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Abstract—Distributed collaborative software development collaborative environment, email is one of the most popular
tends to make artifacts and decisions inconsistent and und@in.  means of communication among workers. However, in email
We try to solve this problem by providing an information  .ommunications, a discussion topic may involve many emails

repository to reflect the state of works precisely, by managig . . . .
the states of artifacts/products made through collaboratie work, and one email may contain many topics. Therefore, it is lnélpf

and the states of decisions made through communications. In for the participants in deliberations to grasp the progeess
this paper, we propose models and a tool to construct the the reasoning of the deliberation for each subject/In [, w

artifact-related part of the information repository, and explain  have presented a model and a tool for extracting deliberatio
the way to use the repository to resolve inconsistencies cgel 0445 from email communications. This tool helps to reduc

by concurrent changes of artifacts. We first show the model agh th ) derstandi llaborati K K
the tool to generate the dependency relationships among UML € gap In understanding colflaborativé work among WOrkers,

model elements as content of the information repository. Ng, and leads them to reach a decision.
we present the model and the method to generate change suppor  Regarding the inconsistency problem, this paper presents

workflows from the information repository. These workflows gve 3 Change Support Model (CSM) for distributed collaborative
us the way to efficiently modify the change-related artifacs for work, in which we propose models and a tool to construct

each change request. Finally, we define inconsistency patts . . . .
that enable us to be aware of the possibility of inconsistenc (€ artifact-related part of the information repositorydave

occurrences. By combining this mechanism with version conl ~ €xplain the way to use the repository to resolve inconststsn
systems, we can make changes safely. Our models and tool arecaused by concurrent changes of artifacts. CSM is a combina-

useful in the maintenance phase to perform changes safely dn tion of model-based approach, process Support approadh, an
efficiently. awareness support approach, the main collaboration tgobsi

in software engineering [2]. CSM is useful in the maintereanc
phase to perform changes safely and efficiently.

The information repository contains UML model elements
Collaboration is unavoidable in software development b@sith dependency relationships. We will show a model and
cause of the increased scale and complexity of projeci.tool to generate the dependency relationships among the
However, collaboration is not an easy task, and bad collagML model elements. Next, we present a method to generate
oration contributes to project failure. One common probleg Change Support Workflow (CSW) for each change request
in a collaborative work is different understandings of th@om the information repository. The CSW gives us a way to

state of shared artifacts, interface definitions, and agesgs modify the related artifacts for each change request effilie
made through communications. These recognition gaps @gange workers will perform change activities for each gean
more serious in a distributed environment, where geogcabhirequest by following the generated CSW.

distribution of workers can cause convergence delay. J. D.

Herbsleb reported that “distributed work items appear to

take about two and one-haft times as long to complete as x Acting in the presence of
similar items where all the work is collocated’ [7]. Theredp W\ % inconsistencies and uncertainties

|I. INTRODUCTION

in addition to ordinary software development environments Incremental
(SDEs), additional support for distributed collaborativerk Functions which can detect inconsistencies L re'“fm;eme”‘
is necessary. In[1],[5], we have presented an approach to | 2™ Unceraintes consistencies
deal with the instability of the state of distributed coltaétive Information Repository which can reflect the and certainties
work, which tends to make artifacts and decisions incoestst f;gfagfnzm"abma""e work precisely by

and uncertain. This approach proposed technologies far sha | - State of Artifacts/products made through thf‘}:ingt”:ﬁa:’ti:ty
ing the instability of the state of the distributed colladiive o e O e through ges e
work, and for incremental reinforcement of consistencies a conversations

certainties (FigIL).

Regardmg the_ .uncertamty prOblem* we have prqpqsedpg 1. An approach to acting in the presence of inconsigsnand
method for decision management support. In a distributeskertainties in a distributed collaborative environment
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Fig. 3. Relationships among software artifacts

Fig. 2. Inconsistency in a change environment dependency relationships may be affected. Dependency is a
relationship between two artifacts in which a change to one

. ) . ) ) artifact may affect the other. By repeating the process, ave c
Concerning the inconsistency detection, previous studigSe that a change initiated from a change root can spread to

have concentrated on detecting code conflicts by using Sypany artifacts, which in turn can reach the change root by
chronization function of version control system, or by MONgependency relationships. In the example shown in Eig. 2,

itoring the behaviors of developers in different worksgacesom a change request (CR) on artifact &R, ), Worker 1

However, in these works, conflicts are detected after crsanqgvlt) may have to implement changes on artifacts 3, 4, 6
o

have been finished or are being executed, and the awarenesgof 7 Similarly, fromCR, on artifact 2, Worker 2 1(/s)
developers is limited to the program elementg being acdes§f.=ray have to implement changes on artifacts 2, 4, 5, 7, and
concurrently by others. In CSM, we identify patterns 0§ pecause the two workers work independently, they may
inconsistency existing among concurrently executing CSWg have sufficient information about each other's actiti
to detect the possibility of inconsistency occurrencesi@®ar therefore, if these change requests are implemented concur
In addition, by using CSWs, CSM can provide change workegsny inconsistency may happen on shared artifacts 7 and
with very comprehensive views of shared artifacts. 8. To implement changes efficiently, we will formalize chang
The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Sectiong,,jementations on related artifacts for each change stdue
prowdes an overview of our approach to building the CSM ang system by a special workflow, Change Support Workflow
introduces its framework. We present our method and the talg\yy A cSW is a sequence of activities defined to carry out
to generate the dependency relationships among UML modelnhange request. Activities in a CSW take care of creating
elements in Section 3, and develop the method for generating,, artifacts or modifying exiting ones. To implement chesig

CSWs from these dependency relationships among artifagige|y, a mechanism to handle inconsistency is indispéasab
in Section 4. Section 5 handles awareness support regardinggn.

inconsistencies. Section 6 reports related work, and finall

. . 1) Dependency GenerationTo generate a CSW for a
Section 7 concludes the paper and discusses future work. ) P y d

change request, we need to identify the impacted artifacts
based on dependency relationships among artifacts.

We classify relationships among software artifacts into tw
A. Overview groups (FiglB). The first imtra-relationshipghat are relation-

Distributed collaborative software development tends &iPS among model elements in the same diagram. The second
make artifacts and decisions inconsistent and uncertaim. ¢ inter-relationshipsthat connect related model elements in
general approach to this problem is to construct an inform@iferent diagrams or in different phases together. Based o
tion repository that can reflect the state of work precisel{fése classifications, we name dependency relationshipe in
by managing the states of artifacts/products made throujier-relationship grouginter-dependency”and dependency
collaborative work and the states of decisions made throuegi""t'onsr”pS in intra-relationship grountra-dependency”
communications, and to develop functions that can detdet@mples of intra-dependency relationships are generaliz
inconsistencies and uncertainties (Fig. 1). In this paper, tion, association (aggregation, composition), and usagert
apply this approach to the change environment to deal wiigncy (call, instantiation, send, parameter). Exampléstef-
the inconsistency problem that occurs when several changé@endency relationships are trace, refinement and derivat
of artifacts are made concurrently. In this paper, we will pay attention to automatic generab_on

Changes are inevitable during software development and &{er-dependencies among UML model elements, naieesic
ter delivery. In a distributed collaborative environmesitange D€pendency RelationshigBDRs).
implementation is difficult because software artifactdwiery « Define BDR types by analyzing dependency relationships

Il. APPROACH

complex relationships are created based on the collabarati defined in UML 1.5.

many workers. Also, lack of awareness of concurrent work of « Develop a BDR Generation Engine to generate BDRs
workers contributes to (potential) inconsistencies oifaatis among UML model elements. This engine operates based
(See Fig[R). Supporting change workers to work safely and on a set of rules for identifying BDRs among UML
efficiently is the objective of the CSM. model elements. It receives UML model elements in

When a change worker makes a change on an artifact, UML diagrams and process information (phase names
called change roat the artifacts connected to this artifact by ~ and phase orders), and returns the UML model elements
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- Change workers
- Change orders
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A. Basic Dependency Relationship

12 L, [Version Control Syste ] UML 1.5 has defined ‘dependency’ as a relationship be-
Dependencyee"efmmP— Somwarilim — tween two elements in which a change to one element,

the Target, may affect or supply information needed by the
other element, the Source. Dependency has many varieties
that represent different kinds of relationships: Absimtt
Binding, Permission, and Usage. In addition to these vaggt
with BDRs attached. we realize that developers also create some implicit tedati
2) CSW constructionBased on dependency relationshipships among UML model elements: Copy, relationship among
among software artifacts and change requests. By tracicgpies of an element but in different diagrams, and Inchysio
dependency relationships, we can identify data elemeafs (sthe whole-part relationship between an element and itsriate
ware artifact impacted by a change request) and the contneémbers or between a diagram and its elements. By analyzing
flow (change order of impacted software artifacts) of a CS\Whe ‘dependency’ of UML 1.5 and the dependencies generated
3) Inconsistency Awarenesgonsider the following points: implicitly by developers, we propose a set of new generable
« Establish agreements on using CSWs among workeBsisic Dependency Relationships (BDRs) between UML model
Every worker will work based on a CSW. elements: Exist Together, Information Sharing, Copy, and
« Inform workers about (potential) inconsistencies, angoncept (see Table I).
support them in inconsistency resolution by collecting 1) Exist Together:The Source does not exist without the
and analyzing information of CSWs in the system.  Target. Exist Together is defined from Usage and Inclusion
relationships. Usage and Inclusion relationships can bbe ge
B. CSM Framework erated automatically by comparing the names of UML model
Fig. @ describes the conceptual framework of the systefifments or analyzing the whole-part relationship. Thueesf
with the following main components: we can generate Exist Together relationships automatidall .
. Dependency Repositoryis a part of Information Repos- the names of model elements are comparable or the Inclusion
. . ) . relationship can be analyzed.
itory. This repository contains UML model elements . L . .
linked by dependency relationships. 2_) Informanon Sharing:Information of the Target is a part
. CSW Repository: is a part of Information Reposi- of information of f[he_ Source. I_nfo_rmatlon Sharing has been
tory. It contains information of CSWs executed in Iocag.(traded from B"?d'f‘g’ Permission, and Usage. Alth(.)UQh
inding and Permission cannot be generated automatically,

workspaces of workers. U b ted aut tically if th f UML
« Version Control System: manages changes to software sage can be generated automatically It the hames o
artifacts. model elements are comparable. Therefore, when at least one

. Dependency Generatorgenerates dependency relationt@me in the shared information group is comparable, we can

ships among software artifacts in Version Control Syste%egerélte Ir.1f|0 rfmatm? Shafrlphg r_T_Iat'O?Sh'E ?: to;natlcally th
and stores them in Dependency Repository. ) _?Ey nlot_rma ;qu_o te taré‘;(fe anth Ce: ourcle Is the
« CSW Generator; generates CSWs based on changsé“me' is relationship is exiracted from the Copy relafiip

requests and information in Dependency Repository, aggnerated |mpI|C|tIy by developers. Co.py relationship &an .
stores them in CSW Repository. generated automatically among UML diagram elements which

« Inconsistency Awarenessnotifies workers of the pos- ari |nCthe sam_?hphgse, and h dav;z tr_:_e same hame anr(]j type.
sibility of inconsistency based on collected information ) Concept:The ource an the Target represent the same
of CSWs at clients. and information in Dependencgoncept but the Source is more concrete. Concept has been
Repository and CSV\} Repository, xtracted from Abstraction. Abstraction can be generated a

The main processing flow of the system is as follows: tomatically by comparing the names of UML model elements

and using the process information. Therefore, we can genera

1) Generate dependency relationships by using Depgfincent relationship automatically if process informatis
dency Generator component (1.1, 1.2).

iven and elements representing the same concept are named
2) Generate a CSW for each change request from Worké;

. fﬁﬂlarly.
by using CSW Generator component (2.1, 2.2, 2.3).
3) Notify the workers of the possibility of inconsistency in
the newly generated CSWs and executing CSWs in tRe Dependency Generation Model
system using Inconsistency Awareness component (3.1ao generate the dependency relationships automaticasly, w
or 3.1b, 3.2a and 3.2b, 3.3). define a Dependency Generation Model (DGM) consisting of

Fig. 4. Conceptual framework of CSM



TABLE |

DEPENDENCYANALYSIS

TABLE Il

COMPARISONCONDITIONS

UML 1.5 Dependency BDR Types Automatic Generation Method Target Source Comparison Condition
Abstraction Concept Process Information Use case diagram Actor Include
+ Name Comparison Use case diagram Use case Include
Binding Information Sharing (None) Use case Class diagram Contained
Permission Information Sharing (None) Use case State chart diagram Contained
Usage | fEX'St Toggtrtler_ Name comparison Use case Collaboration diagram Contained
oy n ormactlggy arnng Name comparison Use case Sequence diagram Contained
2 - - — Use case Use case Similar
Inclusion Exist Together Inclusion of UML description —
Actor Actor Similar
Actor Class Similar
- Actor Object SimType
'Dependency Generation Model Class diagram Class Include
Comparison Rule#s Addition Rules| Selection Rules Class diagram Package Tnclude
Process Information—s. . . UML Diagrams gaciage PCIT(SS ISn.CIl.JIde
UML Diagrams—~|  BDR Generation Engine  —— L "or o ackage ackage imiiar
Class Package Similar
Class Object SimType, Contained
Fig. 5. Method for generating BDRs automatically Class State chart diagram Contained
Class Activity diagram Contained
Class Class Similar, Include
. . . Object diagram Object Include
comparison rules, addition rules, and selection rules. [@2om Object Class TypeSim
ison rules look for pairs of UML model elements that may Object State chart diagram TypeSim
T Object Activity diagram TypeSim
have some BDRs, based on the similarity in names between Obiect Object Simiiar Include
UML model elements, and inclusion relationships between Component diagram Component Include
a diagram and its components. Addition rules identify BDR____component__ Component St
candidates that may be set to a pair of UML model elements: P yNode g Node Similar
Regarding the information about phase, diagram, type and State chart diagram State Include
name of UML model elements, selection rules will choose Acﬁvi;tztizgram Actii;atsetate S'm'l'sglu'gg"‘de
one BDR from the BDR candidates found by addition rules t6—xction State Action State Similar, Inciude
attach to the selected pair. Based on DGM, BDR Generatigrcollaboration diagram Object Include
Engine accepts as input a group of UML diagrams and thelir_Seduence diagram Object include

process information (phase names and phase orders). Qutput
will be these UML diagrams with newly added BDRs (see
Fig.[3).

1) Comparison rules: Find pairs of UML elements to
which BDRs may be attached. A BDR may exist between
two UML model elements if they satisfy one of the following
conditions:

« Contained: The name of the Target is included in the
name of the Source, for example “Elevator” and “Elevat
torControl”.

o Similar: The name of the Target is similar to the name
of the Source, for example “FloorLamplinterface” ang
“FloorLamplnterfaces”.

» TypeSim: The type of the Target is similar to the nam Tnteraction Diagram
of the Source, for example “:FloorLamplinterfaces” and
“FloorLamplnterface”.

. o r———
« SimType: The name of the Target is similar to the type i —ems e
of the Source, for example “FloorLamplnterface” and L; Classifier [ =~ =~ 7 [Relatonship
- emen emen
FloorLamplinterfaces”. ! \_r'_lj L
| imeracton Biagram]
| 0

TABLE Il
GENERATION MODEL ELEMENTS

UML Model Element
Actor, Use case, Class, Package, Node
Component, Object (Object diagram)
Relation, Aggregation, Dependency,
Generalization, Link
State, Action State
Transition, Event, Action
Object (Collaboration diagram,
Sequence diagram)
Message
Use case diagram, Class diagram
Object diagram, Component diagram,
Deployment diagram,
State chart diagram, Activity diagram
Sequence diagram, Collaboration diagram

Generation Model Element
Classifier Element

Relationship Element

State Element
Transition Element
Instance Element

Message Element
Relationship Diagram

Behavior Diagram

Notation T: Target, S: Source

i
) ) o !I | | T <&——— S Exist Together
Table[Il shows suitable comparison conditions for each type 3 0! [ T Q———5 Concept
| !_ L Message T < — — — S Information Sharing
L—

of Target and Source. e e e

2) Addition rules: Identify BDRs which can exist between
two UML model elements satisfying the comparison rulesig. 6. Addition rules
We classify UML model elements into new categories which
we call Generation Model Elements (See Tdble Ill). We also
define types of BDR which can be set between two Generation3) Selection rulesDecide on the BDR candidates obtained
Model Elements (See Fidll 6). Based on these instructiomdter applying the addition rules to two UML model elements
we can find BDR candidates between any two UML modsehtisfying the comparison rules. In Tablg 1V, we describe ho
elements by mapping them to Generation Model Elementsto choose BDR by using information of names, types, diagram

T <—— S Copy

Element




TABLE IV

SELECTION RULES Artifact Reader Layer
PatternWeaver [24] File Reader Borland Together [9] File Reader
Phase ‘ Dependency Generation Layer ‘
Same Adjoining | Separate Generating BDRs among UML model elements
UML Same Copy Same ‘ Core Layer ‘
i - fif Performing impact analysis by tracing BDRs starting from a change source
Element’s Exist o - Concept Different Name g Imp: ysis Dy g g g
Type Different Togetherl In orr_natlon _Same
Sharing Different i .
Same Different Fig. 8. Framework of the Impact Analysis Tool
Diagram
2 Jova - new_fle.pd - Eclipse SDK. B [E=SE—)
Fle £t Navgete Search Broect Run Window telp -
E $-0 Q- BHFG~ & 2 cHew oD ® & @)

{ 5. BDR Addition o
1. Extraction of | | L|—J Addition Rule
potential UML | i
elements based on| | Classifier Element
Comparison rules | { |
; i i |

L . i I | [ 3BOR
i Candidate
i —4? | Identification

Instance Element

. [Ponewiepd 7 =0

# [E)3nT o|@mm «| #|wm o

1 Cancepa st o o Betorcnioysem |

5, Analysis

e —

(2‘ Retrieval of Generation Model Elemems]— -4 [4‘ BDR Selection based on Selection rules]

E Collaboration diagram for Request Elevator use case

Fig. 7. Example of BDR generation

e
T

and phases of UML elements.

o Information Sharing: Two UML elements are in the Fig. 9. Main window of the Impact Analysis Tool
same phase but in different diagrams, and are of different
types.

. ggpy; Two UML elements are in the same phase but ithformation Sharing and Concept. Because both artifags ar
different diagrams. They have the same name and are thethe same phase, we decide on Information Sharing for
same type. the BDR between these artifacts. Finally, information @bou

« Concept: Two UML elements are in adjoining phases. & BDR, Information Sharing, with the class “ElevatorCofitro

. Exist Together: Two UML elements are in the sameat the Target and the object “:ElevatorControl” at the Seurc

diagram, and certainly in the same phase. is added to the system.
C. Automatic BDR Generation D. Impact Analysis Tool
BDR generation includes five steps: We have developed an impact analysis tool that implements

1) Extraction of potential UML elements: Search pairs dependency generator component and performs impact analy-
of UML model elements satisfying conditions of thesis process starting from a change root. This tool is dewglop
comparison rules. as a plugin of Eclipse with three-layer framework (See [Ejg. 8

2) Retrieval of Generation Model Elements:Find Gen- We have performed two case studies to evaluate our method.
eration Model Elements corresponding to these UMIhe precision of the generated BDRs is from 92.3% to 93.3%,

elements. and the recall is from 83.7% to 87.7% [23].

3) BDR Candidate Identification: List all BDR candi-  Fig.[d shows a screen shot of the tool when we find impact
dates between pairs of UML elements based on additielements of a change request by choosing the change root.
rules. Different colors mean different dependency chains.

4) BDR Selection: Choose a suitable BDR for each pair
of UML elements based on selection rules. IV. CHANGE SUPPORTWORKFLOW GENERATION

5) BDR Add't'o_n: Add the selected BDRs to the corre- In this section, we will present the way to generate CSWs
. sponding pairs. i . based on dependency relationships among artifacts.

Fig. [@ shows an example of automatic BDRs generation.
Assume that we have some UML artifacts including the class o
“ElevatorControl” and the object “:ElevatorControl” whiare A- CSW Definition
in the same phase. Based on the comparison rules, these twas a workflow, a CSW must contain basic information such
UML elements satisfy the SimType condition. Therefore, was change activities, software artifacts accessed by ehang
perform the second step, mapping these artifacts to Gémeratctivities, and change orders. In addition, to support mscs
Model Elements. Using Tablelll, Generation Model Elementency detection, we need to store active intervals of diwvi
of the class “ElevatorControl” and the object “:Elevatonco in a CSW. Regarding access control, information of the ckang
trol” are Classifier element and Instance element, respgti worker associated with an activity will be recorded. Bel@w i
Next, the addition rules are applied. The diagram in Eig. & formal definition of CSW.
shows that there are two candidates for the BDR betweerDefinition 1: A Change Support Workflow is a tuple =
the class “ElevatorControl” and the object “:ElevatorQolit < id, A, F,D,T,W,GD,GW > where:



« id is the workflow identifier.
o A is a set of activities.

Intra-Dependency
Change Root BDR %,
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« FC (AxA)isasetof arcs (flow relation) that represen
the orders of change activities.

o D is a set of software artifacts accessed by activities ¢
CSWw.

e T = {r,w} is a set of tasks on software artifacts (r:

read w: write). read means that this artifact is used to
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this artifact will be changed.

« W is a set of workers who execute activities of CSW.

e GD : Ax T — 2P is a function that returns a set of
artifacts associated with an activity and a task.

e GW : A — 2P is a function that returns the workers
associated with an activity of CSW.
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e« GT : A = ((RTUoo) X (RT Uoo)) is a time interval
function that returns the start time and the finish time o
an activity. RT is the set of all positive real numbers:
denotes an undecided start time or finish time.

B. CSW Generation

When a worker makes a change to an artifabnge roat
this change may affect artifacts that have BDRs with the
change root, and require extra modifications. By following
BDRs among artifacts, we can find all potentially impacted
elements.

Here is a general algorithm for identifyindependency
graph starting from aroot artifact Dependency graph is
a directed graph where vertexes are potentially impacted
artifacts, and edges are BDRs among the potentially imdacte
artifacts. An edge = (z;y) is considered to be directed from
node x to node vy if there is a BDR with the Target y and the
Source X.

1) The initial set of vertexes is the root artifact itself. .

2) For each artifact in the vertex set, if there is a BDR

having this artifact as the Target, add the Source element
to the set if it is not already in the set, and add an edge
directed from the Source to the Target.

3) Repeat Step 2 until all vertexes are examined and no

new artifact appears.

Fig. 10.

CSWWwW (- w: 1.1

Activity 1 Activity 2

w: 1.2

w:1.2.2.2,
1.2.23,1.224

w:1.2.2.5,1.2.2.6 O
w:1.235,1.236 ~O

Example of generating CSWs

Find the group containing the root artifact. Assign the
root artifact to thewrite data set of the first activity in
the CSW, and the remaining artifacts to théte data set

of the second activity of the CSW.

For the remaining groups, create the same number of
new activities so that each new activity will receive each
corresponding group as itgrite data set.

If there is at least one Concept relationship between two
artifacts in two different activities, create an arc frona th
activity containing the Target to the activity containing
the Source.

If the write data set of an activity contains an artifact, i.e.
a diagram, that is the Target element of at least one Exist
Together, this activity will be classified ascamposite
activity. A composite activity can include many CSWs
whose root artifacts are the Source elements of these Exist
Together relationships.

Based on Definition 1, the generated CSW will include

The most straightforward way to generate a CSW frofaformation about elements A, F, D, T, and GD of a CSW.
a dependency graph is to use the same structure as in giiéments related to workers, W and GW, are decided by
dependency graph. Each artifact is mapped to a new activifgsigners or project managers. The time interval, GT, vell b
and each BDR between two artifacts becomes an arc cewilected during workflow execution.
necting two corresponding activities. However this metiod  Fig. [T0 describes an excerpt of a non-distributed Elevator
just suitable for a very sparse dependency graph whereaggntrol System [22] with some important diagrams in the
dependency graph is a dense graph in reality (See an exanglfuirement definition phase (D1), analysis phase (D2, D3,
of a dependency graph at the bottom left corner of Eig. 184 and D5) and subsystem design phase (D7 and D8). We
Therefore, the structure of a CSW generated by this methgésume that there is a change request on Select Destination
is not a good formulation for change support, because seveige case, Artifact 1.1. For simplicity, we just show impaotta
artifacts should be examined together. So we use a groupB@Rs among artifacts. Applying the above algorithm with

technique to identify groups of strongly related artifaatsd

the change root as Artifact 1.1, we have CSW W with two

map each group to an activity in a CSW. A group containgtivities in which Activity 2 will modify Artifact 1.2, digram

artifacts connected together by Copy or Information Sharimp3.
inside this diagram, 1.2.1.1, 1.2.2.1, and 1.2.3.1. Tloeeef

relationships.

We assume that this change may affect three artifacts

« Put artifacts connected by Copy or Information Sharinfjom the composite activity 2, three CSWs are built with thes

relationships into a group.

root artifacts: 1.2.1.1, 1.2.2.1, and 1.2.3.1 respedctivEhese
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o} »Monitor CSWs at clients
« Analyze information of CSWs in the system
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Fig. 12. Approach to handling inconsistencies

three CSWs are also considered as three branches origjnatin

from the composite Activity 2. )
CSW (See Fig_11b). CSM supports the change workers who

execute CSWs of the same change request, by notifying them
C. CSW Execution Control of common points, and forcing them to follow the execution
A CSW can be in one of three states: planning, executingfder constraints, the intra-dependency relationshigtsyden
and finished. A CSW is in the planning state when it igeir own CSWs and others.
generated automatically by the CSW Generator component at
build time (CSW Generation Section). When a change worker V. INCONSISTENCYAWARENESS

starts theplanning workflow this workflow will move to the Most previous works in inconsistency awareness concen-

exe_c_uting state. Wh_en the change worker f.inishe.s the Igsted on code conflict, a kind of inconsistency caused by
?c.tlvr:tydof the ?;e_crlt'gg WokrfITrowthe CSW will be in the concurrent changes on shared artifacts. [In [6], the authors
nis he state, ainishe \:cvor %W lanni h classified conflicts into two types: direct conflict and iredit

: When a CSW m(l)ves r]?"r]lt € p;?nlng stats ot g_f?xgc%nflict. Direct conflicts are caused by concurrent changes t
ing state, some values of the workflow may be modified B}q same artifact. Indirect conflicts are caused by chamyes i

: . . R , indirect conflicts are more dangerous becauseatieey
pla_nr_nng phaTe, ?)re %ec'q]fda Start time and finish time df €%etected late. CSM will consider both types of conflicts. We
activity can also be identified. also pay attention to other types of inconsistencies oaayirr

_ However, the most important thing that happens at rypen activities in concurrent CSWs modify artifacts cortadc
time is the spread of dynamic change. Artifacts in theﬁ, some dependency relationships

CSWs are not isolated, but are connected with artifactsen th Like most other systems, CSM uses Version Control Sys-

these relationships, when these CSWs are executed,

on artifacts b_eing modified by activities ir_1 these CSWs WiBaring check-in versions. However, VCSs cannot help in the
spread to the intra-dependency related artifacts. In thenple 50 of indirect conflicts, because changes are implemented

described in Fid._I0, the artifacts which may be aﬁeCtedWVh_%liﬁerent artifacts. Even if in the case of direct conflio¥Ss
CSWs W.2.1, W.2.2, and W.3.3 start executing are marked Wiflio ot them at check-in time when all changes have finished.

thick red borders. Therefore, we need to dynamically gé@ergis js 5 waste of time and effort. These inconsistencieslsho

new CSWs to_ megt the arisi_ng Cha”ges by using the SR detected as soon as possible. Our method is to detect
Process d_escrlbed in the previous s_e(;tlon. We call theraig (potential) inconsistencies at both build time and runtime
CSWsmain CSWisand the newly arising CSWsub-CSWs Fig.[12 shows our approach to handling inconsistency using

To manage CSWs of a change request easily, we Ciassimént-server architecture. Change workers use Changedsup
these CSWs into different grades, starting frothgrade.1*"  cjients to interact with their CSWs. A Change Support Server
Grade CSWs are the main CSWs. CSWs faitfi Grade and yonitors CSWs at clients through Change Support Clients,
hlgher are SUb'CS\Nf Grade CSWs are built based or, o765 collected information, and notifies change werker
1 Grade CSWs. A&"¢ Grade CSW is a CSW of which the ¢ (stential) inconsistencies. Change workers will need t
root artifact has intra-dependencies with artifacts in tte negotiate to find resolutions for the inconsistencies.

Grade CSW, and has not yet appeared in any existing CSWs.

After identifying the root artifact, we can find the elemeafts ) )

a new CSW by tracing BDRs starting from this root artifacf) Inconsistency Detection

In general,n + 1** Grade CSWs will be built based anf® Potential inconsistencies at build time are detected by
Grade CSWs in the same way (Figl 11). checking the existence of shared artifacts among planning

To ensure that changes are executed in an exact and effeatieekflows, or among a planning workflow and executing
manner, we schedule CSWs of a change request in a pipelmarkflows. Right after generating a new planning workflow,
mode. If two artifacts in two adjoining grade CSWSs have athe system will check potential inconsistencies between th
intra-dependency relationship, the activity in the higheade new workflow and other planning workflows or executing
CSW should be executed after the activity in the lower gradeorkflows. If there are shared artifacts between two plagnin



e S - lf ______ Dependency Relatonship | Fig. [13a describes a WW Direct Conflict between two
ser Ay £ | [niidaye oviec e  nffaidr) | activities A and B in different CSWs:
N oy £nd '—C:iiﬂ— :“‘*iiaida—ﬁ@ =221 . A and B have overlapping Active IntervaldT —
R TRra— - S o CO(d), T —Cla(d)] N[T—COp(d), T - CIp(d)] # 0
(a) WW Direct Conflict COWWn Grmdees] s o « \ersions of the shared artifact between A and B at check-
- T Time out time are the samé&’ — CO4(d) =V — COg(d)
- B o8 T ot el tior « Versions of the shared artifact between A and B at check-
cswin EWH Jemo [T T T T in time are differentlV — CIs(d) #V — CIg(d)
s Py T mfmmnmm : Based on Figl_13a, we can detect the possibility of a WW

T-COx(d) T-COg(d,d1) T-Cla(d)  T-Cla(d1)

(c) RW Direct Conflict

Direct Conflict at the start time of activity B, instead of het
finish time of B, when change worker checks in the shared

| ) |
| Artifact d1 P\;_n;m Artifact d6 \—){\ Artifact d8) |
A =)

pei W —

\

w: d7

CSWwm —_— Activity A Activity B artifact.
@--=»r:d, w:dl rid, wd2--+O - n ’—w\—‘ . . H
SE gy A B} EW gon i T Pattern 2: Potential Indirect Conflict occurs when two
CSW Wn ] ! Time it i i i i
o Wl =0 Toowm o e Tae o 1owe, ACtVities in different CSWsconcurrentlymodify two d_n‘fer- _

i Time (& www Potential Indirect Inconsistency — ant - grtifactsthat areconnected by dependency relationships
T-COA(d,d1) T-Cla(d1) T-COp(d) T-Clp(d) T-COg(d,d2) T-Clg(d2) ™ — — = = = " oiendency Relatonshio

(BDRs or intra-dependency relationships).
Fig.[I3b describes a Potential Indirect Conflict between two
concurrent activities A and B in different CSWs:

’— Dependency Relationship |

|

| Artifact d2 fe- —f Artifact d4 jc— = Artifact d7 |
R T

| it s Javiict d3)e e g6} {AticaE) JI

(e) RWR Direct Inconsistency

CSWWm

-+ wd rdwdl F--0 cswwm ! X .
ot iy A R e T « A and B have overlapping Active IntervaldT —
& s o, cswwn e gOA(dQ),T—OIA(dQ)]ﬁ[T—COB(dG)aT_CIB(dG)] #
Time Start {Activity P { Ei'::s

T-COAd) T-Cla(d) T-COx(d) T-Clo(d) T-COu(d.d1) T-Clo(d1) 70015 T 51 (d2) T-COp(d2) T-Clp(d2) T-CO(d7) T-Cla(d?)

(f) WW Potential Indirect Inconsistency

« do can be reached fronds by dependency relationships
Based on Fid._13b, we can detect this risk at the start time of
activity B when change workers checks out the artitacthat
depends on the artifaet, being modified by the concurrent
activity A.
workflows, there is a chance for the related workers to we call this pattern potential indirect conflict because-con
cooperate to reconsider their change requests and CSWsjidf just happens between two artifacts if modification of an

shared artifacts are detected between the new workflow andzafifact is based on the content of the other artifact. Théesil
executing workflow, new workflow should be delayed until thejtyation is calledRW Direct Conflict .

executing workflow has finished. Another candidate method isrRw Direct Conflict occurs when an activity A usese@d

to use negotiation, as in the previous case. a version of an artifact d to modifywfite) another artifact,
To detect inconsistencies at runtime, we identify patt@fns and an activity B in a different CSW concurrently modifies

(potential) inconsistencies among executing workflowseseh (writes) the same version of d with A.

patterns are special cases of Unintentional Change in én-usFig. [I3c describes an RW Direct Conflict between two

Data (UCID) patterns that we have presented_in [4], [8]. Wetivities A and B in different CSWs. B will modifywgite)
assume that a worker will check out the latest versions of @] based ond.

necessary artifacts at the beginning of an activity, andlklre «A and B have overlapping Active Intervals:
modified artifacts at the end of each activity for all actest [T — CO(d),T — CIx(d)] N [T — COp(d,dy),T —
in his CSW. Clp(d1)] # 0
~ The following notations are used in the definitions of , versions of the shared artifact between A and B at check-
Inconsistency patterns: out time are the samé — CO4(d) =V — COg(d)

e COA(d): Activity A checks out the latest version of « The version of the shared artifact at check-in time of

(g) WWR Direct Inconsistency

Fig. 13. Inconsistency patterns

artifact d. A is different from the version at check-out time of B:
o T — CO4(d): Point in time when activity A checks out V —CIs(d) #V —COg(d)
artifact d. Pattern 3: WWW Potential Indirect Inconsistency occurs

o V — CO4(d): Version of d when it is checked out bypetween two artifacts that are connected to the same artifac

activity A.

o Cl4(d): Activity A checks in artifact d.
o T'— Cla(d): Point in time when activity A checks in same CSW, because an activity in a different CSiote)

artifact d.

by dependency relationships (BDRs or intra-dependeney rel
tionships) and are modifiedvfitten) by two activities in the

to this shared artifact sometimes during the interval betwe

o V—CI4(d): Version of d when it is checked in by activity these two activities.

A

o [T —COA, T — Cly]: Active Interval of activity A.
Pattern 1: WW Direct Conflict occurs when two activi- the same CSW, and P is in a different CSW:

ties in different CSWsconcurrentlymodify (write) the same
version of an artifagtand create two new conflicting versions.

Fig.[13d describes a WWW Potential Indirect Inconsistency
between three activities A, B, and P in which A and B are in

« P happens sometimes during the interval between A and
B: [T — COP(dg),T — CIp(dg)] C [T — CIA(dﬁ),T —



COg(d7)] CSW, and P is in a different CSW. B will modifynfite) d;
e do can be reached fromiz; and d; by dependency based on d.

relationships « P happens sometimes during the interval between A and
Based on Fid._113d, we can detect this potential inconsigtenc  B: [T' — COp(d),T — CIp(d)] C [T — Cla(d),T —
at the start time of activity B or activity P. COg(d,d1)]

We name this pattern potential indirect inconsistency be-e Version of the shared artifact at check-in time of A is the
cause inconsistency just happens between two artifactsein t ~ input of P:V — CI4(d) =V — COp(d)
same workflow if modifications of both artifacts are based on ¢ Version of the shared artifact at check-in time of P is the
the content of the same artifact. This special situatiorlde a input of B: V' — Clp(d) =V — COgp(d)
called RWR Direct Inconsistency.

RWR Direct Inconsistency occurs when two activities in g |nconsistency Resolution
the same CSW usedad different versions of an artifact to

modify (write) other artifacts, which are different from the . e b giff kers desian diff ¢
initial plan of their CSW, because an activity in a different''P'¢ because di erent workers design different CSWs for

CSW (wrote) to this shared artifact sometimes during thdifferent change requests, and a designer may know nothing
interval between these two activities about the work of others. Therefore, the cooperation of ghan

Fig.[I3e describes RWR Direct Inconsistency between yvork?r_s IS th_e tmos_t |mportatnt ft"?‘clt‘_”- Whgr: rec_elng awarn-
three activities A, B and P in which A and B are in the samg 2 ©' INCONSISIENCIES OF potential Inconsistencies ro8M,

CSW, and P is in a different CSW. A and B will modifyu(te) the rele?e? WOI‘errS ;N'”f contgct W'th each o.tlherhto cont?lict
d, andds, respectively based on d. a negotiation. Face to face discussion, email, phone,nhsta

) ) _ messenger, etc. can be their communication means. Below are
« P happens sometimes during the interval between A aggme methods for fixing inconsistencies which change werker
B: [T'— COp(d), T — Clp(d)] C [T'— Cla(d1), T = can consider in their negotiation:

COp(d,dy)] ! - -
A . i . « Use afine-grain work approach. CSWs can still work con-
« Version of the shared artifact at check-in time of A is the currently if they modify different parts of inconsistency-

input of P:V — Cl4(d) =V — COp(d) related artifacts.

* _Vers;or} (I);.t‘r/le sgajreciliar;uf{a;ct aécOhezk-m time of P is the « Create a new change request that is a combination of
input of B: V' — CIp(d) =V — 5(d) change requests implemented by inconsistency-related

Resolving (potential) inconsistencies among CSWs is not

Pattern 4: W2V Potential Indirect Inconsistency occurs CSWs. We will replace these inconsistency-related CSWs
when two activities in the same CSW modifyr(te) two with the new CSWs that implement the new change re-
artifacts, of which the artifact modified by the later adjjvis quest. This method can apply to potential inconsistencies
connected to the previous artifact by dependency reldtipas between planning workflows.

(BDRs or intra-dependency relationships), and anothérigct  , Merge inconsistency-related parts of CSWs to create a
in a different CSW \rote) to the previous artifact sometimes new workflow.
during the interval between these two activities.

) . 5 . : .
Fig.[13f descrlbgs_ _{W W Potential _Ind|re_ct InconS|stency_ VI. RELATED WORK

between three activities A, B, and P in which A and B are in

the same CSW, and P is in a different CSW: In the change support field, much previous work focused on

« P happens sometimes during the interval between A a(r:]raange_ Impact analysis on source code [21]. By genera_tidg an
. managing CSWSs, our CSM aims to support not only impact
B: [T — COp(dp), T = Clp(dy)] € [T' = Cla(dn), T — lysis, but also change planning and change execution
CO(dy) analysis, bu ge p g g : .
B\"7 . : Regarding collaborative inconsistency, most previous-stu
« do can be reached front; by dependency relationships. .
ies are about code conflicts caused by concurrent changes
Based on FigL 13f, we can detect this type of potentigk different developers. Traditional approach uses a warsi
inconsistency at the start time of activity B or activity P.  control system such as CV$ |13] or Subversion] [14] in
We name this pattern potential indirect inconsistency bgonjunction with the programming environment to address th
cause inconsistency just happens between two artifactsein problem of concurrent accesses. An issue with this approach
same workflow if modifications of both artifacts are based dg that conflicts are detected at check-in time after a user
the content of the same artifact. This special situatiorlse a has finished his changes. To be able to catch conflicts while
called WWR Direct Inconsistency. developers are implementing their tasks, workspace awasen
WWR Direct Inconsistency occurs when an activity of a techniques were proposed. Tools such as IBM's Jazz.net
CSW uses read9 a different version of an artifact, insteadplatform [10] or Microsoft's CollabVS systend [11] augment
of the version created by another activity in the same CS¥e awareness of developers and propagate changes aafite/cl
to modify (write) another artifact, because an activity in devel immediately after they happen. Also, some reseascher
different CSW (vrote) to this shared artifact sometimes durinthave investigated how to exploit the information produced
the interval between these two activities. by integrated development environments during developmen
Fig. [13g describes a WWR Direct Inconsistency betweesnuch as Mylyn [[15], Sypware [16], and Syde [12]. Palantir
three activities A, B, and P in which A and B are in the sam§] is the first awareness tool that tries to detect indirect
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conflicts in addition to direct conflicts. A new approach tg8] T.T. Huyen Phan and K. Ochimizu, "Detection of Unintemtal Change

detect potential indirect conflicts was presented in C/\S].[l on In-use Data for Concurrent Workflows”, Proc. of the 201i@inational

. . . Conference on Software Engineering Research and Pra8ERR 10),
However, none of the previous works mentions conflicts , 277.283, 2010.

among UML model elements. AMOR [118], SMoVer [19], and9] Borland Together| http://www.borland.com/us/protiiingether/

COMOVER [20] are model versioning systems that consid@! 'BMs Jazz.net platform, http://jazz.n=y .
. = ] g sy . 11] P. Dewan and R. Hegde, "Semi-synchronous Conflict Diete@nd Res-
conflicts among model elements. Nevertheless, like Other oytion in Asynchronous Software Development’, Proc. af tth Eu-

VCSs, conflicts in these systems are just detected at check-ropean Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative \8ringer,
in time. Also, conflict caused by concurrent changes is just PP- 159-178, 2007.
. . y 9 ! ﬁTZ] L. Hattori and M. Lanza, "An Environment for Synchroreo&oftware
one source of inconsistency. Development”, Proc. of ICSE 2009 (31st ACM/IEEE Internatib Con-
ADAMS [25] is an example of a different approach to ference on Software Engineering - New Ideas and EmergingilRes

iotri ; ; _ Track), IEEE CS Press, pp. 223-226, 2009.
support distributed collaborative work. It is a web-bas 3] Coneurrent Versions Systein. hitp/AWW.noNGAG Grgl

system that integrates project management features afetrt (14] subversion; http://subversion.tigris.crg/
management features. [15] M. Kersten and G.C. Murphy, "Using Task Context to ImyEoPro-
grammer Productivity”, Proc. of the 14th ACM SIGSOFT Intational
Symposium on Foundations of Software Engineering, pp.,12006.
[16] R. Robbes and M. Lanza, "Spyware: A Change-Aware Dgralent
VII. ConcLusioN Toolset”, Proc. of ICSE 2008 (30th International Confereirt Software
In this paper, we have presented a Change Support Moﬂe]iE”g'”ee””g)’ ACM Press, pp. 847-850, 2008,

L . . F. Servant, J.A. Jones and A.V.D. Hoek, "CASI: Prevengtindirect
for distributed collaborative work. To help change workiens Conflicts through a Live Visualization”, Proc. of the 20108E Workshop

plement change activity safety and efficiently, CSM gereeyat  on Cooperative and Human Aspects of Software EngineeritgAGE

; in<10), pp. 39-46, 2010.
Change Support qukflows based on dependency_ relatlonsi}R? Adaptable Model Versioning, http://modelversioniom/
among software artifacts. Towards CSW generation, we h3ayg smover, www.smover.tk.uni-linz.ac.at/

proposed a model and a tool for automatic generation of Ba§le] I. Barone, A.D. Lucia, F. Fasano, E. Rullo, G. Scanoieland G.

; ; Tortora, "COMOVER: Concurrent Model Versioning”, Proc. thie IEEE
Dependency Rela‘uonshlps amgng UML model elements. In International Conference on Software Maintenance, pp-48%, 2008.
additon, CSM also considers inconsistency caused by C@f¥j s A. Bohner and R.S. Armold, "Software Change Impactalyais’,

current CSWs that work on shared artifacts or dependent IEEE Computer Society Press, ISBN 0818673842, 1996.

; ; ; ; ; 2] H. Gomaa, "Designing Concurrent, Distributed, and IRéme Appli-
artifacts. To detect mcpns.lstenm_es as soon as poss.lbre,_ B cations with UML", Addison-Wesley, ISBN 0-201-65793-7, Q2D
methOd deteCtS pOtentIa| InCOﬂSIStenCIeS a.t bOth bUI|d3 tll"[}gg] M. Kotani and K. Och|m|zu’ "Automatic Generation of DHFIjency

and runtime. We have also identified inconsistency patterns  Relationships between UML Elements for Change Impact Asislly

help detect inconsistencies at runtime more effective§MC gggg”az'zgi 'rz‘g’gg“ztaogag;%‘;‘fes)'”g Society of Japan, vol. 87, pp
will help collect and analyze information of local CSWSs 1q24] patternweavef, http://pw.tech-arts.cc.jp/

notify change worker about risky points. Some inconsisten?5] A. D. Lucia, F. Fasano, R. Oliveto, and G. Tortora, "Fgrained
resolutions have been proposed too. e e e e Se
In future work, we will improve our method of inconsis-
tency handling, especially inconsistency analysis andlues
tion. Next, we will work on generating dependency relation-
ships connecting UML model elements to source code. Finally
we will develop a tool that implements CSW generation and

inconsistency awareness support.
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