Wednesday, May 19, 2004               


Subject:
Minutes of May 14, 2004 Abstract BPEL Clarification Working Group:

The meeting started at 2:30PM on schedule. 
Attendees:  Martin, Satish, Phil, Diane, Yuzo, Ivana, Nick, Monica, others?
The question first placed on the table by Satish was: What is abstract BPEL for?
Nick:  Section 15 of spec needs clarification. 

Satish: What exactly is not clear in section 15?
Nick:  The Spec says Abstract BPEL is used to define business protocols. But not enough detail is provided. Is this the case?
Satish:  Business protocols are … Are you saying this definition is over reaching?

Nick:
It is over reaching. What is a Business protocol? There are many definitions for that. Your mail from six months back could bring clarity to the current document.
Satish:  A Business protocol includes a global model of all of the participants, which we are not providing.

Nick:
Take for example of a BIP or what you have in Appendix C (i.e., A Business Agreement is a form of a protocol). From the picture included in the document you can clearly see the global model defining the protocol.  The definition of observable behavior of a participant is really only a part of a bigger protocol but not enough to describe the protocol. This is not enough to define the protocol.
Satish:  Yes you are right by itself it is not enough, you need the additional global model. 

This clarification should be made but we will not address the global model in BPEL.
Nick:  Questioning template perspective observes he is not he is not yet convinced on issue 107. It appears to say that I am not telling you what is happening so you are minimizing the modeling errors.
Satish: Yaron is not tackling the template use case. Templates a very tool centric use case. You can see it as an intermediate format while you are modeling a process in a tool. A template may be viewed as a way for a modeling tool to keep things syntactically correct.  This is the way Yaron articulated the motivation from a kind of syntactic correctness view point. That’s the way Satish interprets it
. Ivana do you agree?
Ivana:
Yes

Satish: Abstract processes were not originally intended for that type of use case.
Nick:
Expected Yaron to join to describe a bit about what he is thinking.


Satish:
When we summarize this discussion the issue will become much clearer and I am sure that Yaron will be very eager to respond.
Phil:
Nick … could you write the two use cases related to Public view and the template view.  
Sadish:  Nick and I can collaborate on that and write it up.
Phil:
Satish do you have further questions to discuss?

Satish:
 My second question is who will use them?   I have two cases I can think of. First is a B2B situation. Each can define their interaction more precisely and concisely using abstract processes.  
The other use case is a vertical standardized organization like RosetaNet or Swift to define standardized business protocols. Can use abstract BPEL to define as a way of defining the behavior of individual parties involved in that protocol. These organizations can have a global model or global view but must never the less define the behavior of individual parties. Abstract processes give you the freedom of full duplex communication.


Ivana:
Any Web service provider may use Abstract BPEL process to describe more complex Web services. You may use Abstract BPEL to formally describe the dynamic aspects of behavior.
Monica: How do abstract processes relate in compatibility with executable processes? Is that also a use case of how abstract BPEL could potentially be used?
Satish: My third question is how will abstract process be used?  Process modeling tools will use abstract processes as a starting point. Ex. RosetaNet gave you an abstract process description as a supplier in a B2B relationship you could import that abstract process into your tool and build out from it to provide an executable process. Also, another business should be able to export abstract BPEL to its partners to describe how it intends to do its business.
Ugo:
I don’t know how much can be automated relative to Satish’s second point. I imagine it depends how much of the executable you want to hide. How do you express that?
Satish:  I agree it is not a trivial exercise.  One possibility might be to show only the interactions that operate through the partner link relevant to that particular partner and hide everything else.
Ivana: Why restrict Abstract BPEL to B2B scenarios? A2A
 shouldn’t use different languages. 
Satish:  They don’t have to.

Phil:
Why should there be any difference between Abstract BPEL and Executable BPEL?
Satish: Syntactically they would be the same but in intent they would not. To interpret opaque you have two perspectives. Public view: I’m not telling you everything therefore I can extend it anyway I want. 
Template View: on the other hand states I am telling you exactly the parts that haven’t been done. No, abstract processes are not executable and opaque is not the right way to think about it because it tends to suggest a template view. Abstract processes are simply public views, which mean that they are always incomplete. (Ex. An abstract process may simply say: Receive send receive send, send.) Validity and Completeness conditions are much stricter in Executable BPEL.
Ugo: I have a question about importing and exporting. What if both parties are exporting? Do we conceal that case? Are the two exports compatible? 
Satish:
 You can not actually export and import.  You’re always exporting from the behavior of party A and party B can not import the behavior of party A party B has to import the specifications of behavior of  party B. Someone has to create it somehow.
Ugo:  What I was thinking was the one that imports, imports the definition of the behavior of the other party and based on this definition, creates its own behavior.
Satish:
   Let’s consider a concrete example. Let’s suppose I’m Company A, I’m defining my behavior as a buyer and I am going to export an abstract definition of my behavior as a buyer. My supplier is not going to import that because my supplier is not Company A. I have also to somehow create an abstract process definition for my supplier’s behavior which is some how a mirror image of my exported behavior
.  The mirror image is separately created it is not created by export of the Company A process. The problem exists regardless of how you create the behavior of the other party that is importing it
. It is not created by the export of my behavior.
Ugo:  This issue of compatibility … Is it something we want to address or not?
Satish:
  We should strive to define what this notion of compatibility is.  I don’t think there is an algorithm for verifying it. 
Phil:
I may have missed something. Could you describe compatibility with respect to what?

Satish:
  I you have two mutually facing abstract processes, how do you know they are mutually compatible?  How do we know they will not get into a deadlock? What happens if there are races? Could be sending a cancel at the same time you are sending me a shipping notice. That’s a race.  Expression is a problem if you try to define a single global view.
�Templates or issue 107?


�Phil contacted Yaron who informed him he would probably not be able to attend any of these meetings as he is too busy.  Said much of what he would have to say is available for emails on-line.


� OK, now what is abstract about this? Could I not do this using an executable BPEL? Why must we make the distinction?


�How?


�What is this?


�(I assume this is the Abstract expression.)


�As a buyer?


�That is the question in my mind. 
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