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Abstract

In each of the current stochastic process algebras all non-competitive interactions between
components or agents are modelled using a single combinator, variously called the paralle, syn-
chronisation or cooperation operator. This paper aimsto compare the definitions of this combinator
which have been used; in particular, looking at the different ways in which rates are associated with
the actions which result from such interactions. The implications of the chosen definitions, from a
modelling point of view, will be described.

When we consider concrete systems rather than abstract representations many different types of
interactions between systems are exhibited. Some of these possible interactionsare presented in the
latter half of the paper and we anal yse the extent to which these can be captured using the combinators
availablein the SPA languages. To conclude some observations about current modelling practice are
made together with suggestions of potential extensionsto the set of combinators.

1 Introduction

In recent years there has been growing interest in the use of a process algebra-based modelling paradigm
for the performance evauation of computer and communication systems. Thisinterest has resulted in
the development of extensions of pure process algebras in which time and probabilistic el ements are
introduced, stochastic process algebras (SPA). Asin a pure process algebra, a system is modelled as
an interaction of agents; the behaviour of each agent is defined by the actions it can perform or as a
composition of smaller agents. However, actions are no longer assumed to be instantaneous. Each has
aduration characterised by an exponentially distributed random variable.

Thereare several motivationsfor the use of aprocess a gebrabased paradigm for performance modelling,
but perhaps the most important one is compositionality. A compositional approach offers the potential
for complex systemsto be modelled systematically. Separate aspects or componentsof asystem may be
considered in detail individually, but subsequently in a more abstract form as the interactions between
them are developed. Moreover, the structure inherent in the model may often be exploited for model
manipulation and analysis, reducing a complex task to a series of simpler ones.

However, compositionality is not without disadvantages. In particular, stochastic process algebras
require the performance modeller to consider, for the first time, how to represent timed interactions
between systems. |n most existing performance modelling paradigms model sare constructed asasingle
entity. Thismeansthat if two componentswithin amodel interact, theinteractionismodelled implicitly,
by asingle action. In contrast, when a compositional approach is adopted, each component is modelled
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separately; each submodel includes the potential to take part in the action which forms the basis of the
interaction. Theinteraction between the componentsis modelled as an interaction of the submodels, the
new action, or interaction, being derived from the individual actions of the two components.

There are some performance modelling paradigms in which models are constructed as an interaction
of smaller parts, for example HIT [1] and stochastic automata networks (SAN) [2]. However, these
methodol ogies restrict interactions so that only one parti cipant defines the behaviour of the interaction.
In HIT all interactions are limited to just two agents, who exhibit a service protocol: one agent offers a
facility, the other agent usesit. Thus one of them controls the interaction. In SAN more genera forms
of interaction are alowed but thereis still arestriction that only one of the participating actions carries
timing information and this defines the interaction. It is possible that such limited forms of interaction
are sufficient for modelling computer and communi cation systems, the usual applicationfor performance
modelling. Thisissuewill be discussed in more detail in Section 5. However, for the remainder of this
paper we assumethat it is desirable to allow a more general form of interaction between components.

Compositionality doesnot | ead to such problemsin pure processalgebrassuch asCCS[ 3] and CSP[4]. In
theseformalismsall actionsare assumed to be instantaneous, thusall interactionsare a so instantaneous.
Therefore, non-competitive interaction between agents is represented by the superposition of two (or
possibly more, in the case of CSP) actions of the same type to form a single r action (CCS) or asingle
action of the same type (CSP).

In probabilistic extensions of process algebra, such as PCCS[5], actions are still assumed to be instant-
aneous so interactions are derived as above. Similarly, in the timed extensions of CCS and CSP, TCCS
[6] and Timed CSP [7], instantaneous actions are superposed to form instantaneous interactions, since
timing isintroduced via delays which are interleaved with actions. In Timed ACP [8] a (deterministic)
timeisassociated with each action but thisis regarded as an absolute or relative time stamp and actions
are still assumed to be instantaneous. In this case an interaction isonly seen to occur if the participating
actions have the same time stamp.

Thus, it seems that stochastic process algebras cannot draw on established results to characterise the
meaning of synchronisation between timed actions. Itisthen, perhaps, not surprising that the current SPA
languages have al adopted dslightly different solutions to this problem. Indeed the mgjor differences
between the languages are found in their different definitions for timed, non-competitive interaction
between agents.

2 Synchronisation in Stochastic Process Algebras

All current stochastic process a gebras have settled on the same core set of combinators: prefix, choice,
hiding and parallel composition based on the CSP concurrency operator. This latter combinator is
variously termed the parallel, synchronisation or cooperation operator in papers about the SPAs, but
will bereferred to asthe parallel operator for the remainder of this paper. Interaction between agentsis
captured by the choice and paral€l operators, representing competitive and non-competitiveinteractions
respectively. It isassumed that in the course of a competitive interaction only one agent will complete
some work and experience a state change because the agents are in competition for some implicit
resource. In contrast, in a non-competitive interaction it is assumed, in general, that both participants
will complete some work and progress, as each has its own implicit resource. For the purposes of this
paper we define synchroni sation as an action resulting from non-competitiveinteraction between agents
which results in a state change in both participants.

The stochastic process a gebras which will be discussed are listed below. All the languages are centred
on actions which are assumed to have an exponentially distributed duration.



TIPP - Timed Processes and Performance Evaluation
TIPP was developed at the University of Erlangen by the group of Prof. Herzog. It evolved
from an earlier language EXL, which was the first process algebra to be used for performance
modelling. Actions are specified as a (type, rate) pair, where the rate is the parameter of the
associated exponentia distribution. For further details see [9, 10, 11, 12].

PEPA - Performance Evaluation Process Algebra
PEPA was developed at the University of Edinburgh by Jane Hillston. As in TIPP actions
are represented as (type, rate) pairs. PEPA is the smallest language in terms of combinators.
Furthermore, a subset of the language terms which are guaranteed to result in ergodic Markov
processes has been identified. These restrictions limit the way in which the combinators may be
used within a model, but not which combinators are used. An overview of PEPA can befound in
[13] and more detail isavailable in [14].

TIPP and PEPA are very similar. It is important to note that instances of the same action type may
exhibit different activity rates in both languages. Passive actions, in which the rate is left unspecified,
are included in both these formalisms.

MPA - Markovian Process Algebra
A stochastic process algebra called MPA has been developed at the University of Dortmund by
Peter Buchholz [15, 16]. In the remainder of this paper this will be referred to as D-MPA. As
in TIPP and PEPA actions are represented as pairs («, r) where o represents the action type.
However, itisnow assumed that thereisafixed rate 1., for each action of type « and » denotesthe
number of concurrently active instances of the action. There are no passive actionsin D-MPA.

MPA - Markovian Process Algebra

Another stochastic process algebra called MPA has been developed at the University of Bologna
by Prof. Gorrieri and hiscolleagues[17, 18, 19]. Intheremainder of thispaper thiswill bereferred
toas B-MPA. Actions are again represented as (type, rate) pairs, but in addition instantaneous, or
immediate, actions are included in the language, denoted by rate oo. Moreover, passive actions,
withrate 0, play a more prominent role in thislanguage, as will become apparent when we discuss
synchronisation. B-MPA has the richest set of combinators but the limitations placed on the use
of the parallel operator restrict the expressibility of the language.

In al the SPA languages the CSP concurrency operator is used as the basis for synchronisation, rather
than the CCS hand-shake communication implied by conjugate names. In the performance scenario the
notion of autonomous agentsis a natural one, and synchronisation is assumed to occur on a designated
set of action types. This alows the possibility of more than two agents participating in an interaction
instead of the strict pairing of actions imposed by conjugation. In the computer and communication
systems such multiple interactions often need to be represented. This operator is denoted || in TIPR,
D-MPA and B-MPA, and <1 in PEPA, and the set of action types, .5, is called the synchronisation set
or cooperation set respectively. In fact thisis afamily of combinators || .., one for each possible set of
types .9, since P|| () may have distinct behaviour from P||,.Q if S and T differ. The behaviour of the
operator isdefined by rules of the sameform in all the languages:
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However, the definitionsvary in terms of how they assign arate to theinteraction, («, R), which results
when the agents synchronise, or cooperate, to achieve an action typein the set .5, and the side condition
S which might beimposed to restrict when such an interaction is considered possible.

Implicit within the form of the rules expressed above there is an assumption that the interaction, or
shared action, will have an exponentially distributed duration, in the same way astheindividual actions
of the agents. Thisassumption isapragmatic one, although we will see during the discussion of possible
interactions between systems, that it is not necessarily ajustified one.

As explained in the previous Section, we would like the duration of the interaction to be derived from
the durations of the individual actions which are superposed to achieveit. In other words, R should be
afunctionof r, and r,, R = r; ® r,. We can derive practical conditionswhich we would liketoimpose
on the operator @. If synchronisationisintended to be an interaction in which each agent takes an equal
role, itislogica to assume that the combinator is symmetric, which impliesthat & is commutative. In
order for relations defined over the algebra to be a congruence we further require that @ is associative,
and distributive over addition. If we consider theselast two requirementsfrom aperformance modelling
perspective rather than an algebraic oneit is not immediately clear that they are necessary. However,
congruence relations are necessary to exploit the compositional features of SPA models. Consequently,
all the current languages have chosen definitionsfor & which satisfy these a gebraic requirements.

Before we discuss the choice of & made by each of the SPAS, it is interesting to note that none of the
languages uses the definition R = r; subject to the side condition SC' = r; = r,. Thiswould restrict
synchronisation to occur between agents who start with the same view of the shared action. In B-MPA
the form of interaction alowed is more restrictive than this. In contrast, TIPP and PEPA aim to offer
more general forms of interaction between agents in which the individual actions which make up the
interaction may have differing characteristics. In D-MPA, since dl actions of a given type must have
afixed rate, it initially appears that the condition is met. However, since synchronisation is defined in
terms of the number of instances of an action the rule does, in fact, allow more general interactions, as
in the case of TIPP. We will return to a discussion of this specia case in Section 3. Meanwhilein the
following subsections we describe how © and S'C' are defined, and their implications, in each of the
formalisms.

21 TIPP

R:T1><7‘2 SCE®

The use of multiplication has a clear practical apped: it is straightforward to calculate and satisfies all
the agebraic requirements outlined above. Indeed, the primary justification given for this definition is
the algebraic one.

In TIPP passive actions are represented with rate 1 so that they are algebraically neutral with respect
to multiplication. When an agent is passive with respect to a given action type it may have severd
interpretations, but perhaps the most important is the idea of service. If the action represents a service
which is provided by one agent and required by the other, it is natural that one of the participantsin the
interaction will dominate the behaviour. In TIPP it is assumed that the server will determine the rate of
the interaction while the customer is passive.

A generalisation of this notion is obtained when some rates are assumed to represent a scaling factor,
not arate. In this case the individual action represents a workload requirement which is to be satisfied
by interaction as in the case of a passive action outlined above. It is also assumed that there is some
standard requirement for such service. The scaling factor is used to express the ratio of the standard
requirement to the workload requirement of this agent. The mean duration of the service interaction is



then scaled accordingly, when rate of the service action is multiplied by the scaling factor.

There are several problems with this approach, perhaps the most important of which is the lack of
syntactic distinction that it makes between active e ements of amodel and workload. The representation
of service interactions will be discussed in more detail in Section 5.

22 PEPA
71 T2 . B
B = i min(relE) el F) - SC =0

The emphasis in PEPA is on the idea of cooperation—both participants must complete some work
before the interaction can be achieved. The definition of @ is chosen to reflect the idea that the rate
at which such ajoint action can occur will be limited by the rate of the slowest participant. min(-, -)
is not in general distributive over addition. However, this problem is overcome when the rate of the
interaction is expressed in terms of the total capacity of each of the participants to carry out an action
of thistype. This total capacity of an agent to carry out actions of a given type is called the apparent
rate of a, r,(E). To determine the apparent rate of the interaction the minimum of the apparent rates
of the participants is used. However, this must then be renormalised over the instances of the action
type which may actually be completed in the two agents. Thisis achieved by multiplying the apparent
rate of the interaction by the conditional probabilitiesr,/r.(#)and r»/r.,(F'). It is assumed that these
choices are made independently.

Clearly thisis much more complicated to calculate than the product which is used in TIPP. Moreover
thiscalculationisbased on amoreglobal “state” of the system, since the apparent rate of al participants
needs to be calcul ated.

In PEPA passive actions are assumed to have unspecified rate, denoted T (called “top”) which is the
neutral element for min. When more than one passive action competes to take part in an interaction
weights must be assigned to ensure the correct probabilisti c outcome.

23 D-MPA

Rate of interaction = ., No. of interactions= R = r; X 7, SC =10

In D-MPA an action of type a must occur with afixed rate u,, so it followsthat the interaction of two «
actions resultsin an action « with rate .. In thislanguage,

(avrl) 1
—

(a,7).E

denotes that there are r; concurrently active instances of the action «, each of which, upon completion,
results in the derivative F’. It is assumed that when an interaction occurs between £ and F’ each «
action of I/ hasthe possibility of interacting with each « action of F'. Thusthetotal number of instances
of « which result from the interaction is the product, r, X 7.

If (a,71).F o) E’, from the point of view of an external observer, this is indistinguishable from
asingleinstance of an « action with rate r, x u,. Thus the behaviour of synchronisation in D-MPA
bears a close resemblance to the behaviour of synchronisationin TIPP. However, aswill be discussed in
Section 3, the two are not exactly the same.

There are no passive actionsin D-MPA.



24 B-MPA

R = max(ry,rs) SC =min(ry,7m5) =0

The side condition SC impliesthat at least one of the participating agents must be passive with respect
to the action type of the interaction. In the case of two passive actions the resulting interaction will
also be passive, i.e. rate 0. In the case of a passive and an active participant, the resulting interaction
will also be active with the rate of the active action. Note that synchronisation between two immediate
actionsis not allowed.

This hasimplicationsfor the compositionality since once an interaction involves one active participants
only passive agents may be added later. When all possible interfaces to a model are restricted in this
way amodel issaid to betemporally closed. Only temporally closed models are considered to be valid.

Another problem of this approach is that a renormalisation i s necessary in order to get the correct rate
when an active action is synchronised with two or more passive actions. Thisis currently carried out
as a transformation of the labelled transition system which must be performed before the underlying
Markov process can be extracted.

3 Evaluating the Definitions

In timed process algebras various properties have been identified and used to classify the different timed
process algebras which have emerged [20]. These properties include:

Time determinism: For systems in which agents either witness an action or a time progression, it is
assumed that if an agent witnesses a given time progression the outcomeis unique.

Maximal progress:. All interactions must occur before time progresses. One of the advantages of
assuming maximal progress is that it makes it possible to construct agents in which particular
actions are forced to happen.

Patience: An agent will idle until such time as it can synchronise. This assumption is not, in fact,
adopted by many of the timed process algebras.

Persistence: If an agent is capable of performing a given action then the progression of time cannot
remove the ability to perform that action. Thisis another unpopular assumption, although aform
of itisadopted in [21].

It is natural to expect that similar properties or assumptions may be identified for stochastic process
algebras. Such assumption are often not explicitly stated although they do exist. For example, during
the devel opment of PEPA two assumptionswere made:

Bounded capacity: Each agent’s description represents its capacity for carrying out work of a given
type—this capacity is assumed to be bounded. In other words, the rate at which an agent carries
out an action cannot be increased, so when it isinvolved in an interaction of the given type the
rate of the interaction cannot be greater than the agent’s individual rate for that action type.

Matched capacity: If two agents synchronise on an action which has the same representation and
appears in a single instance in each of the interacting agents then the resulting interaction will
have the same representation. In other words, if agents (o, r).P and («, r).) Synchronise on
actions of type «, then the resulting interaction will be («a, r).
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The side condition imposed in B-MPA could a so be regarded as an assumption:

Serviceinteraction only: In each synchronisation only one agent is active with respect to the given
action type, al other participants being passive. This corresponds to a service interaction.

As discussed above, this is only satisfied in B-MPA, although TIPP and PEPA alow such forms of
interaction as a specia case.

Clearly PEPA satisfies the assumptions of bounded capacity and matched capacity since they were
used during the language development. It isinteresting to note the extent to which these principles are
satisfied, or not, by the other SPA languages.

TIPP satisfies neither assumption, since by definition an interaction will have a rate different from at
least one of the participating actions, unless they both have rate 1. When both participating actions
have rates greater than 1, both agents will appear to experience an enhanced capacity. When both
participating actions have rates less than 1, both agents will appear to experience reduced capacity.
When one participating action has arate greater than 1 and one has aratelessthan 1 they will experience
reduced and enhanced capacity respectively.

The situation is not so clear in D-MPA, but if we assume that the number of instances of a action
enabled in an agent represent the capacity to carry work of that type, then, asin TIPP, the assumption
of bounded capacity is not satisfied. However, unlike TIPP, D-MPA does satisfy the assumption of
matched capacity.

Since al interactions in B-MPA are restricted to involve at most one active participant, it follows
that at most one participant represents a capacity to carry out work. Moreover, in effect this capacity
is unaffected by the interactions that the agent may engage in. However, thisis not ensured by the
semantic rules of the language alone. When an active agent synchronises with an agent enabling two
passive instances of the action type then, according to the semantic rules, the capacity to complete the
work represented by this action is doubled. This is corrected by subsequent transformations of the
labelled transition system which take place before the underlying Markov process is derived. Thus
B-MPA satisfiesthe assumption of bounded capacity in its Markovian semantics but not inits structured
operational semantics. Due to the restriction on the form of interactions in B-MPA, the principle of
matched capacity is not relevant.

Let us consider again the situation when the principles of bounded capacity and matched capacity are
not observed. Consider the following recursive definition of an agent:

(rec Zeno : (a,2).Zeno ||, (a, 2).Zen0)

In TIPP this agent will perform an infinite sequence of « actions at progressively greater and greater
rates as more copies of the Zeno agent are introduced into the interaction. Theterm therefore represents
an agent which has the capacity to complete an unbounded amount of work in afinitetime. Conversely,
if the rate of the « actions in the term was 1/2 instead of 2, the term would represent an agent which
would perform « actions progressively slower at each unfolding of the recursion.

In D-MPA it isassumed that the rate at which the action « is completed remains constant at therate 1, .
However, with each unfolding of the recursion more instances of the action become available to form
the interaction, meaning that the capacity to carry out the action is increasing unboundedly.

In contrast, in PEPA the equivalent expression is the term:

Zeno £ (a,2).Zen0l{>ﬂ}(a,2).Zen0
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Thisisanimplicit recursion, but with each unfolding of the recursion the rate of the synchronised action
remains the same, 2, due to the principle of matched capacity.

4 Interactions Between Systems

In this section we consider some interactions which take place between real systems, which may be
classed as synchroni sations using the definition introduced in Section 2. It ishoped that analysisof these
interactions and the extent to which they can be captured by the combinators currently available in the
SPA languages will increase our understanding of the features which must be included in languages to
represent i nteractionsbetween systems. Extracting common features of theseinteractions, and analysing
distinctions, may also adlow us to measure the usefulness of criteria, such as matched capacity, for
comparing the expressiveness of systems.

4.1 Untimed Synchronisation

Perhaps the simplest interaction between agents which falls within our category of synchronisation is
an untimed synchronisation. This is an instantaneous check-pointing action which ensures that both
partici pants share some knowledge of their mutual situation. Each makes the other aware of its current
state by participating in the synchronising action.

The most familiar notion of synchronisation is when agents agree on a common view of the current
time. For example, during the course of a spy story, conspirators will often “ synchronise watches”.

Figure 1: “ Synchronise watches!”

Similarly in computer systems there is frequently a need for components to agree on the current time,
or to be made aware of each other’s current state, by experiencing a predetermined check-point action.

Froman abstract per spective this can be viewed as the superposition of two instantaneous actions. One
agent may be delayed, waiting for the other, but when both are ready they will instantly proceed to their
next action. Thusthe interaction will only become enabled when both are ready to participate.

(N
/

[o.0]

Since B-MPA is the only SPA language to currently include immediate actions only B-MPA has the
potential to represent this form of interaction. However, due to the assumption of service interaction
only, thistype of interaction can only be approximated by the synchronisation of one immediate action
and one passive action.



4.2 Service

The notion of service isfamiliar to performance modellers from queueing networks where such inter-
actions form the basis of al modelling. One participant provides a service or facility which is required
by the other participant. Thus one agent is active with respect to the action, usually the server, whilst
the other agent is passive, usually the client. Alternatively, the server may be regarded as a resource to
be acquired, used and released, in which case it is natura to consider the client to be active whilst the
server is passive. In either case there is an inherent asymmetry in the interaction since it is completely
dominated by one of the participants.

If we consider acar and a petrol pump, the action of filling the car with petrol isan example of a service
interaction. When the car is empty it cannot proceed further until its need for more petrol has been
satisfied. However it cannot actively do anything further to achieve this except to make itself available
for interaction with the petrol pump. When the pumpisready it will supply petrol at arateit determines
independently. When the tank is full the interaction is complete and both the car and the pump may
proceed to their next action.

UNLEADED
PETROL

Figure 2: A service interaction between agents

This assumes that passive actions represent workload rather than working capacity. In TIPP thisidea
has been extended to incorporate scaling factors which represent an explicit service requirement rel ative
to a standard service unit. In terms of the car and petrol pump example thisis equivalent to the car
assigning a rate to the filling action which is the ratio of the size of a standard tank to the size of its
own tank. The petrol pump assigns a rate to the filling action which corresponds to the rate at which
a standard tank is filled. When the car and the pump interact the rate of the filling action is adjusted
according to the ratio presented by the car’s representation of the action, as the rate at which the car is
filled will be faster or slower according to whether the tank is smaller or larger than a standard tank.
Note that the rate at which petrol is supplied is not changed: it is the rate at which the tank is filled
which is dependent on the capacity of the tank.

The great success of queueing networks over the last 25 years testifies to the frequent occurrence of
service interactions within computer and communication systems. For example, if a software system
includingadatabaseisbeing modelled, adatabase read may beregarded asaserviceinteraction between
the application software and the database.

Froman abstract per spectivethe serviceinteraction can be regarded asthe super position of two actions:
one active, representing working capacity, the other representing a workload or service requirement,



i.e. apassive action, or scaling factor. Neither agent can proceed until both are ready to participate.
The interaction is then performed at the rate determined by the active participant, suitably modified to
reflect the service requirement if scaling factors are being used.

7Y or N
N N
T1 T1XTo

This scenario cannot be represented in D-M PA in which there are no passive actions or scaling factors.
In PEPA and B-MPA straightforward service is modelled as an interaction between an active and a
passive action. Indeed, dl interactions in a B-MPA model must take this form if the modd is to be
temporally closed as required. Note that immediate service isaso alowed (interaction of a passive and
animmediate action) and may be used to represent interactions whose duration are negligible compared
with other actionswithinthe model. Scaling factors are only includedin T1PP sothat type of interaction,
which we will term flexible service can only be captured in that language.

4.3 Patient Communication

The nation of patient communicationisclosely related to the principle of bounded capacity. Inthiscase
theinteractionisassumed to represent acommunication or shared task. Theindividual representations of
each agent capture therate at which that agent can complete the action necessary for the communication
to take place. The interaction is completed by both agents working together at the rate of the slower
one.

This scenario is illustrated by the case of two cyclists who wish to talk to each other as they cover
a particular stretch of road. Each cyclist has his own rate of cycling determined by his bicycle, his
fitness, etc. However in order to talk as they cycle they must cycle along side by side. This requires
that the faster cyclist does not cycle asfast as he can but instead he adjusts his speed until it is the same
as the other cyclist. This may involve a period of waiting for the other cyclist to catch up before the
conversation can begin. Once their conversation is over they may again each go at their own pace.

Similarly, consider two computers communicating via a channel. Each component will have its own
rate associated with the act of communication; for example, the rate at which it can prepare and submit
packets to the channel, the bandwidth of the channel and the rate at which the receiver can collect and
unpack packets. The rate at which the transfer can be completed will be bounded by the rate of the
slowest component. Introducing afaster channel will not increase the rate at which the communication
takes place if the rate at which packets can be received isthe limiting factor. Thisform of interactionis
clearly based on the assumption of bounded capacity: no component can be made to go faster by acting
in paralel with another component. Thisisin contrast with the cooperation interaction which we will
discussin the next section.

Fromthe abstract per spective thisis again a superposition of actions. In contrast to service, we assume
that both participants are active during the interaction. However, their individual actions are replaced
by the interaction which has a rate which reflects the rate of the slower participant. The interaction is
only enabled when both agents are ready to proceed and is not completed until they have both finished.

(N
\

min(ry, rs)

This form of interaction is the basis of the definition of “cooperation” used in PEPA. However, to
overcome algebraic problemsrather than the minimum of therates of the individual actionsinvolved in
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Figure 3: A patient communication interaction between agents

theinteraction, theminimum of theapparent ratesisassumed to betheapparent rateof theinteractionwith
the actually rate adjusted according to the conditional probabilities of the individua actions involved.
Thisform of interaction is not captured by any of the other SPA languages.

4.4 Cooperation

In some circumstances we can envisage i nteraction between agentswhich islessdirect than the examples
which have been considered so far. There are situationsin which the presence of another agent carrying
out the same action may influence how an agent compl etes an action a though thereisno direct interaction
between them.

For example, consider a bicycle race. Each cyclist must rely on his own ability and as outlined in the
previous exampl e the speed at which he can proceed will be determined by his equipment, his fitness,
etc. By cooperating, however, it is aso possible for a group of cyclists to achieve speeds greater than
they are individually capable of. By each taking aturn at the front of the pack, as well as turnsin the
dipstream of the other cyclists, the competitors cooperate to increase the total speed achieved by the
group.

It is not apparent that there are any examples from computer or communication systemswhich illustrate
this scenario. It assumes that the individual agents are aware of the other agents, although there is
no direct interaction between them. Moreover they are able to vary their behaviour to respond to the
situation. The increased speed is achieved because the cyclists are able to vary their rate of work,
working harder when at the front of the pack, and less hard when at the back. Their total ability to work
is perhaps unchanged but the rate at which they apply it is dtered to respond to the situation.

In contrast with the other interactions which have been considered this does not seem to imply a
superposition of actions. The individual actions remain. Moreover, there seems to be an implication
that the action can be performed without interaction by any of the participants. However theinteraction
allows therate of the action to be increased within all the participants.

Asdiscussedin Section 2, all current SPA languages model synchronisationsby superposition of actions.
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Figure 4: Cooperation between agents

Theindividual actionsof agentsare replaced by anew shared actionwiththerate R = r, @ r,. Therefore
thisform of interaction cannot be captured by the current SPA languages.

In TIPP and D-MPA, the use of the product of rates for the operator & does reflect the idea that it is
possiblefor agents to increase their capacity for work by working together. If both theinitia rates were
greater than 1 then the rate of the interaction will be greater than either of the rates of the individua
actions which make it up. However, the value of the product is perhaps excessive. For example, if we
consider two agents cooperating to complete an activity whichindividually they can undertake at rates 5
and 6 respectively, then the shared activity isconducted at rate 30. If thisscenario isto be approximated
by the superposition of actions it seems that a more appropriate operator & should be found.

In an SPA language agents which do not interact directly are modelled using the parallel combinator
and an empty synchronisation or cooperation set. In this case, if the two agents are engaged in the
same action at the same time the capacity of the combined component to carry out that action will be
given asthe sum of the capacities of theindividual actions. However, thisrepresentation doesnot imply
the mutual awareness of the two components which isimplied within the cycling example. Nor isany
increased capacity experienced by either of the participants.

45 Polite Communication

Previously we considered a patient form of communication between agents when it was assumed that
each of the agents were active during the communication but possibly at amodified rate. In contrast we
now consider communication between agents who behave subject to a polite protocol. The interaction
or communication between the agents is viewed as a series of smaller interactions in which only one
agent is active at atime. The emphasisison exchange between the agents.

For example, consider two office workers. In the course of their daily routine they must make some
telephone calls. Thus, when their behaviour is described each cal is included, but only from the
perspective of thisagent. In other words, the duration of the call is represented to only reflect what this
worker has to say during the call because he has no way of anticipating what the other caller will have
to say. In order for the phone call to take place both parties must be ready to participate. Once the call
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commences the two speakers interleave their comments so that the timetaken to completethe cal isthe
sum of their individual durations for the call. Since they are polite there are no interruptions and they
never both speak at the same time.
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Figure 5: Communication between polite agents

An example of this scenario taken from the field of communication systems would be communication
down a simplex channel. The channel can only support data flowing in one direction at atime. Thus
the nodes at either end of the channel must alternate.

Here, again, the contributing actions are not super posed since we do not consider the two participantsto
be active at the sametime. However, unlike the previous example we do assume that the interaction can
only take place when both agents areready to participate. Thentheinterleaving of partsof theindividual
actionsis equivalent to the concatenation of the two actions. Thus, the interaction can be represented
as a single action whose duration has a two phase Coxian distribution, one phase representing each of
the contributing actions.

Since the current SPA languages are restricted to only consider actions with exponentialy distributed
durations, this type of interaction cannot be captured by any of the languages. In an early version
of PEPA [22], this type of interaction was taken as the basis for the cooperation operator: shared
actions were assigned the rate R = (1/r, 4+ 1/r,)~". Thus, athough the duration was assumed to be
exponentialy distributed it was given the same mean as the associated Coxian distribution.

4.6 Impolite Communication

Not al communication between agents obeys the polite rules outlined in the previous section. It is not
uncommon for interacting agents to both be active at the same time.

For example, consider again the office workers described in the previous section. As before we assume
that there is a representation of the behaviour of each worker which includes al his tasks for the day,
including any telephone calls which must be made. Also, calls cannot commence until both parties are
ready to participate. However, once the call has started the callers do not behave in a polite way. Both
immediately start talking and continue until they have finished everything they have to say or until the
connection is severed. Thefirst to finish speaking hangs up the call and terminates the interaction even
though the other caller isstill speaking.
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Thisscenarioisillustrated inacomputer setting if we consider anodeinteracting withaslottedring. Data
cannot be transmitted by the node until it has access to a free slot. Transfer commences immediately.
However, the amount of data which the node has to place on the ring, which might determine its own
view of the interaction, isimmateria if it is greater than the slot available. Alternatively if the datais
less than the slot the interaction will terminate in a shorter time than the ring might have anticipated.

From the abstract perspective this interaction represents the superposition of the individual actions
of the two participants. Neither agent can commence until the other is also ready. However, once
that occurs the interaction is loosely coupled as the two agents independently proceed with their own
representation of the action. The first to finish its action terminates the interaction. This meansthat the
duration of the interaction will be distributed as the minimum of the individual distributions. Since the
individual distributionsare exponentially distributed thismeansthat theinteractionwill be exponentially
distributed with the sum of the rates.

(N
/

T+ T

This scenario is not currently represented by any of the SPA languages. Although using the sum of
the rates would be straightforward to calculate it does not satisfy the algebraic requirements outlined in
Section 2. In particular addition is not distributive over addition, so it would not be possible to develop
a congruence relation over such a combinator.

4.7 Timed Synchronisation

Finally we consider an interaction which aims to be a generaisation of the untimed synchronisation
introduced at the beginning of this section. Here, agents work simultaneously towards a mutua end.

For example, consider two people eating a meal together in a restaurant (assume that they are polite!).
Neither will start eating until both have been served their meal; they then both proceed to eat at their
own rate until the food is finished. However, the meal is not considered to be over, and neither will
leave the table, until both have finished eating.
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Figure 6: Communication between impolite agents
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Figure 7: Timed synchronisation between agents

The computer exampl e to illustrate this scenario is communication via a duplex connection. Now the
channel can support simultaneous data flow in both directions so the nodes at either end of the channel
can send data at the sametime.

From the abstract perspective thisinteraction also represents a superposition of the actions of the two
participants. Neither agent can commence until the other isalso ready to participate. Once that occurs
theinteractionisloosely coupled asthe two agentsindependently proceed with their own representation
of the action. However thefirst to finishwill wait for the other agent to also finish before the interaction
isterminated. This means that the duration of the interaction will be distributed as the maximum of
the individual distributions. Unfortunately the maximum of two exponential distributionis not another
exponential distributionalthoughit can be represented as a combination of such distributions, as shown
bel ow.

T2

Tt

where p =

This scenario is also not currently represented by any of the SPA languages due to their restriction to
exponentia distributions.

5 Discussion and Conclusions

In Section 2 we saw that all the current SPA languages adopt the same form of interaction between
agents. In all cases synchronisation is based on superposition of individua actions. Severa different
rules have been devel oped, however, for assigning arate to the resulting interaction.

In Section 4 a variety of different possible interaction schemes were discussed based on the types
of synchronisation, communication and interactions which occur between systems in the real world.
This set of schemesis not exhaustive but it is sufficient to illustrate the many different ways in which
interaction between systems can occur in atimed setting.

In view of thisit has perhaps been ambitious of the stochastic process algebras to aim to define asingle
combinator to capture all synchronisations between agents. In fact, examination of the published case
studies and examples, reveal s that in most cases even the full expressibility of the defined combinator is
not exploited. Instead, most of the modelsanaysed intheliterature are based on empty synchronisations
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when agents proceed completely independently, or aternatively on the restricted, service, form of
interaction.

Asremarked earlier service interaction is the basis of queueing networks which have been extensively
used for performance modelling for more than 25 years with great success. The heavy reliance upon
service interactionsin SPA models has two possible explanations:

1. Serviceinteractionisthebasic form of interaction found in computer and communication systems
and as such should be the primitive of any performance modelling paradigm.

2. Most of the published SPA models are based upon published performance studies or developed
by people who have some experience of other performance modelling paradigms, in particular
gueueing networks. These modellers have been reluctant, or unable, to exploit the full SPA
languages because they are unused to such expressibility

Thered explanationisprobably amixtureof both of the possibilitiesoutlined above. Serviceinteraction
definitely occurs frequently in computer and communication systems. However, one of the motivations
for considering new modelling paradigms has been the lack of expressibility of queueing networks.
Care should be taken to avoid limiting the expressibility of SPA languages before the useful ness of other
combinators has been fully explored.

Process a gebras are sometimes regarded as a cooperator paradigm: the modelling style alows agents
to be represented as cooperators and cooperands, as opposed to operators and operands. This style of
modelling seems particularly appropriate to many modern di stributed systems. Performance modellers
using stochastic process agebras need time to make the mental switch necessary to fully exploit this
new style of modelling.

Moreover, if service is to still play a fundamental réle in SPA models, it would be appropriate to
introduce an explicit combinator to represent it. It has aready been demonstrated that it can be
adequately represented using the parallel combinator. However, in the author’s opinion there would
be definite advantages in having a distinct combinator so that occurrences of service could be readily
identified syntactically. Moreover, thiswould a so alow the asymmetry of the interactionto be apparent
a the syntactic level. A derived combinator could be defined, as in the case of the subordination
combinator in CSP.

Similarly, the use of some actionsto represent workloads, viathe use of passive actionsor scaling factor,
should be given aclearer syntactic distinction. In some of the SPA languages, such as B-MPA, passive
actions are assumed to always represent a workload requirement. However, in others, such as PEPA,
it isintended that the passive actions will take a variety of roles: a component may need to witness an
action without actively taking part, it may have a rate which has not yet been specified, or it may be
dominated by the other agent in any interaction (the service case). This suggests that merely having an
action which is passive is not sufficient to identify workload.

Furthermore the rules for combining workloadswill necessarily be different from the timed interactions
between active components, or even the serviceinteraction between aworkload and an active component.
However, currently thereis no way to distinguish such cases. Such rules, for specifying the interactions
between workloads, need to be defined.
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Figure 8: Asymmetric communication between polite and impolite agents

Finally, in additiontoanew combinator specifically to represent service, it may be useful to provide other
asymmetric combinators to capture unegual interactions between components. For example, consider
the situation when an office worker who adheres to the polite protocol has to interact with an impolite
office worker. The interaction will always be dominated by the impolite office worker although both
parties are active and service is not involved.
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