Additional changes in the Section 3 and Section 4

What has been done

Following recent discussion regarding orchestration-choreography, Ken said: “When we talk about business, it has to be more than corporations. I think the key point is composabilty. To have composability, you need well-defined functionality of components and predictable interfaces that require information that it makes sense for other components to have.
We can use composability without explicitly say orchestrate, but we can say in one place that much of what we are talking about on this subject is discussed using the term orchestration in more than a WS/BPEL context. ”
In line with Ken’s directions, I have reviewed the RAF sections:

3.3.6 Transactions and Exchanges 
4.3.4.1 Service-Oriented Business Processes 

4.3.4.2 Service-Oriented Business Collaborations 

4.3.5 Architectural Implications of Interacting with Services
and other tex-fragments related to both orchestration and choreography. When I made several change-proposals and commented on my motivations, I have saved original line-numbers.
My point is that orchestration-choreography are two sides of the same coin and there is not difference in their applicability to the business process and collaboration. I’ve tried to set a parity among them.
The text I’ve inserted is in shown as >text<. The text that I propose to remove is shown as text
What has been proposed
1350   Business Process

<Comments only: a definition of Business Process includes only characteristics that uniquely identify a process and distinguish it from another process. Participants and roles are not among those characteristics (informative attributes, see Cluster Analysis) because they may be used in any other processes. This is an opinion of several BPM community leaders, and mine. Strictly speaking, the only informative attribute is the business process logic...>

1351 A business process is >defined as< a description of the > business objectives, business goal, expected business results, business process logic< tasks, participants' roles and information needed to
1352 fulfill a business objective.
1353 Business processes are often used to describe > define< the actions and interactions that form business

<Comments only: a business process as well as any other process does not care of and describe actions it uses because the process is interested only in the action results and interactions with arbitrary providers of these results. The process defines what results are needed in each step and how it wants to get these results: the process in this case appears as a service consumer/Actor in the interaction with the action providers acting as services/service_providers. >

1354 transactions. This is most clear when the business process defines >regards< an activity involving parties external to
1355 the organization; however, even within an enterprise, a business process typically involves multiple >actions,<
1356 participants and stakeholders.
1357 In the context of transactions mediated and supported by electronic means, business processes are often
1358 required to be defined well enough to permit automation. The forms of such definitions are often referred
1359 to as choreographies: > combinations. The combinations realise a principle of service orientation known as Service Composability, which is based on two concepts – orchestration and choreography. <
1360 Process Choreography
1361 A process choreography is a description of the possible interactions that may take place between
1362 two or more participants to fulfill an>a shared< objective.
1363 A choreography is, in effect, a description of what the forms of permitted joint actions are when trying to
1364 achieve a particular result. Joint actions are by nature formed out of the individual actions of the
1365 participants; a choreography can be used to describe those interlocking actions that make up the joint
1366 action itself. > A choreography participant may utilize orchestration to manage interactions with its counterparts.<
<Comments only: description of choreography alone is inconsistent in this context. So, I have added a description of orchestration. Both – orchestrate and choreography – are further discussed in the section 4. Here is my definition:>
>Process Orchestration
A process orchestration is a description of the process business logic and requirements to the interactions between central orchestrating entity and one or several orchestrated process actions. The central entity is responsible for the final outcome of the process. The central orchestrating entity is interested in the results provided under the Service Level Agreements by the orchestrated process actions rather than in the process actions themselves. It is assumed that particular process action may be engaged into multiple orchestrations based on preliminary arranged service contracts.
An orchestration is, in effect, a description of the ordered sequence of permitted joint actions between the central entity and action providers. Joint actions are by nature formed out of the individual actions of the participants. An orchestration central entity may utilize choreography to describe particular interactions with those orchestrated actions that make up the joint action itself.<
<Comments only: contemporary understanding of a Business Process recognises two basic forms of description of the process: activity-centric and service-centric. A thing like service-oriented business process is like a ‘buttery-butter’; there are no such things as a non-service-oriented business process>
4.3.4.1 Service-Oriented >Form of <Business Processes
2352 The concepts of business processes and collaborations in the context of transactions and exchanges
2353 across organizational boundaries are described and modeled as part of the Service Ecosystem View of
2354 this Reference Architecture (see Section 3). Here, we focus on the belief that the principle of >Service Composability<composition
2355 of services can be applied to business processes and collaborations. Of course, business processes and
2356 collaborations traditionally represent complex, multi-step business functions that may involve multiple
2357 participants, including internal users>process participants<, external >and internal< customers, and trading partners. Therefore, such

<Comments only: it is a historical IT mistake that considers that the business people, participating in the business process, are process users. They are participants, the parts of the process, e.g. decision makers, or the providers of the process’ actions; they do not use the process, they perform the process. 

This element has been missed when vendors created BPM tools. They assumed was that an automated step(s) of the process may be given to the business person to use it as an instrument/application/service. This is incorrect from the process perspective: a human process participant uses only a User Interface in order to interact with the process or with its automated part but this does not externalizes the human from the process (transforming him/her into a ‘user of the process’)>
2358 complexities cannot simply be ignored when transforming traditional business processes and
2359 collaborations to their service-oriented variants>forms<.

2360 Business processes are comprised of a set of coherent activities that, when performed in a logical
2361 sequence over a period of time and with appropriate rules applied, result in a certain business outcome.
2362 Service orientation as applied to business processes  (i.e., “service-oriented business processes”) means

<Comments only: as I said before, there are no such things as non-service-oriented business processes. It is only a “thinking stereotype” that considers a process as something else than a service to its clients. High level definition of process, according to the BPM experts, is identical to the definition of service (
I’ve reached an agreement with Ron S. about the term  “service-oriented business processes” That time when ZapThink published about it, we needed it to gain a ground of SO in the ‘process’ world. This time is gone and many (enough) have recognised that the process = service. If anybody can represent me a business process, which is not a service, I’ll change my opinion.>

2363 that the aggregation or composition of all of the abstracted activities, flows, and rules that govern a
2364 business process can themselves be abstracted as a service [BLOOMBERG/SCHMELZER].

2365 When business processes are abstracted in this manner and accessed through >the form of< SOA services, all of the

<Comments only: business processes engage business services as actions while being business services themselves to the upper layer of business consumers (or super-processes) – this is the fundamental point of Business Architecture>
2366 concepts used to describe and model composition of services that were articulated in Section 4.3.4 apply.
2367 There are some important differences from a composite service that represents an abstraction of a
2368 business process from a composite service that represents a single-step business interaction. As stated
2369 earlier, business processes have temporal properties >characteristics< and can range from short-lived processes that

<Comments only: ‘properties’ smell too much SW>

2370 execute on the order of minutes or hours to long-lived processes that can execute for weeks, months, or
2371 even years. Further, these processes may involve many participants. These are important
2372 considerations for the consumer of a service-oriented business process and these temporal properties >characteristics<
2373 must be articulated >in the SOA ecosystem< as part of the meta-level aspects of the service-oriented business process in its
2374 Service Description, along with the meta-level aspects of any sub-processes >or actions< that may be of use or need
2375 to be visible to the Service Consumer.
2376 In addition, a workflow activity represents a unit of work that some entity acting in a described role (i.e.,
2377 role player) is asked to perform. Activities can be broken down into steps with each step representing a
2378 task for the role player to perform. Based on our earlier assertion that messages denote joint action
2379 between service participants, we model these tasks as actions, i.e., message exchanges, which model
2380 activities as a collection of action-specific message exchanges. The role player performing a task or sub
2381 task of a particular activity in an overall process flow may actually be > another service realised as< a human entity not >or as< a software or
2382 hardware agent.

>In the SOA ecosystem, business process realisation looses its aspect of hierarchical relationship between super- and sub-process. Instead hierarchical relationships there is a combination of multiple joint actions between one participant that constitutes the business process itself and a group of other participants whose roles are played by the action providers.<
2383 A technique that is used to compose service-oriented >forms of< business processes that are hierarchical (top-down)
2384 and self-contained in nature is known as orchestration. >All orchestration participants may be positioned in the same level. Elimination of hierarchy, which simplifies the control and management of the processes, is the result of the service composability. In SOA ecosystem, the same service can participate independently in several business processes at the same time. Here is an example of the problem caused by a hierarchical view. If we assume a hierarchy, the service may appear as an action or a sub-process in an imaginary level ‘9’ and, simultaneously, be an action or a sub-process of another process situated in the level ‘3’, i.e. several levels higher. This makes our service/sub-process an implicit super-process (in the level ‘4’) to its own super-process( in the level’8’). To avoid described confusion, SOA ecosystem treats all services – fundamental/basis and combined – equally.<
2385 Orchestration
2386 A technique used to compose hierarchical and self-contained service-oriented >forms of< business
2387 processes that are executed and coordinated by a single >central entity or< agent acting in a “conductor” role. 
>An orchestration may engage both fundamental or basis services and other business services in the service-oriented forms as the orchestration participants. 
A “conductor” defines what business functionality it needs in each process step. The “conductor” participates in the interaction with each particular action as a consumer and, thus, sets the Service Contract with this action provider. The Service Contract lists all applicable interaction policies, SLA, and interfaces for each action provider. <

2388 >In the sphere of Information Technology ,< an orchestration is typically implemented using a scripting approach >while it is not necessary the case for the orchestrations conducted by human agents<.  to compose service-oriented
2389 business processes. This typically involves use of a standards-based orchestration scripting language.
2390 In terms of automation, an orchestration can be mechanized using a business process orchestration
2391 engine, which is a hardware or software component (agent) responsible for acting in the role of >“conductor”< central
2392 conductor/coordinator responsible for executing the flows that comprise the orchestration.
2393 A simple generic example of such an orchestration is illustrated in Figure 45.

<Comments only: I have re-drawn the diagram below adding RWE and comments>
>
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2395 Figure 45 Abstract example of orchestration of service-oriented>form of< business process.
2396 Here, we use a UML activity diagram to model the simple service-oriented business process as it allows
2397 us to capture the major >process< elements of business processes such as the set of related tasks to be performed,
2398 linking between tasks in a logical flow, data that is passed between tasks, and any relevant business
2399 rules that govern the transitions between tasks. A task is a unit of work that an individual, system, or
2400 organization performs and can be accomplished in one or more steps or subtasks. While subtasks can
2401 be readily modeled, they are not illustrated in the orchestration model In Figure 45.
2402 This particular example is based on a request/response MEP and captures how one particular task (Task 
2403 2) actually utilizes an externally-provided service, Service B. The entire service-oriented business
2404 process is exposed as Service A that is accessible via its externally visible interface, IServiceA.
2405 Although not explicitly shown in the orchestration model above, it is assumed that there exists a software
2406 or hardware component, i.e., orchestration engine that executes the process flow. Recall that a central
2407 concept to orchestration is that process flow is coordinated and executed by a single >”<conductor >”< agent;
2408 hence the name “orchestration.”

<Comments only: with all respect to Eric Newcomer and Lomow, business collaboration is service-oriented by definition; “service-oriented business collaborations” as well as “service-oriented business process” are tautologies; there are no such things like non-service-oriented business collaboration.

2409 4.3.4.2 Service-Oriented > Orientation of < Business Collaborations
2410 Business collaborations typically represent the interaction involved in executing business transactions,
2411 where a business transaction is defined in the Service Ecosystem View as “a joint action engaged in by
2412 two or more participants in which resources are exchanged” (see Section 3.3.5).

<Comments only: here is a logical issue – when we are talking about business collaboration as a “peer”-style interactions, we do not define overall ‘picture’ of the collaboration. I believe that attributing this ‘picture’ to the choreography only on the basis of “peer”-style interactions is not feasible, at least, it contradicts WS-CDL with its Global Contract.>
2413 It is important to note that business collaborations represent “peer”-style interactions; in other words,
2414 peers in a business collaboration act as equals. This means that unlike the orchestration of business
2415 processes, there is no single or central entity that coordinates or “conducts” a business collaboration.

<Comments only: I have removed the text above because, according to WS-CDl, there IS a central entity in choreography known as Global Contract. Also, in orchestration, the conductor does not command participants to interact with each other, i.e. all interactions happen between the conductor and the engaged participant only. This means that there are many “peer”-style interactions in the orchestration. Recall that each participant in the choreography is the conductor to all its interaction peers. In other words, from the perspective of each choreography participant, the choreography appears as an orchestration (>
2416 These peer styles of interactions typically occur between trading partners that span organizational
2417 boundaries. 
<Comments only: given example - trading partners - perfectly fits with the orchestration model as well. A Broker deals with each trading partner separately being a conductor. Direct interaction between pairs of partners does not constitute choreography by itself because they do not necessary share the same common task with other partners (the core requirement for the choreography, IMO). In other words, in a choreography chain, every participant operates as a conductor for its own orchestration.>

2418 Business collaborations can also be service-enabled. For purposes of this Reference Architecture, we
2419 refer to these as “service-oriented business collaborations.” Service-oriented business collaborations do
2420 not necessarily imply exposing the entire peer-style business collaboration as a service itself but rather
2421 the collaboration uses service-based interchanges.
The technique that is used to compose service-oriented >a type of< business collaborations 
2422 in which multiple parties
2423 collaborate in a peer-style >with each other< as part of some larger business transaction by exchanging messages with
2424 trading partners and external organizations (e.g., suppliers) is known as choreography

<Comments only: This explanation is inaccurate. First, it is far from obvious that “exchanging messages”= “resources are exchanged” (see the definition of business transaction above). Second, P2P exchanges do not necessary include an affinity with the “larger business transaction” unless the latter is articulated by somebody to every participant and if somebody preserves integrity of the whole larger transaction. In my previously sent explanations, choreography’s problem was explained: in a choreography, there is no entity responsible for the final result of the business transaction (while this may be a real-life practice, it is not a very reasonable practice, correct?) 

A classical example of choreography is a _house sell-buy chain_: every pair of seller-buyer is interested in their own deal only but they put the deal under the conditions making it dependent on buying-selling with a few others, not with all participants; none of the participants cares about overall success of the entire chain. Thus, there is a chain of interactions without the larger business transaction.  Or this is not a choreography?
I am strongly against an idea of representing choreography as the only one mechanism of the business collaboration. As I said before, every trading entity plays a role of “conductor” regarding to all of its external trading contacts, and this is the business collaboration model as well.>
2425 [NEWCOMER/LOMOW].
2426 Choreography
2427 A technique used to characterize and to compose service-oriented >one of the forms of< business collaborations based
2428 on ordered message exchanges between peer entities in order to achieve a common business
2429 goal.
2430 Choreography differs from orchestration primarily in that each party in a business collaboration describes
2431 its part in the service interaction in terms of public message exchanges that occur between the multiple
2432 >any two< parties as standard atomic or composite services, rather than as specific service-oriented business
2433 processes that a single conductor/coordinator (e.g., orchestration engine) executes. Note that
2434 choreography as we have defined it here should not be confused with the term process choreography,
2435 which is defined in the Service Ecosystem View as “the description of the possible interactions that may
2436 take place between two or more participants to fulfill an objective.” This is an example of domain-specific
2437 nomenclature that often leads to confusion and why we are making note of it here.
2438 >In the sphere of Information technology,< as is the case of an orchestration, a choreography is typically implemented by using a scripting approach
2439 to composing service-oriented business collaborations. This typically involves use of a standards-based
2440 choreography scripting language.
2441 A simple generic example of a choreography is illustrated in Figure 46

<Comments only: do we have a decision about our relationship/references onto the WS-CDL proposal for standard where the concept (and language) of choreography includes Global Contract spreading above and across all choreography participant boundaries?>

2442
<Comments only: I have re-drawn the diagram below adding services and interfaces between interacting processes>
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 To my knowledge, the diagram on Figure 46 in RAF and followed comments (below) sound simply scary: as drawn in RAF, two businesses make their internal processes depending on each other for the purposes of choreography. This is a business nonsense though I know some organisations that did so and... terribly failed. First, there must be Interfaces between the organisations – external interfaces – to exchange Resources and messages. Second, each participant has to appear (in SOA ecosystem) as a consumer and provider for another one, which has nothing to do with an integration of internal processes. I believe, we have to show business choreography examples in line with the Best Business Practice>
2443 Figure 46 Abstract example of choreography of service-oriented business collaboration.
2444 This example, which is a variant of the orchestration example illustrated earlier in Figure 45 adds trust
2445 boundaries between two organizations; namely, Organization X and Organization Y. It is assumed that
2446 these two organizations are peer entities that have an interest in a business collaboration, for example,
2447 Organization X and Organization Y could be trading partners. Organization X retains the service-oriented
2448 business process Service A, which is exposed to internal consumers via its provided service interface,
2449 IServiceA. Organization Y also has a business process that is involved in the business collaboration;
2450 however, for this example, it is an internal business process that is not exposed to potential consumers
2451 either within or outside its organizational boundary. The scripting language that is used for the choreography 
2452 needs to define how and when to pass control
2453 from one trading partner to another, i.e., Organization X and Organization Y. Defining the business
2454 protocols used in the business collaboration involves precisely specifying the visible message exchange
2455 behavior of each of the parties involved in the protocol, without revealing internal implementation details

<Comments only: it is next to impossible to integrate internal processes “without revealing internal implementation details”– integration between two processes usually exposes internal process details. This is why the internal processes should not be integrated ever but rather de-coupled via services and related interfaces, e.g., like in my drawing.>

2456 [NEWCOMER/LOMOW].
2457 If, a peer-style business collaboration in which visibility into and use of each participating organization’s
2458 internal service-oriented business processes was necessary as part of an end-to-end business
2459 transaction, <Comments only: I do not believe any business would allow such thing!> then it would be desirable to select a choreography scripting language that would support
2460 interaction between different orchestration engines that spans organizational boundaries. WS-CDL is an
2461 example of such a language. <Comments only: Well, see my question about WS-CDL before.>
2462   4.3.5 Architectural Implications of Interacting with Services
...
2482 Service composition mechanisms to support > orchestration and/or choreography < of service-oriented business processes and
2483 choreography of service-oriented business collaborations such as:
2484 o Declarative and programmatic compositional languages;
2485 o Orchestration and/or choreography engines that support multi-step processes as part of a
2486 short-lived or long-lived business transaction;
2487 o Orchestration and/or choreography engines that support compensating transactions in
2488 the presences of exception and fault conditions.
1673 4.1.2.1 Service Description in support of Service Interaction

1674 If we assume we have awareness, i.e. access to relevant descriptions, the service participants must still

1675 establish willingness and presence to ensure full visibility (See Section 4.2) and to interact with the

1676 service. Service description provides necessary information for many aspects of preparing for and

1677 carrying through with interaction. Recall the fundamental definition of service is a mechanism to access

1678 an underlying capability; the service description describes this mechanism and its use. 
<Comments only: I have revoked the sentence above in anticipation of a new section describing ‘service definition’ based on our discussion.>

It lays the

groundwork for what can occur, whereas service interaction defines 
1679 the specifics through which

1680 occurrences are realized.

1681
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1682 Figure 33 Relationship Between Action and Service Description Components

<Comments only: IMO, the diagram (and followed explanation) on Figure 33 can lead to a mistaken understanding that the Service Description may be associated with only one Action. Though Service Description is explained in the next sections as a document that can contain information about more than one interface and, this, several Actions, I think it would be useful to mention this fact somewhere in the section 4.1.2.1 as well.>
1683 Figure 33 combines the models in the subsections of Section 4.1.1 to concisely relate Action and the

1684 relevant components of Service Description. The purpose of Figure 33 is to demonstrate that the

1685 components of service description go beyond arbitrary documentation and form the critical set of

1686 information needed to define the what and how of Action. In Figure 33, the leaf nodes from Figure 27 are

1687 shown in blue.
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