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In the classical transaction model, transactions are consistency preserving units: a transaction is made up
of a series of actions which, when executed in isolation in areliable environment, transforms the database
from one consistent state to another [2]. A classical transaction management system guarantees the
appearance of isolation and reliability, even though multiple transactions execute concurrently and
hardware and software components fail. It does this by enforcing atomicity and serializability: atomicity
means that either an entire transaction apparently executes to completion or not at all, while serializability
means that the effects of the transactions are viewed as if the transactions had executed in some serial
order, one completing before the next begins. This is accomplished by considering the objects read and
written by concurrently executing transactions, and ensuring that either al updates are completed or none
are, and that the read and write dependencies among the set of transactions correspond to some serial
order of the transactions.

There have been many proposals for extending the transaction model from its original data processing
applications to software development, CAD/CAM and other forms of cooperative work. The notion of
““transaction’’ isintuitively appealing in these domains, since forward progress often depends on making
arelated set of changes to a program, design or document in such a way that it is transformed from one
consistent state to another. As with data processing applications, ‘‘consistency’’ depends on the
requirements of the domain, such as a new system configuration passing regression and acceptance tests
before the changed modules can be committed.

However, it is well-known that atomicity and serializability are inappropriate for interactive cooperative
work [9, 13]. A task that might be treated as a ‘‘transaction’’, such as responding to a modification
request, may be of long duration — hours to days to weeks — while information must be shared among
the perhaps large numbers of personnel who participate in the concerted effort during the process of
making the changes. Such atask is typically broken down into several subtasks, one per developer, that
are carried out in parallel, and together bring the software system under development from one consistent
state to another.

But even these subtask ‘‘transactions’” may be very long and need to exchange information while they are
in progress, and in any case one subtask is unable by itself to maintain global consistency. Thus the
conventional understanding of transactions as failure recovery and serialization units is unacceptable for
cooperative work applications. In particular, recovering from failures by rolling back to the beginning of
a (sub)task and starting again is rarely appropriate for human devel opers who would then have to redo
much of their work, while serializing developer (sub)tasks does not permit cooperation while they are in
progress.

The notion of cooperative transactions has been devised (under many different nhames) not only to
provide the same intuition as conventional transactions but also to support the requirements of
cooperative work. The gist of many cooperative transactions models is that transactions are assigned to



groups, where the transactions within a group employ a different concurrency control policy among
themselves than with respect to transactions in other groups([4, 14]. Concurrency control is typically
relaxed within a group, e.g., alowing simultaneous updates to multiple versions of an object or alowing
reads of uncommitted updates. Among groups, however, a stricter policy such as seridizability is
common. Cooperative transaction groups alow collaboration among the designated members of a group,
through exchange of partia results, but enforces isolation among groups. See[1] for a survey of the
literature on concurrency control policies and mechanisms for cooperative work.

We are concerned in this paper with one particular shortcoming of nearly al the cooperative transaction
schemes. The shortcoming we have in mind is due to the problem of human management of in-progress
software development processes. Cooperative transactions are designed to isolate groups from other
groups and individuals, to alow cooperation among the members of a group while they carry out their
tasks, and to implement the notion that the finalized set of updates made by group members is completed
and released atomically. The external view outside the group sees only the released system, and not the
partial results of in-progress work. However, the human managers of a software development project
cannot wait for the released version of the system! They must be able to determine progress at a much
finer granularity, dependent on the policies of the organization.

One possible approach would be to place the managers and all the personnel they manage in the same
group, but for large organizations this defeats the purpose of concurrency control. Everyone may
arbitrarily overwrite everything, without satisfying the consistency constraints of forward progress!
Alternatively, each manager could be placed individually in every relevant group, as is possible in the
participant transactions model which permits overlapping groups[7], but the symmetric cooperation
implied between these managers and the other group members may be undesirable. Not only can the
manager see the up-to-the-minute work of the developers, but the developers may inspect whatever the
manager is doing; thisis not usually acceptable for real projects.

Further, it would be preferable to provide the managers with an abstract view concerned with the software
development process as opposed to the details of development products[10]. Managers are generally
concerned with the results that have been accomplished thus far, and are not terribly interested in which
versions of which files are currently being edited. Thus we propose that any cooperative transaction
model should be augmented with a distinct internal view that supports the human management process,
rather than trying to impose such access within the particular cooperative transaction model.

We have devised a general solution to this problem by analogy to the internal view of conventiona
transaction management systems that implement the classical transaction model. A transaction manager
monitors the status of the currently in-progress transactions as well remembering the updates made by the
previousy committed transactions. The transaction manager interacts with various resource management
systems, since transactions compete for computation cycles, primary memory, etc., and maintains internal
structures to guarantee atomicity and seriaizability, including locks, logs, queues, shadow copies of data
items, timestamps, distributed transaction coordinators and cohorts, and so on. The transaction manager
sees a highly dynamic database, while an end-user of even a cooperative transaction system sees a
relatively static database, since the database appears to change only when an update to an individual data
item is completed (e.g., cooperating users probably would not share editing buffers, but only saved files).

We propose to solve the impedance mismatch between cooperative transaction models and the
requirements of human management by unveiling the internal transaction management view at an
appropriate level of abstraction. Like the transaction management system, the human manager can then
use this internal view to manage resources, detect errors, recover from faults and in general monitor
progress, but in terms of the software development process rather than data management structures. That



is, the human manager manages human and machine resources, detects erroneous interface and work
breakdown assumptions by development staff, recovers from these faults by reassigning responsibility
and correcting misconceptions, and in general keeps track of how far behind the schedule has slipped.

The human manager can go further than most transaction management systems, to restructure and change
the direction of software development tasks, for example, to dramatically scale down the planned
software product. On the other hand, transaction management systems can guarantee certain invariants,
such as ‘*all faults will be recovered’’ and ‘*al deadlocks will be detected’’, while human management is
itself fallible.

More specifically, we notice that every traditional transaction management system has two views, the
transaction view of committed transactions and the transcendent view of in-progress transactions. The
transaction view is explicit and externally visible; the transcendent view is implicit and internal to the
transaction manager itself. In traditional applications, there is no reason to make the transcendent view
explicit, and many good reasons to keep system implementation details hidden from applications
programmers as well as end-users. The goal of atraditional transaction management system is that if the
application programmer defines his program according to the transaction view using the primitives
provided (e.g., begin-transaction/end-transaction blocks), then the transaction manager will use its
transcendent view to monitor global progress in order to guarantee atomicity and seriaizability. It is not
necessary for the application programmer to be concerned with the details of how this is accomplished,
and hiding this transcendent view is generally believed to ease the application programming effort.

A cooperative transaction manager should have similar transaction and transcendent views that support a
cooperative work concurrency control policy and a consistency model specific to the particular
cooperative work domain. Our solution to the human manager’s dilemma is to extend such systems to
uncover a portion of the already existing transcendent view to make it explicit and visible to selected
end-users (i.e., the managers). In particular, we provide an abstract view of the internal structures and
mechanisms that implement the cooperative transaction manager’s concurrency control protocol, while
continuing to abstract away from the lower level layers that support the failure recovery protocol, physical
data management, and so forth, which vary with the implementation. The result enables the human
manager to monitor the progress (or lack thereof) of the software project, and take appropriate action, in
the context of whatever cooperative transaction mechanism is employed.

Our preliminary ideas have been implemented in the INFUSE software development environment [6],
which supports change management and integration testing. INFUSE is intended to support very large
teams of developers, where it is crucia for the environment to enforce policies regarding the degree and
style of cooperation among the developers[11]. Thisisachieved in INFUSE as follows.

A set of modules is selected in advance to be modified as part of a scheduled change. This change set is
automatically partitioned into a hierarchy of what we call experimental databases using a simple module
interdependency metric [8]. Developers make their changes to leaf experimental databases consisting of
one or a few modules, invoke static semantic consistency checks and perform unit testing, and deposit
their changes to the parent experimental database only when their work satisfies pre-specified constraints.
Within a shared experimental database, the multiple developers integrate their changes, invoking inter-
modul e static semantic consistency checks and applying regression and integration test suites, before the
set of modules can be deposited to the next level. At the top of the hierarchy, acceptance tests must be
passed before al the changes can be deposited to form the new baseline version of the system. The use of
a module interdependency metric in forming the hierarchy follows the theory that changes to strongly
coupled modules are more likely to affect each other, and thus should be integrated as early as possible,
while changes to weakly coupled modules can be delayed until later on when higher levels of the



hierarchy are integrated.

Thus, INFUSE isolates individual developers and groups of developers following an isolationist
concurrency control policy. The hierarchy is strictly partitioned, so it is never the case that more than one
writer has access to a given module in a leaf experimental database, and readers who own sibling
experimental databases cannot access the module until all changes have been completed in the leaf and
deposited. Whenever it becomes clear at higher levels of the hierarchy that additional changes are
required, the current experimental database is repartitioned below that point to enforce such isolated
access while further changes are made.

However, INFUSE recognizes the pragmatic requirements of human managers to keep tabs on the progress
of the scheduled change. Managers and other privileged users may make queries that cut across the
hierarchy of experimental database, in order to determine the up-to-the-minute status of all modulesin the
change set. The managers can display a snapshot of the hierarchy at any given moment, or request a
history of previous partitionings and repartitionings due to repeated changes (the ‘‘yo-yo'’ effect)
required below a selected node in the hierarchy. Further, any developer may request creation of a
workspace [5] that gathers together a selected set of digoint experimental databases, with the permission
of the other developers affected, in order to carry out early consistency checking and testing with respect
to modules otherwise isolated from each other until higher levels of the hierarchy. Thisis useful when it
is known that the scheduled changes will result in greater coupling among these modules or otherwise
specifically involve these modules' interfaces.

Thus INFUSE supplies a transcendent view to managers of software development projects, to aid them in
monitoring the progress of the software development process. This transcendent view is lacking in all
other cooperative transaction models that we know of, even though it is clearly required for most practical
applications. Unfortunately, the transcendent view we have developed is not sufficient in itself since the
access it provides is read-only. In particular, it is not possible in INFUSE for a manager to modify the
organization of in-progress transactions when a problem is discovered. Therefore, the transcendent view
capability must be coupled with some facility for restructuring in-progress transactions, such as the split-
transaction and join-transaction operations [12].

The split-transaction operation allows one on-going transaction to be split into two or more transactions
as if they had aways been independent, separating the data items accessed by the origina transaction
among the new transactions in a serializable manner. New developers may take over the new
transactions, to improve progress towards the goal of a coherent working system. The join-transaction
operations permits two or more on-going transactions to be joined into one, combining the data items
accessed by the originally separate transactions as if they had always been part of the same transaction, so
that the changes are released together.

The join-transaction operation is relatively easy to implement, but the split-transaction operation requires
support to aid in the determination as to whether the desired split is valid. Both operations require aid
from the software development environment in notifying affected developers of the potential changes to
their work assignments and checking whether these changes make sense from the viewpoints of the
individual developers. In INFUSE, the split-transaction and join-transaction operations would be
implemented by dividing and merging experimental databases, respectively.

The transcendent view augmented with these transaction restructuring operations seems sufficient to
support practical human management considerations towards making forward progress during software
development. It seems possible to apply these ideas to a range of cooperative transaction models, not just
INFUSE, and to support other cooperative work applications, not just software development. It should not



be very difficult to implement the transcendent view as part of atransaction manager already supporting a
cooperative model, by making available an abstraction of the existing internal processes and structures.
The feasibility of augmenting another transaction model with the split-transaction and join-transaction
operations has previously been shown [3].
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