Performance
Testing Moves

Toward Maturity

In last month's column, I
began sharing some of the
key points that I wok from
WOPEG, the sixth meet-
ing of the Workshop on
Performance and Relia-
bilioyh. In case yvou missed
the column, WOPR s
an ongoing series of invi-
taticrronly, minimal-cost
peer workshops for expe-
rienced performance test-
eis and related professionals that
emphasizes mutal learning. sharing
hands-on experiences, and solving
practical problems. WOPRG  (www
cperformance-wor kshop.orgiwas
specifically organized o explore evolw
ing perceptions of performance test-
ing. We accomplihed this through
reports of relevant experiences froim
past projects and current iniciatives
that demonstrate or contadict the
view that performance testing is
undergoing a period of significant.
rapid and positive change.

While it's neither possible nor pro-
ductive to summarize the sz days of
conversations among recognized
expers and experienced practitioners,
there is value in mentioning some of
the key points that [ ook from the
workshop. Specifically, I'd like to con-
tinue sharing with you points of view
that either corroborate or oppose
some of the positions I've promulgar-
ed in this column and other venues
rece ntly.

What About Open Source?

As some of vou may know, I'm a big fan
of opensource software. That's not w
say that I oppose pay sofowar e: rather. 1
have rremendous respea for those who
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dedicate their time o
building and mainaining
opensowrce sof ware, and 1
make a poiit ©owy ot
open-scwrce software when
it appears to be a viable
aleernative to pay softwar e.
Sometimes, I find that
the available opensource
product mees my needs;
other tmes. it doesn't.
When it comes to perform-
ance testing. Ive buile up a significant
library of opensource software that
I use for evervthing from load genera-
ton o rescurce monitoring e fle
parsing when I'm working on projecs
that use technologies this sofoware
SUppOTIE.

Typically, I've found that “house-
hold name” organimeions are resisant
o using opensource software. Their
reasons include limited support and
training. small user commumities. thin
documentation and bad previous
experiences. That's why mv ears
perked up when Goranka Bedow, a
senior software engineer in testng at
Google. casually mentioned the fol-
lowing while sharing a recent per-
formance 4esting experience. “Google
use s oper source and they boild ic oa
They figure that they can pay for [a
wal] or not pay for [a woel], bur it's
still [a pool]—and ar least with open
soufce, we can modify the code when
we nesd it w do [something that isn't
native by supported].”

Thisis an inaedibly insdghoful sace-
ment. While few organizations have
Google's poo] of mlented developers,
most of the wweaks that opensowce
s need o meet a user's specific
needs don't require any rock et science.

More About Open Source...
A day or owo after Bjedov shared her
experience with s, Antony Marcano, a
performance testing consulant in the
UK and manager of TestingReflections
«om, which aggregates some of the
best sofiware development and testing
blogs on the Web, shared an experi-
ence with a related message. On a
recent project, the team made the
same open-source decision as Google,
but his cliemr didn't make the mweaks
ta the wol themselves. In their case it
was cheaper and more efficient w pay
sofmecie o build our the opesouroe
too] than to pay for the licenses of the
pavload generation tool. Interestingly,
they found that the members of the
operrsolurce comimuniry for this ool
charged quite reasonable rates in
exchange for permission to put the
tweak inte the opensource project at
the conclusion of the development
effort

Marcano’s story gave mea fresh per-
specive. With some of the top payload-
generation tools running =X or seven
figures w purchase and five or six fig-
ufes in annual maintenance fees, why
not simply hire a member of the oper
source development team o enhance
of customize the tool (and poten tally
provide scme training in the process)?
That could be a whole lot more cose-
effective than purchasing a proprietary
el that may or may not meet your
current of fumre needs any becer than
th e open-source solution.

Moving to IDEs

Ome area of consensus abow the ese-
ing evolution was evident in the
increasing partnership between per-
formance testers and developers. Justa
few vyears ago, performance testers
were seen as merely additional mem-
hers of the “quality police™ that mamy
developers considered the bane of
their existence. At WOPRA, some per-
formance testers related their experi-
ences of working closely with the
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development team. Marcano and Meijll
McCarthy, another top perforiman ce
tesver from the UK, described find-
ing a high degree of success in work-
ing side by side with developers in
agile environments.

Coupling these experiences with
the tool vendor penchant for piling
load generation and other perform-
ance-testing tools into the developer's
IDEs, the tipping point has apparently
been reached. Performance testing as
an activity in isolaton from develop-
ment, using wols unfamiliar w devel-
opers, will become a thing of the past.
In fact. most of the new performan ce
testers I've met at conferences of
aught in recent training clases are
corverted developers.

In further evidence of the shift in
the perception of performance estng
from an independent @sk o a job
most efficientdy accomplished in close
collaboration with developers. Bill
Barnett, a developer working on the
performance-testing component of
Microsoft’s  Visunal Siudio Team
Svstem, shared his experience using
V&TE o performance-west a new
Microsoft application. Working with
developers, he was able w copnduct
unit performance EStng, sres est-
ing, functicnal testing under load and
cther varieties of performance testing
without switching tools.,

Whether you're a fan of this tend
or o, both Microsoft and IBM are
taking it seriously. and it does present
a powerful message.

Maturat ion, not Evolution

Possibly the most eve-opening realiza-
tion crys@llized during a presen@tion
by Mike Pearl, a friend and senior per-
formance and reliability tescer  at
Intuic. In face, Iwasso inrigued by my
epiphany that I forget o record the
techiical details of his experience.
being too busy jotting notes about the
light bulb that had just illuminated my
brain.

The poirt of Mike's presenation—
an d something that I'd suboonsciously
known for some tme—is that maybe
rather than evolving, paradigm shift-
ing o undergoing revolution, per-
formance testing is instead mwurng—
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adapting. merging. cdlecting. injeca-
ing and infusing lessons from other
fields.

Of all the recene advances I've wit-
nesed in performance testing, viral-
I¥ none are e innovatons; rather,
they're new applications ofwelld nown
and documented research and prac-
tices from fields such as human pey-
chology, statstcal analwsis, informa-
tion  modeling and  operational
research. If I could influence just one
aspect of the field of performance test-
ing, I'd like © encourage us all w©
reach ot o other disciplines w learn
what they have w teach us.

Predicting Performance

Owver the years, I've been wocal about
several pet peeves. Prominent among
theim: The practice of
extrapolating results from

a test emvironment that

what produaion performance will be
like.”

I guess that shows that no matter
how much we seem to be evaving in
sofme areas. in others, the stae of the
practice has remained esentially sag-
nant for at least the last six years.

An Indicator of Optimism

I s@mried this two-part column with the
intent of sharing some poins of view
from other respeaed members of the
performance testing communicy that
either corroborate or oppose some of
thie positions I've shared in this cok
umn and other venues recently.

In general, I feel & though most of
the leaders in this community who
were able o anend this workshop
agree on the potential of the advance-

menE that are happen-
ing in our field, but I may
have been a kit optimistic

isn't an acourate replica L abour  how far we've
tion of producton, for come in applving those
the purposes of predice- advancements ©w  their
ing or even estimating an Rather than full advantage.

application’s  perform- . But I don't mind
ance, is umwise. In fact, it Efx‘ﬂ!f.-"!?lg being an optimist some-
ranks somewhere be- times. To well the outh.
tween tisky and crazy F;{ﬁ:dfg‘r}'; with the predominance

uiiless vou hire an expert
in application perform-
ance modeling and then
confirm both the pro-
duction  environment

shifting or
undergoing

of pessimism surronnd-
ing performance testing
over the last five or so
vears, perhaps a bit of
vocal optimism on the

and :hra- predlc.ncuns. ?"Ef-’ﬂ!ﬁifﬂﬂ, part of respecred me-!'n—

Craig BRapin. a per- bers of the community
formance test manager a ' is an advancement in
for one of the world's Fﬂi_ﬁli‘“}ﬂﬂﬂfﬂ imelf. =

largest providers of finan-
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cial services. came o End Naote: The portioms of
WOPRE hoping that the L WOFRs disensrad in this ool
experts in atendance mati IHE’. .‘::J: Erfﬂf;”‘:dh_f”;;;:
could help him meet his Amistadi, Charlie Awdritsh
mo=t commeon challenge: Morini Bollord  Seoft Berber
predicting  production »

performance based on
resules from non-prodoc-
tion environimenis.

Unformnately  for  Craig, he
received exactly owo pieces of adwvice.
First."Don't do i it doesn’t work.” and
second, *Find a way o convince vour
superion o allew you w run at leasta
couple of wests in producticn: it's the
only reliable way to gain insight intwo
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