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Abstract. We study services modeled as open workflow nets (oWFN)
and describe their behavior as service automata. Based on arbitrary
finite-state service automata, we introduce the concept of an operating
guideline, generalizing the work of [1,2] which was restricted to acyclic
services.

An operating guideline gives complete information about how to properly
interact (in this paper: deadlock-freely and with limited communication)
with an oWFN N. It can be executed, thus forming a properly interacting
partner of N, or it can be used to support service discovery.

An operating guideline for N is a particular service automaton S that is
enriched with Boolean annotations. S interacts properly with the service
automaton Prov, representing the behavior of N, and is able to simulate
every other service that interacts properly with Prov. The attached an-
notations give complete information about whether or not a simulated
service interacts properly with Prov, too.

1 Introduction

In real life, we routinely use complicated electronic devices such as digital cam-
eras, alarm clocks, mobile phones, CD players, vending machines, etc. Using such
a device involves complex interaction, where information from the user to the
device flows via pushing buttons or spinning wheels while information is passed
from the device to the user via displays or blinking LEDs.

In some cases, we do not even abstractly know what is going on inside the de-
vice. Nevertheless, we are typically able to participate in the interaction. Besides
ergonomic design, help from experienced friends, or trial-and-error exploration,
it is often the user instructions which help us to figure out what to do at which
stage. The typical features of user instructions (at least good ones) are:

— they are shipped with, or pinned to, the device,

— they are operational, that is, a user can execute them step by step,

— they are complete, that is, they cover the full intended functionality of the
device,

* Partially funded by the BMBF project “Toolsd BPEL”.

Niels Lohmann, Peter Massuthe, and Karsten Wolf. Operating guidelines for finite-state services. In Jetty Kleijn and Alex Yakovlev, editors, 28th International Conference on
Applications and Theory of Petri Nets and Other Models of Concurrency, ICATPN 2007, Siedlce, Poland, June 25-29, 2007, Proceedings, volume 4546 of Lecture Notes in Computer
Science, pages 321-341. Springer-Verlag, June 2007. © Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2007



— they use only terms related to the interface (buttons, displays, etc.) without
trying to explain the internal processes.

In the virtual world, services [3] replace the devices of the real world. Still,
using a service may require involved interaction with the user (which can be
another service, like in service-oriented computing [4]). With the concept of an
operating guideline, we are going to propose an artifact that, in the virtual world,
plays the role of user instructions in the real world. In particular, we will show
that it exhibits the characteristics listed above. Moreover, we show that the
operating guideline for a service can be automatically computed and be used for
automatically checking proper interaction between services.

In contrast, a public view of a service (a condensed version of the service
itself) has been proposed as another artifact for explaining the interaction with
the service [5,6]. Public views, however, do neither match the second nor the
fourth item of the list above.

Our approach is based on the behavior of open workflow nets (oWFN) [2].
oWEFN are a class of Petri nets which has been proposed for modeling services.
oWFN generalize and extend the classical workflow nets [7]. The most impor-
tant extension is an interface for asynchronous message passing. This interface
allows us to compose services to larger units. Suitability of oWFN for modeling
services has been proven through an implemented translation from the indus-
trial service description language WS-BPEL [8] into oWFN [9, 10]. While there
are many partial formalizations for WS-BPEL, the translation to oWFN is fea-
ture complete. Other feature complete formalizations are based on abstract state
machines [11,12].

We describe the behavior of an oWFN with the help of a service automa-
ton. A service automaton basically records the internal states of an oWFN. The
transitions of the automaton are labeled with information about message pass-
ing through the mentioned interface. Service automata form the basis of the
proposed operating guidelines.

Operating guidelines have so far been introduced for acyclic services [1,2].
In this paper, we extend our previous results and introduce the concept of an
operating guideline for an arbitrary finite-state service N. The operating guide-
line of N is a distinguished service automaton S that properly interacts with IV,
together with Boolean annotations at each state of S. The annotations serve as
a characterization of all services that properly interact with V.

For this paper, we assume that “proper interaction” between services N
and N’ means deadlock freedom of the system composed of N and N’ and
limited communication, that is, k-boundedness of all message buffers, for some
given k. We are well aware that there are other possibilities for defining “proper
interaction”. Nevertheless, deadlock freedom and limited communication will
certainly be part of any such definition, so this paper can be seen as a step
towards a more sophisticated setting.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sect. 2, we introduce open
workflow nets, service automata, and their relation. Sections 3 to 5 are devoted
to the construction of an operating guideline and its use. These sections build



entirely upon the concept of service automata. We start by defining, in Sect. 3, a
concept that we call situations. This concept is fundamental to our approach. It
describes the interaction of a given service automaton Prov with a partner Reg
from the point of view of Req only. With the help of situations, we are able to
characterize deadlock freedom of the interaction in a way that is suitable for sub-
sequent considerations. The characterization is translated into Boolean formulas
which are used as annotations in the operating guideline later on. The calcula-
tion and justification of the canonical partner S mentioned above is subject of
Sect. 4. In Sect. 5, finally, we formalize the concept of an operating guideline
and show how it can be used for identifying other partners that communicate
deadlock-freely with Prov. Section 6 discusses issues of an implementation and
presents experimental results. Finally, we summarize the results of the paper
and sketch our plans for further work.

2 Models for Services

2.1 Open workflow nets (0WFN)

The introduction of open workflow nets [2] was inspired by the view of a service
as a workflow plus an interface. Consequently, oWFN extend workflow nets [7]
with an interface for asynchronous message passing. oWFN further drop some
syntactic restrictions present in workflow nets, for instance the unique start
and end places. These restrictions would complicate service composition without
sufficient justification by improved analysis possibilities.

Definition 1 (Open workflow net). An open workflow net consists of:
— an ordinary place/transition net [P, T, F,mo|; together with
— two disjoint sets P;, P, C P, called input and output places, such that F'N
(PoxT)=0 and FN (T x P;) =0. We assume mo(p) =0 for p € P;UP,;
— a set {2 of markings, called final markings. For my € 2 andp € P,UPF,, we
assume my(p) = 0. We further require that a marking in my does not enable
a transition.

P; represents channels for incoming messages, P, channels for outgoing mes-
sages. The required restrictions for arcs guarantee that sent messages cannot be
“unsent” and received messages cannot be “unreceived”. Our set of final mark-
ings replaces the single final place of workflow nets. Any marking may be final
as long as it does not enable a transition. That is, a service does not perform
actions in a final marking. A service may, however, be designed such that it
resumes work when it receives a message while residing in a final marking.

A major intention behind services is their composition to larger units. Cor-
respondingly, there is a concept of composition for oWFN. oWFN are composed
by merging interface places. This can, in general, be done for arbitrarily many
oWFN. For the purpose of this paper, it is sufficient to understand the compo-
sition of just two oWFN.



(a) A vending machine oWFN Ny . (b) A partner oWFN of Ny .

Fig. 1. The oWFN Ny (a) models a vending machine. In every iteration, it first expects
a coin to be inserted (message e), and a choice for a coffee or a tea to be made (c or t).
It returns either the coin (E), modeling a failed check for validity, or the corresponding
beverage (C or T). The machine can be shut down by sending q. The oWFN (b) models
a potential partner (user) of the vending machine.

Definition 2 (Partner oWFN). Two oWFN N and N’ are partners if P; =
P} and P, = P/. All other ingredients of N and N' are assumed to be disjoint.

If two oWFN are partners, they can be composed. Composition consists
mainly of merging the interface places.

Definition 3 (Composition of oWFN). Let N and N’ be partner o WEN.
The composition m & m’' : PU P’ — IN of two markings m of N and m' of N’
is defined by (m @ m')(p) = m(p), if p € P and (m®m')(p) =m/(p), if p€ P’.
The composition of N and N’ is the oWFN N & N’ defined as follows:
- PN@N’ = PUP’, TnenN' = TUT’, Fngn = FUF’, Moy ens = M0 @mé;
- PiNe;N/ = PON@N’ =0;

- -QNGBN’ :{m@m’|m€ Q,m/ S Q,}

The composition of markings is well-defined for partners, as the common
places of N and N’ do not carry tokens. The composition of partners leads to
an oWFN with an empty interface. As an example, Fig. 1 shows two partner
oWFN.

Only for o WFN with empty interface it is reasonable to consider their reach-
ability graph (occurrence graph), as an interface suggests some interaction with
a (possibly unknown) environment. We rely on the usual concept of reacha-
bility graph. For studying a service in isolation, we consider the inner of an
(uncomposed) oWFN. The inner of N is an oWFN with empty interface, so its
reachability graph may be considered.



Definition 4 (Inner). Let N be an oWFN. The inner of N, denoted inner(N),
is obtained from N by removing all places in P; and P, and their adjacent arcs.
Initial and final markings are adjusted accordingly.

This leads to the following definition of boundedness of arbitrary oWFN.

Definition 5 (Boundedness of oWFN). An oWFN N s bounded if the
reachability graph of inner(N) is finite.

Boundedness, as defined above, concerns the inner of an oWFN. The com-
position of two bounded oWFN, however, can still be unbounded since tokens
may be accumulated in the merged interface places. Thus, we have to introduce
an additional concept of boundedness of the interface places.

Definition 6 (Limited communication of oWFN). Two partner oWFN N
and N’ have k-limited communication (for some k € IN) if m(p) < k for all
markings m reachable in N ® N’ and all places p € P; U P}.

If two bounded oWFN N and N’ are k-limited partners, then N & N’ is
bounded, too.

2.2 Service automata

Open workflow net models as introduced so far can be obtained from practical
specifications of services. There is, for instance, a feature complete translation
from WS-BPEL to oWFN [9, 10].

In this section we introduce service automata [1], which serve as the basis
of the calculation of operating guidelines. A state of a service automaton is
comparable to a marking of the inner of an oWFN. Communication activities
are modeled as annotations to the transitions of a service automaton.

Service automata differ from standard I/O-automata [13]. They communi-
cate asynchronously rather than synchronously, and they do not require explicit
modeling of the state of the message channels. This approach leads to smaller and
thus more readable automata. Other versions of automata models for services
were proposed by [14] and [3], for instance. [14] model communication as occur-
rences of labels with no explicit representation of pending messages, whereas [3]
use bounded and unbounded queues to store such messages.

Unlike an oWFN, a single service automaton has no explicit concept of mes-
sage channels. The channels are taken care of in the definition of composition: a
state of a composed service automaton consists of a state of each participating
service automaton and a state of the message bag of currently pending messages.

We fix a finite set C, the elements of which we call channels. They take
the role of the interface places in oWFN. We assume 7 ¢ C (the symbol 7 is
reserved for an internal move). With bags(C), we denote the set of all multisets
over C, that is, all mappings m : C' — IN. A multiset over C models a state of
the message bag, that is, it represents, for each channel, the number of pending
messages. [] denotes the empty multiset ([](z) = 0 for all z), [z] a singleton



multiset ([z](x) = 1, [z](y) = 0 for y # x), m1 + ma denotes the sum of two
multisets ((mq +ms)(x) = mq(z) + mao(zx) for all z), and m; — my the difference
((m1 — ma)(x) = max(m(z) — ma(x),0) for all z). bags,(C) denotes the set
of all those multisets m over C' where m(x) < k for all x. bagsi(C) is used for
modeling the concept of limited communication.

Definition 7 (Service automata). A service automaton A = [@, I, O, §, qo, F|
consists of a set QQ of states, a set I C C' of input channels, a set O C C,
INO =0 of output channels, a nondeterministic transition relation § C Q x
(ITUOU{r}) x Q, an initial state ¢y € Q, and a set of final states F C Q such
that ¢ € F and [q,x,q'] € § implies x € I. A is finite if its set of states is finite.

Throughout this paper, we use the following notations for service automata.
With Prov (from service provider), we denote an arbitrary service automaton
for which we are going to calculate its operating guideline. With Req (from
service requester), we denote an arbitrary service automaton in its role as a
communication partner of Prov. S is used for the particular partner of Prov that
forms the core of the operating guideline for Prov. Service automata without an
assigned role are denoted A. We use indices to distinguish the constituents of
different service automata. In figures, we represent a channel z € I with 7z and
a channel y € O with ly. Figure 2 shows four examples of service automata.

Fig. 2. Examples of service automata. The service automaton V models our vending
machine (see Fig. 1(a)). The service automata W, X, and Y model partners of V. Final
states are depicted by double circles.

Definition 8 (Partner automata). Two service automata A and B are part-
ner automata if I4 = Op and Ig = Oy4.

As in the case of oWFN, partner automata can be composed.

Definition 9 (Composition of service automata). For partner automata
A and B, their composition is defined as the service automaton A & B =
[QaeB, 4B, OasB, 0488, Q0res> Fass] defined as follows:

Qaep =QaxQpxbags(C), Ingp = Oaen =0, @osep = (904,905, []]; Fae =
Fy x Fg x {[]}. The transition relation daqp contains the elements



- llga,q8,m], 7, (¢4, a8, m]] iff [ga,T,q4] € 64 (internal move in A),

- llga, g8, m], 7, [qa,d5, m]] iff [aB, T, q¢5] € 0B (internal move in B),

- [[QAaQB7m]aTa [q£47QBam - [.13]]] Zﬁ [qA7xanf4} S 514; HANS IA; and m(x) >0
(receive by A),

- [[QAaq37m]a7_a [qA7qlBam - [I]H Zﬁ [qBaxﬂqlB] € 637 T € IB’ and m(x) >0
(receive by B),

B [[quqva]vT7 [(Ifcp(IB;m + [xﬂ} Zﬁ [(JA»%Q;;] S 5A and x € OA (send bZ/ A)7

- [

[qA7 qva]vTv [qAaqlBum + [(E]]] Zﬁ [qBv$7 q/B] € 5B and x € OB (Send by B)}
and no other elements.

Figure 3 depicts the composition V' & W of the services V and W of Fig. 2.

@O.WZ [ceHvl,wZ, [c]] T T [vo,w2,[C]]
TT /
T T T
[vO.w0,[]] [vO,wl,[e]D \@o,m,[e@ ] [vO,w2, [E])
[vo,w2,[T]]

] )
C[u,m,[]D—T)C[vl,wz,[t]]

Fig. 3. The composed system V @& W of the service automata V and W of Fig. 2. Only

states reachable from the initial state are depicted. Note that V@ W has no (reachable)

final states. Nevertheless, V & W is deadlock-free, which is central in this paper.

Definition 10 (Wait state, deadlock). For an automaton A, a state q is
called a wait state iff [q,z,q'] € 6 implies x € I, that is, q¢ cannot be left without
help from the environment. For a wait state q, let wait(q) ={zx €1 |3¢ € Q :
l[g,%,q'] € 3}. A wait state q is called deadlock iff ¢ ¢ F and wait(q) = 0.

A wait state cannot be left without an incoming message. wait(q) is the
set of all incoming messages that would help to leave q. A deadlock cannot be
left, independently from incoming messages. The definition of service automata
requires final states to be wait states which is reasonable.

Examples for wait states in Fig. 2 are v0 with wait(v0) = {e,q}, w2 with
wait(w2) = {C,E, T}, or x4 with wait(x4) = 0. An example for a deadlock is the
state [v0,x2, [E]] of the (not depicted) composition of the services V and X of
Fig. 2 that can be reached from the initial state [v0, x0, []] of V & X by executing
first the transitions send e and send t of service X, followed by the transitions
receive e, receive t, and send E of service V.

For service automata, limited communication can be formalized as follows.

Definition 11 (Limited communication of service automata). Let A and
B be two partner automata and A ® B their composition. Then, A is called a
k-limited communication partner of B iff Qaep C Qa X @p X bagsi(C).



Throughout the paper, we assume k to be given and fixed. The value of k
may be chosen either by considerations on the physical message channels, by a
static analysis that delivers a “sufficiently high” value, or just randomly. If two
finite service automata Prov and Req are k-limited partners, then Prov @ Req is
finite as well. In Fig. 2, W and X are 1-limited partners of V. Y is no 1-limited
partner since V @Y contains, for instance, the state [v0,y2, [ee]]. Y is, however,
a 2-limited partner of V.

Every k-limited communication partner is a (k + 1)-limited communication
partner as well. For every value of k, there are services which have a deadlock-free
k-limited communication partner but no deadlock-free (k — 1)-limited communi-
cation partner. There are even services which have deadlock-free communication
partners but not a k-limited one for any k. As an example, consider the service
in Fig. 5(a): A communication partner would have a single (initial and final)
state s in which it receives a and loops back to s.

2.3 Translation from oWFN to service automata

While there exist direct translations from WS-BPEL to automata and closely
related formalisms [15-17] we propose to generate service automata from oWFN.
This way, we can directly inherit the already mentioned feature completeness of
the Petri net translations of WS-BPEL [9, 10].

Comparing the behavior of oWFN and service automata, the main difference
is the capability of oWFN to send and receive several messages in a single tran-
sition occurrence. In order to keep matters simple, we give a direct translation
from an oWFN N to a service automaton only for the case that every transi-
tion of NV is connected to at most one place in P; U P,. In fact, this assumption
holds for all oOWFN stemming from WS-BPEL specifications as a BPEL activity
accesses at most one message channel. On the other hand, an arbitrary oWFN
can be transformed in various ways to match the requirement. We sketch one
possible transformation in Fig. 4.

Fig. 4. In the oWFN (a), transitions are
connected to several interface places.
This can be circumvented by wrapping
the interface with an additional internal
buffer for each message channel that has
capacity one (annotation to the places),
cf. (b). This way, the essential behavior
of the oWFN as well as finiteness of the
state space are preserved.

(a)

Given the restriction that a transition of IV accesses at most one interface
place, the translation from oWFN to service automata is straightforward and
formalized through a mapping o WEFNtoService from oWFN to service automata.



Definition 12 (Mapping oWFN to automata). Let N be an oWFN where
every transition accesses at most one interface place. Then oWFNtoService(N)
1s the service automaton A with the following constituents:

- Qa4 is the set of reachable markings of inner(N);

~Ia=PF;, Oa=P,;

- [m,a,m'] € 04 iff there is a transition t of N such that [m,t,m’] is a tran-
sition in the reachability graph of inner(N) and either there is an interface
place p connected to t and a = p, ort is not connected to any interface place
and a = T;

— qo, 18 the initial state of inner(N), Fy is the set of final states of inner(N).

The translation is justified through the following observation that can be
easily verified by induction on the transition relations.

Proposition 1. For any two oWFN N and N’ where every transition is con-
nected to at most one interface place, the reachability graph of N @® N’ is isomor-
phic to the graph defined by the states and transitions of o WFNtoService(N) ®
oWFENtoService(N').

In the remainder of this article, we study service automata Prov and Req
where Prov, Req, and Prov @& Req are all finite. This restriction implements
the limited communication property introduced earlier. We return to oWFN in
Sect. 6 where we discuss our implementation and report experimental results.

3 A Characterization of Deadlocks

In this section, we introduce concepts that help us to understand the coupling
between two service automata Prov and Req from the point of view of Req.
Therefore, we introduce the concept of situations which will allow us to charac-
terize a deadlock in Prov @& Req by considering Req only.

Definition 13 (K, Situation). Let Prov and Req be partners. Then, let K :
QReq — 2@rrouxbags(C) pe defined by K(QReq) = {lgrrov,m] | [QPTOMQReqam} is
reachable from the initial state in Qproveyreqt- The elements of 2Qprov Xbags(C)
are called situations.

A situation comprises all parts of a state of Prov® Req beyond the state of Reg
itself. It can thus be handled independently of Req. K(qreq) can be interpreted
as the knowledge that Req has about the possible states of Prov and the message
bag, that is, the situations [¢pry, m] that can occur with gre, in Prov @ Req.

We give some examples for values of K, referring to Fig. 2. We consider W as
a partner of V. Then Fig. 3 tells us that K(w0) = {[v0,[]]}, K(wl) = {[v0, [e]],
WL (1]}, Kw2) = {[vo, [cel], MO, [et]], Vi, [c]l, [va, (¢}, 2, []], [v3, []], [vo, [C]],
vo, [E]], VO, [T]J}, K (w3) = 0, and K (w4) = {0, ]}

Within a set M of situations, we distinguish transient and stable situations.
A situation is transient in M if a move of Prov in that situation leads to another
situation also contained in M. Otherwise it is stable.



Definition 14 (Transient, stable situation). Let M be a set of situations.
[gProv, m] is transient in M iff there is an [qprov, T, @proy] € OProv Such that:
-z =17 and [¢ppp,,m| € M, or
- 2 € Ippoy, m(z) >0, and [¢p,y,,m — [2]] € M, or
= 2 € Oprov and [¢p,,,,m + [2]] € M.
Otherwise, [qproy,m] is stable in M.

A service cannot leave a stable situation without interaction with the envi-
ronment. For example, the situation [v0, [e]] is transient in the set of situations
K (wl) (cf. Fig. 3). In contrast, the situation [v1,[]] is stable in K (wl).

A deadlock in the composed system Prov & Req—seen from the point of
view of Req only —mnow reads as follows.

Lemma 1. [¢prov; qRreq, M) is a deadlock of Prov & Req if and only if all of the
following conditions hold:

~ 4Prov ¢ FProv; OT qReq ¢ FReq; orm 7& HJ

~ QReq 5 @ wait state of Req;

— [gProv, m] is stable in K(qreq) and m(x) =0 for all x € wait(qreq)-

Proof. (—) Let [¢provs Qreq, ™) be a deadlock. Then the first item is true by
definition of deadlocks. The second item must be true since otherwise Req has
a move. [¢proy, m] must be stable since otherwise Prov has a move. For x €
wait(greq), we can conclude m(z) = 0 since otherwise Req has a move.

(«) Assume, the three conditions hold. By the first item, the considered state
is not a final state of Prov @ Req. Prov does not have a move since [¢pyoy, m| is
stable. Req does not have a move since internal and send moves are excluded by
the second item, and receive moves are excluded by the last item. O

Consider again the example deadlock [v0,x2,[E]] in V & X of the services
of Fig. 2 and the three criteria of Lemma 1. Firstly, [E] # []. Secondly, x2 is a
wait state of X with wait(x2) = {T}. Thirdly, K(x2) = {[v0, [et]], [v1, [t]], [v3, []],
[vO, [E]], [vO, [T]]} and [vO, [E]] is stable in K (x2) and [E](T) = 0. Hence, all criteria
hold and we can conclude that [v0,x2, [E]] is indeed a deadlock.

For a state [¢prov; Greq, M), the three requirements of Lemma 1 can be easily
compiled into Boolean formulas ¢;(qproy, m), @2, and ¢3(m) which express the
absence of deadlocks of the shape [, ¢req, ] in Prov & Req. The formulas use
the set of propositions C U {7, final} (with final ¢ C). Propositions in C' U
{7} represent labels of transitions that leave gr.,, whereas proposition final
represents the fact whether greq € Freq:

Definition 15 (Annotation, Reg-assignment). Let Prov and Req be part-
ners. Then, for each qreq € QReq, define the annotation ¢(qreq) of qreq as the
Boolean formula over the propositions C'U {r, final} as follows.

¢(qReq) = /\[ )(le (QPrmn m) \ ¢2 \ ¢3 (m))

qProv, M| stable in K (qpeq

where

10



- ¢ (q m) _ final, if qprov € Fproy and m = H:
H\HProvs false, otherwise,

- ¢2 =7V \/:EGOReq Z,
- ¢3(m) =V er,, mz)>0 T-

The Reg-assignment assreq(qreq) : CU{T, final} — {true, false} assigns true to
a proposition x € C' U {7} iff there is a qg,, such that [qreq, T, qrey) € OReq and
true to the proposition final iff qreq € FReq-

Since the formula ¢(qreq) exactly reflects Lemma 1, we obtain:

Corollary 1. Prov © Req is deadlock-free if and only if, for all qreq € QReqs
the value of ¢(qreq) with the Req-assignment assgeq(qRreq) 5 true.

In Fig. 2, the annotation of state wl of W would be 7 VeV cVtVq, due
to the single stable situation [v1,[]] € K(wl). This formula is satisfied by the
W-assignment that assigns true to both ¢ and t, and false to 7, e, and q in
state wl. The annotation of the state w2 is 7VeVcVtVvqV (CAEAT) since
K (w2) contains the three stable situations [v0, [C]], [vO, [E]], and [v0, [T]]. Since
the W-assignment assigns true to all of C, E, and T in state w2, it satisfies the
annotation. For state x2 of X, the annotation is 7VeVcVtvqV(TAE). Since the
only transition leaving x2 is T, the X-assignment assigns false to all propositions
except T in state x2, and the annotation yields false. This corresponds to the
deadlock [v0,x2, [E]] in V & X.

4 A Canonical Partner

We are now ready to compute a canonical service automaton, called S, which
interacts properly with a given service Prowv.

For any finite k-limited communication partner of a given (finite) service
automaton Prov, all reachable situations are actually in 2@ xbagsx(C) which is
a finite domain. For sets of situations, define the following operations.

Definition 16 (Closure). For a set M of situations, let the closure of M,
denoted cl(M), be inductively defined as follows.
Base: M C cl(M);
Step: If [qprov, m] € cl(M) and [qprov, T, @proy] € OProvs then
~ [@proy,m] € cl(M), ifz =T,
- [Q%’mmm + [z]] € el(M), if z € Oprou,
= [@proy,m — [2]] € cl(M), if © € Iproy and m(z) > 0.

It can be easily seen that cl(M) comprises those situations that can be

reached from a situation in M without interference from a partner. In Fig. 2 for
example, we obtain cl({[v0, [ce]]}) = {[vO, [ce]], [v1, [c]], [v2, [1], [v0, [C]], [vO, [E]]}.

11



Definition 17 (Send-event, receive-event, internal-event).

Let M C Qprov X bags(C). If x € Oproy, then the send-event x, send(M,x),
is defined as send(M,x) = {[g,m + [z]] | [¢,m] € M}. If © € Ipyoy,, then
the receive-event x, receive(M,x), is defined as recewve(M,z) = {[g,m — [z]] |
[¢,m] € M,m(x) > 0}. The internal-event 7, internal(M,T), is defined as
internal(M,7) = M. As the shape of an event is clear from Ipo, and Oproy,
we define the event x, event(M,x), as receive(M,x) if © € Ippoy, send(M,x) if
x € Opyroy, and internal(M,x) if x = 1.

A send-event models the effect that a message sent by Req has on a set of
situations M. A receive-event models the effect that a message received by Req
has on a set of situations M. Considering the service V of Fig. 2, we get, for
example, receive({[v0, [ce]l, [v1, [c]], [v2,[]], [vO, [C]], [vO, [E]]}, C) = {[vO,[]]} and
send({[vO, [e]], V1, []]}, ) = {IVO, [ce]], [v1, ]}

Now, the construction of S (Def. 18) bases on the following considerations.
A state of S is a set of situations. States and transitions are organized such
that, for all states ¢ of S, K(q) = g, that is, every state of S is equal to the set
of situations it can occur with in the composition with Prov. The transitions
of S can be determined using the operations event and cl. The construction is
restricted to sets in 2@Perxba9sk(C) With this restriction, we already implement
the property of k-limited communication. Given the desired property K(q) = ¢
and the definition of K, the composed system cannot enter a state violating k-
limited communication. The other way round, any reachable state ¢ where K(q)
is outside 2Qrrvxbagsk(C) would cause a violation of that property.

Starting with a service automaton Sy which contains all such states and
transitions, unfortunately, So @ Prov may contain deadlocks. However, these
deadlocks can be identified by annotating Sy and evaluating the annotations
according to Def. 15. Removing all states where the annotation evaluates to
false yields a new structure S;. Since it is possible that the initial state is among
the removed ones, S; is not necessarily a service automaton, that is, it is not
well-defined. In that case, however, we are able to prove that Prov does not
have correctly interacting partners at all. By removing states, assignments of
remaining states can change their values. Thus, the removal procedure is iterated
until either the initial state is removed, or all annotations eventually evaluate
to true. In the latter case, the remaining service automaton is called S and, by
construction of the annotations, constitutes a partner that interacts properly
with Prov.

Definition 18 (Canonical partner S). Let Prov be a service automaton and
assume a number k to be given. Define inductively a sequence of (not necessarily
well-defined) service automata S; = [Q;, I;, O;, i, qoui, Fi] as follows.

Let Qo = QQP”’“Xbagsk(C). Let, fOT' all i, Ii = Oprm,, Ol = Ipmv, qoi =
cl({lgoprovs [11}), (@2, d'] € i iff ¢,¢' € Qi and ¢’ = cl(event(q,x)), and F; =
{q € Qi | q is wait state of S;}. Let, for alli, Q;v1 = {q| q € Qi,¢(q) evaluates
to true with assignment asss,(q)}.

Let S be equal to S; for the smallest i satisfying S; = Si+1.

12



As the sequence {S;}i=0,1,... is monotonously decreasing, all objects of this
definition are uniquely defined. The resulting S is a well-defined service automa-
ton if and only if go, € Q5. In that case, S is in fact a k-limited deadlock-freely
interacting partner of Prov.

As an example, the partner service Sy for the service V of Fig. 2 initially
consists of 21 (from gog reachable) states from which 9 states are removed
during the computation of the canonical partner S for V. The resulting service
automaton S can be found as the underlying graph of Fig. 7 in Sect. 5.

With the next few results, we further justify the construction.

Lemma 2. If cl([qoprov, []]) € Qprov X bagsi(C), then Prov does not have k-
limited communication partners for the number k used in the construction.

Proof. As cl([qoprov, []]) is the set of situations that can be reached from the
initial state without interference of any partner Req, k-limited communication
is immediately violated. a

Lemma 2 states that Sy is well-defined for all well-designed Prov, that is,
for all Prov such that there exists at least one partner Req with Prov @& Req is
deadlock-free.

The next lemma shows that we actually achieved one of the major goals of
the construction.

Lemma 3. Forall S; and all q € Q;: if q is d;-reachable from qq,, then K(q) = q.

Proof. By structural induction on §. By definition of ¢, cl([goprov,[]]) is the set
of situations that can be reached from the initial state without interference from
S;. If K(q) = q, then cl(event(q,x)) is by definition of event and ¢l exactly the
set of situations that can be reached from situations in g by the event z. Thus,
[q,z,q'] € §; implies K(¢') = ¢'. O

From that lemma we can directly conclude that the service S constitutes a
properly interacting partner of Prov.

Corollary 2. If S is well-defined, that is, gog € Qs, then Prov® S is deadlock-
free.

Proof. Follows with Lemma 1 and Def. 15 from the fact that all states of S
satisfy their annotations. a

As an example of an ill-designed service, the service Z in Fig. 5(a) would
yield an infinite ¢l([z0,[]]) for any partner. Accordingly, there is no well-defined
So. During the construction of S for service U in Fig. 5(b), the initial state is
eventually removed. The initial state {[u0, []], [ul, []], [u2, []]} of Sy for U has two
successors. The a-successor {[u0, [a]], [ul, [a]], [u2, [a]], [u3,[]]} must be removed
since it contains the deadlock [u2, [a]], the b-successor must be removed since it
contains the deadlock [ul, [b]]. In the next iteration, the initial state itself must
be removed since, without the two successors, it violates its annotation (aAb) V.

For further studying the constructed partner S, we establish a matching
relation between states of services and apply this relation to relate states of an
arbitrary partner Req of Prov to states of the canonical partner S.
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Fig.5. The service Z has no k-
limited communication partner (for
any number k). The service U
cannot communicate deadlock-freely
(a) Z (b) U with any partner.

Definition 19 (Matching). Let A and B be service automata and define the
relation Lo g € Qa X Qp, the matching between A and B, inductively as follows.
Let [quaqOB] € LA,B' ]f [QAJJB] S LA,B7 [qAaqu%] € 614 and [(JBJ?,‘J%;} S 637
then (¢4, q5) € La,B-

The matching between two services A and B is a strong simulation relation
where in particular one 7-step of A is related to exactly one 7-step of B.

Examples for matchings are shown in Fig. 6. For example, the state w2 of
the service W in Fig. 6(a) is matched with the states 4 and 6 of the service S in
Fig. 7.

Fig. 6. Matching of
the three services
W, X, and Y of
Fig. 2 with the ser-
vice S depicted in
Fig. 7. A number n
attached to a state
T represents a pair
[z,n] € L.

Lemma 4. Let Sy be the starting point of the construction in Def. 18 and Req
be a partner of Prov with k-limited communication (for the value of k used in the

construction above). For all qreq € QReq, K(qreq) = U[qRﬁq1qSO]€Lch,SO K(qgs,)-

Proof (Sketch). The inclusion K(qreq) 2 U[Qchaqso]eLReq,SO gs, follows from the
definition of qos,, ds,, and the concepts ¢/ and event. For the reverse inclusion,
let [qprov, m] € Kgp,,, that is, [qprov; qreq;m] € Prov @ Req. Thus, there is a
transition sequence in Prov & Reg from the initial state [goprov, oReq, []] to that
state. This sequence can be replayed in Prov & Sy by replacing actions of Reg
with actions of Sy, leading to a state qs, with [gprow, m] € K(qs,) = qs,- O

Corollary 3. For each state qreq of Req, its annotation ¢(qreq) can be described
as ¢(QReq) = /\QSO:[chq)qSO]ELch,SO ¢(QS0)'
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Proof. Since an annotation ¢(gs,) is a conjunction built for every situation in
qs, = K(gs,), the annotation of the union of K-values is the conjunction of the
individual formulas. O

For example, the annotation of state w2 of the service in Fig. 2 is (CAEAT)V
cVeVtV T which is equivalent to the conjunction of the annotations (CAE) Vv
and (EAT)VcVeVtVr of the states 4 and 6 of the service in Fig. 7.

The next result is the actual justification of the removal process described in
Def. 18.

Lemma 5. If Req is a k-limited communication partner of Prov (for the value
of k used in the construction of Sy) such that Prov @ Req is deadlock-free, then
gs € S fOT’ all [QReqa qS] € LReq,Sg'

Proof. (By contradiction) Let ¢ be the smallest number such that there exist
QReq € QReq and gg € QSi \Qsz‘+1 holding [QReqv(IS] € L. That is, gs is, among
the states of Sy appearing in Lpeq,s,, the one that is removed first during the
process described in Def. 18.

By the construction of Def. 18, ¢(gs) evaluates to false with the assignment
asss; (gs). Thus, there is a [¢prov, m| € K(gs) such that [gprov, gs,m] is a dead-
lock in Prov @ S;. As a deadlock, it is also a wait state in S, so gg € Fg;.

In Sp, there is, for every x € C' U {7}, a transition leaving gg. If such a
transition is not present from gg in 5;, this means that the corresponding suc-
cessor state has been removed in an earlier iteration of the process described in
Def. 18. Such a transition cannot leave gr., in Regq since otherwise a successor
of Req were matched with a state g5 that has been removed in an earlier iter-
ation than gg which contradicts the choice of i and gg. Consequently, for every
x with an z-transition leaving qre, in Reg, there is an z-transition leaving ¢g in
S;. This means that, for all € C' U {7, final}, asss,(gs)(x) > assreq(qreq) ().
Since ¢(gs) is monotonous (only built using V and A), and ¢ g, is a conjunction
containing ¢(gs) (by. Cor. 3), ¢(qreq) evaluates to false with the assignment
4SS Req(qReq)- Consequently, by Cor. 1, Prov & Req has a deadlock. a

Corollary 4. Prov has a k-limited communication partner Req (for the value
of k used in the construction of So) such that Prov @ Req is deadlock-free if and
only if qos € Qs (i. e. the service-automaton S is well-defined).

Proof. If S is well-defined then, by Cor. 2, at least S is a partner of Prov such
that Prov @ S is deadlock-free. If Prov has a partner Req such that Prov & Req
is deadlock-free, Lemma 5 asserts that Lgeq,s, contains only states of S. In
particular, since in any case [gogeq, §0S,]) € LReq,s,, this implies gog, = qos € Qs.

O

If Prov does not have partners Req such that Prov® Req is deadlock-free, then
Prov is fundamentally ill-designed. Otherwise, the particular partner S studied
above is well-defined. It is the basis for the concept of an operating guideline for
Prov which is introduced in the next section.
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5 Operating Guidelines

If the matching of a service Req with Sy involves states of Qg, \ Qs, Lemma 5
asserts that Prov @ Req has deadlocks. In the case that the matching involves
only states of Qg, Prov & Req may or may not have deadlocks. However, by
Cor. 1, the existence of deadlocks in Prov & Req can be decided by evaluating
the annotations ¢(greq) for the states qreq € Qreq- By Cor. 3, these formulas can
be retrieved from the annotations to the states of S. Attaching these formulas
explicitly to the states of S, the whole process of matching and constructing the
®(qReq) can be executed without knowing the actual contents of the states of .S,
that is, without knowing the situations — the topology of S is sufficient. This
observation leads us to the concept of an operating guideline for Prov.

Definition 20 (Operating guideline). Let Prov be a service automaton which
has at least one properly interacting partner and S be the canonical service au-
tomaton of Def. 18. Then any automaton S* that is isomorphic to S under
isomorphism h, together with an annotation @ with ®(qs~) = ¢(h(gs~)) for all
qs~, 1s called operating guideline for Prov.

With the step from S to an isomorphic S*, we just want to emphasize that
only the topology of S is relevant in the operating guideline while the internal
structure of the states of S, that is, the set of situations, is irrelevant.

Figure 7 shows the operating guideline, that is, the annotated service au-
tomaton S, for the service V of Fig. 2.

20 10: final

7C,7E, 1T

Fig.7. The operating
guideline for the service V'
in Fig. 2. It is isomorphic
to the canonical partner S
for V' (Def. 18) with the
annotations @ depicted
inside the nodes.

Multiple labels to an
edge mean multiple edges.
Edges pointing to a num-
ber mean edges to the node
with the corresponding
number.

?7C,7E,7T

(9: 7CA?EATT

le,!q,!t, 7E, 7T
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Ignoring the annotations, the operating guideline is (isomorphic to) the part-
ner S for Prov that can be executed directly thus satisfying the second require-
ment stated in the introduction. The annotation at a state ¢ gives additional
instructions about whether or not transitions leaving ¢ may be skipped. There-
fore, the operating guideline can be used to decide, for an arbitrary service Req,
whether or not Prov @& Req is deadlock-free, as the next result shows.

Theorem 1 (Main theorem of this article). Let Prov be a finite state ser-
vice and S* its operating guideline. Req is a k-limited communication partner of
Prov (for the value of k used in the construction of S*) such that Prov & Req is
deadlock-free if and only if the following requirements hold for every [qreq,gs+] €
LReq,S* ;

(topology) For every x € C U {7}, if there is an x-transition leaving qreq in
Req, then there is an x-transition leaving qg» in S*.
(annotation) The assignment assreq(qreq) satisfies P(qs+).

Note that this theorem matches Regq with S* (isomorphic to S) while the re-
sults in the previous section match Req with Sp. Requirement (topology) actually
states that Lpeq 5+ is a simulation relation.

Proof. If Prov & Req is deadlock-free, then Lemma 5 asserts that the matching
of Req with S (or S*) coincides with the matching of Req with Sy. Thus, re-
quirement (topology) holds. Furthermore, Cor. 3 guarantees that requirement
(annotation) is satisfied.

Assume that both requirements hold. By requirement (topology), the match-
ing of Req with S (or S*) coincides with the matching of Req with Sy, since the
matching with Sy can lead to states outside S only if there is an x such that an
z-transition is present in a state qrey but not in the corresponding state gs € S.
Given that both matchings coincide, Cor. 3 states that ¢(grey) is the conjunc-
tion of the ¢(qg), for the matching states gs. Then, we can deduce from Cor. 1
and requirement (annotation) that Prov @ Req is deadlock-free. O

Consider the service V' of Fig. 2 and its partners. In Fig. 6 we can see that
W and X satisfy the requirement (topology) while Y does not (Y is not a 1-
limited communication partner of V). X violates in state x2 the annotation to
the matched state 6, since the Reg-assignment in state x2 assigns false to E and
7.V @& X contains the deadlock [v0,x2, [E]]. For service W, all annotations are
satisfied. V @ W is deadlock-free (see Fig. 3).

At this stage, it would be natural to ask for an operating guideline that has
the shape of an oWFN rather than an automaton. While the partner S can be
transformed to an oWFN using existing approaches called region theory [18],
we have no concept of transforming the annotations of the states of S into
corresponding annotations of the resulting oWFN. That is why our concept of
operating guidelines is presented on the level of service automata.
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6 Implementation

All concepts used in this article have been defined constructively. For an actual
implementation, it is, however, useful to add some ideas that increase efficiency.
First, it is easy to see that, for constructing S, it is not necessary to start
with the whole Sy. For the matching, only states that are reachable from the
initial state need to be considered. Furthermore, annotations can be generated
as soon as a state is calculated. They can be evaluated as soon as the immediate
successors have been encountered. If the annotation evaluates to false, further
exploration can be stopped [19]. In consequence, the process of generating S
can be interleaved with the process of removing states that finally leads to S.
This way, memory consumption can be kept within reasonable bounds.

The number of situations in a state ¢ of S can be reduced using, for instance,
partial order reduction techniques. In ongoing research, we explore that possi-
bility. We are further exploring opportunities for a compact representation of
an operating guideline. For this purpose, we already developed a binary decision
diagram (BDD, [20]) representation of an operating guideline for acyclic services
that can be efficiently used for matching [21]. Most likely, these concepts can be
adapted to arbitrary finite-state services.

We prototypically implemented our approach within the tool Fiona [10].
Among other features, Fiona can read an open workflow net and generate the
operating guideline. The following example Petri nets stem from example WS-
BPEL specifications of services. The WS-BPEL processes have been translated
automatically into oWFN, based on the Petri net semantics for WS-BPEL [9]
and the tool BPEL20WFN [10].

The “Purchase Order” and “Loan Approval” processes are realistic services
taken from the WS-BPEL specification [8]. “Olive Oil Ordering” [22], “Help
Desk Service Request” (from the Oracle BPEL Process Manager) and “Travel
Service” [8] are other web services that use WS-BPEL features like fault and
event handling. The “Database Service” shows that it may be necessary to cal-
culate a number of situations which is a multiple of the number of states of the
considered service automaton. “Identity Card Issue” and “Registration Office”
are models of administrative workflows provided by Gedilan, a German consult-
ing company. Finally, we modeled parts of the Simple Mail Transfer Protocol
(SMTP) [23]. Since it is a communication protocol, it yields the biggest operating
guideline.

Table 1 provides the size of the open workflow net and the number of states
of the corresponding service automaton (i. e., the inner of the oWFN), the size
(number of situations, states, and edges) of the calculated operating guideline,
and the time for its calculation from the given Petri net.

The examples show that operating guidelines for realistic services have rea-
sonable size. Considering the still unexplored capabilities of reduction techniques
and symbolic representations, we may conclude that the operating guideline ap-
proach is in fact feasible for tasks like service discovery (where it needs to be
complemented with mechanisms for matching semantic issues).
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Table 1. Experimental results running Fiona. All experiments were taken on a Intel
Pentium M processor with 1.6 GHz and 1 GB RAM running Windows XP.

open workflow net inner | operating guideline |time
service Prov places input output trans.| states |situations states edges|(sec)
Purchase Order 38 4 6 23 90 464 168 548 | 0
Loan Approval 48 3 3 35 50 199 7 8 0
Olive Oil Ordering || 21 3 3 15 15 5101 14 20 0
Help Desk Service 33 4 4 28 25 7765 8 10 2
Travel Service 517 6 7 534 | 1879 5696 320 1120 7
Database Service 871 2 5 851 | 5232 | 337040 54 147 |7583
Identity Card Issue| 149 2 9 114 |111842| 707396 280 1028|216
Registration Office || 187 3 3 148 | 7265 9049 7 8 0
SMTP 206 8 4 215 | 7111 | 304284 362 1161|200

7 Conclusion

With the concept of an operating guideline for a service Prov, we proposed
an artifact that can be directly executed. The operating guideline is expressed
in terms of the interface of Prov, and gives complete information about cor-
rect communication with Prov. It can be manipulated in accordance with the
annotations. This way, other partners can be crafted which, by construction,
communicate correctly with Prov, too. These partners can be translated into
other formalisms, most notably, oWFN.

Deciding correct interaction using an operating guideline amounts to check-
ing the simulation relation between the partner service and the operating guide-
line and evaluating the annotations. It has about the same complexity as model
checking deadlock freedom in the composed system itself. Due to its complete-
ness, and due to its explicit operational structure, it can be a valuable tool in
service-oriented architectures.

Experimental results have shown that the calculation of an operating guide-
line is feasible in practical applications.

In future work, we want to adapt the operation guideline concept to infinite-
state services. However, we have strong evidence that, given an infinite-state
service, the problem to construct a deadlock-freely interacting partner service
is undecidable in this scenario. Besides, we want to study whether it is possible
to construct operating guidelines for services without k-limited communication
partners. Finally, we also want to characterize livelock-free interactions. As first
examples show, it is not trivial to cover livelock-freedom by Boolean annotations.
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