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Abstract: This paper proposes a dynamic QoS assessment approach for Internetware with uncertainty reasoning.
The salient feature of this approach is that it’s based on Bayesian network, and can correctly predict the
component’s service capability in various combinations of users’ QoS requirements, especially to the entities with
different service levels. Through online learning, it supports to update the Bayesian network dynamically and
improves the accuracy of prediction result. The proposed QoS assessment model has been implemented in the
developed Service Coordination Bus (Once-ESB). The experimental results show that it is effective.
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THOPEAREA A B R G T PR EA AL G T LIRS E S K (Once-SCB)F 46 L#t 17T HA S
il 2 R A GZOTERAEA . AT AER P S AT QoS F K T AL BFR A SE M.

FEER: FABAE R S5 SRS N ot 7 R AR 38 45

hEE N %S TP31I XHEkFRIRED: A
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H1T Internet IR 22 AR VE L BUAT R AT SEELBA 124 LA S AT PR I5E 48 2 i I8 32 1) 5% 0, 76 5 B 1R 1 [l v g £
HJRE JCE TR I A WY I Al 55 5 RN, T WS | E 2 B3 9 A PR O T RE R S KL SR A A R 55 R
DA A A PR I 55 SR EAT VAl O P B 36 AT o DR Bt IR R 1 25 5 B T e KR P 3t X T 1) QoS 3K, 2
IR ZEAR T IR

G A I R AT AT < PR R 5, OV T 43 A A A S B BB AR 0 M 55 o B A T DA AT (4 A
B IR 55 TR VRS BOR 200 P2 — I T I B PE O A S A6 1 QoS BEAT VEA, 53— JER N AL T7
ALK A SEBR AT 3R B QoS LAy FEAli 0] BT 1K) QoS HEAT VP A 5 — 8PP AL 77 V4 1 - BB b £ T
PRGN R i DR AT RERE (At R A A D 2, I HL sk Z AR AL AR B P B AR DE 2 R 5, L AT TR
TR T R 1l 55 TR A AR,

[ %5 5 Yk (service differentiation)fF Ay — 7l 2 1% () W V5457 B 7 2 70 A4 0 52 DL b ol v A T A £ 4 i
F ¥ BRI 10 R 55 T K1 3 2 AN GO B POIARE — S AT AL QoS T3k 1 HI 19 % T [ — 2 3 g e
QoS i SR A% FHAH 7] 1 73 45 SRt i o AN [/ 8 531 1) QoS i R i (AN [ 40 14 Al 55 Jot . )T 7 1K) QoS i sk A7 2l
AL RAE MRS KPR U(SLAY I SLA S i 5k 3 R A 2 T 1 5224, 24 5 T A8 S B 56 o A 1 25042 2 i
A b R 55 0 R (451, P L B R AN IS T 3s, T IR T 0.8 45 BA R 5 12 B S IR AR RV [ 485 i i 43 4 SLA
BT AR P X QoS )45l it >R 4w B

XF 45 € M QoS i SR A — 2L fik 36 A4y A1 35 1 M WA ) 6 95 5 D6k M Ak A4 A £ D17 S 3P R D QoS A7 R, T
T A 1 1 A7 RERS SR AL L H T QoS /iR IK M 55 . H A PF AL T VA MK 1 SEA L A T VPl Rl Tt v 22
THI 9 QoS 53K, JEid SR FH 73 G B (R 1 e 418 (3K £ i 55 o i R AT I A8 DAy A9 21, 2% 18— AN SR 23 SR
(KA1 2 s P (10 9 17 B ) 75 5 ek P 52 AR SRR T 8 vt~ 38 T3 o S R P A i 2 I TR 24908 3.2, 1H %
PP &5 SR J0 105 B 52 J R R P B A3 1 I 25 T e (52 o 2R AP P ) 12 BT TV 3 20 S s Ay <45 Y 0 Wi 2 1) 5 5K
B DU A 8 AR 01 A 17 F TR0 240 - 258580 X W 2 T TR P i SR B AV, DU AR S A1 (1 i RS (R0 240 g ). 38 0 VPl 45 2R
ANIEG O S AAE T-PPAL LR 20 1 15 5 QoS A B A PFXT T AN 200 1 QoS i s i (4t 9 AN [ 70 2% 1K) e 55 ot
LRI, o SR P 20 S (0 R A AR DPAS I 5 225 S8 P 1 QoS i SR RS 55 24 HT ™ QoS it KA SR K I s 4%
SVUE A R P13 (3t D I 55 i, DADRAIE VP AR ) TE A R 20— 20 s 2% 18 P A4 AR K 2 Bl QoS 75 S (2 Wiy I (1]«
PR 58, U e A -0 (36 £ e 95 R EAT B3 PR DR A, TR IS #6305 2 HH P 2 FF QoS i SR IK die Ay 13 & IR A4 F . B A,
ETT TR B 28 1R W 4 P05 T K 1 P B2 A 1) I 55 5 8 ) 32 2 Tob DR 3% 2 W0 A 26 2 A TR ISR PP A 5 32 SO VP A A5
T (R 30 7 SBT LAORUE DAt &5 S PR HEff

BEXSIUA AR RIAS L A SR Y T — ol 5 T A 2 R B A 1 e 55 o s S PPl 5 3% 0T iR % 18 T
FURHRIAE QoS 1 22 Fol i R ek DAy A 36 Ay A S 3 35 1 DL P H07 o) 5% £ J5 R D A1 5 25 3 P63 2 T ™ QoS 7 SR fix
NG IRIAE S 5 D), HLRE T M2 A5 L 5 NSO A ) 2R 5 S B AT o 38 136 1) i 55 B8 0 SCH R A A5
T () 2y 2 S A w1 VS 4 SR R HER R A2 7V T DR — A ST R BEER S WA AR R A2 T T QoS
SR AR P2 55 W3 1), DT 1) P P 38 (AT o8 o s 0 £ Al 55

ASCE 1 TR R 55 TR S AS VAL TTVE B 2 T AL T LIS 19 4% FR R P R 55 TR PRAS AR B 3
A G TR IE 45 HE PR 55 (€ ) (service capability) SCHEF PP AR 1K B 25 HEOHT 58 4 WA G VA DT i 0 SR R
SEHL S IEI LS8 5 4TI L S 56 AR IZ T VA R 5 R (K HERR PR 28 6 1Y A GO AT 5 A2 A 4.

1 MRS RETM

R e 45 Jo o DAk 5 22 F T A 3R A 1R 2 25 W I o 30 0 i B A PR L 1) QoS HEAT P-4k, TL I A4 111 1) i
55 J5us, A IR BRI QoS AR MR N A& A S 5P R 1 45 H T BT IR e 1k 4 R A A R 4% S
AN A VPl 7 VR PR IR BRI

@® QoS VTl #Hk(BNs for QoS evaluation)3& T A4 £ E [ 52 i FH = FH 7 (1) QoS 75 2R A5 JEL FIAH W 1¥) Al 45 B
15 B 2 BR @@ @ T 50) Jhy M 3 ¥ A skt 37 2 1 DU 307 D) 8 (10 P A A5 28 AR AR TP At A 284 S0 7 >4 i L P ) 22
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il QoS 5 3Kk T g 1E A4 44 I IR 45 fie 00, IR 45 i D e AR IR e ot vh 2 5 A A ) ).

@ TERAAE AT AR, QoS i ##(QoS monitor)ic A4 £ 1 EL 5L QoS {7 K.

@ MPFPAT SR G AT REF QoS J& 1, I Z= (i T S A Bt (compliance calculator)l 5/ {75 SR F 4 £ 5
FrEEfit QoS i 2 fH (compliance data).

@ T QoS fMZE(E B, 5 ANRIZ 4 H#E Bt R (fuzzy inference process) T 1% 44 £F 52 b $0 AT H 1 il 2% g
77, I8 A5 ST AL AR 1Y) QoS PEAL LAY,

Candidate components

» BNsfor Qos | Binding component )
Qos requirements | cvaluation Qos monitor
A

Update BN Qos info
A

Fuzzy inference |, Compliance data Compliance

<
process calculator

Fig.1 Dynamic QoS assessment approach for components with uncertain reasoning

B T AR E P HEEE R R R 55 T S A VAN U i
2 BT DU H W 4% B A 44 BR 55 B 21Tl AR Y

EX LRSS RE N FEBY). WI4F T 45 68 )1 15 Y (service capability model, fif #% SCM) & X Jy bf % SC=f
(OP,Qy,....Qn). H 1 R 45 18 71 (SC) 2 X A A SR AL 1 % A QoS BTt (FE I PPAl £ W IR 55 BE 0 VRAN R L 28
(1<isn) s H P & AP QoS 73K, 0P Fam H 31l sk B4 IR 25 Be 0 I PRAl 5 H P 19 QoS 75 kA7 S, AT 7
T SR B VR A O 8 SR B (R A AR SE IR P v RE AL 2 AN 6 T AN K OP #2461 IR 45 s ) AN ). H iy, Fedi12%5 18
3 M3 S QoS J& ML i A I (DU A FE I (RE)ATA] JH R (AV), 2B Af & SCIR)STHR(7].

h T SRAEAE P 2R QoS 5 3K T (MR A e 45 88 0, B AT TRF SCMASE 28 B S5 21) DI 17 009 2 42— 3 1~ L
T 307 D0 285 11 R A I 55 5 0 VP A e 280 AT 32 D DL ol 30 A 8 00 A7 M 45 R DA (0 LRI AE -2 1) e AR 9 A B
TARE T AR 1) AR 55 0 et B 52 22 0 TR 355 11 55 T, 5 1 AE 22 1 LK) 7 ¥k T i L S e ol R AU 1) IR 45 T 52)
A0 FH Lot $07 0 2% vy AAR iy {5 1 o1 S5 E L 2 B QoS 5 sk R IR %516 ).

LI 347 B 2% (Bayesian networks )t 5 by P55 0 4% (causal networks), & — i i 22 4 2R ] B 7R B R 4 h
iz T AN T T 1) SR TR R T R R P00 S il b DG AR I T R DU 45— A DAG ELEE T 0T
[RJAREAN T 25 V4, 20 2 HUEEE, V46 A7 1 F1 v (R = 475 55 A4 P 7 07 4, L R LAt - DL vl 7 0 001

P(X[H)p(H)
pP(H | X) = p(X)
Horp p(HIX)ZAEFAE X H 5 B8R, p(H) AT pO0) 2 76 50 B, p(XIH)R R FE 461 H R XK JE R,

TE X 2(F R 55 TR & 2 POFAAEEY). A RS R AR IR 25 e AL SCM. B4R 2% DLt 4t P 45 11— /S Wi,
il 2 fros Horp ) 44 A48 0 SCAR R - VT 0 £, T 4ok BE X 43 IR 45 6 0, L B X1 43 >4 { poor,moder ate,good,
excellent} PUAZ 5.5 51 AV,DU,RE,OP 73l H [F) 44 A% 1 S 7n AR R mT R Pk o S IF ] L W] 2 2 DA R A 2 o i
PEHERAE, H AT BRATE 3 QoS J& 1t 2 IR TG AH EL 5% M. 1 5 ¥ 45 F M % 28 CPT(conditional probability table)Lh
{P(QI|SC)} M £ & T8 XU R, Q B 43 71l 4% & OP,AV,DU,RE, 1<i<4.

T A5 3 R A () JIR 55 e I PRA AR B 4 A R 2R P(SCIQy,..., Q)T
P(Q...Q | SC)-P(SC)

P(L1Q,...Q) = PQ...Q) (UL )
_P@QI[SC)-.... P(Q[SC)- P(SC) Sk S
= P@Q...Q) . (CREAF BT AR 15)
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Service capability

Operation type  Availability Reliability Duration
Fig.2 QoS assessment model for component with multi-levels

2 AR S TR S VT AL AR

Xt R LU R AR S (1) QoS JE Mk, A 1A FHT DL -4y I9X £ SF A P B2 A1 140 il 25 Jo e A T DAl i 20 L A O B
T4 3 POESEAR R BT T 955 1 PO VAR A A BT R 1) A [ A, e 50 % X 0 O T B UL K QoS &
PR S AN () B R DX T A1) a5 ) 2 ) Jg 1 B AL S Os —5,55 —10s,>10s,73 %3¢ A high,medium F1 low;
5 2 BT IARYE R AE BT A B 20 2 QoS A5 R 3 Bk A SCRR[OTH A 43 1432 V1 FX) B B /N 14 ) 20 vk

T AR 1 A T 9 T AR JE B vy DL 7 2 20 S PR A e R IR 45 e 00 A8 st SC IR, A SOk 2L R4 4y
poor,moderate,good F excellent PYA~ZE 5, 1 AT LLIEAT 5 AH0RL B (K7 K1) 20 R A2 502 m PIAT B (1) IR 45 8 T DA
85121 1R 3 RIS 4 R TH L FRAT AR )G T EAT PR A 4.

HE T DU 30 04 245 18 K4 1 ik 9% J0 kD A1k A2 28 ) D0 38 T, T LU U Ay Ak o0 A4 11 7 52 B AT o 2 107 i
HPHEHR I ZF QoS #i =K B THAEH T 25 QoS #i =K T SC g #2555 2 il 10 5 Bk %, ) 56 46
JIR 252 5 B A 7 4T QoS 53K I IRSsfe 1. RIS T — LS T A AR IR IR 45 e 0 VAL 7 i

B 5 % 1 L 5 B S 2 1 (query) s ML SE 7012 (book) FITI 71 0l 2 (cancel) — Bl 2 Y () #:/E ,OP [ IXAH A
{query,book,cancel}. 24 FHl /1T [ HLZZ, Hon) S0k 75 5K O high Wi 5 IR 1) 75 5K O medium 5, P0G A28 ) 994 45 SC
Jj poor,moderate,good Fil excellent P42 5l (1K, LA PF MR B T

P(SC=“poor”|OP=“book”,RE="high”,DU="“medium”);

P(SC=“moderate”|OP="book”,RE="“high”,DU=“medium”);

P(SC=*good”|OP="“book”,RE=“high”,DU=“medium”);

P(SC=“excellent”|OP="book”,RE="high”,DU=“medium”).

S5 AN AR 1) A5 T DA DL et 30 R0 00 Al R Lo 307 0 T S 26 A 5 I 7 R T R S R AR A
DUREST R 28 P RN RS N SRR SR TE 1 45 th T 1Y A RECRTSE TR ) I S A R e 2.

Tablel CPT of relibility (RE)
£ 1 WEIERE)MLMERE

i A2
i

RE <
Poor mod(erate) good exc(ellent)
low P(RE=low|SC=poor) P(RE=low|SC=mod) P(RE=low|SC=good) P(RE=low|SC=exc)
med(ium) P(RE=med|SC=poor) P(RE=med|SC=mod) P(RE=med|SC=good) P(RE=med|SC=exc)
high P(RE=high|SC=poor) P(RE=high|SC=mod) P(RE=high|SC=good) P(RE=high| C=exc)

Ho P(RE=high”|SC="excellent”)3& 7~ iZ A/ 1E [J] L HAT H IR 55 BE 11 9 excellent B, AT L4 high A4
P(RE =*“high”, SC = “excellent”)
P(SC = “excellent™) '
P(RE=*high”,SC="excellent”)=nVn &R 7E n X [ L AT H1, IR 55 68 1 A excellent H AT 5E 424 high (9 %.m
RoRAE N RIATH RS 6E ST M excellent H uT5EPE K high f9 0 H IR EL.
P(SC="excellent”)=k/n F7~7E n R I3 3L FH o IR 25 e 014 excellent A3k 7R 75 [7 3 HRAT P vP Al 45 21

P(RE="high”|SC="excellent”)=
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A excellent R, IF HA:
z P(SC=2)=1, SC={“poor”,“moderate”,“good”,“excellent”}.

S
X5 T R AV H1 DU, H AL R 1T 575 RE ALV 8 B, 76 SEBR IO AG AR £ 7P A F QoS J& H4xt 1 7 1)
FENEREFE T REAN R, T RIET 1 QoS J& ML i, T LGS 45 A M 3 R BEAT 7 J 18 I — AN A1 - A2 38 BLAR I 1%
QoS JE XS Y 7 2 15 F 2 (R i M T B, e A1 45 th 3 R i R A AR A 3.

3 FHAEEHQoSITfRE

31 ETHEMWBEHEEREEN

B TR A 1) 1 96 4 DU RS AT R BT 1) 22 A8 BT B A 1 R 45 o i &) 52 2 Tl B8] 35 119 536 W i 8 2584k, 0 T AR AIE
PEAL &5 S MER IR, AT 1 T — R AT (0 Zh 72 T8 5 ik, RO PR R AR AT 45 )5 s S AR TE B R QoS
Ja& MBI R I BZ AR AT TR A T AR A 1 TR 25 R 0, T 8 2% 4 SR T T A N ) D T Y 4 AT SN
“compliance” Z| i #4 £ 7E &P QoS J& M L SLBr4E 1 QoS 5 H ;7 SR 1 i 22, 38 T fh 2 (1 5 | AN BORI B4R T 58
IR %5 fig

ik P LIRHEA QoS EIE,P, L s HI AT P I QoS i SRAH . Py 2 75 L ek 1 428 J7 V2 3R IR il 2% 52 B 2 4L 1)
QoS . M AT 45 W )5, JE P P ¥ compliance {i Cp 1 N -4

Co~(P—Py)/Pe.

FARNG BT, 2 C=0 I, K754 1% QoS & A F S Brd ik 1) QoS 5 HI 7 i 3K — S A x g 1tk P,SCy(#
fHE P LIRSS BETI) R good. ™ Cp>0 I, IR AR SEBR AL QoS KT H i) QoS 75 3K,SCp by excellent; ™
Cp<0 I, 7R Z A 1 L BR R ALK QoS KT HI 7 1) QoS 773K, SCp, b poor.£5 |5 T QoS J& 1 P,C, 55 SC, H Ul T
KA

Cy=0=>SC, is good (1)
Cp<0=>SC, is poor 2)
Cp>0=>8C,, is excellent 3)

L, FIRT A6 DG R AT AEAS A2 B, 25 18 Cp=—0.001, tHX(2),SC, A1 poor, (HAESL BRI H, —0.001 F%4 £z
1T 0,SC, 4 good BN I BT P IR 309 B8, DR abe A 8 SR 045 B A% compliance 1)K 23 FH PPl 77
RS P L — TP AR I IR A Y 7 S RIS R L T B 4R & (fuzzy set), KT U5 BL 0,1 Z [8] I EUE KR 7R
FSRHTHGE 256 )RR 82 (K Ay 1 i v 200, A4 U1 B0 1 5 L T 5 6 A JE % L

B 3 45 HY TR N 0] JE 1 compliance MBI S B LT 4 A8 R ELL 5 A low compliant,less
compliant,compliant FI high compliant 77158 J& bR Z I 223 Bl A58 H 35 19 58 St A T A [) AR 7 552 B B FH 3
A5 FH RIS A TR0 A TE S5 8 o8 805 H 1) 4 Flobs HE S & B8 20T Z-type, A-type(lambda), TT-type(pi) Fl S-type. 15 21 35 8 b
# low compliant 1 1] Z-type #715,less compliant 18 ] A-type Fr 35 J& ph 0. & X compliance 1 F it 35 8 o 20k
B T B H AR T 5 T2 11 QoS Jes P 1) AR A R T 55 22 1) Kl 43 H X TR TR K QoS J& 1%k, 3L compliance 1 A
H A F BRI &R

Low compliant Less compliant 1 Compliant High compliant
» Cy

-1.0 -0.9 -0.8 0.7 -0.6 -0.5 -0.4 -0.3 -0.2 -0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.30.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

Fig.3 Fuzzy function of compliance value (DU)

3 W S T) (DU i 22 (A A R0 R 450
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Fof TR 45 BE 7,5 B T T 45 HY IR 4% R 1 4% 00 poor,moderate,good Fil excellent, 3 AT15E ST 4 FloAH M (1) 3¢
JE PRBL W 4 BT s (BUE GRS BE 1 TR YE LR 1~5).

poor moderate  good excellent

0o 1 2 3 4 5 sc
Fig.4 Fuzzy function of SC

Bl 4 55 fie 1 (SR BRI i 2

FEGT Y QoS Ja M i 25 (E A R 55 RE ) I BOMI 2 7 i, TRAT T 78 SC— ZHLAORYI H BRI DU LA v 55 B3 1) I 55 i . B
TR (T FT PR RERl QoS P A D 22 4L, S AR AH N IR SC 20 FATAE 55 3.1 15 Fis 6k AN RV, T g Aol
QoS it (1 T HE M K ANAH ] (0, DR b, BATTX 730 i e £ 4 B DU 1 Tl e g A BRI 3 2 iy T
TEH P by A HE R RN 8,28 3 4t 7 36 11T i g PO IR U £ (Coge 0 12 IS 1] FR) i 22 {8 C ] T P AR 22 4 Cr:
ATEEE i ZE ).

FEHERE I R P, QoS i M 1Ay i 22 {8 T BE N AL 22 4 KU ) i AR, O T ok S5 IR 45 € 0, AT T Mamdani
min-max AR HEEE 5 RO 0 ) f T fuzzy union U5 VA HEAT IR G193 B B A0 R 45 e T BRI SR R OR.
Mamdani min-max #E B A0 S8 25 i e A MO R (min) P 4 PR R OE S R AR S
K LG B 5 U P £ o AT 32 A 5 (i) 5,40 DA S DU 1K) 445 SRR 58 L. 42 35 X 26 0 DU 26 A 32 A
(max), T 15 R D4 JEAS OB 12 (1 45 R

Table2 Fuzzy reasoning rules without user preference

R 2 Jo R i S (R ASOR S 2 )

Antecedent Consequent Antecedent Consequent
Rule Rule
Cq Ca C SC Cq Ca C SC
R1 hlgh hl‘gl.l hl‘gl.l excellent R2 hlgh hlgl.l compliant excellent
compliant ~ compliant  compliant compliant ~ compliant
R3 hlgl_l compliant hlgl? excellent R4 compliant hlgl.l hlgh excellent
compliant compliant compliant compliant
R5 compliant ~ compliant hlg}.‘ excellent R6 compliant h]gh compliant excellent
compliant compliant
high . . . . .
R7 compliant compliant  compliant excellent RS compliant compliant compliant good
high high less high less high
R9 compliant ~ compliant  compliant xod B compliant ~ compliant  compliant good
RI11 les? hl‘gl.l hlg}.l good R12 less‘ lesg less‘ moderate
compliant ~ compliant  compliant compliant ~ compliant  compliant
R13 compliant ~ compliant IOW moderate R14 compliant 10“{ compliant moderate
compliant compliant
R15 IOW compliant ~ compliant moderate R16 hlgh IOW 10W. moderate
compliant compliant compliant compliant
R17 hlg}.l IOW IOW moderate R18 hlgh lo“f 10“{ moderate
compliant ~ compliant  compliant compliant ~ compliant ~ compliant
low low low less low low
RI9 compliant  compliant  compliant poor R20 compliant ~ compliant  compliant poor
low less low low low less
R21 compliant  compliant  compliant poor R22 compliant ~ compliant  compliant poor
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Table3 Fuzzy reasoning rules with user preference
&3 FET i ff OOASRY] LR D

Bias: Duration is more important

Rule 1 if Cq is high compliant=>SC is excellent

Rule 2 if Cq is compliant=>SC is good

Rule 3 if Cq is less compliant=>SC is moderate

Rule 4 if Cq is low compliant=>SC is poor
Bias: Availability is more important

Rule 5 if C, is high compliant=>SC is excellent

Rule 6 if C, is compliant=>SC is good

Rule 7 if C, is less compliant=>SC is moderate

Rule 8 if C, is low compliant=>SC is poor
Bias: Reliability is more important

Rule 9 if C; is high compliant=>SC is excellent

Rule 10 if C; is compliant=>SC is good

Rule 11 if C; less compliant=>SC is moderate

Rule 12 if C; low compliant=>SC is poor

Bias: Reliability is more important

Rule m1 If Cy, Ca are high compliant=>SC is excellent

Rule m2 If Cy, Ca are compliant=>SC is good

Rule m3 If Cq, Ca are low compliant=>SC is poor

Rule m4 If Cq4, C, are less compliant=>SC is moderate

Rule m5 If Cq is high compliant, C, is low compliant=>SC is moderate
Rule m6 If Cq is low compliant, Cj, is high compliant=>SC is moderate
Rule m7 If Cq is low compliant, C, is low compliant=>SC is moderate
Rule m8 If Cq is compliant, Cj is low compliant=>SC is poor

Rule m9 If Cq is low compliant, C, is compliant=>SC is poor

51 1, 2 R G PP i 2 14D A S8R0, i 7 I 1] (DU Dl 2514 0.05, 0] FH Ak (AV) [ Dl 22 1 47 -0.15, A % 2k
(RE) (1 {5k 0.25(fF %% AV 1 RE AT A1 DU AH [F] 1A 2 71%), 3 2 0 RS AFRIU) RS (1 i 44, 44 ] Mamdani
min-max AR HEE 7523 BE TN RS,R8 Ji R4S 8 1 BT 2 7s, an  5 A7 R s TR il 2% B i A 7
% (defuzzification), IR HLVE L d5 KA Lok S5 43 S MRS 5 (R (L 70 A T 0 4.3 RSORIAME 2 5 | 4 4G I 5 4
M R1~R20 DLJ 743 20 2 )ik 25 fe

Antecede Conseque —————

fj Min operation
RS |+ N\  femefeee -

g
AV 5 SC g
o]
o
=}
N g
=

R8 -

1 2 3 4 5
Centroid

Fig.5 An example of mamdani min-max fuzzy reasoning

5 FET Mamdani min-max AR 3 7 1o 9]
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32 IHEREEH

AR A 2 5| S A B (R 55 B 0, BT 6 DI AR 1 3 28 SR U vk, LR ) ST A R X DL B0 Y 4% o
BEAN T R 2 A LA SR AT SR ACAE M PAT S5 R AR 5 1.2.1 T HEREAG ) SC O y, A8 i X A x,m 3%
ARTE T SR SC=y IR B A B8 S SC=y I E(mf=m-1), 0 58 357 5 1 4k AR % PY(X=x|SC=y) ] B 56 56
R P(X=x|SC=y)#% 1T 5
P(X=x|SC=y)xm+1

’

m

P(X=x|SC=y)=

AR R P AT X AR K 4% PR R 2~ ST

P’(X=>(|SC=y)=P(X:)(|SCZY)Xm.

’

B0, 2% Re 5 15 RE [ 4 -6 35 5087, 24 RE B “high” I}, 15 31 SC="excellent”, Il & 37 )7 [ 5 1F LR P/(-|SC=
VI (BOE WIS 0T AR 2 AV U A AR R AR 90 A1)
0.33x1+1

P’(RE = high | SC = excellent) = , - 0.67,
/ . 1
P/(RE = low | SC = excellent) = 222X _ ¢ 165,
’ : 33x1
P/(RE = medium | SC = excellent) = 22221 — ¢ 165.

2 R B L SIZ s 1) PR A B I e A i AR 14D R 25 5t AN ] 5 AN AR 1), T R 52 2 ol IR 3% R i T R AR AR
A R 0 A B ST AT BT B 1D IR 55 6 7 S 6 L S A P 224 i 110 IR 45 oo, T AR 4% PR R 2 1 A — 0
TN B I ) S0 9k 1) 3R 00, 9 LR VA — A Ak 8 LRI 45 A5 8 IR — BRI 1 LA P Al 45 R 1
HERAPE.

H O, BT 250 3 Rl H 1 QoS Ja& M, B8 22 1 AT LI ek M 44 7 V23 3R A5 IR AR DG 1) QoS Ja M #mT LAY I
FNPPAGASEAL by 51 A T 5 A ST T 2R 55 1R R A1, TT LUK TR 80 54 5 i il 2% e 0 11— A QoS J&@ i A\ £
ZVPAG R AL

4 FREISLWENHA

BT 8 PEHEBL A R AT IR 55 i B A PRAG B b d, % 3 /S A
o i ZEAE VE SR 47 T VSR 45 S B AR I QoS 1R B S H P I QoS 75 SR (A ()4 22
o ASORIIHE SR 518 R At 2 (EUASE R v S50 1 O 22 {2, A P RSAN H: BEn 2 oF 555 1 IR 45 i 07, T 397 AH . 1) I
H- 147 ] 2% 31148 1] MATLAB 7.0 SZEL T B0H 81 5| 2.
o T DLR ST 0 2% 1) 5T A PPAL AT AL T8 DAL P 28 QoS JF SRk TN B IE A AR R 1 IR 25 e D, M
PR A IE RS
FURTFA PRAZ A B T A BT A I 2% PR 2P &5 Once-SCB H1,0nce-SCB 471 5 #5517 sk
IR 55 BRAM 5 2 8] (A2 TP ) 182 6, S RF I 45 TAD A 0 2R 1R 20 25 Aff o8 R IR 45 28 T3 1) 30 28 e e, e A 2 4
il 6 Ao iR 55 i ok 4 ik Request Broker $238 %) AR 45 1 3 fit 11 A =lE Th 6 M4 7 5K ,Request Broker 7E P4 325
AH )M [ BSR(business service request)SZ ] 71 57 5 i 45 13 i H 00 A8 B A $RAK 0 IR 25 4R A AR B VT Al B E 11 VA 45
RIEFEW AL QoS 77 =K I 55 A3 I I 4515 A 98 58 R 55, I Wi 1% 45 78 Once-SCB 1 (¥ 1) i s v - 4 22
% (mediation framework)$& AL B MR 45 L % m1 J2 0@ O R B A5 IS 45 7 VA T R A AR B o R 45 e Ak
Provider Broker 1 BSP(business service provider)i#47 i 2% i1 & A FE Mt
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f o
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User’s QoS repository > 8 o ‘5 ° i3 Service repository
s 2 5 o Osig
= S = 2 s 55
b5} e EHE>E S g
= g2 =g n =i
= = > 0 o 23
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[ Requestor broker > Mediation framework ]_)[ Provider broker ]

Fig.6 Once-SCB service coordination bus

6 Once-SCB Mz 45 il [l jot &

5 LKA

FATTREAT P AL S0 DAY BT JIT 48 H0 PRI R A IR 45 I S VAN 5 VE I e 28 1 AL S0 0 UE PR AL RS R R DR A 2
REBHME W3RN — B0 2 AL 2 oA B A A TR 55 106 B8, 30 1 128 B 02 15 R i £ 0w G i 1)
%

AT PR AL S 30 PR B 4 <R 55 L9038 8 4E P4 2.8GHZ,500RAM [FIHLA I, BT 4 FI (11 £/ R 48 Windows XP
professional sp2.% )~ i {8 Ffl Apache [] IMeter 2.1 1 4 f 28 A it T B0 2 AN H e 2 72 ik i 3R, BE 2R 20.
B ) QoS i SRR QoS AL it 5 HLHK 5 (1 &5 BB AL AR B, T J7 8 S8 kAT X LR T N Ok fi e i 4
A B U IR T

TEEE 1 AL FRATITF R T AT 43 g tie Ji 1 Web RSO0 T 58 A5G 52 B I IR 25 149 29 S0 5% s ok i 1) A
A T 7 ()45 H T S ] 43 20 S (RIS T A2 A 1 28, 18] 7(b) 4 Hh T IR 45 mI Sk 23 40 SREmE T I [ A% £ T 2%

12 0.9 e
10 ~ 07 T o
Z 8 3’ ”'(3 %
& z 05
-2 6 E 04 3 el
5 4 £ 03 - -
A 2 02 - — -
< 0.1 S F g
0 0
0 100 200 300 400 500 (s) 0 100 200 300 400 500 (s)
(a) Two levels of DU (b) Two levels of RE
(a) PRI SA F o 7 1) (b) PRl g 5] ) Ak
Fig.7
K7

AR S 53 T AEAN I 2, - 307 PP Al AR 23 1) Fon i) 45 2.
Table4 Prediction result when t=100s (%)
F 4 t=100s IR T 5 2R (%)
DU: 3.5s~4.5s, RE: 0.75~0.85 DU: 7.5s~8.5s, RE: 0.55~0.65 DU: 1s~3s, RE: 0.9~1.0

poor 0.00 0.15 10.40
moderate 1.72 1.91 0.82

good 20.81 21.52 0.50
excellent 0.92 0.85 0.21

M 4 W UL VAT B IR F0000 25 R 5 IR 45 102 B $ 1K) 2 G 3 mg — B anxs 28 1 S H s sk
(3.55<DU<4.55,0.75<RE<0.85), V¥l #5114 ) T 45 S b “good”; % 155 3 41, PPA ALY (8 F00 45 SR 4 “poor”, A ET 9
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L 10 7T LUE HO RSS20 G2 SR M A SCRFIZ AL QoS 1 3K, VAL 25 S 15 IR 25 1) 40 4 S s — 3.
Table5 Prediction result when t=280s (%)

F 5 t=280s B [T 45 SR (%)
DU: 3.5s~4.5s, RE: 0.75~0.85 DU: 7.5s~8.5s, RE: 0.55~0.65 DU: 1s~3s, RE: 0.9~1.0

poor 0.02 15.35 9.40
moderate 1.83 591 0.72
good 22.32 9.52 0.45
excellent 0.97 0.75 0.11

16 t=280s W ZI, AR 5 FTLLE XT84 1 21, BAR RS 104 G SR W e A2 T A8 Ak AHUE ST P I 75 3k
(3.5s<DU<4.55,0.75<RE<0.85) /5 G&3li /& ;0 T-55 2 F1, VA% 1) 45 S 24 “poor”™, T K] 7 2 BH A i ) i) B i 25 42 A1t 1)
QoS UVASREIH A T 14 75 5K, VAl 45 T -5 M 55 10 40 SR — B0 6 T3 3 4 A 12 ) I B T 45 4 B 1 23 2 S s AT
AXFFZA QoS 3K, 5 VEAL LI 1) T 45 A — .

1E t=450s I ZI, K 6 W7 LLE B3 T28 1 81, DA 10 45 5 ok “poor”, JEL DR E - IR 55 1) 40 2 Sk i A T A2 4k,
AL QoS 3k L& Jovk AR BINE 2 . [FIHE, 25 2 SRS 3 4111 QoS ¥ =Rt JC ik 14 Fii L.

Table 6 Prediction result when t=450s (%)
Fz 6 t=450s W IH T 45 5L (%)
DU: 3.5s~4.5s, RE: 0.75~0.85 DU: 7.5s~8.5s, RE: 0.55~0.65 DU: 1s~3s, RE: 0.9~1.0

poor 18.83 15.35 9.40
moderate 9.76 591 0.72
good 8.32 9.52 0.45
excellent 0.97 0.75 0.11

EE 2 S b B AT PR VT BT T QoS B ) Y IR 45 3% £, ik I R P AN B AT AR [R) B BEAECR A AN TR 4
RN T Web IR S5, B0 TE & VPl R E 75 6 FH P IE RS G IR 55 ws 1 R ws2 $RAIL (19 43 21 SR s U el 8 T 7.

Service level with reliability

09
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5 L+ -
04 B T e Ve VR

0.3 T

0.2 % 8

0.1 - B = -

0

0 100 200 300 400 500 (s)

——wsl with level 2 —8—ws| with level 1
—'— ws2 with level 2 —=—ws2 with level 1

Fig.8 Differentiation policy of wsl, ws2 (RE)
K8 wsl Al ws2 [ a] 5E 1 (RE) 7> 0 5K

845 T wsl,ws2 T 5 (RE) 43 44 AW IR I (]2 40 1 25161 9 25t T ws 1, ws2 Wi i ][] (DU) R B 7] 22 4k
SR

R T HHTLE t=100s B 0T 3 A ET QoS 13K, ws1,ws2 PEALAR Y [ T 25 5, A2 vl LU H 6 T
251 1K) QoS iR (3.55<DU<4.55,0.75<RE<0.85),ws1 VTl i 7 T &5 I Ky “good”, ws2 PFAl 45 HY [ T 45 SR 4
“poor”, (Kl t ws1 FRAL1 AR 0 AL %4l QoS 73R, 5 MR 45 45 1% I B A 11 43 G Sl mss — B T35 2 411
QoS 3K (7.5<DU<8.5,0.55<RE<0.65), /R # ws1,ws2 [FIVPAl AR R (1) PP Al 45 B 1B FF ws1 HEAT IR 458 i i AR
ws2 [ 7 SR level 1 158 43 A2 1% 41 QoS 1 3K, 15 25 18 B 7E S FrAf FH o, JLHR AL (1) AR 45 43 2 1 v A6 FH i R 55
4 Bl FH A v, DR R 3 ws 1 B o &35 T 256 3 41 QoS iR, ws1 TR 45 Bk “moderate”, ws2 [F VA 45 5 Ky
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“poor”, 5 ws1,ws2 SZFRERAE I 73 G SR ME A — 3, ws 1, ws2 FE AL AR 45 5 B # TE V20 A 1% 40 QoS 1 3K.

(s) Service level with duration

Aok LA AL
AdAMLA, u“.. A ‘A
I AATTAAS L “lul hadk *Al“‘ ¥

Ll an s i s e o RIS i e

6

4

2

0 :

0 100 200 300 400 500 (s)

—e—wsl with level 2 —m—wsl with level 1
— —ws2 with level 2 —*—ws2 with level 1

Fig.9 Differentiation policy of wsl, ws2 (DU)
B9 wsl FT ws2 (K1 5 (7] (DU) 5 2 55 i

Table 7 Prediction result of ws1, ws2 when t=100s
R T t=100s Bf,ws1,ws2 (175 &5 5

DU: 3.5s~4.5s, RE: 0.75~0.85 DU: 7.5s~8.5s, RE: 0.55~0.65 DU: 1s~3s, RE: 0.9~1.0
wsl good good moderate
ws2 poor moderate poor

% 8 4 T t=400s B 0T 3 A K QoS WK, ws1,ws2 AR [ WU &5 S, 3R v m] LA 0 T
1 2H QoS TE K, wsl,ws2 FEAE 2> Mk 45 AT IE W L 658 1 41 QoS 1K, ws2 M PFAE £ R K “good”,wsl 1
PEAL S5 550 “moderate”, 55 ws1 AT ws2 ALK 73 g S Mg — BT 55 3 41 QoS 11 3K, AN VAL AR Y (1) PR AL 25 L 3
Jypoor”, # I AL T 7 1) QoS 752K, 45 ws1 Fl ws2 $EHE1) 4> S AH — 2L

Table 8 Prediction result of ws1, ws2 when t=400s
# 8 t=400s I, ws1,ws2 [T 45 5

DU: 3.5s~4.5s, RE: 0.75~0.85 DU: 7.55~8.5s, RE: 0.55~0.65 DU: 1s~3s, RE: 0.9~1.0
wsl moderate poor poor
ws2 poor good poor

NS 25 R FAT AT AT T 32 1K) QoS B A5 PN 7 VA RE 6 MR IE IR 55 1) QoS BEAT HER TEAli, YR I 55 32
P00 70 20 SR B P AL T QoS 7 3R M1 85 £ 38 1A MR 55 1E AT M, AT [ ] 3R AHAT 5 B ARAIE I R A iR 55

6 fHXI{E

AR, QoS VAL 7 AT FT L4852 B AGE 2 1 OGTE AE 2 TR R WU (agent domain) CLAT 2 FfPF Al 5
ARGt R DN TT L () S JA BV B 53 0 (1) 0 AR AR AL | A R A T30 o 3 JEARURL S 5 3R 45K 1 T P IR VP
XA SE ARSI ) B EA T DAl SCRR[1403 17— N 1 B2 B AR IR 55 TR AR DG 3R R A A PP AN L £ A A
G A EAE AT VP AR A 2 % 1) S 05 3R 2 0 2 3 K TR AR H 10 e 8 0 S T ELER R R 5 =TT 1 4
HE LR B0 R4 P 1R B 2 Ui ARy e, SCRRLUS TR 17 /3 T 1 D0 R 0 10 45 A 58t S A R R A TR AN
PO AF AT R 2R B PR AR A% e 5 IR R R HEAT 1 5 B 5 e S O 17— Fh & BRI T ik, A Tk 3 P ) 52
)5 AT 55 2R 1K) B B0 T R ST, O A R T T8 D 26 SR I3 IO A 1 1 A5 42 i AR 36 17 AR 1 gt e S it

KA Internet [P RE, H T LA Web i 55 4 AR (KR A1 KA AR B ) LA — o X 1 Web 1 FE 25 4
X Web [l 55, SCHR[1612RH T —F ML) QoS PFAL 7512, 1% 77 VA5 18 T H 7 8 JIR 45 fA U1 52,0\ A7 AH ) 30 22
FEP X 1 55 R DF A SE 0 B0 ABLRE 12 5 9k (R R o £ T i 20 St st i o S99 246, 9 LD A P 58 R 55 i o 22
PR FFT QoS AIVELR AR B LA VAT BB T HI 7 0f ik 55 Jot 2 0 3 i B2 (H H AT B AR G O R il
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SR HE VP45 9T HLR AN B R 26t 8, T e 4R Ak i AR VR 4245 5L, ) IR 3K 28 3R 40 0 ) 3 52 380 16 1K
8577 A By, T 5 i e 25 00t VP Ak B EE AR PR SCHR[1 7148 B T —FP T QoS #1955 o s VAN A5 Y dl i
51N verity J& IR 45 75 W QoS 5 H sz BRIt QoS I — Bk verity A1 7 BPF G [ 4 S o IR 45 o 2 P4y 1)
s SCRR[613E T —Fh 3 T £ it 2% () W 5 (multiple QoS-space mapping)f] Web JIk 45 i & vF A% U7 i, H Bl
ETFALE T A QoS JBIE, KA MR UeAE 7 2Bl QoS T7 R I 0 %o At 45 3 $2 415 1 AR 45 o e 1B AT VP4 (1) 1)
FOLAE S 45 IR 55 1 5 B 4 Bty T, SCHIR[ 7, 18138 17 IR 25 97 75 W 1) QoS Joit &= 43 Sl i FH 2 T B0 Kl A s R sUBRVE R AT TIR
I FEORE P HR ) QoS F KA Il 2 (F HAN SR AR T 2% T 75 T T80 W 28 R 858 R il 45 T fie TG i it pir
FE A ) IR 55 o i, DAL S A 3 R T 5 IR 95 T8 S B da 47 R AT RE TG v A2 F P ) QoS 5 3K H T+ Web I3 194311 A
YRR, SCAR[ 19148 H T 25 F 5 JR ] I 5 (MDP) I ik 55 21 A J7 125, 70 SR W S50 IRE A T DL v 307 1) 6% 38 s 5 /R ]
TSI Rk B dme U0 PRI AT Dy I TR I (1% B 4tk oy 0, T FRAT T S K A A 1R I 55 e T PR AT A ASE D A % DL 7 1Y
2 308 3k T T LI 7 090 28 1 7 A AR VP AL &5 SR T 0 R S s R P 11 TR 45 i

7 B %5

T KB 23 BRI 58 AR 1 i 55 o (0 R P 6 U 45 D 22 2% 1 240 SR AL I L, B g P 75 WD ) e 55 It
BIESEHEH T QoS T sRAIMIMEZ Ly, s T RN (204 B ¥6FF )M PR SEBR AT P e g (3L B s 1)
FR AR 55 o B AR SCHR Y T WA P PR B bl T AR 5 1 A B A A 1 e 55 0B Bl A DAl VR VAR T L
IH- 347 9 2% BE 4% IO 7 22 Bt QoS i 5K I IIAAI I AR 55 RE 3, AT Dy T SE 5 45 38 IR AF 2 15 W R 0P 1 S
SRR WL VRAE BRI . AL

2B BRI AR A1) UM 10 K/ X PP AL 45 R E R PRI S m52)  H AT 5 58 1 A R A (4 ik 55
R VA B, BT R B AR B AT AR b — AN I 35 068 S0 B A A8 DA AR 3R aE b BT ik — 20 2% 1
DI S5 K IE 5T I R AP PO e 55 R DR A R
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