SOA-RA SC Conference Call, 

Wednesday, July 22nd, 2009 

  - Agenda -

A: Administrivia

1. Roll call

2. Note taker appointed 
3. Approve minutes from previous Conf Calls
B: Taskus Genuineus

4. Review Actions

5. Discussion on Joint Action
6. Trust Discussion
Link to Meeting Attendees
Link to Meeting Notes
Link to Meeting Actions
· Meeting Attendees –
Frank McCabe

Ken Laskey

Jeff Estefan

Bob Ellinger
David Ellis

- Meeting Notes –
A – Administrative – Frank McCabe Chaired meeting 

1. Roll Call:  Frank McCabe conducted roll call

2. Note Taker Assigned: Jeff Estefan
Quorum NOT Achieved.
3. Approve Minutes from previous Conf Calls
Motion to approve minutes from July 15, 2009 call.
Deferred.
B – Taskus Genuineus
4. Review Actions

Ken Action:  Upload DoDAF 2.0 to Kavi.
Status: Complete

Ken Action: Upload the Gold copy of the SOA RAF to Kavi.
Status: Complete
Ken Action: Work on Governance Section.

Status: In-Work
Frank Action: Write explanation with example of layers of Joint Action in Section 3; Jeff to check Frank's example against today's recording.

Status: Complete (via e-mail)
Committee Action: Add a short synopsis to the RAF from the Harmonization paper.

Status: In-Work
5. Discussion on Joint Action
Jeff pointed out we call out several different ‘types’ of action, e.g., “[Separate] Action,” “Joint Action,” “Communicative Action,” “Service Action,” and “Social Action.”  We need to re-introduce Interaction into the latest model and its relationship to Communicative Action.  Interaction in RM was at higher level.  Ken re-articulated need for consistency with RM.  We were clear on Willingness.  Interaction does not guarantee that anything gets accomplished.  Willingness to have an interaction does not imply end result of having the interaction.  Frank elaborated on Social Action has to do with the relative status of the various participants in the enterprise; has to do with the goals and objectives and processes of the enterprise itself.  It doesn’t move any books.  Jeff recommended adding a concrete example to the RAF.  Social action is the establishment of a social fact, e.g., if someone says you are now the manager of a group or your job is to market to the Far East, nothing on the ground has changed, it’s purely is itself sufficient to establish its existence.  There are implications, which is why it is important to model.  In the future, there will be consequences of the action.  For example, if you establish policy, an example of a social action, it is one action that establishes social fact, then as a result of that, there may be additional actions that have certain real world effects, e.g., customer is granted or denied access.  Not yet clear whether or not Social Action is Joint Action. 

Ken suggested in the interest of parsimony, we should strive to keep the set of possible “actions” to a minimum will full description of each.  Ken suggested we still don’t see what introducing the term Joint Action buys us.  Also concerned about connection to Trust.  Frank suggested Joint Action is of the essence.  It is the abstract analog of acting at a distance.  Separate Action is needed to build up to a Joint Action.  Some discussion ensued as to whether or not to keep the concept of Joint Action or Individual (Separate) Action.  Frank stated he is road kill for Joint Action.

And how does this relate to Interaction.  This is paramount.  In the RM, the focus of the concept of Interaction was on ALL of what was needed for the two sides to talk to each other.  Rather than focus on message exchange, for the RAF, we’re talking about electronic modes of interaction.  In order to do that, you need to unpack what Interaction means.  Sometimes the babble is the action.  Frank suggests that the concept of Joint Action is an abstract class that is used in many different ways.  You never do a Joint Action without doing some kind of action itself.  Suggest adding and teasing apart Interaction as part of Communication Action model.  Jeff suggested that if Interaction is such an ambiguous term, then we need to point out this point and as Ken says, we need to provide the motivation for introducing the more precise concepts of Joint Action, and more specifically, Communication Action.
Ken is looking to minimum motivation for describing what we think our audience needs to hear about.  Elaborating may be good discussion point.  Where do we need Action itself to be different than Joint Action?  Can we elaborate on the concept of Joint Action with introducing the concept.  Argument for using qualified terms, it is less likely to cause confusion to the reader.  There are still cases where individual action is important, but by and large, we will be focusing in the RAF models mostly on Joint Action.  Important point is that Joint Action is coordinated, not a random set of actions.  Frank pointed out famous Margaret Thatcher quote “There’s no such thing as society, there’s only individuals in society.”  Ken again argued that Action is a word in people’s vocabulary and Joint Action is not.
Action to Frank.  Recommended Updates/Review to Sect 3.  1. Need to describe why the notion/concept of Interaction is insufficient and we need more precise concepts such as Joint Action and Communicative Action (add to add to Communication as Joint Action). 2. Need to add simple example (e.g., setting policy) to Social Action.   3. Need further clarification on the concept of Service Action.  Leave item 3 to further public review with exception of a few minor wording changes for clarification (e.g., originator of the action).
6. Trust Discussion

In terms of Trust, the issue was mapping of Action or Joint Action for which we had Willingness.  David mostly concerned with getting policy setting and trust transitivity in enough detail to be able to build a concrete architecture followed by implementation; could be pub/sub implementation.
Meeting was adjourned at 10:00 AM PT.

· Meeting [New] Actions –

Frank Action:  See above recommendations under Item 5 Actions to Frank.

