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Synthesis is the automatic construction of a system fronspeification. In classical synthesis
algorithms it is always assumed that the system is "contdutom scratch” rather than composed
from reusable components. This, of course, rarely happensal life. In real life, almost every
non-trivial commercial software system relies heavily aing libraries of reusable components.
Furthermore, other contexts, such as web-service orettigsty can be modeled as synthesis of a
system from a library of components.

In 2009 we introduced LTL synthesis from libraries of redusatbmponents. Here, we extend
the work and study synthesis from component libraries withil“and return” control flow structure.
Such control-flow structure is very common in software systeWe define the problem of Nested-
Words Temporal Logic (NWTL) synthesis from recursive comgiat libraries, where NWTL is a
specification formalism, richer than LTL, that is suitabt fcall and return” computations. We
solve the problem, providing a synthesis algorithm, andisthe problem is 2EXPTIME-complete,
as standard synthesis.

1 Introduction

The design of almost every non-trivial software system iseblaon using libraries of reusable com-
ponents. Reusable components come in many forms: functodjects, or others. Nevertheless, the
basic idea of constructing systems from reusable compsnerderlies almost all software construc-
tion. Indeed, almost every system involves many sub-systeach dealing with different engineering
aspects and each requiring different expertise. In pmctie developer of a commercial product rarely
develops all the required sub-systems herself. For exarameftware application for an email client
contains sub-systems for managing graphic user interscavéll as many other sub-systems). Rarely
will a developer of the email-client system develop the dgsaphic-user-interface functionality as part
of the project. Instead, basic sub-systems functionaditysually acquired as lérary, i.e., a collec-
tion of reusable components that can be integrated intoytstiers. The construction of systems from
reusable components is extensively studied. Many exanfiptémportant work on the subject can be
found in Sifakis’ work on component-based construction] [dd de Alfaro and Henzinger's work on
“interface-based designl[1]. Furthermore, other sitwadi such as web-service orchestration [8, 15],
can be viewed as the construction of systems from librafiesusable components.

Synthesis is the automated construction of a system frospésification. The basic idea is simple
and appealing: instead of developing a system and verifyiagit adheres to its specification, we would
like to have an automated procedure that, given a spedificationstructs a system that is correct by
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construction. The modern approach to temporal synthesssimiiated by Pnueli and Rosner, who

introduced LTL (linear temporal logic) synthesis [14]. IiAlLsynthesis, the specification is given in

LTL and the system constructed is a finite-state transdu@etefing a reactive system. In this setting

of synthesis it is always assumed that the system is “cartstiufrom scratch” rather than “composed”

from reusable components. [n]12], we introduced the stddymathesis from reusable components. We
argued there that even when it is theoretically possibleegigh a sub-system from scratch, it is often
desirable to use reusable components. The use of reusabjmwoents allows abstracting away most of
the detailed behavior of the sub-system, and writing a fipatibn that mentions only the aspects of the
sub-system relevant for the synthesis of the system at.large

A major concern in the study of synthesis from reusable corapts is the choice of a mathemat-
ical model for the components and their composition. Theterature of the reusable components in
a software library may differ. The literature, as well as whdustry, suggest many different types of
components; for example, function libraries (for procediprogramming languages) or object libraries
(for object-oriented programming languages). Indeedeti®eno one correct model encompassing all
possible facets of the problem. The problem of synthesi® freusable components is a general prob-
lem to which there are as many facets as there are models fgparwents and types of composition.
Components can be composed in many ways: synchronouslymetasnously, using different types of
communications, and the like [116].

As a basic model for a component, following [12], we absteagay the precise details of the com-
ponent and model a component agansducey i.e., a finite-state machine with outputs. Transducers
constitute a canonical model for reactive componentsyadigtg away internal architecture and focus-
ing on modeling input/output behavior. In]12], two modefscompaosition were studied. Ildata-flow
composition the output of one component is fed as input terema@omponent. The synthesis problem
for data-flow composition was shown to be undecidablezomirol-flowcomposition control is held by a
single component at every point in time; the compositionomhponents amounts to deciding how control
is passed between components, by setting which componezives control when another component
relinquishes it. Control-flow is motivated by software (ameb services) in which a single function is in
control at every point during the execution. In[12] we foeti®n “goto” control flow, and proved that
LTL synthesis in that setting is 2EXPTIME-complete.

In this paper we extend that work and study a compositiorondthat relates to “call and return”
control structure. “Call and return” control flow is very oadl for both software and web services. An
online store, for example, may “call” the PayPal web servigkich receives control of the interaction
with the user until it returns the control to the online stofe allow for “call and return” control-flow
structure, we define a recursive component to be a transduedrich some of the states are designated
as exit states. The exist states are partitioned into catist and return states. Intuitively, a recursive
component receives control when entering its initial statd relinquishes control when entering an
exit state. When a call state is entered, the control is fearesl from the component in control to the
component that is being called by the component in contrdiellVa return state is entered, the control
is transferred from the component in control to the compotiest called it (i.e., control is returned).
To model return values, each transducer has several reates SEach return state is associated with a
re-entry state. Thus, each transducer has a single entey staeral re-entry states, several return states,
and several call states. Composing recursive componertsirdeto matching call states with entry
states and return states with re-entry states.

1tis possible to consider more complex models, for examplegels in which there are several call values. The techsique
presented here can be extended to deal with such models.
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Dealing with “call and return” control flow poses two distirtonceptual difficulties. The first is
the technical difficulty of dealing with a “call and returnysgem that has a pushdown store. When
adapting the techniques 6f[12], a run is no longer a path ion¢rol-flow tree, but rather a traversal in a
composition tree, in which a return corresponds to climhipghe tree. To deal with this difficulty we
employ techniques used with 2-way automata [13]. A secofiidulty has to do with the specification
language. “Call and return” control-flow requires a richpedfication language than LTLI[5] 3]. For
example, one might like to specify that one function is oniflead when another function is in the
caller’s stack; or that some property holds for the local patations of some function. In recent years
an elegant theory of these issues was developed, encompasstable specification formalisms, as
well as semantic, automata-theoretic, and algorithmigeis5,[3/ 6]. Here we use the specification
languagenested-words temporal logigNWTL) [3], and the automata-theoretic tool nésted words
Buchi automatag NWBA) [3] 6].

We define here and study the NWTL recursive-library-compbmealizability and synthesis prob-
lems. We show that the complexity of the problem is 2EXPTIbtiErplete (like standard synthesis
and synthesis of “goto” components) and provide a 2EXPTINg6r&hm for the problem. We use the
composition-tree technique of [12], in which a compositisrdescribed as an infinite tree. The chal-
lenge here is that we need to find nested words in classied.tMyhile the connection between nested
words and trees has been studied elsewhere,Icf. [2], our ek is the first to combine nested-word
automata with the classical tree-automata framework foptwal synthesis, using techniques developed
for two-way automate [13, 17].

2 Prdiminaries

Transducers: A transduceris a deterministic automaton with outputs] = (3,20, Q, 0o, d,F,L),

where: Z, is a finite input alphabetZ is a finite output alphabe is a set of stategjp € Q is an
initial state,d : Q x Z; — Qs a transition functionk is a set of final states, and Q — Zp is an output
function labeling states with output letters. For a tramsduw and an input woradv = wyWw,...w, € 2],

arun, or acomputatiorof .7 onw s a sequence of states=rg,ry,...r, € Q" such tharg = qo and for
everyi € [n] we haver; = 8(ri_1,w;).

For a transducer”, we defined* : £ — Q in the following way: d*(¢) = qo, and forw €
ando € Z;, we haved*(w- o) = &(6*(w),0). A Zo-labeledZ,-tree (X, 1) is regular if there exists a
transducet? = (%},Z0,Q, 0o, d, L) such that for every € %, we haver (w) = L(6*(w)). A transducer
7 outputs a letter for every input letter it reads. Thereféwean input wordw; € 2, the transduces”
induces a wordv € (X x £o)” that combines the input and output.gf. Themaximal computationsf
7 are those that exit at a final stateRror are of lengthw.

Nested Words, NWTL and NWBA: When considering a run in the “call and return” control-flow
model, the run structure should reflect both the linear oodiéhe execution and the matching between
calls and their corresponding returns. For example, whemogrammer uses a debugger to simulate a
run, and the next command to be executed is a call, there ar@dtural meanings to “simulate next
command”: first, it is possible to execute the next machimaroand to be executed (i.e. jump into the
called procedure). In debugger terminology this is “stap”irand this meaning reflects the linear order
of machine commands being executed. On the other hand gssslge to simulate the entire computation
of the procedure being called, i.e. every machine commaord the call to its corresponding return. In
compiler terminology this is “step over”, and this meanieflects the matching between calls and their
returns. Thus, the structure of a run, with the matching betwcalls and returns, is richer then the
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sequence of commands that reflects only the linear ordeatiRglto this richer structure is crucial for
reasoning about recursive systems, and it should be reaflectee mathematical model of a run, in the
formalism by which formal claims on runs are made, i.e., mgpecification formalism.

A run in a “call and return” model is a sequence of configuragjmra word together with a match-
ing relation that matches calls and their correspondingrmset The matching relation isested i.e.
constrained to ensure that a return to an inner call appediosebthe return to an outer call. A formal
definition appears below. The model of the run consists df b word (encoding the linear order) and
the matching relation. A word with nested matching isested word6]. At the specification level, it
should be possible to make formal claims regarding systetnréier to the “call and return” structure
[5, [3]. For example: one may want to argue about the value wfesmemory location as long as a
function is in scope (i.e. during the subsequence of the ctatipn between the call to the function
and its corresponding return). Alternatively one may wardrgue about the values of some local val-
ues whenever some function is in control (that may correggorseveral continuous subsequences of
commands). Another example is arguing about the call std&never some function is in control (such
as “whenever f is in control either g or h are on the call stacleveral specification formalisms were
suggested to reason about “call and return” computatidn3, [6]. Here we usdlested Words Temporal
Logic, (NWTL) [3], which is both expressive and natural to use.daHin to reason about nested words,
we usenested words &chi automataNWBA), which are a special type of automata that run on rikste
words [3,6]. Intuitively, in a standard infinite word, eadlttér has a single successor letter. Therefore,
automata on standard words can be seen as being in some,steéeling a letteo and “sending” the
next stateq to the successor letter'. In a nested word, however, a lettgrmight have two “natural
successors”. First the letter following it in the linear sequence of execution, and secanather letter
o’ that is matched to it by the “call and return” matching. A NWBAt only “sends” a state to the
successor lettew, but also “sends” some information, nam@drarchical symbqglto the matched letter
o”. The transition relation takes into account both the statkthe hierarchical symbols. A formal
definition of NWBA's is presented below.

We proceed with the formal definitions of nested words, tlggcltNWTL for nested words, and the
automata NWBA running on nested words. The material pregelo¢low is taken fromi [3], which we
recommend for a reader who is not familiar with nested wditusy logic, or their automata.

A matchingon N or an interval/1,n] of N is a binary relatioru and two unary relationsall andret,
satisfying the following: (1) ifu(i, j) holds thercall(i) andret(j) hold and < j; (2) if u(i, j) andu(i, j’)
hold thenj = j" and if u(i, j) and u(i’, j) hold theni = i’; (3) if i < j andcall(i) andret(j) hold, then
there exists < k < j such that eithep(i,k) or u(k, j). LetZ be a finite alphabet. A finite nested word
of lengthn overX is a tuplew = (w, i, call, ret), wherew=a; ... a, € Z*, and(u, call,ret) is a matching
on [1,n]. A nestedw-word is a tuplew = (w, i, call,ret), wherew = a; ... € %, and(u,call,ret) is a
matching onN. We say that a positionin a nested wordv is a call position ifcall(i) holds; a return
position ifret(i) holds; and an internal position if it is neither a call nor ture. If u(i, j) holds, we say
thati is the matching call of, andj is the matching return af and writec(j) =i andr(i) = j. Calls
without matching returns are pending calls. For a nested wpeand two positions, j of w, we denote
by Wi, j] the substructure of (i.e., a finite nested word) induced by positidnsuch thati <1 < j.

If j <iwe assume thafi, j| is the empty nested word. For nest@dwordsw, we letw]i, «] denote
the substructure induced by positidng i. When this is clear from the context, we do not distinguish
references to positions in subwor@§, j] andw itself, e.g., we shall often writéw|i, j],i) = ¢ to mean
that ¢ is true at the first position offi, j].

Nested words temporal logi{tNWTL) is a specification formalism suitable for “call and retuopgm-
putations|[3]. First we define a summary path between paositiec j in a nested wordv. Intuitively, a
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summary path skips from calls to returns on the way ficim j. Thesummary pattbetween positions

i < jinanested wor@vis a sequence=ig <iy <... <ix= j suchthatfor alp < kwe havei,,1 =r(ip)

if ip is a matched call anfl>r(ip); oripy1 =ip+ 1 otherwise. Next, we define NWTL syntax. For an
alphabet, the letters ok, T (standing for true)call, andret are NWTL formulas. NWTL has the op-
erators: not, or v, next(), abstract next (that skips from a call to its retufn),, previouso , abstract
previous© ,,, summary until (to be defined below), and summary sinc8’. For NWTL formulas
¢1, ¢2 the following are NWTL formulas=ga|¢1V ¢2| O ¢1| Op 91| $1|C 1] 91U 2| $1S° d2. We
proceed to define NWTL semantics. bet=w;...w, or wy... be a finite or infinite word oveE. Let

w = (w,call,ret, ), andi > 1 be a number bounded by the lengtiwofEvery nested word satisfids in
particular(w,i) = T. For a lettero € ~ we have(w,i) |= o iff 0 =w;. (This is can be extended to alpha-
bets of the typ& = 2°P, that consists of sets of atomic propositions, in the stahday, i.e.,(W,i) = p

iff p € w;). Boolean operators semantics is stand&@d) = —¢ iff (W,i) = ¢; and(W,i) &= @1V ¢, iff
(W,i) = @1 0r (W,i) = ¢2. We also havéw, i) = O¢ iff (W,i+1) =¢ and(w,i) =0 ¢ iff (W,i—1) = ¢.
We have(w,i) |= call iff i is a call, andW, i) |= retiff i is a return. We havew,i) = O ¢ iff i is a call
with a matching returry (i.e., u(i, j) holds) and(Ww, j) = ¢. Similarly, (w,i) = © ;¢ iff i is a return
with a matching callj (i.e., u(j,i) holds) andw, j) = ¢. For summary until we havew,i) = ¢1U% ¢

iff there exists g > i for which (W, ) |= ¢, and for the summary path=ip <i; < ... <ix = j between

i and j we have for everyp < k that (W, i) = ¢1. Similarly, (W,i) = 1S ¢, iff there exists a position

j <iforwhich (W, j) = ¢, and for the summary path=ip < i1 < ... < ix = i betweenj andi we have
for everyp € (K| that(W,ip) = ¢1.

Rather than use NWTL directly, we use harested-word Bchi automata(NWBA), which are
known to be at least as expressive as NWTL,; in fact, there exponential translation from NWTL to
NWBA [3], analogous to the exponential translation of lineamporal logic to Biichi automata [18]. A
nondeterministic nested wordiBhi automator{NWBA is a tupless = (Z,Q, Qo, Q¢, P, Po, Ps, &, &, & ),
consisting of a finite alphabéi, finite setQ of states, a sefy C Q of initial states, a seQ; C Q of
accepting states, a finite de&of hierarchical symbols, a s& C P of initial hierarchical symbols, a set
Ps C P of final hierarchical symbols, a call-transition relatiGnhC Q x = x Q x P, an internal transition
relationd C Q x Z x Q, and a return-transition relatial) € Q x P x Z x Q. The automator starts in
an initial state and reads the nested word from left to rightun r of the automatonZ over a nested
wordw = (ayaz...,H,call,ret) is a sequencep,qs, . .. of states, and a sequenpg, p;,, ... of hierarchi-
cal symbols, corresponding to the call positions;, . . ., such thatyy € Qo, and for each position if i is
acall then(gi_1,&,q, pi) € &; if i is internal, theng_1,&;,q) € &; if i is areturn such that(j,i), then
(Gi—1, pj,a,q) € &; and ifi is an unmatched return thég_1, p,a;, i) € & for somep € Ry. Intuitively,
in a runr, the hierarchical symbol associated with a matched retasitipni, is the hierarchical symbol
pj. associated with the call positionthat is matched to. The runr is accepting if (1) for all pending
callsi, p; € Ps , and (2) ifw s a finite word of length then the final state, is accepting (i.e.q € Qs),
and ifw is anw-word then for infinitely many positionis we haveqg; € Q¢. The automatony accepts
the nested wordl if it has an accepting run ovéy.

3 Thecomputational model

Recursive Components and their composition: To reason about recursive components one has to
choose a mathematical model for components. The choice déhtas to balance the need for a rich
modeling formalism, for which computationally powerful dels are preferred, and the need to avoid
the pitfall of undecidability, for which simpler models greeferred.
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A successful sweet spot in this trade off is the computatior@del of finite-state transducers, i.e.
finite-state machines with output. A common approach tcomiag about real world systems, is abstract-
ing away the data-intensive aspects of the computation amtththe control aspects of the computation
by a finite-state transducer. Using this approach, the drasess model is rich enough to model real
world industrial designg [9,/7]. For that reason, transdsiege widely used in both theory [18,]14, 4]
and practicel[€,]7], and are prime candidates as a model &irdnd return” components.

To model “call and return” control-flow by transducers, w&dduce a small variation on the ba-
sic transducer model. Essentially, we use transducers ichwdome states are “call states”, where a
transition to one of these states stands for a call to anatiraponent; some states are “return” states,
where a transition to one of these states stands for a reiuhe ttomponent that called this component;
and some states are re-entry states, i.e., states to whaatothponent enters upon return from a call
to another component. Similar models can be foundlin [4]feDgint return values, are modeled here
by having different re-entry states. The model is somewimaplified in the sense that a return is not
constrained in terms of the call state through which the wak made. In software, for example, the
return is constrained to the instruction following the dgaditruction (although several return values may
be permitted). Nevertheless, the model is rich enough tbvad#athe essence of “calls and returns”, and
the techniques we present can be used to deal with richerlmg. each call may be associated with
a mapping between return states and re-entry states aaptionstrained returns as above). We chose
this simpler model as it allows for simpler notation and egresentation of the underlying ideas.

To simplify the notation, we fix a numbeg and assume every component in the library has exactly
nc calls. Similarly, we fix a numbeng and assume every component in the library has exagthgturn
points, as well as exactly points to which the control is passed upon return.

A Recursive Library Compone(RLC) is a finite transducer with call, return and re-entry states
Formally, an RLC is a tuplM = (3}, 3o, S, S0, S8, &, S, 9,L) where: (1)%; andZo are finite input
and output alphabets. (®is a finite set of states. (3) € Sis an initial state. When called by another
component, the componeht enterssy. (4) SR C Sis a set of re-entry states. When the control returns
from a call to another componemd enters one of the re-entry statessin We denotesl = {s},... R}

(5) & C Sis a set of call states. Whevi enters a state i, another componer!’ is called, and the
control is transferred td’ until control is returned. We deno® = {,...,5°} (6) SR C Sis a set
of return states. WheN enters a return state, the control is returned to the conmpdhat calledM.
We denoteSs = {%,...,%R}. When thei-th return state, i.e§R, is entered, control is returned to the
caller componeni’, which is entered at histh re-entry state (i.eM”s states.). (7) 5:Sx %, — Sisa
transition function. (8L : S— g is an output function, labeling each state by an output symbo

The setting we consider is the one in which we are given arljhtd = {C,, ...,C } of RLC compo-
nents. Acompositiorover.Z is a tuple((1,Cy, f1), (2,Cz, f2),..., (k,Ck, fk)) of k composition elements,
in which each composition element is a triple composed ohdaxi, an RLCC; € .#, and an interface
function f; : & — [K] that maps each d@;’s call states into the composition element that is callednup
entry to the call state. Note that the same RLC can be inatadtiin different elements of the com-
position, but with different interface functions, and theesof the composition is a priori unbound@d.
While we consider here only finite compositions, we couldehesnsidered, in principle, also infinite
compositions. As we shall see, for NWBA specifications, éigibmpositions are sufficient.

A run of the system begins in stagg of C;. When the run is in a state of the compon€nve say

2 |f we had bounded the number of elements in a compositiom tie number of ways in which these elements can be
composed would have been finite and the search for a compo#iitat satisfies some specification would have turned into a
combinatorial search, analogously, for examplégdanded synthes[40].
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that the componer€ is in control. For example, a run begins when the compo@eii in control. For
everyi <k, as long as a compone@tis in control, the system behaves@suntil an exit state (i.e. a call
state or a return state) is entered. If a call s%te & of G is entered then the componédy ;) is called.
That is, the control is passed to tfi¢j)-th component in the composition. The run proceeds from the
start state o€y,j). If a return statesé{ € K of G is entered (wheg; is in control), therC; returns the
control to the component that call€ If, for example C; was called byC; then whersy is entered, the
run proceeds from the re-entry stafeof Cj. We now define the composition formally.

Formally, a compositio® = ((1,Cy, f1),(2,Cy, f2),..., (k,Cx, fk)), where
Ci = (21,20, S|, %li], sK[i], < [i], Ki], 8[i], L[i]), induces a (possibly infinite) transducer
M={5,%,s,oM LM}, where:

1. The input alphabet &, and the output alphabet ¥%.

2. The states oM are finite sequences of the forfi, i, ...,im,S), where for everyj < mwe have
ij € [k, and the final element is a stagec S| of C;,. Intuitively, such a state stands for the
computation being in the stagof the RLCC; , where the computation call stackiisiy, ... ,im.
The initial state oM is (1, 5[1]) wheresp[1] is the initial state o€;. Formally,Su = [K]* - (Uicyq i -
Sii))-

3. Next, we define the transition functiad™. Letv = (i1,iz,...,im,S) be a state oM. Then,
dM(v,0) =V if one of the following holds:

(a) internal transition: If d[im|(s,0) = for some stats € Fiy] \ (S[im] UR[im]) 0f G, then
vV = (i1,...,ir,9), where

(b) call transition: If d[im|(s,0) =S wheres' € i is the j-th call state ofCi, (i.e.,s =
S fim]), thenv’ = (i, ....im, fi (i) S0 (1)),

(c) return transition: If d[im|(s,0) =S wheres' € Sg]im|, is the j-th return state o€, (i.e.,
g = S}J;{[Im]), thenv = (il, R im_l,Sé[im_]_D.

4. The final state sé¢tM = (1, R[1]). Intuitively, the computation terminates when the first pom
nent returns.

5. The output functio.™ is defined byL™({i1,...,im,S)) = L[im|(S).

For an input wordv' = wh,w} ... € Z°, the transduce induces an output wond® =wS,w2,... €
£g. We denote by = (wh,wg), (W;,w?)... the combined input-output sequence inducedvbyFur-
thermore, on the input word', the compositior€ induces a nested wom= (w, call, ret, 1) in whichw
is the input-output induced wordall holds in positions in which a component made a catiholds in
positions in which a component returned, anchaps each call to its return. We sometime abuse notation
and refer to the wordv rather than the nested woml Similarly we might refer to aomputationof,
or in, a composition meaning a nested word induced by the ositipn. Similarly, we may refer to a
computation segmemeaning a substructur]i, j|, for some positions, j, of a computation.

A compositionC realizean NWTL specificationp if all computations induced b satisfy¢. The
recursive-library-components realizability problems given a library of RLCSZ = {Mj}'j‘:1 and an
NWTL specificationg, decide whether there exists a composition of componemts ine library that re-
alize ¢. Therecursive-library-components-synthesis problisngiven a library of RLCsZ = {Mj}T:1
and an NWTL specificatiop, decide whethed is realizable by a composition of RLCs fraf and if
S0, output a composition realizirjy
Composition trees Next, we define the notion of @mposition tregwhich is the analog of a control-
flow tree in [12]. Fixing a library® of RLCs, composition trees represent compositions. A caitipa
tree is labeled tree= (T,A ), whereT, the tree structure, is the deg]*, andA : T — ¥ is a mapping of
the tree vertexes int. Every compositiorC = ((1,Cy, f1),(2,Cy, f2),..., (k,C, fk)), induces anZ-
labeled composition trer:. We first show tha€ induces gk]-labeled tree that we calitermediate tree
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A labeled treg([nc]*, k), wherek : [nc]* — [K], is the intermediate mapping induced ®yif k(¢) = 1,
and, for everyv € [nc]* and j € [nc], we have thak(v- j) = f,«,(j). Thecomposition treenduced
by C is ([nc]*,A) where for every € [nc]* we have tha# (v) = Cy ). A nodev=ij---ix represents a
call-stack configuration. The node’s lalglv) is the component in control, while the labels of the node’s
successors, i.eA(v-1),...,A(v-nc), stand for the components that are called if a call statetered.
Intuitively, the control flow of an actual computation is gpresented by a traversal in a composition
tree. The control is first given to the component labeled leyrttot. For a nodg, a call corresponds to a
descent to a successor (where a call froni4tiecall state corresponds to a descent tditiesuccessor).
Similarly, a return from a node corresponds to an ascent to the predecessar of

Thus, a composition induces a composition tree. On the bto®al, a composition tree can be seen as
an “infinite composition” in which each nodestands for a composition element in which the component
is the label of/, and the interface functiofy maps the call states to the successors (i.e., for avefync|*
andi € [nc] we havefy(i) = v-i). So a composition tree induces an infinite composition. Wesa
terminology and refer to computations of a composition,tvégere we mean to refer to computations of
the induced infinite composition. Furthermore, in TheokeBhwie show how a finite composition can be
extracted from aegular composition tree. Another abuse of terminology we make isfier to a labeled
subtree of a composition tree as a composition tree.

4 Recursive-library-components synthesis algorithm

Our approach to the solution of the RLC synthesis problenfirssto construct a tree-automato#,
that accepts composition trees that miut satisfy the specification. Once that is achieved, can be
complemented to get an automataefwhich is accepts composition trees tatsatisfy the specification.
Finally, «’s language can be checked for emptiness and if not emptystaraycan be extracted from
a witness (similar to the algorithm in_[12]). Thus, the maigredient in the solution is the following
theorem (that allows the construction.af).

Theorem 4.1 Let.Z be a library of RLC components, each withreturn states, and let/, be a NWBA.
There exists an alternatingiBhi automaton on trees (ABF, with at most @|.<% |- nr) states, whose
language is the set of composition trees for which therdsgisomputation in the language .04 .

Our main result follows from Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.2 The recursive library components realizability problenddhe recursive library compo-
nents synthesis problem are 2EXPTIME-complete.

Proof: The algorithm proceeds as follows. We first transtageinto an equivalent NWBAw 4, with

an exponential blow-up [3]. We then construct an ABTfor .74 according to Theorein 4.1, dualizé
into an an alternating co-Biichi automaton on trees (A@T)and checks"'s language for nonemptiness
as in [11]. If the specification is realizable, then the laaggi of <7’ contains a regular composition
tree, for which all computations satisfy. Otherwise, the language of’ is empty. Given a regular
composition tred[nc]*, T), it is induced by a transducer (without final stat&s¥ ([nc],-Z,Q,do, d,L),
such that for every € [nc|*, we haver(w) = L(5*(w)). We assume, w.l.0.g. that the €@fis the set
[|Q|] of natural numbers, and tha4 is the number 1. A finite composition can now be constructetién
following way: For every statg € Q there is a composition eleme(d,Cg, fy) in whichCq = L(q), and
for everyj € [nc] we havefi(j) = (i, j). It can then be shown that the constructed composition esluc
the same infinite-state transducer as the regular compositte (up to component names) and therefore
satisfiesp.
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As for complexity,o7’s number of states is quadratic|iy | and linear im andb (upper boundingir
by b). (Note that quadratic ihe | is exponential irj¢|). The complementation o into <7’ incurs no
complexity cost. Finally, checking/’ for emptiness is exponential in its number of states. Thisiges
a 2EXPTIME upper bound. For a lower bound, note that a “gotot lbe seen as a call without a return
and LTL is a fragment of NWTL. Thus, a 2EXPTIME lower boundié¥s from the 2EXPTIME lower
bound in [12]. L]

We now prove Theorein 4.1. There are two sources of difficiltthe construction. First, we have
to handle here call-and-return computations in compasitiees. While computations in composition
trees in[[12] always go down the tree, computations here gandplown the tree. Second, here we have
to emulate NWBA on the computations of composition trees waiwant to end up with standard tree
automata, rather then nested-word automata.

Intuitively, given a computation tree as input, our constin would guess a computation of the
input tree, in the language of;, together with an accepting run ofy, on the guessed computation. As
mentioned in in the discussion of Composition trees, howeveomputation of the composed system
corresponds to a traversal in the composition tree. Thexgfo guess the computation, i.e., the traversal
in the input tree, and the computation.@} on it, we employ 2-way-automata techniques.

Let.p = (Q,Qo, Qt,P,Po,Ps, &, &, & ). The construction ofy is quite technical. Below we present
the construction of/, where the introduction of each part begins in an informalitive discussion and
ends in a formal definition.

The states of &7 Intuitively, <7 reads an input tree and guesses an accepting runzgf on a compu-
tation of that input tree. The difficulty is that a computatimannot be guessed node by node, since when
a computation enters a call node, we need to consider tha tetthat node. Thus, when reading a node
v labeled by componer@, the ABT </ guesses aaugmented computatiasf C in which there areall
transitionsfrom call states to re-entry states, and a corresponaliiggnented rumf <7 (in which «7,'s
state changes at the end of a call transitio€pfOf course, when guesses a call transition it should
also verify that there exists a computation segment and aeggment ofe7,, corresponding to that call
transition. To verify a call transition frorq': to s‘§ the ABT .« sends a copy of itself, in an appropriate
state, toj-child son of the component being read.

In general,«/ has two types of states: states for verifying call transifice. computations segments
between a call and its return), and states for verifying tlistence of computation suffixes that do not
return. An example of a computation suffix that does not reisia computation that follows a pending
call. States of the first type verify the feasibility of a camtgtion segment, and there exists such a state
every triple(q,q',i) € Q? x [nr]. If .« reads a tree nodein state(q,d',i) it has to verify the existence
of a computation in which a call was madevts component whenry, was in stateg, and the first return
from v's component is from thieth return statess, wheng is in stateq. States of the second type exist
for every stateg € Q. If &7 reads a tree nodein stateq it has to verify the existence of a computation
suffix in which a call was made tds component when?y was in state, andgz%f has an accepting run
on that suffix. The initial state of7 is of the second type: the initial stadg of .7 .

In fact, the state space af must reflect one more complication. The ABA not only has to guess a
computation of a system and a run@} on it, the run ofe/s must beaccepting For that reason we also
need to preserve information regarding’s passing through an accepting state during a run segment.
In particular, when considering a call transition that dtéor a computation segment during whict}
moved fromq to d, it is sometimes important whether during that run segm#nipassed through an
accepting state. For that reason, states of the first tyjpe \#ghify call transitions) come in two flavors:
First, stategq,d',i,0) that retain the meaning explained above. Second, statg'si, 1) in which <7 has
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to verify that in addition to the existence of a computatiegraent and a7y run segment as above, the
run segment of7/y mustpass through an accepting state. Similarly, whémneads a compone@while

in stateq, it has to verify there is a computation that does not returmvhich ;z{qﬂ has an accepting run.
One of the ways this might happen, is that @&ould make a pending call to some other component
C'. If this is the case, we need to keep track of whether an aiogegtiate was seen from the entrance to
C until the call toC'. For that reason, states of the tygpalso have two flavors{g,0) and(q,1) (where
the second type stands for the constrained case in whichcapting state must be visited). Thus, the
formal definition of</’s states set iQ,, = Q% x [nr] x {0,1}JQ x {0,1}.

The transitions of o Intuitively, when.e# reads an input-tree nodeand its labeling compone,

the ABT &/ guesses an augmented computation and a corresponding ratiegnnen that take place in
C. Furthermore, for every call transition in the guessed amgad computation, the AB¥7 sends a
copy of itself to the direction of the call to ensure the calhsition corresponds to an actual computation
segment. Thus, if the call transition is frcn@ to sﬁ and </ is moves fromq to g on that transition,
then for someb € {0,1} the ABT .« sends a statéq, d',k, b) to the j-th direction (howb is chosen is
explained below). The transition relation, therefore, thasfollowing high level structure: a disjunction
over possible augmented computations and runs, where ¢brasgmented run a conjunction over all
call transitions sending the correspondiafs states to the correct directions.

Before going into further detail, we introduce some notatiGiven an augmented computation of
C that begins in stateand ends in stat¢ and an augmented run of on it that begins in statg and
ends in state/ we say that the beginningonfigurationis (s,q) and the finalconfigurationis (s, q').
Transitions ofc/y that have to do with calls or returns have a hierarchical syrabsociated with them.
If the compositiorC is in states, the ABT .7 is in stateq and a hierarchical symbglis associated then
the configurationis (s,q, p). Given two configuratiore; andc; thenc; is reachable in Cfrom c; if there
exists computation segment Gf that contain no call transitions, that beginscinand ends irc,. The
configurationc; is reachable through accepting state irf©@m c; if there exists computation segment of
C, that contain no call transitions, that beginsinand ends irc,, and on whicher, visits an accepting
state.

Next, we describe the transitions out of a staigy,k,0). This is the simplest case as it does not
involve analyzing whether an accepting stateegf is visited. Assume is in state(q,q’,k,0) when
it reads a componer@. Intuitively, this means that7 has to guess an augmented computatio of
that begins aC’s initial state, and ends i€@'s k-th return state, and an augmented runzgf on that
computation that begins in staigand ends in statg. In fact, instead of explicitly guessing the entire
augmented computation and run, whétactually guesses are only the call transitions appearitigein
computation, and the state transitions«df corresponding to these call transitions. These are needed
as they define the states.of that will be sent in the various directions down the tree. Ttimputation
begins wherC is in its initial statesy, and.c7y is in stateg. Thus the beginning configuration (s, ).
The first call transition source is some call stx#eof C, some stateg); of <7y and a hierarchical symbol
p1 of o%y. Thus the first computation segment ends in configura(t@nql, p1). Note that it must be
the case that the configurati@sél,ql, p1) is reachable i€ from (sp,q). The target of the call transition
is some configuratiomsﬁl,q’l, p1). At this stage, i.e. wheny readsC, the target configuration is only
constrained by sharing the hierarchical symbol with thé tcahsition source. The constraints on the
possible states in the target configurations depend on aoemp® down the tree that will read only at
a later stage of its run. The configuration which is the soofdbe next call transition, however, again
has to be reachable fro(ﬂél,q’l, P1).
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Our approach, therefore is to define a gréaghwhose vertexes are configurations, and there exists
an edge from a source configuration to a target configuratibmsipossible to reach the target from the
source (see earlier discussion of configurations). RealhbtationC = (3,,%0,S S, 8, &, R, 0, L),
wheres} = {17, & = {$:}°;, and Sk = {sk}/%;. The vertex se¥c of Gc is the union of four
sets: (1) Initial configuration$ss} x Q. (2) Call configuration&: x Q x P. (3) Re-entry configurations
SR x Q x P. (4) Final configurationgss} x Q.

There are two types of edges@. Component edgeeflect reachability itC. There is a component
edge inG¢ from configurationc; to configurationc, iff ¢, is reachable i€ from c;. Call edgescapture
call transitions and the corresponding state changesyin There is a call edge i6¢c betweenc, =
(s,g,p) andc, = (S,q, p') if sis a call states' is a re-entry state, ang= p'.

An augmented computation and run.g} on it, correspond to a path Bc. When is in state
(9,d,k,0) and reads a compone@tit guess a path iS¢ from (s, q) to (s‘é,q’). If there exists such
a path inG¢ there exists a short path of length bounded|\y], i.e. the number of vertexes .
We denote byPath(g,q,s%) the set of paths frontsy,q) to (s%,q) of length bounded byVc|. For
each pathrt € Path(q, q’,sﬁ), we denote byEc(T) the set of call edges appearing7in For a call edge
e=((s,9,p), (<., p)), we denotec(e) =i, o(€) = |, q(e) = g, andq/(e) = . The transitions from
(9,q',k,0) are defined:

5((a,d.k0,C)= A (sc(e).{a(e),d (), %(e),0)).

nmePathq,q,s) ecEc(m

Intuitively, a path inGc is guessed and for each call edgehe stateg/q(e),d (e),s(€),0) is sent in
the direction of the call, i.ex:(e).

Next, we describe the transitions out of a stajgy,k,1). This case a very similar to the case of
transitions out ofq, d, k, 0) outlined above. The difference is that in this cagemust visit an accepting
state during its augmented run. There is no restriction,dvew that the accepting state will be visited
when the control is held by the componéhtlt is possible that the accepting state will be visited when
some other (called) component is in control. Intuitively,ia the(q,d',k,0) case, the ABTz/ guesses
a path inG¢ from the initial to the final configuration, in additiony guesses an edge from the path in
which an accepting state should be visited. For componeggsedt is possible to make sure that guessed
edges represent computations on whighvisits an accepting state. For call edges, the task of vegfy
that an accepting state is visited, is delegated to the statéthat is sent in the direction of the call (by
sending a state whose last biis 1).

Formally, a component edge &: from configurationc; to configurationc, is anaccepting edge
iff ¢, is reachable irC through an accepting state from. Note that if there exists a path from a
configurationc; to configurationc, that visits an accepting edge, then there exists one offexighost
2|Vs| (a simple path to the accepting edge and a simple path frorRat)g,q' € Q, $ € &K, we denote
by Pathy(q, q’,sﬁ) a set of pairs in which the first element is a patbf length at most R/:| from (s, q)
to (sﬁ, d), and the second element is a functibmapping the edges iminto {0,1} such that:

1. Exactly one edge is mapped to 1, and

2. If the edge mapped to 1 is a component edge then it is alsocapiing edge.

Finally,
5((a.9.k.1),C) = \ A (sc(e),(a(e),q (), 50(e), f(e))).
(m,f)ePathy(q,qr,8%) ecEc(m)

Next, we describe the transitions out of a staigh), for b € {0,1}, in which </ has to verify there
exists an accepting augmented computatio@ tfiat does not return, and a run(;a?tlf1 on it. There are
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three distinct forms such a computation might take. (1)tFitss possible that the computation has a
infinite suffix in whichC remains in control. (2) Second, it is possible that the exadhyt the component
makes some pending call. (3) Finally, it is possible thatdbputation contains infinitely many calls
to, and returns from, other components. We deal with eacheofase separately, we construct a partial
transition relation for each case, the transition relatiself is the disjunction of these three parts.

First, to deal with infinite (suffixes) of computations thaver leave the component, we modify
the graphGe to consider such runs. We introduce a new vertethat intuitively stand for “an infinite
(suffix) of a computation i€, and an accepting run ey on it”. There is an edge from a configuration
cto L, if there is an exists an infinite computation ©@fthat begins in configuration, never enters an
exit state, and there exists an accepting rua/pfon it. There are no edges from

The first part of the transition relation is

&((gb),C)= \/ N (sc(e),(a(e).d (e),%(e),0))

nePath(q, L) ecEc(m)

Second, we have to deal with computation segments that eadpiending call. These types of
computations are easily dealt with in terms of path&gto a configuration in which the state is a call
state. We would like to note two details. First, note that g tefinition of an accepting run of an
NWBA, the hierarchical symbols associated with pendindgsaalust be from the sd?¥. Second, note
the difference between states of tyme0) and type(q,1). In the (g,0) case there is no constraint that
has to do withezy's accepting states. Therefore, the second part of theitianmeelation is

%((@0.0)= V VoV (k@b)a A (x(e) (a(e).d(e),%(),0))
Keg, repansad.p) be{0l) ecEc()
qeQ,
p € P

In the (g,1), case an accepting state @, must be visited, therefore the second part of the transition
relation is

&(@n.0= 'V % Vo (@b)A A (sc(e),(ae),d (€),%(), f(e))
Keg, (mhepath(shad.p) be{01} ecEc(m)
qeQ,
p € P

We have to deal with suffixes of computation that contain itéip many call to, and return from,
other components. Such computations must contain a coafignthat appears twice. g-pathin G¢ is
a path inG¢ in which the last vertex is visited more then once along thk @atuitively, closing a cycle).
The part of the path between the first and last occurrencdsedast vertex is theycle As we require
/'S run to accept, an accepting state fr@yshould be visited during a segment of a computation that
correspond to an edge on the cycle. dgteptingp-pathis a path in which one of the edges along the
cycle is accepting. There exists an accepprpath iff there exists an acceptimpgpath of length at most
3|Vc| (a simple path to the cycle, and a cycle of length at m&t|2

Forg, € Q we denote by-Path(q) a set of pairs in which: (1) the first elememts ap-path of length
at most 3 starting at(sy,q); (2) the second element is a functibrmapping the edges iminto {0,1}
such that: (1) exactly one edge is mapped to 1, this edge iseotytle, and (2) if the edge mapped to 1
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is a component edge then it is also an accepting edge. Tlepidit of the transition relation is

%((q,b),C) = V N (s(e),(a(e),q(e),%0(e), f(e)))
(m.f)ep-Pathq) ecEc(m)

Finally, for a state(g, b) the transition relation is

3((q,b),C) = &1((a,b),C) v &((q,b),C) v 3({a,b),C)

This concludes the definition of the transition relation
Accepting states of <7 Finally, the sef of o/’s accepting states is the €@tx {1}. Intuitively, in an
accepting run tree of7, each path is either finite, i.e. ends a nodes whose tramsgilation istrue, or
an infinite path of states that correspond to pending catistie run to be accepting, an accepting state
must be visited infinitely often along such infinite path ohdmg calls. As we defined the accepting-
states set to b® x {1}, an infinite path of pending calls is accepted iff in the runcgf visits an.c7s
accepting state infinitely often. This concludes the maimstiction,

We now prove the correctness in several stages. First, we prolaim regarding states of the form
(9,9,i,b).
Claim 4.3 For a composition tre@, there exists a finite accepting run tree %90 on T iff there
exits a computationt of the composition induced by, such that:

1. mrends by returning from thieth return statesiR of T’s root.

2. there exists a runof M(ﬁ on the word induced byr that ends ir.
Furthermore, for state&), q,i,1) the iff statement is true for a runthat visits an accepting state from

Qs. O

Proof: Assume first that there exist computatiorand runr as claimed. We prove that there exists a
finite accepting run tree of/(@9-ib) onT. As the computationt returns from the root, the depttof the
subtree traversed byin T is bounded. The proof is by induction on the delptiThe base case is a depth
1, i.e., only the root component is traversed. Then, theenie T implies there exists an edge G¢
from (s, ) to (s, ). Therefore, there exists a path@g, between these vertexes, that does not contain
any call edges. Thus, the transition relation evaluatésug implying that there exists a finite accepting
run of &7 (@99 onT. Furthermore, if visits a state fron@Q; then the relevant edge is an accepting edge
and there is an accepting run.of(%9:1) on T. Assume now, the induction hypothesis for traversal of
maximal depthh, we prove it for traversals of maximal depth+ 1. The computatiornt can be broken
into segments in which the control is in the root component sagments in which some other (called)
components are in control. Each segment corresponds tag@oé@c, where segments of computation
in which the root is in control, correspond to component sdged the rest of the segments correspond
to call edges. Each call edge, correspond to a successoe obdit in the composition tree, and for
each call edge, the induction hypothesis implies the exist®f accepting run tree on the corresponding
composition subtree. Thus there exists an accepting renaseclaimed. Furthermore, rifvisits Qj
then the visit is made during some computation segment. @pe eorresponding to that computation
segment can be mapped to 1 by the functidrom the definition of the transition relation fog, d',i, 1).

It follows that if r visits a state fron@Qs then there exists a an accepting runzgf®9--1) onT.

Assume now a finite accepting run treef%9:ib) exists, we prove the existence of a computation
rrand a rurr as needed. The proof is by induction on the heigbf the accepting run tree. The base
case is arun tree of height 1. Then, the transition reladiomust evaluate ttrue on the root. Thus, the
path inG¢ contains no call edges, and therefore by the definitiod tfere existrr, andr as claimed.
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Furthermore, ib = 1, the component edge must be an accepting edge implying viits Q. Assume

now, the induction hypothesis for run trees of heiightve prove it for run trees of heighi+ 1. The run-

tree root is labeled by some sebf pairs of directions andy-states that satisfg. This choice of states

and directions corresponds to a pattSg, in which some edges are call edges and some are component
edges. By the definition a¥ there exist computation segments corresponding to cormp@uages, and

by the induction hypothesis there exist computation segsrmmresponding to call edges. Splicing these
computation segments together we get the a computatiandr as claimed. Furthermore,lif= 1 then

one of the edges is an accepting edge and therafeisits Q+. ]

By very similar reasoning, we can show that there exists gefmicepting run tree &% on a
composition tred , iff there exists a computatiormof T such that: (1)7's traversal is bounded in a finite
subtree of the composition tree ; (Bnever returns from the root df; and (3) there exists an accepting
runr of <7 on . Unlike, the(q,d’,i,b), however, we have also to consider runs that are not boumded i
a finite subtree of . Next, we show that it is enough to consider computationsriteke infinitely many
pending calls.

Observation 4.4 For a library L, an NWBA</ and a composition tree T if there exists a computation
mof T, in (%), in which a node & T is visited infinitely often then there exists computatibof T,
in L(=7% ), that only traverses a finite subtree of T.

Proof: First, note that it is enough to show that there exists a cdation 77 of T, in L(<7%), such
that 77 only traverses a finite subtree of the subtree rooted(etgardless of what happens outside that
subtree). The reason is w.l.ogcan be assumed to be a node of minimal depth that is visiteutedfi
often bym. As such, the computation must eventually remain in thersahboted av (since ifvis not
the root,v's predecessor is visited only finitely often).

Next, let i, 75 be two computation segments af andry,r» be the corresponding parts ofy's
accepting run ont such that:

1. /g and7e begin by entering the same call sts;‘ge

2. rp andr; begin by the samey, stateq.

3. . and7e end when the control is returnedvdy the same re-entry stasé

4. ry andrz end in the samey, stateq'.

5. ry visits Qs iff ry visits Qs.
Then,m and 7 are interchangeable while the resulting computation sitisfies¢. Thus, whilev is
returned to infinitely often, there are only finitely many eglence class of interchangeable computation
segments. Choosing a single representative from eachadgiibe class, we can splice a computation
whose traversal depth is bounded by the traversal deptie o&presentatives. L]

Observatio 4]4 implies that if there is a computatiori, (in7% ), that traverses an unbounded subtree
of the composition tree, and does not make infinitely manydjpencalls, then there is also a compu-
tation, inL (%), that traverses a finite subtree of the composition tree.refbee, when considering
computations that traverse an unbounded depth subtree @hpasition tree, it is enough to consider
compositions in which the computation, whose word ik ([r7 ), has infinitely many pending calls. The
definition of o/'s accepting states set ensures correctness with respgathacomputations. An accept-
ing run tree, ofa/y on T, with an infinite path, must visit infinitely often an acceyfistate (i.e., a state
(g,1)) which means it is possible to construct a computatiof dfiat makes infinitely many pending
calls, and on whichzy would have an accepting run. On the other hand, an acceptimgutation of
</ that makes infinitely many pending calls, implies the exiseeof an accepting run tree af, with
an infinite path that visits an accepting state infinitelenft
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Finally we provide a complexity analysis. For a NWB#, with n., states, and a library” with
m_ components in which the components are of sigethe construction presented here, creates an ABT
</ with at mostO(nf% -m¢) states. Note, however, that the number of states does hitteentire story.
First, the computation od involves reachability analysis of the components. Luckihe reachability
analysis is done separately on each component (in fact, dhesfan product of each component with
) and therefore the complexity 8(n,, - mc-m_). On the other handy is an alternating automaton
with a transition relation that may be exponential in theesiZ the its state space. Thug, cannot
be computed in space polynomial in the parameters. The datiqu of <7 involves an analysis of the
paths inGc and requires space polynomialng, andmc.

5 Discussion

We defined the problem of NWTL synthesis from library of restve components, solved it, and shown
it to be 2EXPTIME-complete. We now note that the ideas preskeabove are quite robust with respect
to possible variants of the basic problem.

The model was chosen for simplicity rather than expresssgnand can be extended and general-
ized. First, we can consider several call values per compofidis translates to each component having
a setS C Sof initial states (rather than a single initial statec S). Next, we can add greater flexibil-
ity with respect to return values. A single return value mayehdifferent meanings on different calls.
Therefore, compositions might be allowed to perform sone¢ufin-value translation”; matching return
states to re-entry states per call, rather than matchingrstates to re-entry states uniformly. This can
be modeled by augmenting each composition elertie@y, f;) by another functiom; : S — ([ng] — s§)
that maps each call state into a matching of return values-emtry states. The synthesis algorithm, for
the augmented model, remains almost the same. In the auggneridel, a component implementation
depends on the call valug € & and ther; function. Therefore, instead of working with composition
trees, labeleded hy’, we’'d work with augmented composition trees, labeled byesIfC, so,ri). Our
algorithm and analysis can then be extended appropriately.

Another possible extension might be to consider boundéddteaks. Theoretically, “call and return”
models allow for unbounded call stacks. Real life systeragidver, have bounded call stacks. One can
consider a variant of the synthesis problem, in which thewutust have bounded call stack, where the
bound is an output of the synthesis algorithm, rather theapaiori given input. To adapt the algorithm
to this case, we have to find a finite composition tree in whithamputations satisfy, as well as no
computation makes a call from a leaf (ensuring bounded stdokthat end, we construct two alternating
automata on finite trees (AFTs). First, an Al for finite composition trees in which there exists a
computation violatingp. The AFT .« is simply the ABT from Theorerh 4.1, when considered as an
AFT, and in which no state is considered accepting. In aslditive construct an AFT% that accepts
trees that may perform a call from one of the leaves (see tovgysion of this paper.) The union of
the languages of7; and.o% contain all finite composition trees that do not realizeAn AFT for the
union can then be complemented and checked for emptinesstlas infinite case. Thus, the solution
techniques presented in this paper are quite robust anddcetdenatural variants of the basic model.
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