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Software engineers are faced with the challenge of creating control algorithms for increasingly com-
plex dynamic systems, such as the management of communication network topologies. To sup-
port rapid prototyping for these increasingly complex software systems, we have created the GIPS
(Graph-Based ILP Problem Specification) framework1 to derive some or even all of the building
blocks of said systems, by using Model-Driven Software Engineering (MDSE) approaches. Devel-
opers can use our high-level specification language GIPSL (Graph-Based ILP Problem Specification
Language) to specify their desired model optimization as sets of constraints and objectives. GIPS is
able to derive executable (Java) software artifacts automatically that optimize a given input graph in-
stance at runtime, according to the specification. Said artifacts can then be used as system blocks of,
e.g., topology control systems. In this paper, we present the maintenance of (centralized) tree-based
peer-to-peer data distribution topologies as a possible application scenario for GIPS in the topology
control domain. The presented example is implemented using open-source software and its source
code as well as an executable demonstrator in the form of a virtual machine is available on GitHub.

1 Introduction

Software developers working on modern (self-adaptive) control algorithms must deal with the ever-
growing complexity of these types of software systems [8]. In the software engineering domain, model-
driven software engineering tools have long been established as a valid approach for tackling the chal-
lenges of growing software complexity. Consequently, one could use the principles of Model-Driven
Software Engineering (MDSE) and apply them to the development of control algorithms in general.
Hence, we propose to support the process of developing control algorithms with our newly developed
framework GIPS (Graph-Based ILP Problem Specification Tool) [12], which lends itself to a rapid pro-
totyping approach following the idea of models@run.time [5, 6, 11]. GIPS embodies the MDSE ap-
proach by automatically deriving (Java) runtime artifacts from a given high-level specification, using our
Domain-Specific Language (DSL) GIPSL (Graph-Based ILP Problem Specification Language) that is
able to specify Graph Transformation (GT) rules. It uses typed and attributed graphs as input as well as
output models and performs model transformations based on the formally founded and established GT

1GIPS - https://gips.dev

http://dx.doi.org/10.4204/EPTCS.417.9
https://creativecommons.org
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://gips.dev
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framework [13]. In combination with the well-known Integer Linear Programming (ILP) optimization
approach [7], GIPS can be used to obtain sets of model transformations that adhere to global and local
constraints as well as deliver results that optimize a given cost function. Since GIPS operates on generic
structures such as graphs and uses a generic optimization approach, it is not limited to a specific problem
domain. In this paper, we make use of the generic nature of GIPS and present its application in the proto-
type development of an incremental algorithm that maintains (centralized) tree-based Peer-To-Peer (P2P)
overlay networks for data distribution in a video streaming scenario, with the goal to reduce server load
and increase robustness. The idea is to build this algorithm as a control algorithm in the form of the well-
known MAPE-K loop [8, 18], where most of the system building blocks are automatically generated
from a high-level specification by GIPS. In contrast to [12], which showed a GIPS-based application
in the domain of data center networks, this paper presents GIPS as a means to facilitate model-driven
rapid prototyping and gives some thoughts on how to use the results of the prototyping phase regarding
(topology) control algorithms using an example.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2.1 and Section 2.2, we discuss the neces-
sary basics of ILP and GT to give some fundamental knowledge of the underlying technologies of GIPS.
Section 3 gives a rough overview of our new framework GIPS. In Section 4, we introduce the afore-
mentioned example scenario of the P2P document distribution for the streaming platform lectureStudio2

and our MAPE-K-based solution to the problem. This section is split into the problem description (Sec-
tion 4.1), a possible solution approach (Section 4.2) together with a demonstration (Section 4.3), and
a discussion on further challenges in the development process (Section 4.4). In Section 5, we discuss
related work. Finally, Section 6 sums up our contribution and gives possible future enhancements.

The example implementation and the demonstrator in the form of a virtual machine are publicly
available on GitHub3.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Integer Linear Programming

Integer Linear Programming (ILP) is an optimization approach that can be used to find the minimum
(maximum) of an objective function F : Zn → R by solving for an integer target vector x⃗ ∈ Zn while
adhering to some constraints f j (⃗x) ≤ 0 ( j = 1, . . . ,m) [3, 7, 19]. Eq. (1) shows its canonical form,
where b⃗ ∈ Rm and c⃗ ∈ Rn are vectors, A ∈ Rm×n is a coefficient matrix, and x⃗ ∈ Zn is the solution
as a vector.

minimize c⃗T x⃗ s. t. A⃗x ≤ b⃗, x⃗ ≥ 0, and x⃗ ∈ Zn (1)

The goal of the optimization (minimization or maximization) can be converted to the respective counter-
part if the objective function is multiplied by the factor −1. If all entries of the vector x⃗ have to be either
0 or 1, i.e., they are Boolean variables, the ILP problem is called a bivalent linear problem [7]. Tomaszek
et al. [21] showed that the network embedding problem can be encoded as a bivalent linear problem. To
achieve this problem formulation, we have to model the problem as a set of unknown integer variables,
linear constraints, and a linear target function. The problem can afterwards be solved as an integer linear
problem using solvers like Gurobi4 (commercial) or GLPK5 (free and open-source software).

2lectureStudio - https://www.lecturestudio.org
3GIPS GCM 2023 Artifact VM - https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-artifact-vm
4Gurobi Optimizer - https://www.gurobi.com/solutions/gurobi-optimizer/
5GNU Linear Programming Kit - https://www.gnu.org/software/glpk/

https://www.lecturestudio.org
https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-artifact-vm
https://www.gurobi.com/solutions/gurobi-optimizer/
https://www.gnu.org/software/glpk/
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2.2 Graph Transformation

GIPS operates on models based on typed and attributed graphs, where objects correspond to typed nodes
and references between objects correspond to typed edges. For this reason, we can make use of GTs,
which is a formal framework that provides a rule-based way to define model transformations on graphs.
GT rules consist of a Left-Hand Side (LHS) and a Right-Hand Side (RHS). Both, the LHS and the RHS
are graph patterns that describe together which structures must be present, absent, created, or deleted
in a given target graph. The LHS defines which graph structures have to be present in a target graph
before a GT rule can be applied. The RHS, on the other hand, defines which graph structures must be
present in the target graph after the rule has been applied. Unsurprisingly, GT heavily depends on graph
Pattern Matching (PM), which is used to find subgraphs in a given target graph that match a given graph
pattern, e.g., the LHS of a GT rule. Such a subgraph is called a match and consists of graph pattern
nodes successfully mapped to a set of target graph nodes. GIPS relies on Incremental Graph Pattern
Matching (IGPM), a commonly used PM approach, which keeps track of individual model changes, to
update sets of appearing or vanishing matches incrementally. In GIPS, we make use of the HiPE6 pattern
matching engine, which is based on a massively parallelized variant of Forgy’s Rete-approach [15].

3 The GIPS Framework

Figure 1: Component diagram of the GIPS framework (red star = generated during build time) [12].

The two driving motivations behind GIPS are: (1) Reducing the amount of effort (i.e., code) that
has to be put into the creation of complex prototypes of graph optimization tools and (2) a reduction
of programming errors that will inevitably occur in sufficiently complex projects, regardless of the pro-
grammer’s skills. For this purpose, we have developed GIPSL that enables expressing ILP constraints in
a UML/OCL-like fashion and which extends the eMoflon::IBeX-GT language7 that provides the ability
to specify GT rules and graph patterns. As a result, we gain a level of integration that allows constraint
definitions to access and, thus, make use of graph nodes of GT rules or graph patterns. In essence, an
output model of GIPS is shaped by a set of GT rule applications, which describe local modifications
to a given model and are only executed if a rule’s LHS holds beforehand. A subset of valid matches
of a specific GT rule’s LHS will be determined by the ILP solver. Said matches are only valid if they
adhere to all constraints defined in the corresponding GIPSL specifications. By imposing ILP constraints

6HiPE - https://github.com/HiPE-DevOps/HiPE-Updatesite
7GIPS uses eMoflon::IBeX as a GT engine - https://emoflon.org/ibex

https://github.com/HiPE-DevOps/HiPE-Updatesite
https://emoflon.org/ibex
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that interweave a set of GT rule applications, we can enrich the expressiveness of their respective LHSs,
which usually only allows for local first-order logical conditions, due to missing knowledge of other
possible rule applications. Since graph pattern matches already fulfill certain localized structural con-
straints as defined by their corresponding graph patterns, we do not need to encode those local constraints
in the ILP. Thus, building an ILP problem from a limited set of graph pattern matches (i.e., tuples of
graph nodes) instead of the whole graph can in most cases reduce the search space of the ILP problem
significantly, and, therefore, increase the performance of the ILP optimization step.

The GIPS framework itself consists of four components, which are shown in Figure 1. During build
time, the ILP generator component ILP Gen and the user API GIPS API are generated according to given
GIPSL specifications (as indicated with the red star symbol in Figure 1). The GIPS Core component
interfaces with the incremental GT tool eMoflon to get access to matches and the underlying model data.
The gathered set of matches and the model data are used by the generated ILP generator component ILP
Gen to construct a new ILP problem. Said ILP formulation is then used by the ILP Adapter to connect
to the ILP solver to supply it with the problem and receive a valid solution (i.e., one that satisfies all
constraints) if one exists. Finally, GT rules can be applied to matches by the use of the generated API
GIPS API based on the solution.

GT Rules
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Figure 2: Extended workflow diagram of the GIPS framework [12].

In the following, we will roughly outline how GIPS works, using Figure 2 as an illustration of an
exemplary GIPS workflow. Let us assume three input artifacts, namely a metamodel 2 , a corresponding
graph-based model 1 that is to be altered and the GIPSL specification, which contains a set of GT
rules 3 , a set of rule and model constraints 4 as well as an objective function 5 . The exemplary
constraint in 4a ensures that in the resulting set of GT rule applications, the rule x must be applied
exactly once. Furthermore, another exemplary constraint (see 4b ) ensures that an attribute of a model
element has to be smaller or equal to 4. The exemplary objective (see 5 ) consists of a linear function
of ILP decision variables (xi ∈ {0,1}) that is to be maximized. As shown in Figure 2, the GIPS process
starts with requesting matches from an external incremental pattern matcher A . As a result, GIPS has
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all valid rule matches and, thus, all locations where a GT rule can be applied. The matches alongside
constraints and the objective are used by GIPS B to generate an ILP problem 6 , where each variable
corresponds to a match. In this particular ILP problem example (see 6 ), the objective function is
taken from 5 , the first constraint is the result of 4a , and the second constraint is the result of 4b .
Additionally, mappings are created that encode which variable corresponds to which match 8 . As
previously mentioned, GIPS makes it possible to subject GT rules to ILP constraints, which limit rule
applications 4a , e.g., to prevent rules from invalidating matches of other rules LHSs. Besides that, it is
also possible to impose ILP constraints onto the model 4b , e.g., to enforce certain (aggregated) attribute
values or to limit the total number of edges connected to a node. An external ILP solver C will then
calculate an optimal solution w.r.t. the given objective function, ensuring all given constraints. Finally,
a solution to a given problem implicitly contains valid rule applications (matches) encoded as a set of
non-zero binary variables 7 . This means that the selected rule applications are in arbitrary order. Using
these resulting binary variables in combination with the aforementioned mappings to their corresponding
matches and GT rules, an external GT engine D performs the graph modifications, which results in a
modified model 9 .

4 Adapting P2P Overlay Networks for Data Distribution

In the following, we present our example scenario centered around (centralized) P2P overlay network
maintenance, to show that a model-driven software engineering approach, as implemented by GIPS,
facilitates rapid prototyping of control algorithms. To this end, we demonstrate that we can use GIPS to
specify and generate most components of a generic MAPE-K loop [8, 18] (see Figure 4), which is a
popular approach for control algorithms of the self-adaptive system’s domain. In short, a MAPE-K loop
is a sequence of four stages Monitor, Analyze, Plan, and Execute over the Knowledge base. The latter
maintains data on all relevant parts of the system that are needed by the MAPE stages. The Monitor
collects data from the underlying system and the environment, whereas the Analyze stage checks if an
adaption of the system is required. If this is the case, it triggers the Plan stage to construct an adaption
plan. Lastly, the Execute stage ensures the plan gets executed to adapt the system.

4.1 Problem Description

Figure 3: Small example network of a lectureStudio document distribution. The left one is purely central-
ized and the right one uses a peer-to-peer mechanism. The central server node (LectureStudioServer)
is shown as a square, relay clients are shown as diamonds, and normal clients are shown as circles.
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In recent years, the need for online streaming of lectures and other events has grown considerably.
Therefore, the tool and streaming platform lectureStudio has been developed to support lecturers at the
Technical University of Darmstadt. One key aspect of this platform is the fact that it is not only able to
stream continuous video, e.g., from the webcam of the lecturer or a shared screen but also their slides
as a PDF file. The difference to conventional video conference tools is the approach of distributing the
used PDF slide set to all participants at the beginning of the lecture. After the lecture has initially started,
only small actions such as slide changes or annotation commands are sent to the clients. By using this
approach, the total used bandwidth of the streaming process can be reduced drastically. However, as one
might notice, the distribution of possibly large PDF files at the beginning of the lecture causes a huge
spike in bandwidth demand for the lectureStudio server. In case the document is large or the number of
students participating in the stream is high, said operation can saturate the connection of the server for
quite some time. To circumvent this issue, the approach presented in this example calculates a tree-based
P2P overlay topology to allow client-to-client distribution of the PDF file. By using such a P2P approach,
the central lectureStudio server only has to transfer the PDF document to a subset of all connected clients,
which will transfer (relay) the file to the remaining clients afterwards.

Figure 3 shows two examples of distribution overlay networks with square and diamond nodes indi-
cating the (re-)distributors of PDF files. The left one uses a classic purely centralized approach in which
all clients download the PDF file directly from the server (LectureStudioServer). The right network
contains a relay client (Client1) that forwards the data to two other clients in order to free up some of
the server’s bandwidth. Hence, our example implementation automatically derives a P2P topology from
a given topology and its changes over time, while optimizing a specific objective function to minimize
the file distribution time for all participating clients. Therefore, the central algorithm that calculates the
P2P overlay topology must determine (1) which clients must become relay clients and (2) how clients
connect to other nodes in order to optimize a specific objective function, in this case, to minimize the file
distribution time for all clients.

4.2 Prototype Implementation

Figure 4: GIPS as MAPE-K loop with the lectureStudio server (control loop) and the clients (managed
elements). Blue arrows indicate data flow.

In this section, we present our artifact, which implements an algorithm that solves the challenge
described in Section 4.1. Our algorithm is based on a MAPE-K loop as shown in Figure 4, in which
the P2P overlay network is incrementally adapted as a reaction to model changes. As indicated in the
figure, we used GIPS to generate the building blocks Analyze, Plan, and Execute of the loop from a
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high-level GIPSL specification, which makes GIPS an integral part of the submitted artifact. The role of
the control loop is played by the lectureStudio server, which coordinates the behavior of all clients that
are part of the managed elements. Currently, the whole example and its implementation are only part of
a simulation. Hence, all managed elements (clients) only exist as objects in the model and there is no
connection to an actual instance of the lectureStudio server application.

Figure 5: Simplified metamodel of the example’s implementation.

Our knowledge component is a graph-based model implemented using the Eclipse Modeling Frame-
work (EMF)8 ( 1 in Figure 2). This model corresponds to a metamodel ( 2 in Figure 2), which defines
the model’s node types, attributes, and edges, similar to a UML class diagram. As shown in Figure 5, our
network metamodel (which is an example of 2 in Figure 2) consists of the following nodes9: Network,
LectureStudioServer, Client, Connection, P2PLink, Data, and Time. A node of type Network
contains the central node of type LectureStudioServer, each containing a set of clients represented
by nodes of type Client. Nodes of type Client can either be normal clients or relay clients; in the latter
case, the Boolean flag rc of the respective node is set to true. Moreover, nodes of type Connection
connect two nodes of type Client via source and target edges, and model the maximum possible
bandwidth with the attribute bw. (Virtual) P2P connections are modeled by nodes of type P2PLink, which
also connect two nodes of type Client with an attributed bandwidth bw. A LectureStudioServer con-
tains one node of type Data, which models the PDF file to be transferred when the lecture starts. Finally,
a node of type Time contains a global variable t that is used to calculate the actual number of time steps
needed to distribute data to all clients in the simulation. Figure 3 is a simplified example of a network
model that corresponds to the metamodel of Figure 5.

To generate the missing blocks of the MAPE-K loop, namely Analyze, Plan, and Execute using
GIPS (see Figure 4), we need a GIPSL specification that defines the behavior of said stages through GT
rules, patterns, ILP constraints, and an objective function to optimize.

In general, the Analyze stage of a MAPE-K loop identifies locations in the model that violate con-
straints and, in turn, it also detects locations that can be modified to reach a constraint-compliant state
again. Moreover, the Analyze stage also detects locations that might be used to re-establish an optimal
system state (according to the objective function), in case the system has lost this property due to ex-
ternal changes. In our case, the outcome of the Analyze stage is largely defined by the LHSs of the GT
rules as well as the patterns used in the GIPSL specification ( 3 in Figure 2). Effectively, the output
of this stage is a collection of matches (see the connection of A and B in Figure 2) each describing
a possible location in the input model for the application of a corresponding GT rule, which could pos-
sibly repair a constraint violation or improve the objective function value. For example, a specific rule

8Eclipse Modeling Framework - https://www.eclipse.dev/modeling/emf/
9The complete (non-shortened) metamodel can be found in this repository: https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/

gips-gcm-2023-example

https://www.eclipse.dev/modeling/emf/
https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-example
https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-example
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can contain instructions to modify the model in such a way that a waiting Client will be connected to
the LectureStudioServer instance, which works towards satisfying the constraint that requires each
Client in the network being (indirectly) connected to the LectureStudioServer node. During run-
time, this will instruct the IGPM ( A in Figure 2) to search the input model for matches of this rule’s
LHS, which will each contain a Client and a LectureStudioServer node.

The Plan stage uses the matches of the Analyze stage along with the constraints ( 4a and 4b in
Figure 2) and the objective function ( 5 in Figure 2) of the GIPSL specification to generate the actual
ILP problem ( 6 in Figure 2) that will be solved with the help of an ILP solver ( C in Figure 2). The
overarching goal of the Plan stage is to select the best valid rule applications (i.e., rule-match-pairs,
7 in Figure 2) from the Analyze stage. In our example, we used GIPSL to define 3 GT rules, 8 graph

patterns, and 9 constraint specifications, to model the following behaviour: For each newly appearing or
vanishing client, our planner tries to select the subset of all possible rule applications that extend or repair
the overlay network, such that it minimizes the average bandwidth of all used connections between all
nodes while adhering to all specified constraints. Thus, the output of this stage is a set of matches whose
corresponding GT rules must be applied in the Execute stage. As a side note, GIPS, in general, does not
provide a specific order in which the resulting set of rule applications has to be executed. Either users
build their own execution logic using the GIPS generated API, or the GIPSL specification is defined
in such a way that the execution order does not matter. In our example implementation, we chose the
latter option and specified the ILP problem in such a manner that we may execute our set of valid rule
applications in an arbitrary order.

……

…

lectureStudio 
Server

𝑟𝑐0 𝑟𝑐𝑛 𝑐0 𝑐𝑚

𝑝0 𝑝𝑢

Figure 6: Example network with the following types of nodes: c0 to cm are normal clients directly
connected to the lectureStudio server, rc0 to rcn are relay clients, and p0 to pu are relayed clients, i.e.,
clients that are not directly connected to the lectureStudio server.

As an example of the necessary global constraints used in our lectureStudio scenario, the following
paragraph explains three important (simplified) ILP constraints that model inter-rule conditions. This
section distinguishes three types of client nodes as shown in Figure 6: c0 to cm denote normal clients
directly connected to the lectureStudio server, rc0 to rcn are relay clients, and p0 to pu represent relayed
clients, i.e., clients that are not directly connected to the lectureStudio server.

In our approach, every new client with the index i must either be directly connected to the lectureStu-
dio server (ci), be converted to a relay client (rci), or be connected to another node that is a relay client
(pi). The corresponding binary variables (ci,rci, and pi) are set to 1 if the respective case occurs. The ILP
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constraint given in Eq. (2) ensures the explained condition for every new client. Note that NC denotes
the set of all new clients.

∀i ∈ N with 0 ≤ i < |NC| : rci + ci + pi = 1, rci, ci, pi ∈ {0,1} (2)

Furthermore, for every (new) relay client with the index i there must be at least one newly added P2P
connection to other clients because a regular client should only be converted to a relay client if it actually
relays the data to another client. The variable p2pi j denotes a new P2P connection that will be created
via a respective GT rule to connect node i and node j. The condition can be expressed with the ILP
constraint listed in Eq. (3).

∀i ∈ N with 0 ≤ i < |NC| : rci ≤
n

∑
j=0

p2pi j, rci, p2pi j ∈ {0,1} and n ∈ N+ (3)

Additionally, it must be ensured that a P2P connection does not use more bandwidth (bwi j) than what is
available on the internet link (coni j) between two respective nodes with the indices i and j. This behavior
can be achieved with the (simplified) ILP constraint given in Eq. (4), in which P denotes the set of all
clients connected to relay clients and RC represents the set of all relay clients.

∀i, j ∈ N with 0 ≤ i < |P| and 0 ≤ j < |RC| : xi j ·bwi j ≤ xi j · coni j, bwi j, coni j ∈ N+ (4)

The complete (and non-simplified) GIPSL definition with all the necessary constraints and the objective
of the Plan stage can be found on our GitHub repository10.

The Monitor block must currently be implemented by hand and cannot be generated from a spec-
ification, despite our generic approach in GIPS. This is due to the fact, that the Monitor represents a
bridge from the managed system to the knowledge base, which is a highly domain-specific problem and
depends on the used technologies. A Monitor that is connected to a simulation differs greatly from a
Monitor that is connected to a server application via the internet.

After a full cycle of the MAPE-K loop, the program is ready to adapt the state of the overlay network
again based on the changes that occurred in the meantime. Hence, our example implementation allows
for an incremental adaption of the P2P overlay network as a reaction to model changes.

4.3 Prototype Demonstration

We have prepared an example of the calculation of the lectureStudio P2P overlay network. Figure 7
shows screenshots of the resulting network visualizations of the example implementation. The central
entity (Root-Server) is connected to two relay clients (Client3 and Client11). All normal clients
(blue) are either connected to the relay clients (violet) or to the Root-Server (pink). The edge thickness
denotes the available bandwidth between the nodes. The thicker it is, the more bandwidth is available.

In this scenario, there will be one central LectureStudioServer instance and 15 clients in the initial
setup (see Figure 7a). As a next step, one of the relay clients will be removed from the model (see Fig-
ure 7b), e.g., because the corresponding student left the lecture stream. The incremental implementation
is able to formulate the necessary network repair operation as an ILP problem11 as well and calculates a

10GIPSL file for the lectureStudio scenario - https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-example/
blob/main/org.gips.examples.incrementalp2p.gips.incrementaldistribution/src/gipsl/Model.gipsl

11The complete GIPSL definition for all ILP constraints can be found on GitHub - https://github.
com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-example/blob/main/org.gips.examples.incrementalp2p.gips.
incrementaldistribution/src/gipsl/Model.gipsl

https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-example/blob/main/org.gips.examples.incrementalp2p.gips.incrementaldistribution/src/gipsl/Model.gipsl
https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-example/blob/main/org.gips.examples.incrementalp2p.gips.incrementaldistribution/src/gipsl/Model.gipsl
https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-example/blob/main/org.gips.examples.incrementalp2p.gips.incrementaldistribution/src/gipsl/Model.gipsl
https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-example/blob/main/org.gips.examples.incrementalp2p.gips.incrementaldistribution/src/gipsl/Model.gipsl
https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-example/blob/main/org.gips.examples.incrementalp2p.gips.incrementaldistribution/src/gipsl/Model.gipsl
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(a) Initial network state. (b) Second relay client was removed.

(c) Floating clients were reconnected. (d) Additional clients were connected.

Figure 7: Screenshots of the example’s network visualizations.

set of GT rule applications to correct the network, i.e., to re-connect the clients that lost their connection.
The result is shown in Figure 7c. To further show the capabilities of the example implementation, the
next step adds 6 new clients, that represent, for example, new students joining the stream. The implemen-
tation will automatically add these new clients to the data distribution overlay network, which is shown
in Figure 7d. The result can be reproduced with the artifact that consists of the GIPS framework and the
presented implementation. To ease the installation for interested readers, we created a virtual machine12

with all required software installed and documentation to be able to modify, execute, and visualize the
example. We used the open-source solver GLPK because it does not need any manual licensing. A
typical execution of our example finishes after an interval of 2 s to 30 s if run inside the virtual machine.
The result of a simulation run will be displayed in the web browser within the virtual machine.

Of course, the question of how well the presented approach scales w.r.t. the number of clients within
the streaming network arises. To answer this question, we ran experiments with different numbers of
clients that incrementally join the stream. In this scenario, our generated topology control algorithm
connects all newly arriving clients to the P2P network, while minimizing the overall document distri-

12GIPS GCM 2023 Artifact VM - https://github.com/Echtzeitsysteme/gips-gcm-2023-artifact-vm
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bution time. In the evaluation setup, the LectureStudioServer is connected to the network via a
150 Mbit/s connection and no initial Client has joined, yet. The upload and download bandwidths of
all Clients are sampled from Speedtest.net measurements13. Every result shown in this section is the
calculated mean of ten measurements. All experiments were run on a workstation equipped with an
AMD Ryzen Threadripper 2990WX with 32 CPU cores and 128 GB of memory. The operating system
used is Ubuntu 20.04.6 LTS, the Java environment used is OpenJDK Temurin (build 17.0.2+8), and the
ILP solver is GLPK. Figure 8 shows runtimes (y-axis) of the algorithm for each individual number of
clients (x-axis), additionally, separated into GT, ILP, and miscellaneous parts. The results show that the
generated algorithm calculates a P2P topology for up to 75 clients in under one minute. Unfortunately,
Figure 8 shows a large growth of the runtime when scaling up the number of Clients. Interestingly,
the majority of the runtime needed to calculate each result is caused by the pattern-matching process of
the GT engine. Thus, the time needed by GLPK to solve each resulting ILP problem is barely visible.
The exponential increase in runtime is most likely a result of the used graph patterns. Some of the pat-
terns contain multiple disjoint pattern nodes, which results in match sets that grow exponentially with an
increasing number of clients.

When using GIPS in practice, sometimes the GT part and sometimes the ILP part dominate the
runtime behavior. The sum of both is often lower than the runtime of a purely ILP-based approach.
Corresponding comparisons of naive generation of the ILP problem with GT rules with very low GT
runtime and almost the entire runtime of the ILP solver, as well as a heavier preprocessing by GT rules,
are planned for a future publication.

Figure 8: Aggregated algorithm runtime (y-axis) for an individual number of clients (x-axis) incremen-
tally joining a lecture. The individual runtimes are split into GT, ILP, and miscellaneous parts.

4.4 Challenges in leaving the Prototype Phase

In the previous sections, we have shown how to use GIPS as a tool for prototyping a control algorithm
using an example of the topology control domain. More specifically, we have used GIPS to automatically
derive MAPE-K building blocks from a GIPSL specification. From a rapid prototyping point of view,
one can see that GIPS is an excellent tool to facilitate the development of (topology) control algorithms,

13Speedtest.net median bandwidth in Germany - https://www.speedtest.net/global-index/germany
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since GIPS can be used to develop and evaluate prototypes by experimenting with parameters, different
objective functions, and different constraints.

A possible design challenge is the fact that the result of a GIPS calculation is a set of GT rule matches
without any additional information about a suitable execution order that would guarantee that all selected
matches are processed. To guarantee that a GT rule application does not invalidate a match of another
GT rule, developers must introduce additional GIPSL constraints, if this is a necessary requirement for
the specific problem domain.

While GIPS is a promising approach for developing prototypes, it is clear that a control algorithm
based on ILP and GT will not be suitable for most real-world application scenarios that have to work un-
der real-time constraints (e.g., streaming, content distribution, etc.). However, the developed prototypes
can be used to calculate solutions for offline optimization problems, e.g., static task scheduling. Further-
more, there are other application domains, for example, the placement of virtual networks in data centers,
for which GIPS with its ILP and GT-based algorithms can compete with state-of-the-art approaches [12].
In such a problem domain, the generated algorithms scale reasonably well and, moreover, the developers
are able to try and evaluate different heuristic approaches, too. Once a GIPS-based prototype is devel-
oped far enough to satisfy the desired specifications, one can use the results of the prototype to create
an optimized implementation using, e.g., the C++ programming language for further acceleration. In
the Machine Learning (ML) community the approach of programmatic labeling (programmatic weak
supervision) is well known, where data sets are automatically annotated for training ML using exact
algorithms, heuristics, or other ML approaches [22]. We propose to implement an exact algorithm using
our GIPS framework to annotate data sets for an ML approach, e.g., neural networks, automatically. This
means that we take automatically generated problem instances and solve them using the GIPS algorithm
to convert the obtained results to a training data set. In fact, this is an approach we are currently pursuing
and will present in a future paper.

5 Related Work

We have identified a general need for model-driven rapid prototyping because of the ever-growing com-
plexity of modern software systems. To be able to relate GIPS to the current state-of-the-art, we will list
a few related works of the self-adaptive systems community as well as selected works of the software en-
gineering community, which touch on the same subjects as our work such as, e.g., graph transformation,
optimization, MAPE-K loop development, and resource allocation.

Becker et al. [4] defined the requirements to model correct self-adaptive systems on a high level of
abstraction and presented a GT-based formal solution to most of the identified requirements. The authors
explain how UML class and object diagrams together with the behavioral modeling of GT can be used
to model correct self-adaptive systems. This concept is evaluated using a simplified application example
with a network of pipes and filters. Similar to our approach in GIPS, Becker et al. used GT to express
local structural constraints and model transitions, while GIPS, on the other hand, is also able to express
and enforce global constraints on the model by using ILP.

Abeywickrama et al. [2] presented a novel approach to engineer interacting, centralized, and de-
centralized feedback loops using the state of the affairs model [1] to express self-awareness and self-
adaption. Therefore, their notion of feedback loops extends the well-known MAPE-K adaption model
[8, 18]. In their work, they implemented an Eclipse plug-in for the modeling, simulation, and validation
of self-adaptive systems based on their feedback-loop-based approach. Compared to GIPS, their Eclipse
plug-in is currently unable to derive runtime code (e.g., Java) from the models.
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Fleck et al. [14] presented a model-driven approach to tackle the rule orchestration problem. They
try to find an ordered set of rule-match pairs to modify a model to optimize a given fitness function.
In contrast to GIPS, the result is a multi-objective optimization problem intended to be solved by a
search-based optimization algorithm, for example, a genetic algorithm. A downside of this approach is
the fact that genetic algorithms cannot guarantee optimal solutions and, furthermore, can have problems
finding promising sequences of rule applications in the large search space. If runtime is not an issue,
GIPS can guarantee optimal solutions by utilizing the ILP solver. In contrast to GIPS, the approach by
Fleck et al. does not need annotated rules or the specification of additional constraints to find the rule
application sequence.

With the framework MDEOptimiser Burdusel et al. [9] present another search-based solution to find
sequences of rule applications that, when applied, lead to an optimal model state. In contrast to [14],
which performs rule-based optimization, Burdusel et al. follow the model-based optimization approach.
In essence, they store each evolution of the initial model as a self-contained new model during the opti-
mization process, instead of only storing the changes (i.e., rule applications) between each optimization
step. Similar to [14], Burdusel et al. cannot guarantee optimal solutions, if they exist, due to the usage of
evolutionary algorithms as means of optimization.

John et al. [17] make use of MDEOptimiser to demonstrate and practically evaluate their new formal
framework for model-based optimizations, in which they define completeness and soundness as new
criteria for mutation operators.

Chen et al. [10] implement an incremental generative self-adaptation scheme based on model trans-
formations at runtime. Similar to our approach, the authors implement a MAPE-K loop, where a plan-
ning component produces a set of GT rule applications that, when applied, improve the utility of a given
model. In contrast to our approach, Chen et al. make use of Satisfiability Modulo Theories (SMT) to
define their repair problem, use SMT solvers to solve said problem, and implement their model transfor-
mations using medini QVT. The former design choice makes it very hard to define a problem that, when
solved, results in a solution that is not only valid (satisfies all constraints) but also optimal according to
some objective function. The latter design choice renders the tool unusable today since medini QVT was
deprecated a while ago.

Song et al. [20] do not present a self-adaption approach per se but, instead, present a framework
similar to GIPS, with which one can implement algorithms that apply changes to a given model such that
it satisfies a set of constraints. Similar to Chen et al. [10], Song et al. make use of SMT to encode model
constraints. Furthermore, their approach comes with a very lean DSL, mostly for configuration purposes,
where model constraints can be defined using OCL expressions. In contrast to GIPS, their approach does
not give the means to define any model transformations with which a model could be changed, in order
to satisfy a set of constraints.

What Ghahremani et al. [16] describe as utility-driven self-healing for dynamic architectures is,
essentially, an approach for incremental model adaptation at runtime, which is in a way similar to Chen
et al. [10]. In contrast to Chen et al. and our approach, Ghahremani et al. do not specify an SMT nor an
ILP problem; instead, they implement a search-based approach that aims to improve the result value of
a given utility function. Said utility function is composed of several (possibly user-defined) sub-utility
functions that each evaluate matches belonging to the LHS of a corresponding "repair" rule. The goal
is to find a set of rule applications that maximize the utility function and improve or "heal" the given
model.
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6 Conclusion and Future Work

This paper presented an approach for the rapid prototype development of control algorithms, aided by
GT, ILP, and code generation from a high-level specification. Therefore, we briefly introduced the
GIPS framework and explained an example algorithm for the maintenance of P2P overlay networks,
which was, for the most part, generated by GIPS from a high-level specification, in an effort to demon-
strate GIPS’s capabilities as a rapid prototyping software development tool. To provide these capabili-
ties, our framework was designed with MDSE principles in mind and, thus, generates software artifacts
from a given GIPSL specification. With our example of the P2P overlay network maintenance tool for
lectureStudio, we demonstrated the automatic derivation of building blocks for control algorithms to
support the development of MAPE-K loops. By means of ILP-based optimization our algorithm sets up
and maintains an overlay network for the streaming platform lectureStudio with the goal to minimize the
required bandwidth for file transfers while upholding an acceptable document distribution time for all
participants. From our point of view, this example demonstrates the usefulness of the GIPS framework
for rapid prototyping to facilitate research within the domain of (topology) control algorithms.

In the future, we want to gather more information on how GIPS can be used in research of various
(possibly more complex) domains, by implementing and evaluating a variety of other scenarios, e.g., the
static scheduling of tasks on CPU processors. Regarding the control algorithm domain, it is still an open
question how or if the Monitor block of the MAPE-K loop can be generated automatically. Moreover,
it would be interesting to include a mechanism to support the generation of valid GT rule application
sequences (instead of sets) to guarantee the validity of the GIPS output. Finally, as an ongoing effort, we
plan to extend the expressiveness of GIPSL further, by developing new language features and shortcuts
to ease the specification process for tool designers of various domains.

The presented example containing the GIPS framework, an open-source ILP solver, the algorithm’s
source code, and its documentation, is publicly available on GitHub14 as a virtual machine.
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