z) into head segment, body
segments and tail segment (cf. Section 6.2.1.1).

Table 6.5 gives an overview of the upper bounds on r“jiﬂ, 1=1,2,...,n— 1 provided
in Lemmas 6.15 and 6.17. Please note that only for the bound in Equation (6.36) of
Lemma 6.17 it is required that 7; and 7341 both communicate in the same manner. Using
the bound on &;,,, from Lemma 6.11, we obtain bounds for the body segments.

Summing up the different bounds for the head segment r§ — 2z from Lemma 6.10, for
the tail segment 2’ — ry from Lemma 6.16 and Lemma 6.18, and for the body segments
r“jiﬂ —ry,1=12...,n—-1, from the above discussion, proves Equation (6.84). ]

Algorithm 8 shows how periodic release patterns can be exploited when considering
heterogeneous communication.

Theorem 6.42 (Periodic, heterogeneous communication). If all tasks of E are periodic,
then an upper bound on the end-to-end latency is obtained by Algorithm 8.

Algorithm 8 Compute latency bound for periodic tasks under heterogeneous communi-
cation means.

1: lengths = [ |

2: form=1,2,3,... do

3: Z:¢T1+(m_1)'T7'1

4: T‘jl = d)"'l +m- TT1

5: if z > ®(E) + H(E) then

6: break

7 fori=1,2,...,n—1do

8: Compute rj | with Equation (6.32) and Table 6.5.
9: if comm(r,) is LET then

10: =19 + D,

11: else

12: 2 =14 + RA

13: lengths.append(z — z)

14: return max(lengths)
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Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 6.22. In each step m =1,2,3,...
Algorithm 8 provides an upper bound on A, = sup, ¢« ™ )] l(aty(2)). In the

T1(m)” 71 (m
following, we consider an arbitrary immediate forward augmented job chain a¢(z) with
z € (r‘T"l(m), rfl(mﬂ)] and z > re?(m(WE ).

In line 3, z is lower bounded by r2 .\ = ¢r, + (m — 1)T;,. In line 4, the release of J;

is upper bounded using Lemma 6.12, i.e., rfl(m) < or + [Z;T} Tr =¢; +m-Tr. In
lines 7-8, the body segments are bounded. In lines 9-12, the bounds for the tail segment
from Lemmas 6.16 and 6.18 are applied. Since the bound obtained by the algorithm
is only based on (i)—(iii) of Lemma 6.14, we know that the upper bound on A,, with
rfl(m) > ®(FE) + H(E) is the same as the upper bound on A nw) . Hence, breaking

Tr
the for-loop in lines 56 is safe. ' O

Remark 6.43 (Improved Cutting Analysis). To conclude, an improved analysis of
the heterogeneous case is achieved by cutting the cause-effect chain E into the largest
subchains with the same release constraint, i.e., either all tasks of the subchain are periodic
or all tasks of the subchain are sporadic, and utilizing the upper bounds provided by the
following Theorems:

o Sporadic: Theorem 6.41

e Periodic: Theorem 6./2

6.2.5.3 EVALUATION

Since this is first work to handle cause-effect chains with heterogeneous communication
policies and heterogeneous release policies, we compare the performance of our three
analyses:

e Baseline (Bas): The baseline in Theorem 6.39.

e Homogeneous Cutting Analysis (Hom): The upper bound achieved by cutting
the chain into the largest homogeneous subchains, as described in Remark 6.40.

e Improved Cutting Analysis (Imp): The upper bound achieved by cutting only
when the release constraint changes, as described in Remark 6.43.

We evaluate the latency reduction compared to (Bas), which is

B(Bas) — B(Hom) and B(Bas) — B(Imp)
B(Bas) B(Bas)

(6.85)

where B(X) is the bound obtained by applying X, for 5000 randomized task sets based
on the Real World Automotive Benchmarks by Kramer et al. [KZH15]. The source code
of the evaluation is released on Github [TU 23].
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TASK SET GENERATION We randomly generate 5000 task sets, 1000 sets for each
utilization in {50 %, 60 %, 70 %, 80 %, 90 %}, based on the parameters in Table III, IV, and
V in [KZH15]. For each of the 5000 individual task sets, we first generate a set of periodic
tasks with implicit communication. Afterwards, depending on the setting, a share of
these tasks is randomly chosen to be sporadic instead of periodic, and a share of these
tasks is randomly chosen to use LET instead of implicit communication. In particular,
each periodic task 7 is generated as follows: (i) The task period T is drawn at random
according to the share in [KZH15]" from the set {1,2,5, 10,20, 50, 100, 200, 1000}. (ii)
The ACET for 7 is generated according to a Weibull distribution. (iii) The WCET C'
results from multiplying ACET with a random factor drawn from the interval [ fin, fmaz]-
The phase ¢, of 7 is drawn uniformly at random in [0, 77].

For each task set, we generate an initial set of 30000 tasks and then select tasks
from this initial set based on the subset-sum approximation algorithm until the task
set utilization is within one percentage point of the targeted utilization. The generated
task sets contain 50 tasks on average. The task priorities are ordered according to
RM scheduling, i.e., a task with lower period has higher priority. Note that, assuming
implicit deadlines, all task sets with utilization less than or equal to 90 % are by default
schedulable under RM scheduling as shown by von der Briiggen et al. [Brii+17]. Therefore,
the assumption R < oo holds by default as well.

Each of these task sets is evaluated for all 9 combinations of (i) percentage of sporadic
tasks in {20 %, 50 %, 80 %}, and (ii) percentage of LET tasks in {20 %, 50 %, 80 %}. That
is, for instance, first 20 % of all tasks in the set are randomly drawn to be analyzed as
sporadic (setting 7" = T™% = T, ) and then 80 % of all tasks in the set are randomly
drawn to communicate using LET.

CAUSE-EFFECT CHAIN GENERATION We generate cause-effect chains based on
Section IV-E in [KZH15]. In particular, each cause-effect chain comprised of 2 to 15 tasks
for a task set T is generated as follows: (i) At first, the number of involved activation
patterns P in the cause-effect chain, i.e., the number of unique periods, is drawn randomly
from {1,2,3} (see [KZH15, Table VI]). (ii) P different periods are drawn at random from
the set {1,2,5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 1 000}. (iii) For each period, we draw 2 to 5 tasks at
random without replacement from T according to the distribution given by Table VII
in [KZH15]. If there are not enough tasks with the required period in T the cause-effect
chain is discarded. For each T, we generate 30 to 60 cause-effect chains.

EVALUATION RESULTS Figure 6.16 and Figure 6.17 show the evaluation results. The
red line depicts median, blue box depicts 50 % of the data and the whiskers depict all data.
We observe that both (Hom) and (Imp) improve (Bas) by up to 70 %, and that (Imp)
improves (Hom) further. All these improvements come from a reduced number of cuttings,
which would introduce additional pessimism into the analysis. This pessimism is the
highest if the underlying tasks are periodic, i.e., the release pattern cannot be exploited

9Please note that the sum of the probabilities in their work is only 85 % because the remaining share is
for angle-synchronous tasks. Therefore, all values from their table are divided by 0.85.
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Figure 6.16.: Latency reduction of the homogeneous cutting analysis (Hom) over the
baseline (Bas) for different ratio of sporadic and periodic tasks per task set,
and different ratio of implicit communication and LET tasks per task set.
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Figure 6.17.: Latency reduction of the improved cutting analysis (Imp) over the baseline
(Bas) for different ratio of sporadic and periodic tasks per task set, and
different ratio of implicit communication and LET tasks per task set.

if the chain is cut. For the cases with 50 % tasks with implicit communication and 50 %
tasks with LET in the task set, we observe a drop in the latency reduction of (Hom) but
not for (Imp). That is because the number of cuttings of (Hom) is highest in this case,
but for (Imp) there is no additional cutting between different communication means.
This suggests that, if the number of necessary cutting is minimized by a smart choice
of communication policy and release constraints of the tasks, the analytical end-to-end
latency can be further optimized.

6.3 ANALYSIS OF PROBABILISTIC END-TO-END LA-
TENCY

In the preceding section, we discuss approaches to bound the end-to-end latencies,
considering the worst-case system behavior. However, in many cases worst-case guarantees
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may be pessimistic or even unachievable. For example, if data propagation is performed
via communication over a network, data propagation is not certain and the worst-case
end-to-end latency has to assume the (potentially unlikely) case that data propagation
fails. For such cases, probabilistic guarantees on the reaction time are more practical.

In the literature, several probabilistic analyses have been derived for end-to-end
latencies in the context of queuing networks, i.e., packages that travel through several
nodes. Andrews [And00] analyzes the probability that a packet violates its delay bound
when each server schedules packets with EDF. In the same context, Fidler [Fid06]
establishes probabilistic network calculus with moment generating functions to derive
performance bounds. Similarly, Scharbarg et al. [SRF09] focus on delay over links and
switches using stochastic network calculus. However, the probability of failures is not
considered in the communication and the analyzed probability is about the bursts of
packet arrivals.

With a closer context to this chapter, Lee et al. [Lee+22]| analyze the end-to-end
latency of cause-effect chains for periodic task systems under fully partitioned EDF
scheduling, assuming that the periods of cause-effect chain are sorted in non-decreasing
order. However, a survey on industrial practice in real-time systems that was provided by
Akesson et al. [Ake+20] in 2020 shows that sporadic activation with minimum inter-arrival
time for tasks is a common industry practice. Specifically, sporadic tasks were part of 47 %
of the investigated systems. Hence, it is highly relevant to consider the end-to-end latency
of cause-effect chains for the sporadic task systems (cf. [Diir+19; Giin+21a; Giin+23al)
and to further take into account the randomness, i.e., response-time randomness and
failure probabilities, for embedded systems subject to uncertainty (cf. [Hob+22; Lei+11]).

In this section, we discuss probabilistic end-to-end latencies and provide analytical
guarantees that the reaction time does not exceed a certain threshold with (at least) a
certain probability. To that end, we consider two types of randomness: Response-time
randomness and failure probabilities. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work
that defines and analyzes probabilistic reaction time for cause-effect chains based on
sporadic tasks. We do not restrict to any specific scheduling algorithm A, except that
jobs of the same task are executed in First In — First Out (FIFO) ordering. For the sake
of readability, we assume that a task has a fixed arrival pattern () ey and that this
pattern can further be abstracted using minimum and maximum inter-arrival time, i.e.,

7 € FixRel((r-(;))jen) N SporMinMax (7", Tmax), (6.86)

If several arrival patterns are possible, abstracted with the same minimum and maximum
inter-arrival time, the minimal guarantee among all possible arrival patterns has to be
considered. This section is organized as follows:

e In Section 6.3.1, we define probabilistic end-to-end latency metrics and discuss
potential pitfalls for the definition.

e In Section 6.3.2, we introduce the probabilistic model that this section is focused
on. Specifically, we present the model of response-time randomness and failure
probabilities, and discuss assumptions on probabilistic independence.
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e Our analytical results are presented in Section 6.3.3 for communication under LET,
and in Section 6.3.4 for implicit communication.

e Efficient computation of our analytical bounds is discussed in Section 6.3.5.
e We evaluate our analysis in Section 6.3.6.

The results of this section appeared in EMSOFT 2023 [Giin+23c].

6.3.1 DEFINITION AND POTENTIAL PITFALLS

In this section, we define probabilistic end-to-end latencies and discuss potential pitfalls
for the definition. To that end, we assume that the set of system evolutions {2 forms a
probability space

(Q,5,P). (6.87)

More specifically, the event space is given by a o-algebra § C P(2), and the probability
measure P: § — [0, 1] is a real-valued function characterizing the probability of events. If
(2 is countable or finite, usually § = P(£2) is considered. However, if € is uncountable, for
reasons going beyond the scope of this dissertation, § = P(£2) cannot always be chosen
(cf. [Bor99, Chapter 2.1]). We assume that § is chosen such that the probability P(A <
z) =P{w € 2] A(w) < z}) is well-defined for all random variables A: Q@ — R U {oo}
defined in this dissertation.

In the following, we extend the definition of end-to-end latency to the probabilistic case.
Although the equivalence of MDA and MRT holds for the deterministic case, as proven
in Section 6.1.2, we introduce probabilistic reaction time and probabilistic data age
individually, and discuss the extension of the equivalence to the probabilistic definitions
of data age and reaction time afterwards. We start be introducing probabilistic reaction
time, pointing to potential pitfalls during its definition.

According to Definition 3.7, the MRT is defined as MRT(E) = sup,co MRT(E,w)
with MRT(E,w) = SUD v (ry (W) {(at%(z)). Intuitively, we would like to consider

MRT(E,e): Q — R as a random variable. However, this random variable usually does
not reveal any probabilistic information, as discussed below.

Pitfall 6.44 (MRT(E, e) as random variable). The random variable MRT(E,e): Q@ — R
does not reveal any probabilistic information about the system in many cases, in the
sense that MRT(E,e) = MRT(E) almost surely. To demonstrate this, we consider a task
set T of periodic, synchronous, constrained-deadline tasks for which a hyperperiod H(T)
exists. We assume that the execution demand ¢ of all jobs are discrete, independent and
identically distributed (iid) random variables.

Assume there exist w € Q and m > Wgﬂ such that MRT(E) = E(pc%,l)(m).m By

choosing k € N large enough, (¢(pcy(m+n-k- %ﬁr))))nem are iid random variables.

10This is a common scenario when considering the description of MRT using partitioned job chains from
Section 6.1.2.1.
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As a direct consequence of the Borel-Cantelli Lemma (cf. [Kle20, Corollary 2.39]), we
obtain that P (lim SUPy, 00 L(pCE (M +n - k- H(T))) = MRT(E)) = 1. Hence, we also

know that P (SquZW;},Tl U(pcy,(m)) = MRT(E)) =1, and consequently
P (MRT(E, o) = MRT(E)) = 1 (6.88)

holds. That is, MRT(E,e) is a random variable which results in the deterministic
MRT(E) € R almost surely.

Instead of examining the random variable MRT(FE, o), we consider the reaction time
at a fixed time point z, i.e.,

RT(F,w, z) = l(ach(z)), (6.89)

Intuitively, the reaction time at z is the time until an external activity at time z is fully
processed. The reaction time can be considered as random variable RT(E, e, z). The
question we answer in this section is:

Given an arbitrary z, then what is the probability that the reaction time
RT(E, e, z) does not exceed a predefined value z € R?

In particular, we define PRTG(E,z) = inf, P(RT(E,e,z) < z) as the probabilistic
reaction time guarantee. Given this value, it is guaranteed that P(RT(E, e, 2) < x) is at
least PRTG(FE,x) € [0,1] for all z € R. The second pitfall is the restriction of z in the
infimum of the definition of PRTG(E, ).

Pitfall 6.45 (Restricting z using warm-up). When considering the probabilistic reaction
time guarantee PRTG(FE,z) = inf, P(RT(FE, e, z) < x), z must be restricted from below.
Otherwise, RT(E, ®,2) — 0o for z — —oo, and PRTG(E,z) = 0. The intuitive approach
1s to only consider z after the warm-up, i.e., z > re“’(ﬁ(ng)), following Definition 5.7.
Howewver, the problem is that re“’(ﬁ(ng)) depends on the system evolution. Hence, we
cannot define PRTG(E, z) = infz>rew(ﬁ(wan)) P(RT(E,e,z) < z) because the bound on
z depends on the probability space ). We can avoid this pitfall by bounding z using a
deterministic value instead. In this work, we bound z by the maximum first release, i.e.,
2> ®(E) =max {r,q |7 € E}.

This leads us to the following definition of the probabilistic reaction time guarantee.

Definition 6.46 (Probabilistic reaction time guarantee). The probabilistic reaction time
guarantee of cause-effect chain E is defined by

PRTG(E,e): R — [0,1] (6.90)
: < ‘
x — zzlfg(fE)P(RT(E’ o z)<ux) (6.91)

with ®(E) := max {r,( |7 € E}.

234



6.3. Analysis of Probabilistic End-to-End Latency

In the following, we introduce the probabilistic data age guarantee and discuss the
equivalence between probabilistic data age and probabilistic reaction time. Similar to
the reaction time, for a fixed 2/, we consider the data age random variable DA(FE, e, 2'),
defined by:
l(acy ('), if acy(2') exists (6.92)
s} , else

DA(E,e,2) = {

Intuitively, DA(FE, e, 2’) is the age of the data that is used in an actuation at time 2. We
note that we set the data age to oo if no dc}(2') exist, since in that case no data has
been produced that could be utilized for an actuation at time 2’.

If the reaction time at time point z is upper bounded by =z € R, i.e., RT(F,w, 2z) < z,
then data that is used in an actuation at time z + x cannot be older than z +x — 2z ==z
time units, i.e., DA(E,w,z + ) < z. Furthermore, if DA(F,w,z + z) < x, then an
external activity at time z cannot take longer than x time units to be fully processed,
i.e., RT(E,w, z) < x. Therefore, the probability of RT(F, e, z) being at most x and the
probability of DA(FE, e, z + x) being at most = are equal. We obtain

P(RT(E,s,2) < z) = P(DA(E, e,z + z) < ) (6.93)

for any x € R. Hence, RT(E, e, z) and DA(FE, e,z + x) are identically distributed (but
not independent). We define the probabilistic data age guarantee as follows.

Definition 6.47 (Probabilistic data age guarantee). The probabilistic data age guarantee
of cause-effect chain E is defined by:

PDAG(E,s): R —[0,1] (6.94)
: < ‘
xr — z2£?£)+x P(DA(FE,e,z2) < ) (6.95)

This definition of the probabilistic data age guarantee preserves the equivalence of data
age and reaction time for probabilistic guarantees, as shown in the following theorem.

Theorem 6.48 (Equivalence of Probabilistic Guarantees). Let E be a cause-effect chain
and w a probability space of system evolutions. The probabilistic guarantees probabilistic
reaction time guarantee and the probabilistic data age guarantee coincide, i.e.,

PRTG(E,z) = PDAG(F, x) (6.96)
for all x € R.

Proof. As a result of Lemma 6.2, the immediate forward augmented job chain at%(z)
has a length of ¢(at}(z)) < « if and only if dacy(z + x) exists and has a length of
l(ach(z+x)) < x. Therefore, RT(E,w, z) < z if and only if DA(F, w, z) < z. We derive:

PDAG(E,z) = inf P(DA(E < 6.97
G(B,z) = _jof P(DA(E,e.2) <) (6.97)
= inf P(DA(E < .
4l POAB 24 <) 629
= 1 < .
Zzlg(fE)IF’(RT(E, o z)<ux) (6.99)
Hence, PDAG(FE, z) = PRTG(FE, x). O
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external activity
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Figure 6.18.: Data propagation path and MRT for cause-effect chain E = (11 — 19 — 73).
If the second job of 75 fails, higher reaction time can be observed.

For the remainder of Section 6.3, we focus on the probabilistic reaction time and the
probabilistic reaction time guarantee. However, the results can be applied to probabilistic
data age using the equivalence discussed in this section.

6.3.2 PROBABILISTIC MODEL

In this section, we introduce the probabilistic model that we focus on for the remainder of
Section 6.3. Specifically, this examination considers two types of randomness: randomness
in the response time, and failure probabilities. We introduce both types and describe how
they are integrated in our model. Afterwards, we discuss assumptions on the probabilistic
independence.

6.3.2.1 RESPONSE-TIME RANDOMNESS

Considering the WCRT of every job may be very pessimistic. Especially, a very large
but unlikely response time might lead to very high MRT, although the observed reaction
time is much lower. For example, when considering Figure 6.18, if the second job of
task 7 would finish with high probability before 20, then the data could be processed
by the fifth job of 73 and the reaction time would be 21 — 1 = 20 time units with high
probability.

Naturally, the response time Rf((;;)’w of a job 7(j) is a random variable:

RIS 0o R (6.100)
The problem with utilizing the response time directly in the analysis is twofold:

e Usually, the response times of different jobs of the same task are not identically
distributed. Due to the release pattern, the system may be more or less utilized,
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resulting in generally longer or shorter response times of jobs. Taking care of the
actual response time of jobs is very involving.

e The response times of different jobs may not be independent. This complicates the
analysis even further because dependencies have to be properly handled.

To avoid these complications for the analysis, we use over-approximation. The concept
of over-approximating dependent random variables, is usually used in the context of
execution-time [Boz+23; Cucl3; DC19]. Specifically, over-approximation “enables prob-
abilistic independence to be assumed” [DC19] for execution times which are naturally
dependent on common input parameters, cache states, and pipeline states. We omit
further discussion and point the reader to the survey by Davis and Cucu-Grosjean [DC19)
or to the work by Bozhko et al. [Boz+23] for details.

We assume that the response times Rf((JB)’. are upper bounded by

—=A(e),0
R R (6.101)

for all j € N, and that (Ef((j.))’.) jen are iid random variables. We note, that such over-
approximation may reduce the gain provided by a probabilistic analysis compared to
an analysis based on actual response times. Nevertheless, the probabilistic analysis is
never worse than the analysis based on WCRT, since the WCRT is a trivial iid upper
bound that can be considered as Rf(j.)’.. The following example demonstrates how these
response-time upper bounds can be achieved when scheduling jobs via a Time Division

Multiple Access (TDMA) mechanism.

Example 6.49 (Iid response-time bounds with TDMA). We assume that the execution
demand of task T is abstracted as Probabilistic Worst-Case Execution Time (pWCET),
specifically, T € pWCETY (D) with upper bounds E‘:(j) > c“TJ(j) for all 5 € N (cf. Sec-
tion 2.4.1). During each TDMA cycle period of length T, each task is assigned a slot of
length Q7 where jobs of T can be executed. The slot occurs at a fized position during each
cycle period and is reserved only for the particular task. If a job of task T executes for

C € R time units, then it takes at most {%W cycle periods until the job is finished, and

the response time of that job is upper bounded by {&W (T — Q")+ C. Therefore, since

the execution time of job 7(j) is upper bounded by E‘:(j), then

AW | G e s

is an upper bound on the response time of job 7(j). Since the random variables (E;(j))jeN

—A(e),0

are iid, (R ;)" )jen are iid as well.

While usually end-to-end analyses are based on the execution time of jobs, we exploit
the probabilistic behavior of response times. The reason is that the analysis procedure
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actually uses response times instead of execution times, and the scheduling algorithm A4
that schedules the execution times to obtain response times is irrelevant for the analysis.
In the previous example, we have demonstrated how to convert iid execution times
to iid response-time upper bounds for TDMA scheduling. Computation of tight iid
response-time upper bounds for more complex scheduling algorithms is an open problem
to be considered in future work.

6.3.2.2 FAILURE PROBABILITIES

Especially for network communication, a job may fail to read, process, or transmit
the data. In such cases, the reaction time includes the waiting time until a job reads,
processes, and transmits the data successfully. In the following, we account for such
failures by extending the system evolution. Further, we describe the probabilistic model
for failed jobs that we focus on in the subsequent sections. Please note that we consider
only the failure of the data propagation, and that such failures do not lead to a failure of
the whole system.

Each system evolution w results in a set of failed jobs F* € P(J). To account for the
set of failed jobs, we extend the set 2 of system evolutions. More specifically, we define

Q= A{w=((r7)sen, (c7)sen, F*)} (6.103)

to be the set of system evolutions. Furthermore, we extend the definition of immediate
forward augmented job chains by tracking the corresponding non-failed job.

Definition 6.50 (Immediate forward augmented job chain with job failures.). Consider
z € R and a system evolution w = ((rY)sey, (¢)se5, F*). The immediate forward
augmented job chain for E = (11 — -+ = 7,) in w at z is defined by

acp(2) = (2, (J1,J1)s - -+ s (Jny Jp), 2) (6.104)
where the following conditions hold:

e Jy is the job of 11 with the earliest read-event re“(J1) > z, and J| is the earliest
job of 71 without failure such that J| = Jy, using the notation from Definition 6.1.

e J; is the job of 7; with the earliest read-event re®(J;) > we¥(J!_,), and J] is the
earliest job of ; without failure such that J! = J;, for all i =2,... n.

o 2/ =we“(J))

This definition is similar to the definition of immediate forward augmented job chains
in Definition 3.4, except that we track the jobs J/ that successfully read, process, and
transmit the data as well. We note that contrarily to the case without failures, immediate
forward augmented job chains with job failures may not exist if all jobs fail after a certain
time point. Hence, for preciseness, we need to slightly adjust the definition of reaction
time:

RI(E,,7) = {f(a_’c‘g(z)) , if de(2) exists (6.105)

o0 , else
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Figure 6.18 demonstrates that the reaction time is increased if the second job of 7 fails
to propagate data.

We note that immediate backward augmented job chains can be adjusted to account
for job failures similarly, i.e., by including the preceding job J/ that has no job failure:

ach(2) = (2, (J1, J1)s -5 (s In), 2)) (6.106)

The data age DA(E, w, z) from Equation (6.92) already accounts for the case that ac4(2)
does not exist, and therefore does not need to be adjusted. Moreover, we note that the
equivalence of probabilistic guarantees, shown in Equation (6.96), extends to the case
with job failures.

Theorem 6.51 (Equivalence of Probabilistic Guarantees with job failures). Let E be a
cause-effect chain and € a probability space of system evolutions with job failures. The
probabilistic guarantees probabilistic reaction time guarantee and the probabilistic data
age guarantee coincide, i.e.,

PRTG(E,z) = PDAG(FE, z) (6.107)
for all x € R.

Proof. First, we observe that the immediate forward augmented job chain a4 (z) =
(z,(J1,J])s -, (Jny J}), 2') with job failures exists, if and only if (z, J7,...,J,,2') is an
immediate forward augmented job chain on the job set J\ F“ without failures. Similarly,
the immediate backward augmented job chain ac¥(z) = (z, (J1,J1), ..., (J}, Jn), 2’) with
job failures exists, if and only if (2, Ji,...,J),2') is an immediate backward augmented
job chain on the job set J \ F“ without failures. Therefore, the result of Lemma 6.2,
formulated in the proof of Theorem 6.48 still holds. Particularly, ¢(ac}(2)) < « if and
only if £(acy(z 4+ x)) < x, and RT(F,w, z) < z if and only if DA(F,w, z) < x. Similar to
the proof of Theorem 6.48, we derive:

PDAG(E,z) = qui?bf)ﬂ P(DA(E,e,z) < x) (6.108)

= Zzig(fE)IP’(DA(E, o z+zx)<x) (6.109)

= zzig(fE)P(RT(E’ o z)<ux) (6.110)

Hence, PDAG(E, z) = PRTG(FE, x). O

In the context of job failures, probabilistic reaction time guarantees become particularly
interesting. That is, if each job can experience a failure with a certain probability > 0,
then MRT(E) = sup,,cqo MRT(E, w) is unbounded since all jobs after a certain time point
may experience a failure. In that case, probabilistic guarantees are more practical since
they evaluate whether a high reaction time is common or only occurs in rare cases.
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For the probabilistic behavior of job failures, we assume that each task 7; of the
cause-effect chain F = (11 — ...7,) is equipped with a failure probability f., € [0,1).
This means that each job 7;(j) of 7; fails to propagate data with a probability of f., i.e.,

P(ri(j) € F*) = fr- (6.111)

We assume that job failures occur independently, i.e., ({w € Q|7;(j) € F¥})jen are iid
events. Hence, the number of jobs of 7; that it takes until the data propagation is
successful starting from 7;(j), denoted as random variable S? ;: Q — N, is geometrically
distributed with

P(S7;=k) = (fr)"""- (1 - fr) (6.112)

for all k € N. Specifically, for k =1, P(S? . =1) = (1 — f,) is the probability that 7;(j)
is successful, and for k =2, P(S7, ; =2) = fﬁ (1 — f;,) is the probability that 7;(j) fails
data propagation and 7;(j + 1) is 5uccessful.

6.3.2.3 INDEPENDENCE

We assume that all random variables are mutually independent. Independence is a
fundamental property for our analytical results, similar to the analysis of probabilistic
response-time analysis where most results consider independence (details can be found in
the survey by Davis and Cucu-Grosjean [DC19]). We deem this assumption necessary
for introducing the problem and providing an initial result future work can be built on.
Specifically, in this work, we make the following two independence assumptions:

(i) The failure probability is the same for each job 7;(j) of a task 7; and is independent
of the behavior of other jobs (of the same task 7; and of tasks 7y with i’ # 7).

(ii) The distribution of the upper bound R, E jg’ on the response time is the same for
each job 7;(j) of a task 7; and is 1ndependent of the behavior of other jobs (of the
same task 7; and of tasks 7, with i’ # 7).

This includes the independence of data-propagation failures of jobs and response-time
distribution, i.e., larger or shorter response-time upper bound should not favor a data-
propagation failure and vice versa. Moreover, this implies that 7; # 7 for all i # ¢, i.e.,
there are no duplicate tasks in the cause-effect chain, since otherwise the jobs 7;(j) and
7i7(7) would be dependent for all j € N. Please note that our approach is not limited to
cases with independent execution demand of jobs as long as independent response-time
upper bounds can be derived.

We plan on removing independence assumptions through correlation-tolerant analysis in
future work. Significant advancements in this regard have been made recently by [Mar+23]
building upon Cantelli’s inequality to achieve probabilistic response-time bounds using
possibly dependent execution demands. Similar strategies could potentially be pursued
for probabilistic end-to-end bounds using possibly dependent response-time bounds and
failure probabilities as input.
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6.3.3 PROBABILISTIC REACTION TIME UNDER LOGICAL EXECU-
TION TIME

Under Logical Execution Time (LET), there is no impact of the response-time randomness
because the read- and write-events are independent of the execution behavior. Hence, for
that scenario the only source of randomness for the analysis is the failure probability. In
this section, we first provide an upper bound on RT(F,w, z) under LET. Afterwards, we
utilize that upper bound to analyze the probabilistic reaction time and the probabilistic
reaction time guarantee.

For a fixed system evolution w = ((7Y) sey, (¢4) s, F*), we recursively construct upper
bounds (to be specified in Equation (6.113)) for the immediate forward augmented job

chain a_é%(z) = (Zv (7-1 (51)7 1 (Cl))v AR (Tn(gn)> Tn(Cn))7 Z/) as follows:
® Wy =2

e Fori:=1,...,n:

— & € N such that 7;(&;) is the first job released at or after w; 1

SG=GTS e
— 1= S:) £ _T‘glax_’_wi_l
— w; =17; + Dy,

where S é is the number of jobs of 7; until the first successful job beginning at 7;(&;)
according to F¥. We can bound the length of atf,(2) as follows:

Lemma 6.52. Let ac(z) = (2, (11(§1),71(C1)), - -+, (Tn(&n), 70 (Cn)), 2) be an immediate
forward augmented job chain with z > ®(FE). Then, for alli=1,...,n:

& <& G<G 180 <7 and  we¥(ri(G)) < . (6.113)
In particular,
Ut (2)) < —z =) S TR+ Dy, (6.114)
i=1

Proof. We start by proving Equation (6.113) by induction over i.

Induction start (i = 1): The job 71(&1) is the first job with read-event at or after
z. The job 11(&) is released at or after wy = z. Therefore, its read-event is at or
after z, and & > & holds. 71(¢1) is the first successful job at or after job 71(&;). The
job 11(&1) = m(& + S:)h& — 1) is a successful job at or after (&), and therefore

also at or after 71(£1). This means that 51 > (1. Since only z > ®(F) is considered,

the job 71((1) is released at most S;"l & - TP time units after z = wg. Therefore,

74:1((1) < S:’l & - TR 4+ wg = 71. We have proven that the job 7(((1) is released
no later than at 7;. Therefore, its write-event is no later than at ¥ + D,,. Hence,

we“(11(¢1)) < 71+ Dy, = w;y. This concludes the induction start.
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Induction step (i — 1 — ¢): The job 7;(&;) is the first job with read-event at or
after we* (1;,_1((i—1)). 7:(&) is released at or after w;_1, and therefore its read-event is
at or after w;_1 as well. Since w;_1 > we*(7;_1(¢;_1)) by induction, we obtain & > &;.
7;(¢;) is the first successful job at or after job 7;(&;). The job 7:((;) = 7:(& + S:,éi -1)
is a successful job at or after 7;(&;), and therefore also at or after 7;(&;). This means
that ¢; > ¢;. The job 7;((;) is released at most S“ - - TMX time units after w;_1.

T 761 Ti

Therefore, T%(Q) < S¥ . T w1 = T;. We have proven that the job 7;((;) is

7i,Ei i
released no later than at 7;. Therefore, its write-event is no later than at 7; + D-,.

Hence, we“(7;((;)) < 7 + D, = w;. This concludes the induction step and proves
Equation (6.113).

Now we prove Equation (6.114). We have

Uatg(z) = 2 — 2 = we*(1(Cn)) — 2 < Wy — Wo = B _ Wi — Wi—1. (6.115)
=1

Moreover, w; — W;—1 = S:-,Ei T + D, by definition. This proves Equation (6.114). [J
A bound on the reaction time follows directly.

Lemma 6.53. For a given w € Q and z > ®(F), the reaction time is upper bounded by

n
RT(E,w,2) <Y 8¢ - TR + D, (6.116)
Proof. If acy(z) exists, then RT(E,w, 2) = £(atg(2)) < Y0y SY - - T2 + D, follows
from the previous lemma. If a4 (%) does not exist, then this rneans that ach(z ) cannot

be fully constructed. In particular, there exists an i € {1,...,n} such that S“’ = 0.

In that case, S“ - is also oo, and RT(F,w,z) <oco =31, S¥ . - T 4+ D, holds O

7,6 Ti gz

The result in Lemma 6.53 also covers the deterministic case. Specifically, the analysis
is identical to the known deterministic results if the failure probability is 0.

Remark 6.54. If there are no failures, i.e., f-. = 0 for all i, then S"J - =1 for all
w € Q. Hence, the upper bound on the reactwn time from Lemma 6.53 szmplzﬁes to

n
RT(E,w,z) < Y T0* + D, (6.117)
=1

which is the state of the art for sporadic tasks under LET (cf. Theorem 3.11).

Up to this point, no independence was utilized because we only analyzed the random
variables on certain samples w of 2. However, we use independence in the following
theorem to investigate the probability distribution of random variables. More specifically,
we replace the random variable S* : from Lemma 6.53 by 57 ; due to independence.

_ TS

This step is necessary, because & depends on w, and therefore we do not know the
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probability distribution of S;h g We only know that 52, ; is geometrically distributed for
any fized value j € N.

For the purpose of over-approximation, we define a dominance relation of random
variables X and Y as follows: If the probability distribution of the random variable X
is upper bounded by the probability distribution of Y (in the sense that P(X > z) <
P(Y > z) for all z € R) we write X 9Y.

Theorem 6.55. The probability distribution of the random varz'able RT(E, e, z) under

LET is upper bounded by the probability distribution of > ', - TP + Dy, That 1s,
T(E,e,z2) < Z 2 TR+ Dy, (6.118)
in the sense that P(RT(E,e,z) > z) <P(3.", T + Dy, > x) for all x € R.

Proof. By Lemma 6.53, P(RT(E,e,2) > x) < P (ZZ 157 ¢ T+ Dry > l’) for all
x € R. In the remainder of the proof we show that

n
(Z s TR+ Dy, > :c) =P (Z S;l-,l ST 4 D> a:) (6.119)

i=1
for all z € R. We know that S? . and S? ; are identically distributed for any fixed
J. Therefore, also 57 Tj_nax and S 1 T”1alx are identically distributed for any fixed

j. However, in the left hand side of Equzitlon (6.119), we have & which depends on
the system evolution. Therefore, we fix & to a specific value using the law of total
probabilities [Bor99, Chapter 2.4]. That is,

n
(S ms) - (S o
=1

i=1 jEN

&n ZJ) “P(& = j). (6.120)

If &, is fixed to j, then S* ”a is independent of S; ; for all i < n. Hence, we can
replace S* ; by the 1dentlcally distributed (and also 1ndependent) random variable S? |

nyén
Applylng again the law of total probabilities afterwards yields

1
( ” Sy e T > x) =P <” Sy TR+ 50 T > x) . (6.121)
i=1 =1

Replacing S' ST by Sy - TR for k=n —1,...,1 consecutively, following the
same procedure results in P (ZZ 1 B 33) =P (>0, S a1 T > z). By
adding the constant value ) ;" ; D, we obtaln Equation (6.119). O

The upper bound on the probability distribution of RT(F, e, z) is used to bound the
expected value of the reaction time E(RT(E, e, z)) and the probabilistic reaction time
guarantee PRTG(z).
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Corollary 6.56. Since S?. | is geometrically distributed with failure probability fr,, the
expected value of the probabilistic reaction time under LET is upper bounded by

1
TR D (6.122)

ERI(E,s2) <) 7= Tn
i=1 Ti

Proof. This follows from Theorem 6.55, the additivity of the expected value, and

E(S? 1) = ﬁ for the geometrically distributed random variable S?, ;. O

Corollary 6.57. The probabilistic reaction time guarantee under LET is bounded by
n
PRTG(z) > P (Z Se TR 4D, < 37) (6.123)
i=1

Proof. By Definition 6.46, PRTG(z) = inf.>¢p) P(RT(E,e,2) < x). Moreover, we
know that inf,>qp) P(RT(E,e,2) < ) > inf g PO, Sp 1 - TR + Dy, < x) by
Theorem 6.55. Since P(Y 71" | Sp | - T7** + Dy, < ) is independent of z, the infimum can
be dropped. O

We discuss in Section 6.3.5 how to compute the safe bound on PRTG efficiently.

6.3.4 PROBABILISTIC REACTION TIME UNDER IMPLICIT COMMU-
NICATION

Under implicit communication, both the response-time randomness and failure probability
play roles and the analysis should consider both of them. Still, the strategy for this
section is similar to the one of the previous section: First, we provide an upper bound
for RT(F,w, z), and afterwards, we utilize that upper bound to analyze the probabilistic
reaction time and the probabilistic reaction time guarantee. However, now we consider
the implicit-communication semantic, i.e., the read-event is at the start of each job and
the write-event is at the finish of each job.

For a fixed system evolution w = ((r9) ey, (¢49) sey, F*), We recursively construct upper
bounds (to be specified in Equation (6.124)) for the immediate forward augmented job

chain a®4(z) = (2, (71(£1), 71(C1)), - - -, (Tn(&n), T (Cn)), 2’) as follows:
® Wy =2

e Fori:=1,...,n:
— & € N such that 7;(&;) is the first job released at or after w; 1
~G=&+5Y: —1

_ moe— QW _ | max .
Ty« Sﬂ',ﬁi TTZ. + w;—1
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where S é is the number of jobs of 7; until the first successful job beginning at 7;(&;)
according to F*. We can bound the length of at¥,(z) as follows:
Lemma 6.58. Let acs(z) = (2, (11(&1),71(C1))s - -+, (Ta(&n), T (Cn)), 2') be an immediate

forward augmented job chain with z > ®(E). Then, for alli=1,...,n:
& <&, G<G 7o) ST, and we¥(ri(()) < W (6.124)

In particular,
“. (6.125)

Uth(2) Sty — 2= > 82 ¢ TR+ RN
=1

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Lemma 6.52 for LET, except that the
write-event of 7;((;) is upper bounded by

we (1i(G)) < we (1)) < e + Ry < i+ R

instead of 7; + D,. O

(6.126)

A bound on the reaction time follows directly.

Lemma 6.59. For a given w € Q and z > ®(F), the reaction time is upper bounded by
n

RT(E,w,2) < Y89 - T0a 4 RAC. (6.127)
=1

Proof. If aty,(z) exists, then the equation follows from the previous lemma. If a5 (2)

does not exist, then there must be some i € {1,...,n} such that Sy ¢, = 0o. In that case,
5% ¢ is also 0o, and RT(E,w, 2) < 00 = Y1, 8 - T Rjzg‘gf)’“ holds. 0

This result also covers the deterministic case where the failure probability is 0 and the
response-time distribution is upper-bounded by the WCRT.

Remark 6.60. If there are no failures, i.e., fr, =0 for all i, then S g~ 1. If further

Rﬁg(g_))’w is no random variable but a fixed value, e.g., the WCRT Ré, then the upper
bound on the probabilistic reaction time from Lemma 6.59 simplifies to
n
RT(E,w,2) <> TE* + R, (6.128)
i=1

which is the popular bound from Davare (see Theorem 3.9) for sporadic tasks under
implicit communication.

Up to this point no independence was utilized because we only analyzed the random
variables on certain samples of 2. However, we use independence in the following theorem
to investigate the probability distribution of random variables. More specifically, we
replace the random variables S;i7—i and E::EZ—Z)). by 57 ; and E::EI;’., respectively. As for
Theorem 6.55, to achieve the replacement of random variables, we have to take care of

the random variables &; and (.
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Theorem 6.61. The probability distribution of the random variable RT(E, e, z) under
implicit communication is upper bounded by the probability distribution of > -, S®

T 4 RAG)®. That is,
RT(E,0,2) 9y S8, - T £ R (6.129)

in the sense that P(RT(E,e,z) > z) <P(> ", LTmax 4 R E g > x) for all x € R.

Proof. This proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 6.55. First, by Lemma 6.59, we
know that P(RT(E,e,z) > z) <P (ZZ 157 e T+ R Ew)) :U) for all z € R. It is
left to show that

- ° max SA(e),® _ - ° max HA(e),e
P ( 1 Sy e TR+ R_Z > x) =P <Z Spo1 TR+ R0 > x) . (6.130)

i=1

To achieve that, we again use the law of total probabilities. That is, we first fix ¢, to
Ale)e 1 HA(e),e

replace R () by R (1) and then we fix &, to replace S; £ by S* i Specifically,
<Z(S‘ T RS > ac) (6.131)
=1
=ZP<Z te TR+ RIS > a §n=j> -P(Cn = J) (6.132)
jeN  \i=1
S Afe).e A(e) .
= ZP<Z(5;,& TR Ry )+ e TR Ry > = j) o=
jeN  \i=1
(6.133)
n—1
_p ( NS0 g T R 50 o TR RGN > x) (6.134)
i=1
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is achieved by fixing (,. Fixing &, afterwards, yields

n—1
(s e R 5, T Y ) e
=1
n—1
—ZP Z(S‘ e T+ R Ale).e )+ S° - pmax | AR En=7| P&, =
- & 1T 4 (G) Tndn AT (1) n=17, n=17)
jeN  \i=1
(6.136)
n—1
e Dl (D DG sy iy IRV ENNY s e S N B IS
- A (C5) n (1) n=1J] n=17)
jeN i=1
(6.137)
n—1
= P(Z(S;’ T RADS) s T R > x) (6.138)
i1

Repeatlng this procedure, replacing R, (( )) by R (( ))’ and S;k £, by 57 4, for k =

n—1,...,1, results in Equation (6.130). O

The upper bound on the probability distribution of RT(E, e, z) is used to bound the
expected value of the reaction time E(RT(E, e, z)) and the probabilistic reaction time
guarantee PRTG(z).

Corollary 6.62. Since S7. 1 is geometrically distributed with failure probability fr,, the
expected value of the probabilistic reaction time under implicit communication is upper
bounded by
n

X 7"4(.)7.
E(RT(E,,2)) <> =7 T+ B(R 3. (6.139)
i=1 i

Proof. This follows from Theorem 6.61, the additivity of the expected value, and
E(S? 1) = 1= f for the geometrically distributed random variable S?, ;. O

Corollary 6.63. The probabilistic reaction time guarantee under implicit communication
is bounded by

PRTG(z) > P (Z T L R < ac) (6.140)

Proof. By Definition 6.46, PRTG(x ) = infz>q)( yP(RT(E,e,2) < x). Moreover, we know
that P(RT(E,e,2) < x) > P31, Sy | - T +§A8" < z) by Theorem 6.61 for all
z > ®(E). Since P(37 Sy |- TR + Rn_gg < z) is independent of z, the infimum can
be dropped. ]

We discuss in Section 6.3.5 how to compute the safe bound on PRTG efficiently.
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6.3.5 COMPUTATION

For efficient computation of the probabilistic reaction time guarantees presented in

Corollaries 6.57 and 6.63, we adopt the idea by Chen and Chen [CC17] and apply the

Chernoff bound to obtain a minimization problem over moment generating functions.
The Chernoff bound for a random variable X and a real number x is

P(X >2) < inf Mx(t)-e™ ' (6.141)
>
where My (t) = E(e!X) is the moment generating function of X. By applying the

Chernoff bound to the lower bounds provided in Corollaries 6.57 and 6.63, we obtain the
following lower bounds for PRTG.

Lemma 6.64. For x € R, the following bounds hold:

1—infisge ™ [Tl Mgs  (TR5t) - ePrit under LET
PRTG(x) > ) " v ,
1 —infisge ™ - [ Mge (T2) - MEA(.),.(t) under impl. comm.
i ’ 7 (1)
(6.142)
Proof. By Corollaries 6.57 and 6.63,
PRTG(z) > P(X < z) (6.143)

with X = Y, w1 I+ Dy, if tasks communicate according to LET, and X =

Sy SroaTH™ + E::EI;’. under implicit communication. The Chernoff-bound yields
PRTG(z) > P(X <2) > 1 -P(X > 7) > 1 — inf Mx(t) - e, (6.144)
Applying the following rules for the moment generating function yields Equation (6.142):
o My z(t) = My(t)  Mz(t)
o Mpy(t)=My(T-t)
o Mg(t) =elt
for all random variables Y, Z, all factors T" € R, and all constants K € R. O

Remark 6.65. The moment generating function of S7, (geometrically distributed) and

Eﬁg;. (discrete) is as follows:
(1- fT')eTgaXt —In(fr,)
M . Tmax — 7 7 14
STZ-,1( - t) —1 - fTieTTTaxt for allt < Tiax (6.145)
v pAG)e
Mﬁfiﬁii"(t) = " P(R.5" =) (6.146)

(0),0

In this formula, v are the possible outcomes of the discrete random variable E::(I) .
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Since the moment generating function is log-convex, the infimum in Equation (6.142)
can be efficiently computed. As suggested by Chen et al. [Che+19c¢|, we use golden
section search to calculate it.

6.3.6 EVALUATION

Since this is the first analysis of end-to-end latency considering failure probabilities and
response-time randomness for cause-effect chains based on sporadic tasks, comparison
to other existing approaches is not possible unless there is no randomness at all. In
that specific case without any randomness, when everything is deterministic (i.e., by
investigating the worst-case under TDMA), then our result in Lemma 6.53 for LET
(Lemma 6.59 for implicit communication, respectively) is identical to the state of the art
as noted in Remark 6.54 (Remark 6.60, respectively). We further note that the analysis
of implicit communication under T-FP preemptive scheduling by Diirr et al. [Diir+19]
and Giinzel et al. [Giin+21a] cannot be applied for TDMA. We demonstrate the impact
of the probabilistic behavior on PRTG from Definition 6.46. The evaluation section is
organized as follows:

e Section 6.3.6.1 specifies the benchmark used to generate task sets and cause-effect
chains.

e Section 6.3.6.2 demonstrates the impact of probabilistic behavior for LET and for
implicit communication.

More specifically, we examine the safe bounds on the probabilistic reaction time
guarantees of cause-effect chains stated in Corollaries 6.57 (denoted as Lrgr) and 6.63
(denoted as Ljny). The x-axis is normalized with the state-of-the-art for non-probabilistic
behavior:

n
MRT = Z 7%+ D, under LET, i.e., Hamann et al. [Ham+17] (6.147)
i=1
n
MRT = Z T + R;‘: under implicit communication, i.e., Davare et al. [Dav+07]
i=1
(6.148)

That is, the function value at z = 1.0 is the probabilistic guarantee that the reaction
time is at most the non-probabilistic bound (i.e., comparison to the state of the art for
deterministic bounds), and the function value at x = 2.0 is the probabilistic guarantee
that the reaction time is at most 2 times the non-probabilistic bound.

6.3.6.1 TASK SET AND CAUSE-EFFECT CHAIN GENERATION

In this section, we detail the generation process of sporadic task sets and corresponding
cause-effect chains for the evaluation. We use the free real world automotive benchmarks
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provided by Kramer et al. [KZH15] in WATERS 2015 to generate periodic tasks and
corresponding cause-effect chains. Afterwards, we translate the periodic tasks to sporadic
tasks and inject probabilistic behavior.

We generate periodic task sets based on the parameters in Tables III, IV, and V
in [KZH15]. In particular, for each generated task 7 the following steps are carried out:

(i) A task period T is drawn at random from the set {1, 2, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 1000}
according to the share stated in [KZH15, Table III].!!

(ii) The ACET of each task is generated according to a Weibull distribution based on
the values in [KZH15, Table IV].

(iii) For the WCET, the ACET is multiplied with a factor drawn at random from the
interval [fimin, fmae] in [KZH15, Table V].

For each task set, we first generate 30000 tasks and then use the subset-sum approxi-
mation algorithm until the total utilization is within 1 percentage point of the targeted
utilization of 70 %. Each task set contains 82 tasks on average. We consider task sets
distributed on 3 ECUs by generating one task set for each ECU and combining them
afterwards.

We generate cause-effect chains based on Section IV-E in [KZH15]. Each cause-effect
chain consists of 2 to 15 tasks. The cause-effect chain for a task set T is generated as
follows:

(i) The number of involved activation patterns P is drawn randomly from {1,2,3}
according to [KZH15, Table VI].

(ii) P different periods are drawn at random from the set of periods in T.

(iii) For each period, we draw 2 to 5 tasks at random without replacement in T according
to [KZH15, Table VII].

If there are not enough tasks with the required period in T, then the cause-effect chain and
the task set are discarded. We repeat the procedure until 1000 task sets and cause-effect
chains for each experiment are successfully generated.

The tasks are made sporadic by setting 7™ = T}, and T™* = 2T,. We use a TDMA-
based scheduler to schedule the sporadic tasks. In particular, during each cycle with
period T¢ := 0.1, each task is assigned a certain slot with size Q™ := 1.2 - anﬁn -0.1. The
slot is always at the same position of the cycle, which means that during anyTtime interval
of length k- T¢ k € N, task 7 can execute for k- Q)7 time units and the WCRT R“T4 of

task 7 is upper bounded by {%1 (T°-Q7)+ C.
Probabilities are injected as follows:

Failure probabilities: The failure probability f. for each task is drawn uniformly at
random from a certain interval. We distinguish the following configurations:

HThe sum of probabilities in [KZH15, Table I11] is only 85 % because the remaining 15 % is for angle-
synchronous tasks. Therefore, we divide all given share values by 0.85.
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e Low failure probability: f, € [0,0.001]
e Medium failure probability: f. € [0.001,0.01]
e High failure probability: f; € [0.01,0.1]

Response-time randomness: We assume that the response time is smaller than the
WCRT in 90 % of cases. We distinguish different cases for how small the response time
becomes:

e Slightly shorter response time: 0.8 - R in 90 % of cases
e Moderately shorter response time: 0.5 - RA in 90 % of cases

e Immensely shorter response time: 0.2 - R“T4 in 90 % of cases

6.3.6.2 EVALUATION RESULTS

We evaluate the upper bound on the probabilistic reaction time guarantee. In the
following figures, the red lines depict median, the blue dashed lines depict upper and
lower quartile, and the dotted gray lines depict all values.

We first investigate the impact of failure probabilities under LET. As there is no impact
of the response-time randomness because the read- and write-events are independent of
the execution behavior under LET, the only source of randomness if the failure probability.
In this case, if the failure probability is 0%, our result is identical to the state of the
art as noted in Remark 6.54. The impact of different failure probabilities under LET
is illustrated in Figure 6.19, with MRT g7 being the MRT without any failures from
Equation (6.147). We note that the state of the art cannot deal with any of these scenarios
at all. As long as the failure probability is strictly more than 0%, the probabilistic
reaction time guarantee to be no more than MRT zr is 0 %. As expected, the higher
the failure probability, the lower are the probabilistic reaction time guarantees provided
by our analysis. For the median case, there is a 99 % guarantee that the reaction time is
no more than:

e 1.20- MRT g1 (with low failure probability)
e 1.30- MRT g7 (with medium failure probability)
e 1.62- MRT gy (with high failure probability)

Our result shows that the failure probability has a direct impact on the probabilistic
guarantee of the reaction time under LET. As long as the failure probability is small, a
good probabilistic reaction time guarantee can still be provided.

The impact of different failure probabilities and the impact of the probabilistic WCRT
under implicit communication is illustrated in Figure 6.20, with MRT;, 10t being the
MRT without any failures from Equation (6.148). In this case, if the failure probability
is 0% and there is no randomness of response times, our result is identical to the state
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Figure 6.19.: Safe bound L;g7 on the probabilistic reaction time guarantee under LET.
Red line depicts median, blue dashed lines depict upper and lower quartile,
and dotted gray lines depict all values.

of the art as noted in Remark 6.60. If there is randomness in the response time, even
if the failure probability is more than 0%, the probabilistic reaction time guarantee
to be strictly less than MRT,,piicir can be more than 0%. For example, Figure 6.20g
and Figure 6.20h show that the probability that the reaction time is strictly less than
MRT jrpiicit is almost 99 % and 90 % for the scenarios with immensely shorter response
times under low failure probability, respectively. We observe that with shorter response
times the probabilistic reaction time guarantee increases. Similar to the LET scenarios,
with higher failure probability, the probabilistic reaction time guarantee decreases.

6.4 SUMMARY AND OPEN PROBLEMS

In this chapter, we investigated the end-to-end latency of cause-effect chains. To that
end, we first examined fundamental properties in Section 6.1. Subsequently, we analyzed
the worst-case end-to-end latency in Section 6.2 and probabilistic guarantees for the
end-to-end latency in Section 6.3.

Regarding fundamental properties, we developed a compositional property. That is,
we showed that it is safe to cut a cause-effect chain into subchains and analyze them
individually. Furthermore, we showed that MRT and MDA are equivalent. To that end,
we developed a unified description of end-to-end latencies using partitioned job chains.
The two properties only require very minor assumptions, making them applicable to
basically all classical communication and scheduling mechanisms.

Regarding the analysis of the worst-case end-to-end latency, we uncovered the principles
that current end-to-end latency bounds are built from, and used these to derive bounds
for local cause-effect chains under different communication and release policies with a
unified analysis framework. Furthermore, we used abstract integer representations and
partitioned job chains to develop novel analysis approaches for local cause-effect chains
under periodic release patterns. Subsequently, we used the compositional property to
extend the bounds for local cause-effect chains to interconnected cause-effect chains and
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heterogeneous setups of sporadic and periodic tasks, as well as implicit communication
and LET in the same chain.

Regarding the analysis of the probabilistic end-to-end latency, we defined the prob-
abilistic reaction time and discussed potential pitfalls of the definition. Afterwards we
provided analytical guarantees on the probabilistic reaction time under LET and im-
plicit communication. For that, we considered two types of randomness: Response-time
randomness and failure probabilities.

Despite our contributions of this chapter, we identify the following research directions
to be explored further:

e System design to meet requirements: While this chapter deals with the
problem of analyzing an already designed system, the proper design of systems to
meet requirements on the end-to-end latency is even more challenging. That is,
functionalities must be divided into tasks, tasks must be allocated to ECUs, and
task parameters like period, phase and priority must be configured. While there
have been some results to optimize the system towards meeting end-to-end latency
requirements [Dav-+07; Sch+18a; Wan+23], they are usually limited to specific
task parameters. Hence, finding more complete solutions is still an open problem.

e Triggering mechanisms: While the analysis of this chapter has a special focus on
time-triggered cause-effect chain, the relation towards other triggering mechanisms
has to be further explored. Specifically, while releasing jobs in a time-triggered
manner directly allows applying classical results from the literature on real-time
systems, like WCRT bounds, it is also inefficient in the sense that many jobs may
be released which do not take part in data transmission. Another approach is to
use event-triggered tasks, which release jobs when specific events occur such as
the arrival of data to the shared resource that the task reads from. While event-
triggered tasks usually improve efficiency, they do that at the cost of predictability.
Typical applications, e.g., those based on ROS2, allow the configuration of both
time-triggered and event-triggered tasks. However, the trade-off between both
mechanisms needs to be further explored and a unified view on different triggering
mechanisms should be pursued.

e Timing semantics: We have shown that two metrics (MRT and MDA) are
equivalent. Besides these, other timing semantics have been defined, namely
MRRT, MRDA, First-to-Last, Last-to-First, and worst-case time disparity, as
introduced in Section 3.2.2. This raises several questions to be explored: What is
the intuitive meaning behind these metrics? Which metric should be specified in
which use cases? Are there other important metrics?

e Probabilistic end-to-end latency: While classical results analyze the worst-case
behavior, soft real-time systems are common in industry practice as well [Ake+20].
Therefore, the analysis of probabilistic timing behavior has gained traction through
recent developments [BBB21; Brii+21; Che+22a; DC19; Mar+23]. While this
research direction is highly promising, in the context of end-to-end analysis it has
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been explored only to a limited extent so far. More specifically, in this chapter, we
presented the first analysis of probabilistic reaction time. However, the analysis
only considers randomness in the response time and failure probabilities, assuming
that all random variables are iid and that the release pattern is fixed with lower and
upper bounds on the inter-arrival time. How to compute iid response-time bounds
is an open question for most scheduling algorithms. There are also approaches to
drop the iid assumption [Mar-+23], building upon Cantelli’s inequality. However,
the compatibility of such approaches with probabilistic end-to-end latency has to
be further explored.

254



6.4. Summary and Open Problems

= E R
£ £ £
= = =
& & &
= = =
& B &
3 B 3
£ o £ o £
Q 06 08 1.0 1.2 1.4 16 1.8 2.0 Q 06 08 1.0 12 1.4 16 18 2.0 Q 06 08 1.0 1.2 1.4 16 1.8 2.0
x €T x
(a) Low failure probability, (b) Medium failure probability,  (c) High failure probability,
slightly shorter response time. slightly shorter response time. slightly shorter response time.
= = =
£ £ £
= = =
& & &
= = =
& B &
2 B 3
£ o £ g
Q 06 08 1.0 1.2 14 16 1.8 20 Q 06 08 1.0 12 1.4 16 18 2.0 Q 06 08 1.0 1.2 1.4 16 18 2.0
x x x
(d) Low failure probability, (e) Medium failure probability,  (f) High failure probability,
moderately shorter response moderately shorter response moderately shorter response
time. time. time.
3 ) a
E £ £
5 - 5
o & ast
= = =
& & &
3 B R
£ o 5 o £ o
Q 06 08 1.0 1.2 1.4 16 18 20 q 06 08 1.0 12 1.4 16 18 2.0 Q 06 08 1.0 1.2 1.4 16 18 2.0
x €T x
(g) Low failure probability, (h) Medium failure probability, (i) High failure probability,
immensely shorter response immensely shorter response immensely shorter response
time. time. time.

Figure 6.20.: Safe bound L;,;; on the probabilistic reaction time guarantee under implicit
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CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this dissertation, we investigated distributed real-time systems. Specifically, we
examined self-suspending tasks, which are common when jobs are executed in a distributed
manner, and cause-effect chains, which are considered when a functionality is achieved
by cooperating tasks. These examinations were conducted with a special focus on careful
analysis based on fundamental properties of possible evolutions of the system. In this
chapter, we conclude the dissertation by summarizing our contributions in Section 7.1.
Afterwards we give an outlook on potential future work and research direction to be
further explored in Section 7.2.

7.1 SUMMARY OF CONTRIBUTIONS

To allow for careful, property-based analysis, in this dissertation we introduced scheduling
concepts in a bottom-up strategy in Chapter 2. Specifically, while the classical top-down
approach concretizes task models only if necessary, in this dissertation we started by
considering possible system evolutions and abstracted task properties if they were utilized
in the analysis. This approach is more sound than the top-down strategy, which led to
a series of flawed results and missing or unnecessary assumptions. We emphasized the
need for more careful, property-based analysis by providing three counterexamples for
well-established literature results in Chapter 4. The first two counterexamples close the
unresolved issues of the review paper on self-suspending tasks by Chen et al. [Che+19b],
concluding their investigation on the literature of self-suspending tasks before 2019. The
third counterexample disproves the classical extension of the Critical Instant Theorem
(CIT) to probabilistic scenarios. However, we also provided two safe approaches to
extend the CIT, namely carry-in and inflation, that were used as a backbone for further
exploration [MNP22; Mar+23].

In Chapter 5, we investigated the timing behavior of self-suspending tasks. We
developed novel sufficient schedulability analyses for dynamic self-suspending tasks under
Task-level Fixed-Priority (T-FP), Earliest-Deadline-First (EDF) and EDF-Like (EL)
scheduling. Moreover, we enhanced an analysis framework for schedulability tests of
self-suspending tasks. We also examined timing anomalies under Segment-level Fixed-
Priority (S-FP) scheduling and developed two mechanisms to avoid timing anomalies,

257



7. Conclusion and Outlook

namely segment release time enforcement and segment priority modification. While the
presented analytical results improve the state of the art (in performance or applicability),
preventing timing anomalies enables exact analysis of the Worst-Case Response Time
(WCRT) by simulation of a single system evolution.

In Chapter 6, we investigated the end-to-end latency of cause-effect chains. First, we
examined fundamental properties, namely a compositional property and the equivalence of
Maximum Reaction Time (MRT) and Maximum Data Age (MDA). Second, we developed
a series of analyses for the worst-case end-to-end latency. To that end, we uncovered
principles of current end-to-end latency bounds, explored new analytical approaches using
abstract integer representations and partitioned job chains, and applied the fundamental
properties. Third, we examined probabilistic guarantees on the end-to-end latency.
Specifically, we defined and analyzed probabilistic reaction time, and discussed potential
pitfalls of the definition.

7.2 FUTURE WORK

While this dissertation contributes as summarized above, there are still open problems to
be solved as detailed in Sections 5.3 and 6.4. Specifically, future work on self-suspending
tasks should explore alternative self-suspension models and necessary schedulability
tests. Furthermore, the examination on schedulability tests and timing anomalies should
be generalized, e.g., towards multiprocessor systems. Regarding end-to-end latency
of cause-effect chains, generalization of results to different triggering mechanisms and
further exploration of probabilistic end-to-end latency would be useful from the industry
perspective. Furthermore, specification of different timing requirements and system
design to meet such requirements are challenging but essential problems.

With respect to the examination of distributed real-time systems, this dissertation
focuses on specific aspects of the two proposed challenges: distributed execution of
jobs, and interplay of distributed tasks. However, there are different aspects of these
challenges to be further explored. Specifically, while we focus on self-suspending tasks,
there are different task models like Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) or Event-Driven
Delay-Induced (EDD) that should be considered as well. For the interplay of distributed
tasks, we considered the end-to-end latency assuming that communication is conducted
through a shared resource with negligible time overhead or that it can be modeled by a
communication task. The impact of different communication designs on the analytical
end-to-end latency and their integration into existing analyses should be further discussed.
Besides further examination of the two proposed challenges, we identify the following
three research directions to be further explored:

e Sound analysis: Although in this dissertation we call for careful, property-based
analysis, it is unclear how flawed results can be prevented reliably in future work.
While we believe that the property-based bottom-up view on real-time systems
discussed in this dissertation can be utilized in future work to develop more error-
proof analyses even outside the context of self-suspending tasks and cause-effect
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chains, this does not solve the overall problem. Recently, proof assistants like
Coq have gained traction in the real-time systems community [Bed+22; Boz+23;
CSB16; Mar+23]. Such proof assistants are helpful, but only if used correctly.
Specifically, they do not prevent flaws coming from errors during the modeling
phase or missing assumptions in the form of incomplete axioms. Therefore, even
results utilizing proof assistants need to be carefully checked in the review process.
Besides prevention of flawed results, also detection of flawed results in the form of
systematic generation of counterexamples would be desirable. However, how and if
this can be achieved is an open problem.

¢ Robustness against perturbations: When analyzing a real-time system, the
system needs to be transferred to a model. To control the analytical complexity, the
model is usually a simplification of the real-world behavior. For example, overheads
for scheduling or preemption and small delays within DAG tasks are neglected
for the sake of simplicity. While such simplifications are usually not a problem,
they can lead to rare unforeseen events, such as significant longer execution times,
blocking or even job failures. These can then lead to a series of deadline misses if
not treated correctly. Since such perturbations are usually unavoidable, it would
be valuable to design systems that can handle perturbations with minor impact on
schedulability, and to make analysis aware of perturbations. Specifically, future work
should tackle the questions: How robust are existing analyses with respect to small
perturbations? How do we design more robust analytical approaches? While there
are some approaches in the literature to make analyses more robust (consideration
of jitter, blocking and specific overheads) and to design robust systems against
rare perturbations (e.g., mixed criticality), these are only limited yet and a unified,
generalized view is missing.

e Probabilistic analysis: While classical results analyze hard real-time systems,
soft real-time systems are common in industry as well. Therefore, a series of results
regarding probabilistic behavior in the standard task model has been published
recently [BBB21; Brii+21; Che+22a; DC19; Fri+23; Giin+23c; Mar+18; Mar+23].
While this dissertation contributes to this subject by examining extensions of the
CIT to probabilistic scenarios and by analyzing the probabilistic reaction time, there
are still open problems to be pursued. Specifically, while the current analyses focus
on the standard task model, more complicated task models, like the EDD, DAG
or self-suspension task model are still to be analyzed. Furthermore, probabilistic
behavior in different parameters like in the release pattern, and removing iid
assumptions of random variables are immediate problems to be solved.

While the overall problem of distributed real-time systems and providing careful
property-based analysis remains challenging, this dissertation provides encouraging
advancements and identifies promising open questions and research directions to be
explored further.
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MATHEMATICAL FOUNDATION

In this chapter, we detail mathematical notation and conventions that are used throughout
this dissertation.

CLASSIFICATION OF NUMBERS The natural numbers are denoted by N = {1,2,3,...}.
Please note that we follow the mathematical convention to not include 0 in N. If 0
is to be considered in the set of natural numbers, we use Ng = N U {0}. The real
numbers are denoted by R. We use the notation R-¢ and R>q to restrict to positive
and non-negative real numbers, respectively. Specifically, Rvg = {z € R|z > 0} and
R>p = {z € R|z > 0}. If not stated otherwise, intervals [a,b] with a,b € R live in the
space of real numbers, i.e., [a,b] C R.

SET OPERATIONS Given two sets A and B, we use AUB and AN B to denote their union
and intersection, respectively. If we write ALIB instead of AUB, then the union of A and B
is disjoint, i.e., ANB = (). The number of elements in a set A is denoted by |A| € NgU{oc}.
Moreover, we denote by P(A) = {B|B C A} the power set of A. Given a subset A C R
of the real numbers, then we define the supremum of A as the lowest upper bound on
A, denoted as sup A. More specifically, let U = {u € RU {400, —00} |u > a Va € A} be
the set of upper bounds on A, then sup A € U such that u > sup A for all u € U. If the
supremum is part of A, i.e., sup A € A, then we also call it the maximum of A, denoted
by max A. Similarly, given a subset A C R of the real numbers, then we define the
infimum of A as the highest lower bound on A, denoted as inf A. More specifically, let
L={{eRU{+00,—00} |l <aVaec A} be the set of lower bounds on A, then inf A € L
such that £ < inf A for all £ € L. If the infimum is part of A, i.e., inf A € A, then we also
call it the minimum of A, denoted by min A.

FUNCTIONS A function f: A — B of sets A and B assigns each element a € A to
exactly one element f(a) € B. The function is called injective if no two elements of A
are mapped to the same element in B, i.e., f(a) # f(a') for all a # o’ € A. The function
is called surjective if it maps at least one element in A to each element in B, i.e., for
all b € B there exists a € A such that f(a) = b. If f is injective and surjective, we
call it bijective. For a bijective function f, its inverse function is f~': B — A mapping
each b € B to the unique value a € A such that f(a) = b. We follow the mathematical
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convention to overload the notation f~! to denote preimages of subsets of B. That is,
we define f~1(B’) = {a € A| f(a) € B’} for all subsets B’ C B.

MEASURES Measures are used to quantify the size of objects. A typical example is the
length of an interval |[a, b]| = b — a. Mathematically, this concept can be generalized to
account for more complex subsets of measurable spaces (X, ). More specifically, given a
set X and a o-algebra ¥ C P(X), then a function p: ¥ — R>¢ U {oo} is a measure if
the following conditions hold:

e u(0)=0

o c-additivity: pu(Upeny Bx) = 2 pen #(Ex) for any pairwise disjoint sets (Ej)ren
with By €

A classical example is the Lebesgue-measure A on the space of real numbers (R, £(R)),
that is utilized throughout this dissertation. Specifically, the Lebesgue-measure A(E)
for E € £ C P(R) is defined as A(E) := inf {3, .y |Ek| | E € Uyen Bk, Ex C R interval}.
We refer to the book by Tao for a detailed introduction to Lebesgue-measures [Tao22]

PROBABILITY Probability is a mathematical model to quantify how likely events occur.
This model is given in the form of a probability space (2, §,P), where 2 is the sample
space, describing possible outcomes, § C P(£2) is the event space, describing events to
be observed, and P: § — [0, 1] defines the probability of events. Formally, (Q2,§) is a
measurable space, and P defines a measure on (€2, §), the so-called probablility measure.
A random variable X is a function X : 2 — R. The probability that the random variable
X does not exceed a threshold ¢ € R is defined as P(X <) =P({w € Q| X(w) < t}).
Similarly, the probability that X exceeds ¢ is P(X > t) :=1—P(X <t). The function
Fx =P(X <e): R — [0,1] is the cumulative distribution function of X. Two random
variables X and Y are independent if their joint probability is equal to the product of their
probabilities, i.e., P(X < t1,Y <t3) =P(X < t1) -P(Y < tp) for all t1,t; € R. If two
independent random variables X and Y have the same cumulative distribution function,
then we say that X and Y are independent and identically distributed (iid). For more
detailed discussion on probability theory, we refer to the book from Borovkov [Bor99].

DIRECTED AcycLiC GRAPHS (DAGS) A directed graph (V, E) is defined by a
set of vertices V' and a set of directed edges E C V x V. A path p in (V,FE) is a
sequence of edges, i.e., p = (e1,...,ex) with & € N, such that there exists a sequence
of vertices (v1,...,vk11) with e; = (v, vi41) for all @ € {1,...,k}. A path forms a
cycle if its start vertex and end vertex coincide, i.e., if v; = vg1. We call the directed
graph (V, E) acyclic, if there exists no path that forms a cycle. A graph isomorphism
f: (V1,E1) = (Va, E») is a bijective function on the vertices f: V4 — V5 that preserves
the graph structure, i.e., f x f: By = Es is a bijection. Two directed graphs (V;, E)
and (Va, F5) are isomorphic (denoted by (Vi, E1) ~ (Va, E3)) if there exists a graph
isomorphism f: (Vi,E1) — (Va,Es). If (V1,E1) ~ (Va,Es2) and (V4, Ey) is acyclic,
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then (Va, Es) is acyclic as well. A sequence can be considered as DAG isomorphic to
({1,2,...,m},{(1,2),(2,3),...,(n—1,m)}). Sometimes, in this dissertation, we denote
sequence by (1 — 2 — .-+ — m), especially in the context of cause-effect chains (cf.
Section 3.2) to follow the convention in that research area.
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APPENDIX FOR CHAPTER 4

B.1 APPENDIX FOR SECTION 4.1

The following analysis consists of two parts. First, we derive the Worst-Case Response
Time (WCRT) of 73 as foundation for the response-time analysis of 74. Second, we
provide a bound on the response time of 74 which is sufficient for the counterexample in
Section 4.1.

Response time of 73: To analyze the WCRT R;‘; of task 73, we consider the
suspension-oblivious schedule where suspension is replaced by computation. In that
case, we can utilize Time-Demand Analysis (TDA), as explained in Section 2.5. Using
the time-demand function W, for this case yields a WCRT of W, (15+9) = (2+ ) +
[@] 1+ [%}Iﬂ 10 = 15 + 4. This also bounds the WCRT of 73 in the case with
suspension, i.e., Ré < 15+ 0. The schedule in Figure B.1 shows a case where the
response time is actually 15 + d. We conclude that R;‘; =15+44.

Response time of 74: To analyze the WCRT of 74, we consider a concrete schedule
[S] of a system evolution w. Suppose that the first job 74(1) of 74 is released at time

oy and finished at time fif(]f; We bound the response time of 74(1) and prove that
fT[f(]f; — 7"54(1) < T,,. When this property holds, we can remove the first job of 74 in
the schedule and use the same argument to bound the response time of every job of 74
inductively.

Let tg < T%u) be the time point in R such that the schedule is busy from ty to r“T’4 (1)
and the processor idles right prior to tg. Since the job of 74 released at time 7"‘:4 (1) is not
constrained by the inter-arrival time constraint 7, of 74, we can move its release time to
to. After this change of arrival time, the schedule remains unchanged, but the response
time of the job 74(1) is increased. For notational brevity, we set ¢y to 0 in this proof.

As a fundamental tool for our analysis we use the time-demand function on each
computation segment of 74. For a segment B € B, (1) of 74(1) let I be the interference of
73 during the segment. We define the time-demand function for that segment by

W (1) =2 + m 1+ HA 10+ 1. (B.1)

If there exists some t € [0, T%,] with W (¢,I) < t, this is an upper bound on the response

265



B. Appendix for Chapter 4
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Figure B.1.: Worst-case schedule for the response time of 71, 7 and 73.
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Figure B.2.: Task-level Fixed-Priority (T-FP) schedule of T for achieving an upper bound
on the WCRT of 74 by replacing suspension of 73 by execution (in red).

time RA(I) of that segment, i.e., RA4(I) < t. Please note that in this notation of the
response time we indicate the dependence on I.

To derive an upper bound on the WCRT of 74 which is sufficient for the counterexample,
we fix the releases of the job segments of 74 and replace the suspension in 73 by execution,
as depicted in Figure B.2. This conversion does not decrease the response time of 74(1).
We call the new task Tgbl the suspension-oblivious 73 with Worst-Case Execution Time
(WCET) 2 4 6. If there is some busy-interval [z,0] before 0 (choose the smallest x
possible), then we move the release of 74(1) to z. This does not change the schedule and
only increases the response time of 74(1). Moreover, after this procedure only jobs which
are released at or after the release of 74(1) can interfere with 74(1). Therefore, we delete
all jobs released before the release of 74(1) without changing the response time of 74(1).

The remaining analysis is to analyze the WCRT of 74 under the interference of three
ordinary sporadic tasks 7, 7o, Tgbl, which can be achieved by adopting the response-time
analysis in [Nel+15]. We use the time-demand function from Equation (B.1) on each
segment of 74(1). If a job of 73 interferes with a segment B of 74(1), then the WCRT of
that segment is

RA(240) <1746 (B.2)

since W} (17 + 6,2 + &) = 17+ 4. If no job of 73 interferes with the segment B, then its
WCRT is

RA(0) < 14 (B.3)
since W (14,0) = 14. If no job of 73 interferes with 74(1), then 74(1) is finished after

at most RA(0) + 5+ R4 (0) < 33 time units. If only the first job of 73 interferes with
74(1), then the total WCRT is at most RA(2+ ) + 5+ RA(0) < 36 + 5. We note that
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the second job of 73 cannot interfere with 74(1) since it is released when 74(1) is already
finished.

B.2 APPENDIX FOR SECTION 4.3

Proof of Theorem 4.11. By Definition 4.6, the Worst-Case Response Time Exceedance

Probability (WCRTEP) for the target value R is given by supjeN{]P’(Rf((;))’. > R)}. In
the following, we show that

_A(o),o % .
}P’(RT(j) > R) < 0<1£1£RIP’(S,5 > t) (B.4)

for all 7(j) with j € N. To achieve this, we consider one arbitrary job 7(¢) of 7 and one

arbitrary but fixed release pattern, and show that P(R:l((;))" > R) < infoci<rP(S; > t)
under this release pattern.

Equivalent Formulation: The following equivalence holds: Rf((;;)’w > R if and only

if R“TA((Z)J)’W > ¢ for all ¢ € (0, R]. Hence,

A(e),® . A(e),e
P(RT(@ > R) = Oé?ngP(RT(@ > ). (B.5)
If the job 7(¢) is not finished by time T‘T"M) + t, then from r:f(g) to Tf(z) + ¢t the processor
either executes 7(¢) or higher-priority jobs of the tasks in hp(7) due to preemptive
Task-level Fixed-Priority (T-FP) scheduling. Therefore, we know that Rf((g)’w >t if and
only if 7(¢) cannot be executed for ¢y time units in the interval [TK:(Z)7T(7"U(€) +1), ie.,

o+ Z execﬁ(w) (rf(é),rj’(@ +1t)>t. (B.6)
7' €hp(T)

We conclude the equivalent formulation for P(Rf(([))’. > R):

A(e),® . _e A(e)/ o °
B(Ryy* > R) = inf Plcy+ D execi¥ly i +0) > 1| (BT

Quantification of Interference: In this paragraph, we provide an upper bound on
execf,(w)(rf(z), Tf(z) +1t). To that end, we observe that any job of 7/ that is released before
7“:’([) — D,/ is either aborted or finished at time T:j(z)- Therefore, only jobs of 7/ that are
released in [rf(g) — D1y + t) can be executed in [r‘T"(Z), e T t). The number of jobs

of a sporadic task 7’ released inside an interval of length ¢ + D,/ is at most [#1

Therefore, at most PJFTD,T'—‘ many jobs of 7/ can be executed in [rf(e),rf(z) +1).
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Let 7'(j;/) be the first job of 7’ released at or after r‘T"( 0~ D,.." Then only the jobs

(G )y ooy T (G — 1+ P+? 'b of 7/ can be executed in [rf(g),rf(é) + t). This means
that
& . t+D_y
-]7"—1—"_’7 TT/T—‘
A
exec, iy it S Y Fy (B3)
q=J1

We conclude that P(R Ale)e R) is upper bounded by

(€)
]

(]<111?£RP T(Z) + Z Z ET/((]) >t . (Bg)

T'€hp(T) q=J.

Exploit independent and identically distributed (iid): Since E;(é) has the
same probability distribution as E;(l), we can replace ¢* 0 by 6;(1) in Equation (B.9).

Moreover, E;,(j YRS ,C* D, and c?, (1) € b 1 are iid with the same
™ T/(jT,—l—f—[ T —‘) 7—([ T;’—‘)
T T _ _
t+D _, t+D !
= 1+’7 T/T T,

probability distribution D,,. Therefore, E a=is
the same probability distribution for all 7/ € hp(r). Hence the random variables

Ty, and > =1 (g have

. t+D [t+D_, ]
B ‘77/—1—"—’7 TT/T —‘ . . TT,T .
Syt rrehp(r) 2oq=js g and Sp = gy + Xrenp(n) Zq_:l = have
. t+D_,
Jrr—1+ /T
the same probability distribution, and P(c? Yot S rehplr Zq:j , T, E:”(q) > 1)
coincides with P(S; > t). We apply this to Equation (B.9) to obtain
A(e),0 <
]P’(RT(@ > R) < oé?éRP(St > t) (B.10)

Closing remarks: We have shown that Equation (B.10) holds for an arbitrary release
pattern, and therefore it holds for all possible release patterns. We can apply supycy to
obtain the statement from Theorem 4.11. ]

Proof of Theorem /.1/. The proof of this theorem is very similar to the proof of The-
orem 4.11 by further exploiting the concept of Interval Extension and Release Time
Modification used in the proof of the Critical Instant Theorem (CIT) in Theorem 2.21.
Under the probabilistic setting, after the interval extension and release time modification,
we show how to safely quantify the interference by using the concept of sample and
inflate.

By Definition 4.6, the WCRTEP for R is given by sup;ex{P(R/(7"" > R)}. In the

following we show that IP’(Rf((j'))’° > R) is upper bounded by Equation (4.18) for all j € N.

!Please note that j,/ is only dependent on the release pattern and not on the probabilistic behavior.
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Figure B.3.: Interval extension in the proof of Theorem 4.14 for two different execution
scenarios (left: C1 1 =1, right: C;; = 3). We observe that the changes in
the random variable n; are dependent on the sample under analysis.

To achieve this, we consider one arbitrary job 7(¢) of 7 and one arbitrary but fixed release
pattern, and show that IP(R“TA(S'))" > R) is upper bounded by Equation (4.18) under that
release pattern.

Equivalent Formulation: As in the proof of Theorem 4.11, the probability for

Rf((j.))" > R is equivalently formulated as
A(e),0 . _e A(®)/ o .
IP’(RT((K)) > R) = 0<1£1£RIP> St Z execT,( )(TT(@, et >t (B.11)
- T'€hp(T)

Interval Extension: Similar to the proof of the WCRT in Theorem 2.21, we extend
the analysis interval to the left-hand side. To that end, let hp(7) = {71,..., 7%} with
7; ordered by priority, i.e., 71 has the highest priority and 7 has the lowest priority.
We define a time point 71 such that all jobs released before 7; are not relevant for the

analysis. More specifically, we construct the time points 7y, ..., in an iterative manner,
starting from ¢ = k, k —1,...,1. Let ng11 be T:j(z)- After n;41 is determined, we define 7;
as follows:

M5 = Mmin(ni+1, 75 4.); (B.12)

where 7;(¢;) the first job of 7; that is executed after 9,11, i.e.,
;= min {j €N ‘ exec ) (i1, 00) > 0} . (B.13)

In Figure B.3 the interval extension is presented for a task set with three tasks. Note
that 71,m2,...,n, are random variables that depend on the execution behavior. With
this definition of 7y, ..., nky1 the following properties hold:

P1 During [n1,7m;41) the processor is busy executing jobs of hep(7;). (That is because
if 9, < miy1, then the processor executes jobs of hep(7;) during [1;,7i+1)-)

P2 None of the jobs of 7; € hp(7) released before time point 7; is executed after n;.
(If n; = miy1, then there are by construction no jobs of 7; released before 7,11 and
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executed after n;11. If n; = r;’i (1)’ then under the constrained-deadline setup all
previous jobs of 7; have their deadline at 7; or earlier. Hence, they must be finished
or aborted by 7;.)

P3 n; + D; > n;4+1 due to the assumption that a job is aborted after its deadline miss.

Please note that none of the jobs of 7; € hp(7) released before n; is executed after 7;.
(Otherwise, they have to finish by 7; because of Property P2. However, the jobs of ;
cannot be executed in [n1,7;) because of Property P1.) Therefore, jobs released before n;
are not relevant for the analysis.

Release Time Modification: In the following we move the release of 7(¢) to n; for
the analysis, i.e., we show that

!

Z execﬁ(w) (r¥ey e 1) < Z execﬁ(w) (ni,m +1). (B.14)

According to Property P1, during [n, rf(f)) = [, Mk+1) the processor is busy executing

jobs of tasks of hep(ry) = hp(7). Therefore, ZT’Ehp(T) execﬁ(w) (M, Met1) = M1 — M
holds. Moreover, ng+1 — 11 > ET’Ehp(T) execf,(w) (m + t, k1 + t) since the processor can

only execute jobs for at most 741 — 71 time units in the interval [y + ¢, ng41 + ). Hence,

Z execf,(w) (M, Mkx1) = M1 — Z exec’s / m+t e +t)  (B.15)
T/'€hp(T) T/'€hp(T)

holds. Since by Equation (B.15) > cp,r) execf,(w)(m, Met1) = D ehp(r) execﬁ(w) (m +
t,Mk+1 +t) > 0, we obtain the following:

Aw A
2. exec, ) (r Moot = D execy ) (M1, Mgt + 1) (B.16)
' €hp(T) /€hp(T)
Aw) Aw)
Y. oexec, O (Mes1s Mol 1)+ Do exec, (01, Mk+1)
< T'€hp(T) T'€hp(T) (B17)
- execﬁ(w) (m +t, kg1 + 1)
T’Ehp(T)
= Z exec 77k:+1 Ne+1 + 1) + execé( )(7]1, Nk+1) — €xec, Alw )(771 +t, M1 + 1)
7/€hp(T)
(B.18)
Z exec?, Y1, s + 1) — exect,” Yo+t + 1) (B.19)
7/ €hp(T)
Z exec’) , 771,7)1 + 1) (B.20)
T'ehp(T)

Note that the conversion from (B.18) to (B.19) and from (B.19) to (B.20) are both due to
the fact that execf,(w)(a, b) +execﬁ(w) (b,c) = execf,(w) (a, c) for all real numbers a < b < c.
This proves Equation (B.14).
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Quantification of Interference: In the following we quantify the interference from

) (m,m +t). For all 7; € hp(7), during

[n1,m;) only jobs of hp(7;) are executed by Property P1. Therefore, execé(w) (m,mi) =0

and

higher-priority task 7/ € hp(7), which is exec“:

exec“é_(“’) (m,m +1t) < execé(w)(m, ni +t) = exec;‘}(”) (Miymi +1). (B.21)

By Property P2 only those jobs of 7; that are released in [n;,n; +t) can be executed
in [n;,m; +t). These are at most {%-‘ jobs. However, since 7n; is a random variable
dependent on the execution behawior,Z it is not clear which jobs have to be included in
the analysis.”

In the following we derive a set J* of all jobs that may be released in [n;, 7; +t) under any
execution behavior, i.e., the set is only dependent on the release pattern. By Property P3,
1; is lower bounded by r7,) — Yo hp(r\hp(r) D Hence, the interval [ni,mi + 1) is a
subset of the interval [rf(é) = o rrehp(r)\hp(m) Dryyriio + t). Let 7;(j-,) be the first job
of 7; that is released at or after T;U(Z) — > e hp(F)\hp(rs) D;». Please note that j., is only

dependent on the release pattern and independent of the execution behavior. Since at most
A = [Errem\mo) Do
T3 .

T,

-‘ jobs of 7; are released in [r‘T"( 0 —> e hp(F)\hp (72) D, r$(£)+t)7
only the jobs ‘
It = {Ti(jT«;)?"-aTi(jn _1‘1‘)\%)} (B22)

can be released in [TT(Z) = 2 rrehp(r)\hp(r) Dt e+ t). Hence, only jobs of J* may be
released in [n;, n; + ).

As discussed earlier, by Property P2 only jobs of 7; that are released in [n;,n; + t) can

be executed in [n;,n; + t), i.e., at most [Ti—‘ jobs. Hence, only the execution time of

{%W jobs in J? has to be considered for the interference. We conclude

execA @) (n;, m; +1) < MAX! (B.23)

where MAX! is the random variable that returns the sum of the [TL-‘ maximal execution

i

time upper bounds of the jobs in J’. After the quantification step, we obtain that

B(RYS" > R) < i?ng(a;(,z) + Y MAXg), (B.24)
- T, Ehp(T)

which is a combination of Equations (B.11), (B.14), (B.21) and (B.23).
Exploit iid: Since the random variable E;(E) has the same probability distribu-
tion as E;(l), we can replace E;(Z) by é;(l) in Equation (B.24). Moreover, the random

variables ¢* .

—~e ~e = . t
) CTZ_(].H_H/\%) and 1) ’CTz‘(A‘Ti) are iid. Therefore, MAX; and

*Please note that in the proof of Theorem 4.11 the jobs 7/(j,), ..., 7 (jrr — 1+ {%

can be determined directly from the release pattern. In this proof, the release time modification, i.e.,
moving the analysis interval to 7;, is dependent on the execution behavior.

-‘) in the analysis
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SAI(r;, {%-‘ ,AL) have the same probability distribution for all 7; € hp(7). We con-

clude that 3 ) + 2 rehp(r) MAX? and & + 2 rehp(r) SAL(Ti, {Tin—‘ , AL) have the same
probability distribution, and therefore

t
P(c H = o e .
(CT(Z) + Z MAX3) ]P(CT(l) + Z SAI(m;, ’VTTV—‘ ,)‘n)) (B.25)
T €hp(T) T €hp(T) ¢
holds. Applying this to Equation (B.24) yields
Ae),e : e N
e m = (s X sw(u[£]4)>) e
Ti P\T

Closing remarks: We have shown that Equation (B.26) holds for an arbitrary release
pattern, and therefore it holds for all possible release patterns. We can apply supycy to
obtain the statement from Theorem 4.14. ]
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NOTATION

Real-Time Scheduling

T Task set Section 2.1
TeT A task Section 2.1
7(7) j-th job of task 7 Section 2.1
J Job set Section 2.1
Jel A generic job Section 2.1
D, Relative deadline Section 2.1
dy Absolute deadline Section 2.1
Q Set of system evolutions Section 2.2
w e N A system evolution Section 2.2
Yy Job release Section 2.2
cy Job execution demand Section 2.2
S A discrete schedule Section 2.3
Sdiser Set of discrete schedules Section 2.3
s‘?’w Start of job J in discrete schedule & Section 2.3
ff’w Finish of job J in discrete schedule & Section 2.3
[S] A continuous schedule Section 2.3
Seont Set of continuous schedules Section 2.3
s!}s]’w Start of job J in continuous schedule [S] Section 2.3

BS]’W Finish of job J in continuous schedule [S] Section 2.3
idlels! (t1,t2)  Idle time in interval [ty, to] Section 2.3
exec!}g] (t1,t2) Execution time of job J in interval [t1, ts] Section 2.3
execl! (t1,t2) Execution time of task 7 in interval [t1, 2] Section 2.3

Table 1.: Notation used in this work for real-time scheduling.
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Notation

Abstraction of Task Properties

WCET(C;) or WCET(C)

BCET(C™in)
pET(D-)
pET(D;)
pWCET(D;)

pWCET(D,)

Worst-Case Execution Time
Best-Case Execution Time
Probabilistic Execution Time
Probabilistic Execution Time with iid
assumption

Probabilistic Worst-Case Execution
Time

Probabilistic Worst-Case Execution
Time with iid assumption

Section 2.4.1
Section 2.4.1
Section 2.4.1
Section 2.4.1

Section 2.4.1

Section 2.4.1

FiXRel((TT(j) )jEN)
PerOff (75, ¢+)

Per(T%)

Spor(T*)
SporMinMax(7™in, Tmax)

Fixed release pattern

Periodic tasks with offset

Periodic tasks

Sporadic tasks

Sporadic tasks with minimum and
maximum inter-arrival time

Tasks with arrival curve

Task utilization

Task set utilization

Hyperperiod

Section 2.4.2
Section 2.4.2
Section 2.4.2
Section 2.4.2
Section 2.4.2

Section 2.4.2
Section 2.4.2
Section 2.4.2
Section 2.4.2

Table 2.: Notation used in this work for abstraction of task properties.

Scheduling Algorithms and Response Times

A A scheduling algorithm
A(w) Schedule derived from system evolution w under scheduling

algorithm A

Section 2.4.3
Section 2.4.3

IT- Relative priority point for EDF-Like (EL) scheduling Section 2.4.3
Rf((;;)’w Response time of job 7(j) Section 2.5
RA Worst-Case Response Time (WCRT) Section 2.5
W, Time-demand function (for TDA) Section 2.5

Table 3.: Notation used in this work for scheduling algorithms and response times.
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Distributed Execution of Jobs

B4 Blocks of job J Section 3.1
Py Precedence constraints Section 3.1
B« Set of all blocks Section 3.1
5‘("3’ B Delay between two blocks B and B’ Section 3.1
EDD(...) Abstraction of EDD tasks Section 3.1
DAG(...) Abstraction of DAG tasks Section 3.1
SegSS(CL, SL,...,C™r)  Abstraction of segmented self-suspending tasks Section 3.1
DynSS(C;, S;) Abstraction of dynamic self-suspending tasks Section 3.1

Table 4.: Notation used in this work for distributed execution of jobs and for self-

suspension.
Interplay of Distributed Tasks
E=(n—-—1) A cause-effect chain Section 3.2
re“(J) Read-event Section 3.2
we“ (J) Write-event Section 3.2
c=(Ji,...,Jn) A job chain Section 3.2
*(c) Length of job chain ¢ Section 3.2
act(z) = (z,J1, ..., JIn, ) Immediate forward augmented job Section 3.2
chain
L(ats(2)) Length of atf)(z) Section 3.2
1eh(2) = (2,01, ..., In, 7)) Immediate backward augmented job Section 3.2
chain
L(ach (7)) Length of ac(2") Section 3.2
WE ., Job index for warm-up Section 3.2
MRT(E,w) and MRT(E) Maximum Reaction Time Section 3.2
MDA(E,w) and MDA (E) Maximum Data Age Section 3.2
MRRT(F,w) and MRRT(E) Maximum Reduced Reaction Time  Section 3.2
MRDA(E,w) and MRDA(F) Maximum Reduced Data Age Section 3.2

Lat(E,w) and Lat(F)

pc p(m)

¥
RT(E,e,z)
PRTG (E, o)
DA(E,e,2)

PDAG(E, o)

End-to-end latency

m-th p-partitioned job chain

i-th abstract integer representation
Reaction time at z

Probabilistic reaction time guarantee
Data age at z

Probabilistic data age guarantee

Section 6.1.2
Section 6.1.2.1

Section 6.2.2.2
Section 6.3.1
Section 6.3.1
Section 6.3.1
Section 6.3.1

Table 5.: Notation used in this work for the interplay of distributed tasks and end-to-end
analysis of cause-effect chains.
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ACRONYMS

ACET Average-Case Execution Time, 211f., 230, 250

APS Adaptive Partitioning Scheduler, 57

BCET Best-Case Execution Time, 23f., 187, 199f., 203, 211, 214, 222
CAN Controller Area Network, 2, 221, 223

CIT Critical Instant Theorem, 6, 11, 31-34, 37, 54, 59, 63, 67, 69, 71 ., 75, 77 ff., 81f.,
257, 259, 268

CPA Compositional Performance Analysis, 26, 95f., 102
DAG Directed Acyclic Graph, 38, 40f., 81, 258f.; 262 f.
DBP Dynamic Buffering Protocol, 57

DFP Deadline Failure Probability, 68, 71, 77

DM Deadline Monotonic, 5, 29{f., 100, 126, 143, 146, 153
DRS Dirichlet-Rescale, 168, 171

ECU Electronic Control Unit, 2f., 9, 43, 46, 57f., 179, 186f., 189, 193, 196, 199, 201,
204, 208f., 214, 220£., 225, 250, 253

EDD Event-Driven Delay-Induced, 39—42, 258f.

EDF Earliest-Deadline-First, ii, 5-8, 11, 29ff., 35, 54, 65f., 78, 82, 103-108, 110, 112f.,
1174, 121£., 126 ff., 130, 143f., 153, 168fF., 179, 185, 232, 257

EDZL Earliest Deadline Zero Laxity, 29

EL EDF-Like, ii, 5, 7f., 12, 29f., 82, 126-131, 137, 139, 141, 143, 153, 170f., 257
EQDF Earliest-Quasi-Deadline-First, 126, 128, 130, 143 f.

FCFS First-Come First-Served, 29 f.

FIFO First In — First Out, 20f., 49, 126, 128, 130f., 134, 232
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Acronyms

FILO First In — Last Out, 49

FPGA Field Programmable Gate Array, 55

FRD Fixed-Relative-Deadline, 54

GALS Globally Asynchronized Locally Synchronized, 220
GUI Graphical User Interface, 7, 147, 151

iid independent and identically distributed, 24, 67, 233, 237f., 240, 254, 259, 262, 268,
271

J-DP Job-level Dynamic-Priority, 29, 127
J-FP Job-level Fixed-Priority, 29 {f., 39, 58, 127f., 130, 153, 179
lcm least common multiple, 28, 192

LET Logical Execution Time, 5, 9, 45ff., 571f., 174, 179, 185f., 1881ff., 192ff., 196 f., 216,
218, 222 fF., 226 f., 230., 233, 241-245, 248 ., 251 ff.

LIFO Last In — First Out, 49
LILO Last In — Last Out, 49
LLF Least-Laxity-First, 29
LST Least Slack Time, 29

MDA Maximum Data Age, 3, 44, 49f., 52f., 57, 174, 176, 178-182, 185 ., 211, 216, 233,
252f., 258

MILP Mixed-Integer Linear Programming, 40

MRDA Maximum Reduced Data Age, 49-53, 55, 57, 178f., 1851f., 200, 210f., 213-216,
222, 253

MRRT Maximum Reduced Reaction Time, 50-53, 57, 178, 1851f., 222, 253

MRT Maximum Reaction Time, 3, 44, 49f., 52f., 55, 57, 174, 178-182, 185 ff., 189, 205,
216, 223, 233, 236, 251 ff., 258

OEM Original Equipment Manufacturer, 46

pET Probabilistic Execution Time, 24, 34, 67

PTDA Probabilistic Time-Demand Analysis, 34

PWCET Probabilistic Worst-Case Execution Time, 24, 67, 69, 71, 73, 237

PWCRT probabilistic Worst-Case Response Time, 69
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RM Rate Monotonic, 5, 291f.; 35, 62, 153, 168f., 179, 185, 212, 230
ROS2 Robot Operating System 2, 13, 47, 57, 174, 179, 185f., 253
RTEP Response Time Exceedance Probability, 68, 70, 77

RTOS Real-Time Operating System, 12, 25, 29, 154, 165

S-FP Segment-level Fixed-Priority, 153 ff., 157, 165ff., 171, 257
SAEDF Suspension-Aware EDF, 126, 128, 130, 143f.

SJF Shortest Job First, 29

STDA Stochastic Time-Demand Analysis, 34

T-DP Task-level Dynamic-Priority, 5, 29f., 103, 126, 185

T-FP Task-level Fixed-Priority, ii, 5-8, 11, 29-33, 54, 57, 60f., 63, 67, 72f., 82f., 96,
126-130, 153, 167f., 170f., 179, 185, 187, 189, 199, 205, 223f., 249, 257, 267

TDA Time-Demand Analysis, 33, 64, 69, 81, 95, 139, 223, 265
TDMA Time Division Multiple Access, 237 1., 249 f.
WCDFP Worst-Case Deadline Failure Probability, 67 ff., 71-77

WCET Worst-Case Execution Time, 2, 7, 23f., 32ff., 69, 75, 101, 105, 110, 118, 143,
15114, 162, 167, 169, 171, 186f., 192, 198 1f., 203, 211-214, 222, 230, 250, 266

WCRT Worst-Case Response Time, ii, 6 ff., 311ff., 57, 60-65, 69, 81ff., 87, 89f., 94 f.,
97f., 107£., 110fF., 114, 128-131, 135, 137, 141, 151 f.,, 154, 169, 171, 173, 188,
192, 198, 209, 213, 221, 223, 2361., 245, 250 1., 253, 258, 265 1., 269

WCRTEP Worst-Case Response Time Exceedance Probability, 67 ff., 71ff., 77f., 267f.
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