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Abstract

Refactoring is the process of changing a software system aiming at organizing the design
of the source code, making the system easier to change and less error-prone, while preserving
observable behavior. This concept has become popular in agile software methodologies, such
as Extreme Programming (XP), which maintains source code as the only relevant software
artifact. Although refactoring was originally conceived to deal with source code changes,
the concept can be extended to include similar transformations on structural models of the
system. Such distinction might be useful to heavyweight software methodologies, such as the
Rational Unified Process (RUP), in which models are primary forms of representation. In
this paper we investigate the impact of refactoring on such software methodologies, primarily
addressing consistency between software artifacts after refactoring and alternatives to auto-
matization. We also extend the Rational Unified Process (RUP) with specific activities and
guidelines for dealing with refactoring.

1 Introduction

Among different types of program transformation, behavior-preserving source-to-source trans-
formations are known as refactorings [26]. Refactoring changes an application aiming at im-
proving the internal structure of the source code, yet not altering its observable behavior [9].
In this context, programmers rewrite part of the program in order to improve certain qualities,
such as readability, extensibility or even aesthetics, making the system easier to change and
less error-prone. Since such transformations are frequent during the overall software life-cycle,
automatization is a major step towards productivity gains in software development.

Although the refactoring concept was primarily conceived to source code changes, the term
can be extended in such a way that there can exist refactorings on models, since models represent
the system in a higher level of abstraction. The manipulation of models may bring additional
benefits to software quality and productivity, such as cheaper detection of design flaws and
easy exploration of alternative design decisions. Consequently, we distinct the term “model
refactoring” from “code refactoring”.

One of the main reasons for the wide acceptance of refactoring as a design improvement
technique is its adoption by agile software methodologies, in particular Extreme Programming
(XP) [4]. XP encourages development teams to skip comprehensive initial architecture or design
stages, guiding implementation activities according to user requirements and promoting suc-
cessive code refactorings when inconsistencies are detected. In this approach, developers do not
maintain any form of design documentation (models) in addition to source code.

However, in most heavyweight software methodologies, such as the Rational Unified Pro-
cess [23], models are primary forms of representation and communication. Moreover, automatic
consistency between models and source code after change is a requirement, in order to product-
ively maintain an up-to-date abstract view of the system. This work investigates the applica-
tion of model and code refactorings in such methodologies. Small examples explore refactoring
across different abstraction levels, identifying potential problems and solutions. Automatization
of refactorings is a major concern of this investigation. Another contribution of this work is
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an extension of the Rational Unified Process with an approach for dealing with refactoring at
different abstraction levels.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, the refactoring concept is outlined, giving
context to similar transformations on structural models. Automatization and behavior preserva-
tion for model and code refactorings are discussed. In Section 3, Extreme Programming and its
support to refactoring is presented, along with a comparison with heavyweight software meth-
odologies, in terms of model maintenance and consistency between model and source code. In
Section 4, the impact of model and code refactorings at different abstraction levels is studied
on small examples. Potential solutions for automatization are discussed. In Section 5, the Ra-
tional Unified Process is extended for dealing with model and code refactorings during software
development and maintenance. Finally, in Section 6, the study is summarized.

2 Refactoring

Program restructuring [14, 2, 20] is a technique for rewriting software that may be useful either
for legacy software as well as for the production of new systems. The internal structure is
changed, although the behavior — what the program is supposed to do — is maintained. Re-
structuring re-organizes the logical structure of source code in order to improve specific attrib-
utes [20], or to make it less error-prone when future changes are introduced [2].

In the context of object-oriented development, behavior-preserving program changes are
known as refactorings. The refactoring concept was introduced by Opdyke [25], yet becoming
popular by Fowler’s work [9] and Extreme Programming (XP) [4], an agile software development
methodology. According to Fowler, refactoring is the process of changing a software system in
such a way that it does not alter the observable behavior of the source code, yet improving
its internal structure [9]. In this context, a refactoring is usually composed of a set of small
and atomic refactorings (the mechanics), after which the target source code is better than the
original with respect to particular quality attributes, such as readability and modularity.

Refactoring can be viewed as a technique for software evolution throughout software devel-
opment and maintenance. Software evolution can be classified into the following types [19]:

• Corrective evolution: correction of errors;

• Adaptive evolution: modifications to accommodate requirement changes;

• Perfective evolution: modifications to enhance existing features.

Refactoring is mostly applied in perfective software evolution, although it also affects corrective
and adaptive evolution. First, well-organized and flexible software allows one to quickly isolate
and correct errors. Second, such software ensures that new functionality can be easily added to
address changing user requirements.

A known issue about refactorings is automatization. Small steps of refactoring have usually
been performed manually, or with primitive tools such as text editors with search and replace
functionality. This situation eventually leads to corrupt design of the source code (software
entropy [18]), mostly due to the fact that manual refactoring is tedious and susceptible to
errors [26]. Although the choice of which refactoring to apply is naturally made by human,
automatic execution of refactorings might result in a major improvement in productivity. For
instance, current software development environments (e.g. Eclipse [8]) include a predefined set
of refactorings that can be automatically applied to programs.

In addition, concerning behavior preservation, XP informally guides refactoring assisted by
unit tests, increasing confidence in the correctness of a sequence of transformations. However, the
correctness of the transformation steps in the sense that they preserve behavior is not formally
justified. Furthermore, verification of object-oriented programs is highly nontrivial. A number
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of recent research initiatives have pointed out directions for formally justifying refactorings. In
Opdyke’s work, preconditions for refactorings are analyzed [25], whereas Robert’s work formal-
izes the effect of refactorings in terms of postconditions, in order to build efficient refactoring
tools [26]. In contrast, Mens et al. [24] apply graph representation to aspects that should be
preserved, and graph rewriting rules as a formal specification for refactorings.

2.1 Model Refactoring

Although refactoring — or, more generally, restructuring — is originally conceived to change
programs, the concept can be extended to address similar structural transformations on models
of a system. Model refactoring can be defined as model transformations that improve specific
qualities of the model, such as extensibility, making the perfective evolution task more manage-
able. In the remainder of this paper, we differentiate the terms “model refactoring” and “code
refactoring”.

France et al. [10] identify two classes of model transformations: vertical and horizontal
transformation. Vertical transformations change the level of abstraction, whereas horizontal
transformations maintain the level of abstraction of the target model. A model refactoring is
an example of horizontal transformation. In contrast, the Model-Driven Architecture (MDA)
approach [28], in which abstract models automatically derive implementation-specific models
and source code, provides examples of vertical transformations.

Similarly, Porres [16] define mapping and update transformations. While a mapping trans-
formation is similar to a refinement relationship, defining traceability relationships between
model elements at different abstraction levels, an update transformation adds, deletes and up-
dates elements at the same level, where model refactoring fits best.

Applying refactoring to models rather than to source code can encompass a number of be-
nefits [10]. First, software developers can simplify design evolution and maintenance, since the
need for structural changes can be more easily identified and addressed on a abstract view of
the system. Second, developers are able to address deficiencies uncovered by model evaluation,
improving specific quality attributes directly on the model. Third, a designer can explore al-
ternative decision paths in a cheaper way (although small prototypes may be necessary). An
apparent scenario for model refactorings is the incorporation of design patterns into a system’s
design model [21].

As the idea of refactoring models adds simplicity to software evolution, automatization and
behavior preservation are even more complex issues when dealing with models. Editing a class
diagram may be as simple as adding a new line when introducing an association, but such changes
must include identifying lines of affected source code, manually updating the source, testing the
changes, fixing bugs and retesting the application until the original behavior is recovered [31].
Methods and tools for partially or even totally removing human interaction in this process are
invaluable for the refactoring practice.

Likewise, checking whether behavior is preserved after a model refactoring is complex, since
a formal description of behavior in abstract models is rarely provided, in contrast to source
code. In addition, constraints are hard to identify and inconsistencies are not easily caught by
modeling tools. The most common approach is to break a high-level model refactoring into small
low-level model refactorings. If semantic properties hold during each small transformation, the
composite refactoring is considered to be behavior-preserving. As an example of this approach,
Sunyé et al. [30] argue that behavior-preserving properties of a basic UML model refactorings
can be guaranteed based on the Object Constraint Language (OCL) [22] formulas at the UML
meta-model level.
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3 Software Methodologies and Refactoring

Regarding the adoption of refactoring by modern software methodologies, Extreme Programming
(XP) [4] and agile methodologies are the most visible examples. In this section, we describe the
support for refactoring in XP and examine aspects of heavyweight software methodologies that
will affect refactoring.

3.1 Extreme Programming and Refactoring

One of the main reasons for the wide acceptance of refactoring as a design improvement tech-
nique is its adoption by Extreme Programming (XP). In XP, refactorings are applied in specific
parts of the code that contain inconsistencies (“code smells”), and unit tests check the software
output after structural changes. In particular, besides managing software evolution, refactoring
is intrinsic to each XP development activity. XP practices guide simple implementation ac-
cording to immediate user requirements, promoting successive refactorings for improving design
before adding new features.

In addition, despite of including modeling activities in early stages of development, XP
maintains source code as the only relevant software artifact. Accordingly, model artifacts are
disposed and consistency between models and source code is not considered. Therefore, model
refactoring and its implications are not applicable to XP and similar methodologies.

3.2 Heavyweight Software Methodologies and Refactoring

OPEN [13] and the Rational Unified Process (RUP) [23] are examples of heavyweight method-
ologies. RUP, the most popular, is focused on visual modeling (UML [5]) and use-case driven,
architecture-centric, iterative software development.

In such a methodology, defining a stable architecture baseline promotes the search for reuse
opportunities and flexibility since early life-cycle iterations. In this context, model documents
are primary forms of software specification and team communication. As a consequence, model
refactoring may be applied on analysis and design activities, in order to obtain the benefits
mentioned in Section 2.1.

Different modeling approaches may be taken, varying the abstraction level, which affect
the refactoring process. One is to model an abstract view of the system, providing a clearer
and more flexible description of elements and their relationships. An alternative is to produce
models that are closer to source code, representing the design of an specific implementation; the
designer is constrained to use a subset of the modeling language that fits the implementation’s
constraints [15]. In RUP, the first approach is suitable for analysis models, whereas the latter is
appropriate for design models.

Furthermore, RUP requires traceability, i.e. the ability to control the consistency between
software artifacts produced during different stages of the life-cycle. In this context, updates to
models must be reflected to the source code, whereas updates to source code affect the cor-
responding models, clearly influencing refactoring. Moreover, maintaining consistency between
model and source code is often a tedious and error-prone task, requiring tool support. In Sec-
tion 4 we consider automatization aspects when investigating refactoring across different levels
of abstraction.

Different model-code consistency approaches have been commonly used in software develop-
ment, such as:

• Simple forward engineering. Models are produced solely in early stages of development.
Once a skeleton of the code is generated, models are discarded and all changes will be made
directly to code. Consistency effort is not required, yet the value of abstract views of the
system is lost. This is a common approach in XP projects.

4



• Successive reverse engineering. Source code is still the primary artifact, but for
each development iteration, models are generated as physical images of the source code.
Although the consistency cost is low — reverse engineering tools are widely available —
models are significantly close to code, obscuring characteristics that are related to the
problem being modeled.

• Round-trip engineering. Based on initial models, skeleton source code is generated,
being completed during implementation activities. When developers have a stable version
of the source code, reverse engineering reconstructs as best as possible an up-to-date
version of models, restarting the cycle when dealing with changes. The process is strongly
dependent on tool support.

Figure 1 distributes these approaches across levels of model importance, ranging from code-
centered development to complete model-driven development (the Model-Driven Architecture
(MDA) approach).

Figure 1: Model-code Consistency Approaches.

4 Relationship Between Model and Code Refactoring

In this Section we show small examples of model and code refactorings across different levels
of abstraction. We try to identify potential problems and possible solutions by examining the
impact of refactorings on model-code consistency, highly desirable in RUP and other software
methodologies.

4.1 Refactorings

Our refactorings are applied on classes of a simple banking application. The examples are
presented as UML class diagrams for modeling structural elements and Java [12] source code.
Behavioral models are surely affected by our refactorings, although not considered here. The
affected classes are represented in three abstraction levels: analysis model (implementation-
independent), design model (implementation-dependent) and Java source code. While analysis
models outline an abstract view, design model and source code realize those classes as Enterprise
Java Beans, on the J2EE platform [29].
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These examples are based on Fowler’s refactorings [9] and design pattern introduction. In
order to simplify the discussion, we do not consider inheritance. The refactorings are composed
of primitive refactorings (steps), which are loosely based on the refactorings introduced by
Roberts [26]. Essentially, we are interested in how model and code refactorings (and their
semantic constraints) relate across abstraction levels, including automatic transfer of changes
by round-trip engineering. For each example, we consider three change scenarios: (1) refactoring
on the source code, (2) refactoring on the concrete model and (3) refactoring on the abstract
model, as illustrated in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Refactoring Scenarios.

4.1.1 Extract Class

This refactoring is applied when the behavior of a class is more appropriate distributed into
two classes, promoting reuse and extensibility. The mechanics consists in creating a new class
and moving the relevant fields and methods from the old class into the new class, as depicted
in Figure 3. Table 1 shows sample decompositions of Extract Class into primitive refactorings
for each scenario, along with side changes required on each primitive refactoring for preserving
program’s behavior.

Figure 3: Extract Class.

Code Refactoring. The primitive code refactorings are listed in Table 1. Particularly, some
of these steps will be extended in order to handle implementation-specific changes. In Extract
Class, the developer has to decide how to expose the newly created Address class. If Address is
more than a simple immutable value object, it must be implemented as a enterprise bean, i.e.
the class must implement the EntityBean interface and respective home and remote interfaces
must be created (optional steps in Table 1).
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Java code Design Model Analysis Model

1. Add empty class Address, (optio-
nal) implementing EntityBean

2. Add instance variable address to
Customer, referencing one instance of
Address

3. Move instance variables street and
city to Address

• Accessor methods are created in
Address

• All references to street and city
within Customer must be re-
placed with calls to their ac-
cessor methods in Address

4. (optional) Create home and remote
EJB interfaces for Address

1. Add empty class Address

2. (optional) Add realization Address
to EntityBean

3. Add 1:1 association from Customer
to Address

4. Move instance variables street and
city to Address

• Accessor methods are created in
Address

5. (optional) Create EJB home and re-
mote interfaces for Address

1. Add empty class Address

2. Add 1:1 association from Customer
to Address

3. Move instance variables street and
city to Address

Table 1: Extract Class Steps.

Assuming that Extract Class is first applied on the source code, the transfer of this refactoring
to the design model is expected to be easily automated. Reverse engineering tools can update
the design model appropriately, which directly reflects source code constructs, although some
information may be lost by round-trip engineering (e.g. source code comments). In such tools,
source code with new Address class implementing EntityBean is supposed to generate a model
with classes and the correct realization relationship, as well as new address attribute in Customer
must generate the proper 1:1 association relationship.

On the other hand, updating analysis models from code is harder, since we need to abstract
from implementation details that do not apply to the model. In this example, EJB interfaces
and realization relationships are not relevant to the analysis model, hence related transforma-
tions do not map. This process is not straightforward for reverse-engineering tools, requiring
controlled traceability between abstract and concrete elements. Nevertheless, the generation of
an intermediate design model during the process certainly simplifies the task.

Design Model Refactoring. There is more to model refactoring than only adding and moving
model constructs in UML CASE tools. In fact, it is hard to measure the impact of a simple
refactoring on the whole model, since semantic properties are not easily extracted from a UML
model and changes cannot be validated by testing. Additionally, a minor model transformation
can affect a major portion of the source code, depending on the abstraction level of the model.

Assuming that Extract Class is applied on the design model, the mapping to analysis model
is similar to the previous scenario. Only changes affecting relevant entities will map (e.g. adding
Address class and its association relationship with Customer), thereby requiring tools that record
how design elements trace to analysis elements.

On the other hand, mapping model transformation to source code is not as simple. Whereas
adding Address class implementing EntityBean can be automatically transferred to steps 1 and
2 in the source code, side changes of moving street and city variables (references update) can-
not be captured by code generation. Therefore, additional work is required for completing the
refactoring on source code, which is done manually.

Analysis Model Refactoring. The impact of analysis model refactoring on lower abstraction
levels is even more unpredictable, compared to design models. Changes in these models may
provoke a large set of design model and source code transformations, depending on the chosen
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platform.
Assuming that Extract Class is applied on the analysis model, transferring changes to the

design model is an elaborate task. In this example, creating the Address class on analysis may
imply that the class implements EntityBean and spawns the creation of EJB home and remote
interfaces on design. Code generation tools cannot avoid additional manual work for completing
the refactoring.

Moreover, mapping changes on analysis model to source code is even more complex. Moving
instance variables street and city to the new class maps to several modifications on code, in
order to preserve behavior. Complementary manual work is required. Again, the task can be
simplified by the generation of an intermediate design model.

4.1.2 Hide Delegate

This refactoring is applied when a client calls methods of another class’ field. In this context,
the client class is aware of details about the delegate object, then not following encapsulation
principles. In Figure 4, we show the application of Hide Delegate on a banking application.
Table 2 shows the scenarios of Hide Delegate along with side changes.

Figure 4: Hide Delegate.

Java code Design Model Analysis Model

1. Add method getManager() to Em-
ployee, which calls the delegate me-
thod in Department. Employee’s
EJB remote interface must be up-
dated

2. Remove method getDepartment()
from Employee. Update Employee’s
EJB remote interface

• In Bank, replace all references
to Department methods by ref-
erences to Employee’s methods,
such as getManager()

• In Bank, remove all calls to the
getDepartment() method

1. Add method getManager() to Em-
ployee. Employee’s EJB remote in-
terface must be updated

2. Remove method getDepartment()
from Employee and update Em-
ployee’s EJB remote interface

• Remove dependency relation-
ship between Bank and Depart-
ment

1. Add method getManager() to Em-
ployee

2. Remove method getDepartment()
from Employee

• Remove dependency relation-
ship between Bank and Depart-
ment

Table 2: Hide Delegate Steps.

Code Refactoring. Assuming that Hide Delegate is first applied on source code, the changes
will be transferred to the corresponding design model. In this situation, reverse engineering
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tools present satisfactory results, including EJB updates. However, we may experience some
problems, specially with the dependency relationship, which is not updated correctly in most
UML CASE tools. For instance, side changes when removing getDepartment() from Employee
in the source code do not transfer to the model.

Concerning analysis models, the transfer is even more problematic, although an intermediate
design model certainly simplifies the task. Reverse engineering tools work for the most relevant
model elements, yet dependency relationship and abstraction of EJB details are more complex
issues.

Design Model Refactoring. If Hide Delegate is applied to the design model, transferring
the steps to the analysis model is defined by the ability of abstracting EJB-related changes and
non-relevant design elements.

Concerning the transfer of design model transformations to source code, forward engineering
tools can generate a skeleton of the new method getManager() in the Employee class, but pro-
grammers must add the delegation code manually. In addition, removing Bank—Department
dependency relationship does not translate to the corresponding side changes on source code
(they also must be performed manually). However, updates to EJB interfaces can be transferred
directly.

Analysis Model Refactoring. Assuming that Extract Class is applied to the analysis model,
corresponding design model changes are not easily predicted. In this example, changes to EJB
interfaces can only be transferred if implementation information is used to generate lower-level
changes. If new and removed methods (getManager() and getDepartment()) are relevant to the
analysis, then these changes should be straightforward.

However, transferring changes to source code is even harder, due to the significant level
difference. For example, implementation-related side changes and EJB specifics are impossible
to infer from abstract refactoring. An intermediate design model is highly desirable in the
transfer process.

4.1.3 Strategy Pattern Introduction

One of the most usual applications of refactoring is to introduce design patterns [11, 6]. For
example, we can apply the Strategy pattern to an object that may contain different ways to
perform a specific operation. A new class is created to represent a particular algorithm, being
referenced by the original class. In Figure 5, we show the introduction of this pattern to our
banking application, which modularizes a strategy to calculate the amount of state tax for each
deposit to a checking account. In this example, we consider a limited version of the Strategy
pattern, without inheritance, for simplifying our discussion. Table 3 shows the refactoring steps
along with side changes, for each scenario.

Figure 5: Strategy Pattern.

Code Refactoring. Assuming that Strategy pattern is applied to the source code, reverse
engineering can transfer all the changes to the corresponding design model. In this case, we
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Java code Design Model Analysis Model

1. Add empty class TaxStrategy

2. Add instance variable currentTax-
Strategy to CheckingAccount, refer-
encing one instance of TaxStrategy

3. Move instance variable stateTax to
TaxStrategy

• Accessor methods are created in
TaxStrategy

• All references to stateTax within
CheckingAccount must be re-
placed with calls to its accessor
methods in TaxStrategy

4. Move method calculateTax to Tax-
Strategy

• Either all references to calculat-
eTax must be updated or a del-
egation method is maintained in
CheckingAccount

1. Add empty class TaxStrategy

2. Add 1:1 association from Checking-
Account to TaxStrategy

3. Move instance variable stateTax to
TaxStrategy

• Accessor methods are created in
TaxStrategy

4. Move method calculateTax to Tax-
Strategy

1. Add empty class TaxStrategy

2. Add 1:1 association from Checking-
Account to TaxStrategy

3. Move instance variable stateTax to
TaxStrategy

4. Move method calculateTax to Tax-
Strategy

Table 3: Strategy Pattern Steps.

assume that EJB home and remote interfaces are not affected by the refactoring, since calculat-
eTax is a private method (not published in interfaces) and TaxStrategy do not change the EJB
implementation.

Similarly, the relevant analysis elements affected by the refactoring can be easily updated
from source code, since EJB interfaces are not affected in this example.

Design Model Refactoring. If Strategy pattern is applied to the design model, design entities
that are relevant to analysis may be easily updated, since EJB aspects are not affected.

On the other hand, updating the source code by forward engineering is not as straightfor-
ward. Side changes in steps 3 and 4 have to be completed manually. Furthermore, moving
methods in the model brings additional problems to round-trip engineering in most UML CASE
tools. For instance, if we move calculateTax() to TaxStrategy in the model, the generated source
code contains a skeleton implementation of calculateTax() in TaxStrategy whereas the body of
the method is lost.

Analysis Model Refactoring. Applying the Strategy pattern to the analysis model, the
design model will lack accessor methods for stateTax in TaxStrategy, although implementation
elements are not affected in the transformation.

Concerning the source code, side changes are performed manually after forward engineering
(with intermediate design model). However, relevant analysis elements are updated accordingly
in code.

4.2 Alternative Solutions for Automatization

From these small examples, we can identify a number of problems concerning round-trip en-
gineering and consistency between models and source code after refactoring. Even though our
examples do not represent all possible situations in practice, we believe that problems occur on
most refactoring scenarios, using UML CASE tools and round-trip engineering.

Most problems are found when generating source code from transformed models, besides
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difficulties in dealing with different abstraction levels and implementation specifics. In this con-
text, we can try alternatives for automatic consistency between model and code refactoring.

Attaching source code to models. In this solution, a CASE tool would keep structural model
elements attached with respective source code. Therefore, model refactoring steps are extended
with source code transformations, specially side changes that otherwise would be manually per-
formed. As an advantage, applying refactoring to models does not require additional manual
changes to source code. On the other hand, developers lose abstraction capability, since models
must be concrete enough to include code constructs. For instance, analysis models would hardly
be maintained by such a tool, since it may be impossible to abstract from implementation spe-
cifics.

Executable UML. This solution encompasses other recently-devised concepts, such as MDA
[28] and precise action semantics [1]. The idea is that, rather than elaborate an analysis model
into a design model and then produce code, application developers use tools to translate ab-
stract application constructs, annotated with action semantics and Object Constraint Language
(OCL) [22] tags, into executable entities [3]. In this context, refactorings on abstract models
are smoothly transferred to source code. However, this approach requires high-quality model
compilers and Virtual Execution Environments (VEEs), providing infrastructure upon which
executable UML models can execute. In fact, these tools are in a very incipient stage, and the
applicability of this technique is an open research area.

Recording refactorings. This solution defines an approach to automatic refactorings across
different abstraction levels, yet not applying round-trip engineering. By this approach, refactor-
ing steps on software artifacts (models or source code) at a source abstraction level are recorded
by a CASE tool, followed by the mapping of those steps to a target level. Finally, the mapped
steps are applied to artifacts at the target level. For example, steps for a model refactoring can
be recorded and applied to source code. As a result, developers can minimize manual refactoring,
eliminating the need for code generation and all its associated problems.

However, there is a number of open questions with this approach. First, it is hard to
check whether mapped transformations preserve behavior across abstraction levels. Provided
we split refactorings into primitive refactorings (or steps), we can map each step to corresponding
target steps. Consequently, we can assure that if these steps preserve behavior in isolation, the
composite refactoring will be behavior-preserving. Still, the challenge is to define a minimal set
of primitive refactorings for each abstraction level and elaborate a mapping mechanism between
levels.

Second, mapping steps on analysis models to design models, or vice-versa, requires traceab-
ility information from abstract to concrete level. Otherwise, the tool will not be able to map
abstract changes to concrete changes, which usually affect implementation-specific entities that
are not present in analysis.

Third, side changes, which are usually done before each step in order to preserve behavior,
are not easily predicted when mapping abstract to concrete changes. However, we believe that
side changes are closely related to refactorings preconditions [25]. A program (or model) must
satisfy a number of preconditions before each primitive refactoring is applied, for certifying
that the behavior is preserved. Accordingly, the tool may be able to deduct the correct side
changes for a step by analyzing its preconditions and the program’s (or model’s) current state.
Otherwise, manual adjustments will be required, mainly for source code.

Figure 6(a) shows horizontal and vertical transformations on this approach, which can be
considered a mid-term between the XP approach to model consistency (Figure 6(b)) and formal
methods approach (Figure 6(b)). In XP, models are initially used but discarded after code

11



generation, while in a formal approach refactorings would be applied to models (specifications)
and models would evolve to source code by precise refinement.

Figure 6: Approaches to Model-Code Consistency.

5 Extending The Rational Unified Process (RUP) With Refact-

oring

In this Section we present suggestions for extending RUP with support for planning, applying,
and evaluating model and code refactoring. We believe this extension might be useful since
refactoring is an activity that may accompany most stages of the software development life-
cycle. For instance, even attempts to understand foreign code can motivate simple refactorings
(e.g. by adding comments). Some of our suggestions are based on the work of France et al [10],
which introduces a framework for software processes dealing with model evolution.

During software process enactment, refactoring can be supported by the following basic tasks:

• Planning and evaluation of quality improvements;

• Decision-making about where to refactor and what refactoring to apply;

• Application of model and code refactoring;

• Writing unit tests prior to implementation in order to support code refactoring.

Based on these basic tasks, we point out parts of RUP that may be changed for dealing with
refactoring in a software process. First, we outline possible changes to static aspects of RUP
(activities, steps, artifacts). Next, we outline how dynamic aspects (phases and iterations) can
be affected by refactoring support.

5.1 Suggestions for Static Aspects

Changes for introducing support for refactoring will be located in the following RUP workflows.

Project Management. The task of planning and evaluating refactoring is more suitable for
iteration planning, since it is simpler to determine quality improvements focusing on smaller
project goals (e.g. a set of use cases). In this workflow, we extend the workflow detail Plan
for The Next Iteration with new activities for planning and evaluating refactoring, as showed in
Figure 7. These activities will produce and update a new artifact, the Refactoring Plan.

For setting refactoring goals, we suggest a new activity, Develop Refactoring Plan. This
activity derives a set of questions (high-level goals), whose answers can define how these goals
are satisfied. Based on these goals, next steps can establish metrics that provide a practical
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Figure 7: Suggestions for Planning Refactorings.

way to identify “bad smells”, i.e. properties of software artifacts that may require quality
improvements. As examples of such metrics, average number of attributes and methods in
individual classes may help decide to apply the Extract Class refactoring, whereas a low number
of references to a class may lead to the Inline Class refactoring. Accordingly, relevant research
work has been done on this topic [7, 27].

In addition, the activity Assess Refactoring evaluates the updated models and source code,
based on the evaluation criteria developed in the activity Planning Refactoring (high-level and
metrics). The output of this activity is certainly useful for future iterations. Also, the manager
must check whether refactoring provides the expected return of investment, since developers are
restructuring code that was previously working.

Configuration and Change Management. Even though we do not suggest any changes to
this workflow, its activities are closely related to refactorings. Configuration management tools
are required for keeping track of different versions of artifacts during refactoring. In addition,
complex refactorings, particularly on models, may require submitting formal change requests for
management control.

Analysis and Design. In this workflow, architects and designers must take technical decisions
concerning the application of refactoring on models. Next, model refactorings are applied. We
identify existing activities that might receive additions for achieving these goals.

Architects and designers must investigate issues and find new opportunities for reuse in design
models (and analysis models, if maintained). These steps are based on the metrics defined in the
Develop Refactoring Plan activity, as they are applied to models in order to check the need for
quality improvements. Steps for addressing these needs can be included to Review Architecture
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and Review Design activities (Refine Architecture and Design Components workflow details,
respectively). Furthermore, the architect or designer must decide whether to do model or source
code refactoring. Usually, model refactorings are more useful for major structural changes (e.g.
introduction of one or more design patterns) or exploring alternative designs.

For the identified refactorings, we suggest new steps for their application to model arti-
facts. These steps surely affect activities contained in the following workflow details, depicted
in Figure 8:

• Define a Candidate Architecture, affecting activities Architectural Analysis and Use
Case Analysis;

• Refine the Architecture, affecting activities Incorporate Existing Design Elements;

• Design Components, affecting activities Use-Case Design, Subsystem Design and Class
Design;

• Design the Database, affecting activity Database Design.

The affected activities include steps for applying the refactorings and updating other model
artifacts which contain changed elements. For instance, a refactoring that adds a new class to
the system will have impact on use-case and database design. In addition, these refactoring steps
may also be performed for mapping code refactorings to models, using approaches described in
Section 4. The impact of these changes on the source code are considered by implementation
activities.

Figure 8: Analysis and Design Workflow Details Affected by Refactoring.

Implementation. In this workflow, implementers carry out code refactoring, upon deciding
when it is the case. We suggest new steps to be included to existing activities.

Initially, refactorings applied to analysis and design models must be reflected to code. The
activity Structure the Implementation Model covers this need, usually by forward engineering
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in existing CASE tools, although, as seen in Section 4, this technique does not reflect changes
completely.

Furthermore, a new step must be added in order to identify points in the source code that may
need refactoring. Small changes, usually below method level, are candidate code refactorings.
This decision is also based on metrics defined in the Refactoring Plan. Review Code (Implement
Components workflow detail) is the most appropriate activity to contain this new step.

After deciding when and where to refactor source code, apply the refactorings as a new step
in the Implement Component activity, supported by tests previously written (see Test workflow).
In this step, automatic application of code refactoring is very useful for increasing productiv-
ity and avoiding errors. Furthermore, implementers must provide feedback of these changes to
design models, which are also be performed during this activity.

Test. Previously-written unit tests can help maintaining the observable behavior of programs
after code refactoring. This practice has widespread acceptance in the XP community, as a
complementary technique for refactoring programs. In this context, activities for implementing
and executing tests and the step for applying code refactoring must be combined, in order to
provide an efficient test support for refactoring.

5.2 Suggestions for Dynamic Aspects

Considering dynamic aspects of RUP, we outline how refactoring can be performed in iterations
of each RUP phase. Since the intent of the first phase (Inception) is to make the business case
needed to justify launching the project [17], we do not consider refactoring in its iterations.

Concerning the remaining phases, starting a metaphor and evolving the design only by mer-
ciless refactoring as in XP does not fit into RUP. However, refactoring can be useful for evolving
the baseline architecture during elaboration and for corrective, adaptive and perfective changes
during construction phase. We discuss support for refactoring in those phases.

Elaboration. In this phase, the architecture baseline is developed and validated, becoming
the basis for all following development activities. For establishing a stable architecture, refact-
oring is a valuable technique, since changes are constant until the architect achieves the best
foundation for the system to be built. In addition, due to the fact that major changes and
exploration of alternative designs are commonly seen in this phase, model refactoring may be
more appropriate, but, of course, keeping consistency with the associated source code.

Construction. In this phase, a software product ready for initial operation in the user envir-
onment is developed, based on the architecture baseline. We believe that, since the architecture
is considered stable, major refactorings will be minimal. However, requirement changes are
important risks to the project, and refactoring is relevant before adding new features. Code
refactoring is often applied during implementation activities, reflecting structural changes to
models. Nevertheless, model refactoring can be useful when a higher-level view of the system is
needed to perform changes.

Transition. This phase focus on establishing the product in the operational environment,
handling all the issues needed for operation in the user environment. Although most core
workflows of RUP (analysis and design, implementation and test) play a less significant role
during this phase, model and code refactoring may still be necessary for helping correct defects
and addressing unforeseen problems.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigated the role of model and code refactorings in heavyweight software
methodologies, such as RUP. We studied the impact of refactoring on consistency between model
and source code, required in such methodologies, and alternatives to automatization. Also, we
suggested an extension of RUP supporting refactoring in its workflows and phases.

The results of our investigation can be used in the development of new CASE tools for
increasing productivity in the refactoring practice, specially in the relationship between model
and source code transformations. Moreover, our extension of RUP might be used as a basis for
process improvement, aiming at better software evolution support.

In our point of view, recording refactorings is the most promising approach for dealing
with model and code refactorings, although having many open issues. For instance, behavior
preservation and the relationship between abstract and concrete constructs are critical for the
application of this approach in RUP and other software methodologies. We believe that initiat-
ives for formalizing refactorings with less ambiguous notations point out research directions on
these topics.
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