
CBDIJournal
2 Editorial

On the business case for SOA

3 Best Practice Report
The Business Case for Service Oriented Architecture

SOA, is becoming widely accepted in the IT community as an 
important technology strategy that addresses the complexities 
of typical enterprise application environments. However the 
restructuring of systems capabilities into services presents a much 
broader opportunity for restructuring of business responsibilities 
and processes around the service concept. In this report we 
present the business case and argue that SOA is a powerful tool for 
business reengineering, and that it is essential for senior business 

managers to become engaged in this critical activity.
By David Sprott

11 Market Trend Report
Web Services Management Market Trends – Part 1

Web Service Management stands on the precipice of the 
chasm. But is WSM a separate market serving a distinct service 
management requirement, or will organizations rely on traditional 
systems management and other infrastructure products that 
have been upgraded with Web Service capability? In this report 
we ask in what form WSM will cross the chasm, and consider 

current trends in the WSM marketplace.
By Lawrence Wilkes

24 Market Trend Report
The BPEL Enabled Process

We showed last month how BPEL enables new process support 
architectures based on Web Services. These allow the business 
processes and workflows to inherit all the benefits of the Web 
Services stack. This month we examine the impact of BPEL on the 
software products market. We look at platforms, tools, applications 

and collaboration exchanges, and analyze functional support.
By Richard Veryard

Insight for Web Service & Software Component Practice

NOVEMBER 2004



CBDI JOURNAL © CBDI Forum Limited, November 2004 3

On the business case for SOA
In many conversations over the past couple of months one topic has surfaced over 
and over again – the difficulty in justifying the transition to a services oriented 
architecture.

There are numerous areas of difficulty. First architecture is a difficult sell. Then 
there’s the issue of project level justification – widely seen as the first law of IT 
governance. But useful services need to be reused by many projects, so there 
may not be individual project level cost justification. Then there’s the question of 
measurable results. While everyone in the industry has been uttering the mantra 
about adaptability for the last couple of years, there is little or no evidence that SOA 
really delivers a more agile business.

I also heard it said that because IT is in such a mess after years of architectural 
mismanagement, SOA is justified solely on the grounds that it simplifies the current 
situation, and breaks the chains of legacy complexity.

Frankly this is extraordinary. After the Y2K debacle and the dotcom crash, we are 
living in a world where business managers rightly demand their IT providers operate 
to higher ethical standards, where IT investments are subject to the same level of 
business governance that all the other business divisions and disciplines have been 
subject to for years.

We suggest the right way to look at SOA is as a business restructuring tool. The 
service is an important concept precisely because it represents an atomic unit of 
use and management which is completely synchronized between business and IT 
constituencies. If you identify services that offer useful capabilities at a business 
level you automatically surface key conflicts and inconsistencies that exist in today’s 
business. You don’t find these inconsistencies unless you start with the business 
service. But if you do this right, then service and information ownership and process 
ownership can be decided in ways that the business take responsibility for them, and 
the IT implementation merely reflects sensible organizational improvements.

No one says this is easy. Making these kinds of organizational decisions are often 
fraught with difficulties caused by business reality, particularly politics. But there’s no 
substitute. I can’t tell you how many times IT people have said to me “we can’t discuss 
this with the business, we have tried and they don’t see it as anything to do with us!”

The right response to this has to be that an IT supplier/department can only deliver 
adaptability that reflects the dynamics of the business. Changing the technology 
alone is about as useful as rearranging the deckchairs on the Titanic. Once business 
folk understand this opportunity the justification situation will be completely reversed. 
SOA will be seen as an essential tool for business management.

This month we attempt to make this case. The report The Business Case for SOA 
attempts to lay out the rationale in an entirely business oriented manner. We hope 
you will be able to make good use of it!

David Sprott CBDI, November 2004
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The Business Case 
for Service Oriented 
Architecture
An Introduction to SOA for Business Managers

Service Oriented Architecture, or SOA, is becoming widely 
accepted in the IT community as an important technology strategy 
that addresses the complexities of typical enterprise application 
environments. SOA is a structural approach in which business 
level services are published as atomic units of capability separating 
and formalizing the concerns of provision and use. From a purely 
technical perspective SOA is a superior form of application 
integration or middleware. However the restructuring of systems 
capabilities into services presents a much broader opportunity for 
restructuring of business responsibilities and processes around the 
service concept. In this report we present the business case and 
argue that SOA is a powerful tool for business reengineering, and 
that it is essential for senior business managers to become engaged 
in this critical activity.

Introduction
Over the past few decades the typical enterprise IT department has created 
hugely complex portfolios of systems and databases to support business 
operations. Various surveys tell us that the typical enterprise is devoting 
over 80% of its applications budget to simply supporting normal business 
because of the complexity of making change.

This complexity has resulted from a fundamental error in the way systems 
investments have been made over a long period of time. Even though it is 
blindingly obvious that systems are subject to constant change in business 
requirements, the design specifications or acquisition criteria have focused 
on known requirements, rather than on any structured consideration of how 
systems will respond to unknown requirements.

This situation is comparable to providing an architect with a brief to design 
an opera house, knowing full well that even before the building is completed 
it is highly probable that the design specification will need to accommodate 
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production of Shakespeare’s plays, popular musicals 
and orchestral concerts. We can all readily appreciate 
that each of these requirements will have radically 
different staging, orchestral and acoustic requirements, 
and indeed will attract wildly varying sizes of audience, 
and then have a sensible conversation about the building 
characteristics that will respond to change. However in 
the systems world we have not had a language by which 
we can discuss or express systems requirements for 
change, except at a very low level.

Given a requirement for change a systems architect 
will be able to respond appropriately, and there are 
good examples of systems that have been purpose 
designed to be inherently adaptable. However the 
overwhelming majority of systems investments are 
made in a manner that the resulting 
system will be inherently inflexible 
precisely, because conventional 
architectural approaches have 
not prioritized adaptability, and 
because it is always difficult to 
justify incremental expenditure for 
unknown requirements.

Over the past few years new 
approaches to systems architecture 
have been developed which aim to componentize 
systems functionality around atomic units of capability, 
referred to as services. This concept is not necessarily 
new, it has been adopted in various forms for over 
ten years, but recently there have been significant 
advances in industry standards, under the aegis of Web 
Services, which enable use of services irrespective of 
underlying implementation technology. These ideas 
collectively referred to as Service Oriented Architecture, 
or SOA, have been widely embraced in the IT technical 
community as a sensible and practical solution to many 
of the fundamental problems most enterprises face.

However systems architecture is widely perceived to be 
a technical issue, and whilst a fundamentally adaptable 
systems environment is likely to be highly attractive to 
business managers, there are significant costs and the 
need for longer term infrastructure investments. Even 
more important, the whole topic of systems architecture 
cannot be considered in isolation from business and 
organizational structure. In today’s world organizational 
design is generally considered in isolation from systems. 
As we transition to service oriented systems the 

most effective enterprises will design their business 
organization and systems architecture in a single, 
common design process.

SOA Basics
In the consumer electronics, and particularly personal 
computers and devices industry it is common practice 
to deliver to market new versions of products on a very 
frequent basis, say every 3 or 6 months. For example 
the personal computer that you buy today is a different 
product version to that you might have bought three 
months ago. Typically there is constant reconfiguration 
of components delivering new or specialized functionality 
using existing interfaces on the motherboard. In this 
way making continuous change to very limited areas of 

functionality is a highly manageable 
and controllable process.

The service oriented architecture is 
based on precisely this principle. 
Capabilities are published as 
services which offer stable 
interfaces and are supported by a 
system of infrastructure services 

that, using the same service 
oriented architecture offer common 

infrastructure services such as security, routing and 
management. New and upgraded services can be 
introduced with minimum impact on existing systems, and 
service interfaces provide stability for service users while 
the underlying systems are progressively modified.

The service becomes the primary unit by which 
functionality is exposed, offering a real time capability 
that is available for execution on request. The service 
is typically a capability that aggregates lower level 
functions into business relevant operations, such as 
CREATE CUSTOMER or SCHEDULE DELIVERY or 
AUTHENTICATE USER. What’s really useful about the 
service is that it is self describing – published utilizing 
industry standard protocols with all the information 
necessary for a third party to use it with no knowledge of 
the underlying technology or implementation details.

Because the service concept uses industry standard 
protocols, services can easily be offered and used on an 
intra-company basis to bridge existing systems silos as 
well as on an inter company basis to provide an industry 
standard for B2B interchanges.

SOA initiatives should 
be undertaken with deep 

business involvement, and 
that a tight focus on ROI

The Business Case for Service Oriented Architecture continued . . .
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Architecture for Business Adaptability

Many enterprises are embarking on SOA based 
strategies, and one of the first places they start is to 
publish services from existing systems. While a service 
published from an existing legacy application will not 
make the underlying application any better structured, 
publishing standard services from existing systems 
provides a common access point, by which standard 
operations can be made available to other systems 
without incurring the cost of integrating with the legacy 
system for every new operation.

Services provide what we term a point of articulation, 
(think articulated truck and trailer) where two independent 
parts collaborate to provide a combined capability, but 
the two components are independent entities that have 
their own behaviors and can be independently upgraded 
and or substituted.

The service therefore provides a process neutral 
capability that can be used in one of several business 
processes concurrently or over time. As shown in Figure 
1 a service can be used in two or more processes 
concurrently and different versions of the service may 
be used depending on defined business rules such as 
date, customer type or geography.

Convergence of Business and IT

For years the best minds of business and IT have worked 
to achieve what they have referred to as “business/IT 
alignment”. The lofty goal set by this activity was to 
deliver business systems that accurately reflected what 
the business needed. Much business/IT activity was 
devoted to modeling the business in such a manner 
that a superior understanding of the business could be 
transformed into superior system designs.

Figure 1: Services Enable Process Adaptability
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The problem with business/IT alignment was that it 
was based on the premise that there are two separate, 
parallel tracks that need to be aligned. Service oriented 
thinking addresses the problem from first principles by 
considering the business and it’s systems as one and 
the same entity.

Many businesses are already inherently service based 
– they offer products together with complementary 
services. It is very common for an enterprise to buy 
in services of one kind, and sell services of a different 
kind. For example, an airport operator buys in a range 
of responsibility-based maintenance services, and sells 
landing slots to airlines. A rail network operator may 
subcontract track maintenance to a group of engineering 
firms, and sell time on the network to train operators.

Further most enterprises are already operating on the 
basis that services will be acquired from the most 
appropriate source, which is increasingly not limited by 
existing enterprise boundaries or geography.

The service oriented architecture is therefore a reflection 
of business reality. The business comprises of many sets 
of services which variously provide capabilities to other 
parts of the enterprise, its supply chain, its channels and 
its customers. As discussed above, the services may 
be orchestrated into one or many business processes, 
which provide the situation and event specific business 
rules.

The SOA is therefore a tool which is equally a business 
and systems structural tool which defines the raw 
business services independent of business process. The 
challenge for enterprises is to embrace a reengineering 
strategy in which they define their business as a set 
of services. This process inevitably poses difficult 
questions about which services should provide standard 
and consistent implementations of policy across various 
sectors, markets and geographies, and the ownership 
of services, information and processes. The resulting 
business becomes a federation, where shared services 
are used according to contractual agreements, both 
inside and external to the business. The enterprise that 
is able to reengineer their technology, processes and 
organization around this common service perspective 
will optimize their systems as federations of relatively 
independent services, which will provide an inherently 
adaptable business environment.

SOA ROI
Investment decisions on IT projects has always been a 
difficult area. Regrettably the track record of IT projects 
has not always been particularly good, and the natural 
response of budget holders has been to narrow down the 
investment decision area and to minimize risk.

In many enterprises there is a fundamental dichotomy 
between business and IT decision making, because 
the business is driven by short term goals whereas 
major IT investments require a longer term view. It has 
become common practice in many organizations to exert 
governance over IT projects by demanding short term 
ROI, and this will often be completely inappropriate for 
SOA based projects.

SOA further complicates containment based risk 
management practice because a successful service is 
going to be used very widely, and creates more rather 
than less dependencies, which project managers 
instinctively prefer. A recent survey found that 68% of 
IT projects are still department based, and in the SOA 
environment this ratio must change significantly.

Table 1 summarizes some of the significant implications, 
costs and benefits. 

The key business issue with SOA is that the cost/benefit 
equation is dependent on assessment of the value of 
adaptability, an innovative investment criterion that we 
have little of no experience of. A secondary issue is 
that the benefits stream, as usual, lags the investment 
stream.

The types of benefit shown in Table 1 are of necessity 
highly generalized, but in our experience we are finding 
that in situation specific cases the benefits are much 
more readily apparent, This is particularly true where the 
SOA initiative is predicated not on a general upgrading of 
the overall infrastructure, but on the merits of particular 
sets of services where there is a clear investment case.

SOA Governance
The challenges in developing service oriented business 
and systems architecture are commonly compared 
to urban and city planning and design. City planning 
disciplines have well developed practices that govern the 
progressive development of complementary architectural 
characteristics and common services in an environment 

The Business Case for Service Oriented Architecture continued . . .
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SOA implications Cost areas Benefit area

Shared services Ownership issues
Pan project investment and coordination
Inter project dependency
Incremental cost to develop generic services 
(x 1.5)

Consistent policy implementation
Greater choice of supply
Productivity gains from single 
implementation

Service as unit of management and reuse Coordination
Asset management
Process reengineering to implement service 
based life cycle

Business response to change
Improved process productivity
Smaller horizon of change
Deployed resources monitored and 
managed from business perspective

New business model opportunity cost Disintermediating business models

Contractually based service provision Contract management
Formal Service Level Agreements

Improved operational effectiveness
Separation of concerns and specialization 
of skills Greater accountability for service 
provision

Resource virtualization Reduction in horizon of unit of deployment Greater choice of supply
Opportunity to use commoditized platforms 
and suppliers 

Shared infrastructure Enterprise Service Bus and Service 
Management infrastructure

Real time control of service execution
Dynamic service selection
Business monitoring

Rules based service execution Tighter control over disparate 
implementations of business rules

Reduced human intervention in processes
Autonomics, Business monitoring

Service based processes Switch to Web Service based process 
technology

Processes inherit all the adaptability of Web 
Services plus management infrastructure

Upgrade to existing applications portfolio Service enabling existing systems Single interface to legacy applications 
simplifies application integration and 
reduces maintenance costs
Transparency of service provision enables 
legacy systems replacement

Table 1: SOA Cost/ Benefit Examples
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where individual buildings, and transport facilities are all 
undertaken as separate, distributed projects.

As a distributed architecture the SOA business and 
systems environment requires the development of 
strategies and policies that provide just enough 
coordination, to ensure that there is consistent policy 
implementation where necessary, without excessive 
constraint over individual (departmental, divisional, 
enterprise) actions.

The point of departure is to establish strategy and policies 
that govern the degree of adaptability that is delivered in 
the operational business and knowledge based systems. 
As discussed previously this is not a well developed area 
of practice or science, and enterprises will need to define 
their unique requirements for each area of articulation, 
and to create cost/benefit models to identify justifiable 
implementation patterns.

The SOA strategy should determine the areas where 
standardization is appropriate and necessary. For 
example common customer, product, directory services 
might be relevant to certain types of industry. However in 
others it might be appropriate to mandate only common 
services for regulatory compliance, business reporting, 
security and trust, while requiring all parts of a far flung 
enterprise to comply with common semantics which 
enable the accurate consolidation of information.

The critical issue for business and technical 
management is to define the strategies and policies 
and to establish service supply/demand and delivery 
practices that ensure compliance. In Figure 2 we 
illustrate an appropriate technique in which sets (groups) 
of services are clustered in domains which share 
common policies. The Business Service Bus provides 
a business perspective of the service requirements in 
terms of functional coverage and policy implementation 
which is an essential prerequisite to allow service based 
investment decisions before individual project charters 
and investments are decided. In this way responsibility 

for and usage of shared services is determined prior to 
individual project initiation.

Business Opportunity and Strategy
We may anticipate that eventually all enterprises will offer 
sets of services internally and externally that represent 
the complete service offerings of the entire enterprise, for 
use by authorized users (humans or computers). To see 
an example of this we need look no further than Amazon, 
the well known retail portal, which has published a 
comprehensive set of services that allow third parties 
to make use of the Amazon services in collaborative 
ways. For example other booksellers list their books 
for sale on Amazon, gain access to the entire Amazon 
retail customer base and sell their products using the 
Amazon ecommerce services. For Amazon this is a 
highly strategic business direction, which is focused on 
establishing a critical mass of products and consumers 
on an Amazon platform, which increasingly dominates 
retail sales by virtue of size and reach.

The Amazon example has lessons for everyone. Core 
business services published as Web Services allows 
others (department, divisions and partners) to use, extend 
and specialize the context in which the core business 
service is used. This is a highly effective approach 
to business adaptability, providing the core business 
services have been designed in a sufficiently generalized 
manner that they do not constrain third party usage.

Standardization of services will happen over time. If 
Amazon is making an overt play to set the ecommerce 
service standard, we can expect de facto standards to 
emerge for business services such as authentication, 
risk, credit check, package delivery, booking and 
negotiation. We might also look at Salesforce.com as a 
pioneer and good example of application services where 
sets of services are made available for third party use 
for applications such as customer, resource, contact 
(Salesforce.com), MRP etc.

Figure 2: The Business Service Bus

The Business Case for Service Oriented Architecture continued . . .
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As with the Amazon example these will all be delivered 
as virtual services over the Internet under a commercial 
and service level agreement.

The key questions for business managers are:

• What services they should be offering?

• What standard services should they be using?

• What standards should they be adopting?

• What standards should they be setting?

The Service Based Organization
Businesses and government departments all recognize 
the importance of services. Many enterprises have 
already reengineered themselves away from product 
manufacturing to embrace service delivery. Others 

have recognized the criticality of the service component 
in a product offering, typically with high information 
technology content.

It is not such a stretch therefore to consider the entire 
organization as a set of services. As we show in Figure 
3 the service provides a more stable set of capabilities 
that can be reconfigured in many different ways, 
either concurrently or over time, in multiple business 
processes.

The service also allows us to consider new forms of 
business process. The service is inherently event based, 
and enables processes to be configured as networks 
where the service components are decided dynamically 
depending on the context of the process instance.

In the early stages of SOA activity it is customary for 
service design to be delegated to IT departments. 

Figure 3: Services Support Multiple Processes
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Of course many organizations use de facto standard 
enterprise applications and these are now starting to 
offer their capabilities as sets of services. However in 
our experience it is very important that service design 
is driven by business considerations rather than any 
technically oriented method.

In considering the mapping of services to the current 
business organization it is inevitable that inconsistencies 
and conflicts will be identified, where current 
responsibilities for both process and information are 
shown to be illogical. Of course there are many forces at 
work that inhibit rational restructuring, for example cost 
allocation mechanisms generally work against cross 
enterprise optimization.

In Figure 4 we illustrate a very common example of 
the HR organization where a central department has 
responsibility for basic personnel administration, but 
many of what would be regarded as HR responsibilities 
are typically distributed across the organization. In one 
case that CBDI is familiar with the consideration of 
common services caused the organization to rationalize 
definitions of resources and process ownership which 
enabled shared services to be implemented which were 
satisfactory to all parties.

Figure 4: Services Rationalize Organization Inconsistencies
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Roadmap Considerations
Most enterprises recognize that current IT strategies are 
insupportable in the medium to long term. The relentless 
growth of complexity and cost, together with inability to 
support changing business requirements is a pressing 
problem that is not going to disappear.

The issue is that restructuring requires long term 
programs for which there is generally no ROI. Further 
there is no guarantee that restructuring will be effective 
and lead to permanent reduction in TCO. Experience 
with major IT restructuring programs is not universally 
satisfactory!

The move to SOA provides some interesting answers to 
these problems. SOA can be undertaken on a progressive 
basis. A business can identify specific services which 
address business issues of policy and consistency, 
and implement standardization on this selective basis. 
Existing applications can generally support publication 
of standard services, with some normalization of inter 
system compatibility handled in a façade layer. There is 
a level of infrastructure investment required, in order to 
provide reasonable guarantees of cross organizational 
dependency, but this investment is relatively contained, 
in contrast to re-implementing major applications.

Conclusions
At this stage the service approach to restructuring 
business and IT looks to be a practical solution to the 
systems cost and delivery issues experienced by most 
enterprises. Unlike previous solutions, this approach 
is based on protecting and reusing existing assets, 
providing better structure around what already exists, 
and a basis for longer term asset renewal.

The primary issue today is that there is little tangible 
evidence that SOA really delivers adaptability or long 
term cost reduction. While the IT industry is leading the 
development of these concepts, there are no agreed 
measurement systems for adaptability which we can 
use. However there are good examples of enterprises 
that are being successful with services and there are 
strong indications that the basic approach is effective.

A secondary issue is that the standards and technologies 
are relatively immature. However it must be said that 
many enterprises have adopted these ideas without fully 
embracing the new technologies.

We recommend that SOA initiatives should be undertaken 
with deep business involvement, and that a tight focus on 
ROI is the best way to ensure an SOA initiative is properly 
directed and governed.
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Web Services 
Management
Market Trends – Part 1

Web Service Management (WSM) stands on the precipice of the 
chasm. CBDI has consistently promoted the need for service 
management, and as Web Services and SOA take off, the mass 
market would appear to offer an enormous opportunity. But is 
WSM a separate market serving a distinct service management 
requirement, or will organizations rely on traditional systems 
management and other infrastructure products that have been 
upgraded with Web Service capability? In this report we ask in 
what form WSM will cross the chasm, and consider current trends 
in the WSM marketplace.

Infrastructure for Web Services
CBDI has advocated the need for service management for over three years. 
Even before the Web Service Management (WSM) label was widely used, our 
Service Pipeline model in the Business Services Server report1 outlined the 
typical areas of WSM product functionality.

Although there are now a number of reasonably mature products the WSM 
market has still in the words of Geoffrey Moore to “cross the chasm”2 and be 
adopted by the mainstream market. In this report we look at market trends 
that will affect how WSM products will cross the chasm and the relationships 
with the broader infrastructure for Web Services.

Support for new technologies is often delivered in the following stages:

• It emerges first in new products that focus on support for the new 
technology – and often little else.

• Then it appears as add-ons that extend support for the new 
technology to existing mainstream products.

• Finally, native support is embedded within the mainstream 
products.

1Defining the Business Service Server, CBDI Report, http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2001–
12/defining.php3 
2Crossing the Chasm, Geoffrey Moore, Revised 2002. HarperBusiness, ISBN: 0060517123

By Lawrence Wilkes
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Rapid acceptance of Web Services by vendors has 
seen this cycle accelerated, with native support already 
offered in some areas of functionality such as Application 
Servers, development tools and notably standalone 
WSM platforms.

However not all vendors have moved so quickly to provide 
comprehensive support for WSM. The conventional 
Systems Management vendors have been much slower 
to provide support for Web Services as a manageable 
resource. For example IBM and Microsoft have lagged 
the standalone WSM vendors, even though they are 
providing leading edge support for Web Services in other 
functional areas. This has left an opportunity for more 
specialist WSM vendors to enter the space.

As will become clear in this report the WSM market is 
undergoing considerable change. WSM is no longer a 
trendy term, and some vendors would prefer to distance 
themselves from it.

Of course the basic requirement for the management of 
Web Services is not going away, but the manner in which 
customers will acquire and deploy the capability looks 
considerably different to the early assumptions made by 
many of the vendors. For those vendors this will have 
considerable impact on whether and how they cross 
the chasm from providing support to early adopters to 
mainstream customers. Notwithstanding the changing 
capability footprint, we will continue to use WSM in 
this report in reference to vendors who provide specific 
capabilities for the management of Web Services even if 
they believe they have now expanded beyond the niche 
as originally defined.

Many WSM products contain functionality beyond the 
monitor and control capability of Systems Management. 
Because most conventional architecture systems 
management products moved slowly to service-enable 

their products, WSM vendors moved rapidly to provide 
complementary functionality in other domains such 
as security, directory, and message broking as shown 
in Figure 1. Consequently the current WSM market 
supports implementations of service-aware functionality 
in multiple domains, together with the core WSM 
capability.

Not surprisingly however the conventional vendors are 
moving to support native service-aware capability in 
each of these domains, together with standards-based 
interoperability via Web Service protocols specific to 
each domain. Consequently, as shown in Figure 2, 
the service management market will return to more 
traditional monitoring and control of resources and the 
service-aware capabilities. The WSM capability has 
been resolved as being primarily incremental to existing 
SM architectures. Further the inherently networked 
nature of the WSM architecture enables old and new 
vendors to operate on a level playing field and easily 
introduce new and modified functionality as networked 
services. Specialist WSM vendors therefore are going to 
need to deliver specific value added capability, and/or 
provide capabilities for non service-aware platforms in 
order to compete effectively as the conventional SM 
marketplace subsumes WSM capability. We can expect 
that WSM vendors will increasingly position themselves 
within the infrastructure domains they specialize in rather 
than using the generic WSM label.

However, it should be noted that Web Services and SOA 
still bring new requirements for service management, 
and WSM vendors are currently substantially ahead in 
terms of functional coverage compared to the traditional 
systems management products.

Note that EAI has been relabeled ESB in Figure 2, in 
recognition of another marketplace that is undergoing 
change driven by the need to support SOA and Web 
Services.3

Impact:

Organizations will benefit from native support in each 
appropriate infrastructure domain as it will enable 
them to manage Services alongside non-service based 
resources in the same product that specializes in that 
domain. Large infrastructure software providers who 

Trend 1 – Big Bang Theory

WSM products have expanded rapidly in the last 3 years 
to provide service-aware capability across a wide range of 
infrastructure domains. However this footprint for dedicated 
Web Service products will now contract over a similar 
timescale.

3Time to Board the Enterprise Service Bus? CBDI Market Trend Report. http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2004–07/Enterprise_Service_Bus.php 
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Figure 1: Service Management Marketplace To Date

Figure 2: Service Management Marketplace 2005 on
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cover all domains ought to provide the one stop shop 
for service management, but so far they do not have 
consistent support across their product set. The shift 
to native Service support in each domain isn’t going to 
happen overnight.

Vendor Activity:

Partnering is a good medium term option for both 
WSM and the vendors in the infrastructure domains. 
Infrastructure vendors will see partnering and perhaps 
licensing as an expedient way to offer their customers 
service-enablement. Similarly, acquisition of WSM 
capability by vendors in the infrastructure domains, 
which is already happening – see Trend 3.

Security in particular is a domain with a current focus 
on service-enablement. This is not surprising given the 
current business climate, and end-user organizations 
rate security of services as high, if not higher importance 
than other service management functions. Several 
vendors providing WSM capability are leading with or 
give prominence to their security offerings – for example, 
Digital Evolution, Forum Systems and Reactivity. There 
is value in combining service management and service 
security to enable a secure end-to-end management 
process and for this reason Security vendor Oblix 
acquired Confluent, and Actional merged with 
Westbridge.

CBDI sees two Service Management perspectives,

• Firstly, the Service Delivery Lifecycle that 
reflects how a Service and its specification, 
design, implementation, etc., are managed 
as an asset across the development and 
deployment lifecycle

• Secondly, the Service Request Lifecycle 
covering how the provision of the Service and 
requests to it are managed as resources in 
the production environment, together with the 

relationship to the resources that implement the 
Service.

Normally we might think of these as two separate 
markets in terms of configuration management and 
systems management, as illustrated in Figure 3.

However, it is the intersection of the two that becomes 
more interesting as Service delivery and consumption 
becomes increasingly autonomic. When Services are 
instantiated, consumed and replaced “on demand”, 
and requests are routed dynamically across a federated 
network (potentially unknown to the requestor), where 
does one lifecycle end and the other begin? Is the 
decision to use an alternative Service an operational, or 
development decision? Does one need to know the other 
made the change?

In this report we focus primarily on the Service Request 
Lifecycle. As shown in Table 1, this can be broken down 
into three functional areas. 

Impact:

Organizations will need to manage the intersection of 
the two lifecycles carefully. With the proper application 
of SOA this should yield benefit, with improved Business 
and IT alignment from requirements to deployment, 
closed-loop feedback monitoring and adaptation, and 
greater agility. However it also requires that actions 
in one lifecycle comply with policies set in the other. 
Management of machine-readable policies that can be 
interpreted dynamically in either lifecycle will become 
vital in this intersection.

This creates a new opportunity for WSM vendors and 
may have a critical impact – as the two marketplaces 
can no longer operate in isolation and this affects not 
just WSM and systems management vendors of course, 
but also configuration management and development 
tool vendors too.

Vendors with strong products in both lifecycles ought to 
be better positioned, though considerable engineering 
might be required to bring these two worlds together 
with common metadata and to support autonomic, “on 
demand” behavior.

Table 1 illustrates how WSM functionality may be covered 
by different infrastructure domains such as security and 
systems management. Organizations need to decide in 
which product class they will support each requirement. 

Trend 2 – When Two Worlds Collide

Increasingly autonomic behavior and dynamic response to 
change will blur the distinction between the operational 
management of services at run-time, and the change 
management of services across the development and 
deployment lifecycle.
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WSM Vendors need to decide what the opportunity is for 
them in each area, balanced against the support from 
incumbent vendors. In Part 2 of this report we will look at 
organizations’ current intentions for each requirement.

Vendor Activity:

Examples of activity that respond to the intersection of 
the Service Delivery and the Service Request Lifecycles 
from vendors with a strong footprint in both includes:

• Though not WSM tools per se, the new tools 
for SOA and Distributed System Design in 
Microsoft Visual Studio 2005 illustrate how the 
bridge between development and operational 
lifecycles will be crossed4 in the Microsoft 
world at least. We expect Microsoft to further 
leverage their System Definition Model (SDM), 
the Dynamic Systems Initiative (DSI), and 

the support for WS-Management (see trend 
5) in Microsoft Operations Manager (MOM), 
to further close the gap providing dynamic 
response to operational and design changes to 
Services.

• IBM Web Services Navigator (currently available 
via Alphaworks) provides Web Services 
navigation and monitoring capabilities to 
visualize and identify relationships, extract 
patterns and highlight problems. It is targeted 
at both services architects and operations 
managers who need to understand Web services 
relationships, flows and message content.

All leading WSM vendors would validly claim that 
Participant, IT Operational, and Business Operational 
Management as shown in Table 1 is their core strength. 
We will look at this in more detail in Part 2.

Figure 3: Two Service Management Perspectives

 4http://lab.msdn.microsoft.com/vs2005/teamsystem/architect/default.aspx
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Since our original report looking at implementing the 
BSS, and subsequent product reports in the CBDI 
Journal, half the WSM vendors covered have either been 

acquired or simply closed down their WSM operations. 
Whilst others have repositioned themselves or extended 
their product set so that they are no longer seen as solely 
a WSM vendor. For example:

• Cape Clear are positioning themselves more 
in the ESB market, reflecting their strength in 
broking and orchestration, as well as WSM

• Flamenco acquired by Digital Evolution

Participant Management IT Operational Management Business Operational 
Management

Managing which requestors can access 
which Service

Monitoring and controlling resources Monitoring business activity

Functionality

Managing Access

• Identity management and 
Authentication

• Setting access and usage 
permissions, and defining policies

Security

• Service and message level 
security

• Service aware Firewall to manage 
threats such as DoS

• Defining Security Policies

Map web service(s) to business activity and 
monitor

• Business activity

• exception management

• reporting to business users

Defining and managing Service Level 
Agreements (SLA)

• By participant

Monitoring

• Monitoring Service to SLA

• Analytics and problem 
determination

• Integrate monitoring of service 
and of implementing resource

Managing Commercial Activities

• Defining and managing 
commercial contracts

• Pricing, accounting, billing

Dynamic control of services

• Stop, Start, load balance, Recover, 
etc

Trends

Managing dynamic participation
Expanding the scope of machine readable 
policies and contracts to enable autonomic 
participation

Linking operational management to 
participant policies
Closed-loop monitoring – Linking IT 
operational management to business 
operational management
Linking IT operational management to the 
Service Delivery Lifecycle

Closed-loop monitoring – Linking business 
operational management to IT operational 
management

Table 1: Service Request Lifecycle Functions

Trend 3 – WSM Vendor Consolidation

With too many vendors chasing too few customers, the WSM 
market is going to undergo consolidation
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• Grand Central reposition themselves as 
Business Services Network

• Primordial have changed their name and focus 
away from WSM.

• Talking Blocks acquired by HP

• Westbridge merged with Actional to strengthen 
a dual offering of Service Security and Service 
management

• Westglobal repositioned as “Middleware 
Activity Management” in recognition of their 
CORBA and Messaging support as well as Web 
Services.

Besides those we have covered in reports, our news 
commentary shows that:

• AcclaimIT have put ServiceTrack, a hosted 
WSM offering, on hold

• Adjoin acquired by CA as part of CA WSDM

• Confluent acquired by Oblix. Relabeled 
COREsv

Impact:

Only the strong survive, and each of these actions should 
leave vendors stronger than before. We doubt that 
consolidation has finished and we might expect systems 
management vendors to strengthen their positions by 
further acquisitions, more WSM vendors to merge, and 
infrastructure providers in other domains to acquire 
WSM capability (as Oblix did with Confluent).

Existing customer’s shouldn’t normally be troubled by 
consolidation activity, as the product remains intact, albeit in 
a new product architecture. It is better for a good product to 
be under the umbrella of a strong rather than weak vendor. 
However, the fact that some WSM vendors appear to have 
gone into limbo indicates they have not every vendor can 
bank on acquisition as an easy exit strategy.

By the time the customers and the mainstream market 
are ready, then incumbent systems management vendors 
will be delivering comprehensive service management 
capability. These vendors have concentrated initially 
on core IT Operational Management functionality as 
listed in Table 1, starting with monitoring and control, 
security, and security/identity aspects of participation 
management. Expect it to expand out from there into the 
other columns.

Some of the capability often found in WSM products 
might more naturally belong in other infrastructure 
domains, and relevant vendors are service-enabling their 
products. For example Security vendors need to secure 
Services and requests and identify Service Consumers, 
and provide compliance with WS-Security. In reverse, 
some are even encroaching on the WSM market itself – 
e.g. the acquisition of Confluent by security vendor Oblix 
who is leveraging both its own and Confluent technology 
to provide support for a Service Request Lifecycle that 
has a focus on security.

So called Enterprise Service Bus (ESB) products may 
also include some measure of WSM capability. Cape 
Clear Studio is a good example of an ESB that also 
provides comprehensive WSM capabilities that can 
compete equally with dedicated WSM products, which 
is not surprising given WSM has always been a core 
component of their product suite.

Platform vendors might also be expected to include some 
WSM capabilities in their own platform toolkit, rather than 
rely on external WSM or systems management products 
such as including service security, or service monitoring 
and control or load balancing service requests. The 
new IBM WebSphere 6 contains a small measure of 
WSM capability for example. Interfaces offered by the 
platform make it straightforward for organizations to plug 
in their own WSM capabilities, as does the Microsoft 
Web Services Enhancements (WSE) add-on for .NET. 
This can be exploited by the WSM vendors, but also as 
is common by organizations building their own simple 
components.

In the long term it is more important that platform 
vendors and other infrastructure providers include 
support for emerging service management standards 
– see Trend 8. For example, Microsoft have signaled 
their intention to support WS-Management protocols in 
Windows Server

Trend 4 – Rise of the Incumbents

Systems Management Vendors have realized that IT Operations 
need to manage Services as a distinct resource. Other 
infrastructure domains also recognize the need to become 
service-aware. Organizations are more likely to upgrade their 
existing software than go with a new vendor.
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Impact:

WSM vendors must strike whilst the iron is hot. 
Organizations are more likely to upgrade existing software 
if it is service-enabled. However, as mentioned in Trend 
1, standalone WSM vendors will still have the upper hand 
in terms level of integration and consistency.

Vendor Activity:

Varying degrees of WSM capability is now available in 
systems management products. Example functionality 
includes:

• CA – WSDM5 provides monitoring and problem 
determination for Web Services, that integrates 
with the Unicenter product range.

• HP – OpenView LCM4WS6 is an SOA for 
managing the service life cycle with a business 
relevant perspective – it enables participants 
to the service life cycle process to collaborate 
in a federated manner. The LCM4WS solution 
is implemented with service interfaces that 
create a loosely coupled federation providing 
a virtual perspective on applications and 
their controlling services, allowing sharing 
of relevant information for monitoring and 
control activity. As an SOA the life cycle and 
management services are runtime configurable 
and invokable, enabling continuous managed 
change of business service environments.

• IBM – Tivoli Monitoring for Transaction 
Performance helps solve performance 
problems with Web services by analyzing Web 
services calls into the underlying components 
such as EJB, JCA, DB2, etc.

• IBM Global Services have also recently 
established a SOA Management Practice they 
say will offer expertise tailored for Web services 
and management products including Tivoli 
management tools as well as support for a 
number of offerings from third party software 
providers.

• Also Microsoft has signaled their intentions 
to support WS-Management in Microsoft 
Operations Manager, which should also result 
in similar service management functions.

Primarily these products provide support for the basic 
security, monitoring and control functions listed under 
IT Operational Management in Table 1, fitting in well 
alongside their systems management capabilities.

The vision of management standards initiatives such as 
WSDM7 is that support will be embedded in platforms, 
middleware and other resources such that they can be 
both Managed Using Web Services (MUWS), and in 
turn this facilitates the Management Of Web Services 
(MOWS).

However, the recent announcement by Dell, Intel, 
Microsoft, Sun and others of an alternative protocol 
WS-Management8 is likely to delay standardization. 
Compliance may well mean with two alternative 
standards, leading to opportunities remaining for 
management products that work across both. For 
example, it seems likely that Microsoft will push ahead 
with implementations of WS-Management in Windows, 
leaving others to provide WSDM compliance via a plug-
in.

Impact:

With compliance incorporated into the base infrastructure, 
the need for Web Service specific add-ons is reduced. 
When any compliant console and controller can monitor 
any compliant resource or agent, then the vendor’s ability 

5Computer Associates Unicenter WSDM. CBDI Product Report. http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2003–12/computer_associates.php3
6HP’s Strategy for Managing the Adaptive Enterprise. CBDI Vendor Insight. http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2004–06/Managing_Adaptive_
Enterprise.php
7OASIS WSDN Technical Committee: http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/tc_home.php?wg_abbrev=wsdm
8WS-Management Specification: http://msdn.microsoft.com/webservices/default.aspx?pull=/library/en-us/dnglobspec/html/wsmgmtspecindex.asp

Trend 5 – Standardization Drives Commoditization

Service Management standards and other Web Service 
protocols will drive compliance across a wide range of 
infrastructure products, and service-enablement will become 
a matter of housekeeping rather than a source of differentiation 
for vendors.
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to sell proprietary controller and agent components that 
need to be deployed on-masse across the network 
diminishes.

WSM vendors need to focus on capabilities that will 
exploit these standardized interfaces. However, it will be 
a long time before compliance is implemented across 
every resource. Some older platforms and infrastructure 
components are unlikely to be upgraded providing an 
opportunity for independent WSM vendors.

Vendor Activity:

Participation in WSDM is widespread including Actional, 
AmberPoint, Blue Titan, BMC, CA, 
HP, IBM, Infravio and Westbridge. 
Though we would expect others 
to comply once the standards 
are finalized. Readers might be 
surprised that no WSM or Systems 
Management vendors appear to 
have taken part in proposing WS-
Management along with Microsoft and 
partners.

Compliance with other Web Service protocols is also 
important. For example, AmberPoint, Blue Titan, IBM, 
Infravio, and Reactivity claim full support for WS-Security. 
CapeClear and Reactivity provide full support for WS-
Addressing which would be useful in load balancing, 
failover and other management routing activities. Some 
also provide support for WS-BPEL, either enabling a 
process as a manageable resource, or providing a WS-
BPEL orchestration engine.

Organizations are moving to SOA and Web Services 
more slowly than was predicted. What is now coming 
clear is that enterprises are sensibly commencing with 
implementation of an ESB as an effective bridging 
mechanism between existing applications and new 
composite applications. Consequently, their plans to 
address service management are lower priority.

Many early responses to our survey make uncomfortable 
reading for vendors. Most organizations still report 
they have too few services and too low a volume of 
transactions flowing through them to see service 
management as a priority yet. More importantly, those 
services are often not critical to the business. Responses 
to our survey along the lines of “our organization has 
not yet established directions or plans for WSM” are 
common.

Where Web Services are deployed just on an internal 
basis, organizations have control over both consuming 
and providing resources, and SLAs are purely internal. 

Again this reduces the perceived need 
for WSM.

It would appear that once 
organizations have delivered their 
initial Web Services they quickly 
move to deliver more. This was a 
finding in our Web Service Usage 

Survey9 in 2003 and appears to 
be a continuing trend. Whilst many 

organizations are planning or just procrastinating, others 
are gaining potential competitive advantage and valuable 
experience by moving ahead. These organizations are 
clearly the best, and only, opportunities for WSM in the 
near future.

However, most services are still provided or consumed 
in business solution driven projects where interest 
in service management is less important than the 
business problem, and/or is seen as outside the scope 
of the project – i.e. it is the concern of the IT Operations 
department, not the developers.

It is also apparent that many don’t have a true 
organization-wide view of the Web Service activity that is 
actually taking place. They cannot be sure exactly what 
Services are being provided or which Services are being 
consumed.

One area in which WSM vendors are perhaps failing to 
capitalize on opportunities is the geographical spread of 
Web Service adoption where we are seeing similar levels 
of usage outside North America. Many WSM vendors 
will report a 90/10 revenue split between North America 
and ROW, yet our belief is that actual adoption of Web 

9Web Services Usage Survey. CBDI. http://www.cbdiforum.com/bronze/webserv_usage/webserv_usage.php3

Trend 6 – Life in the slow lane

Most organizations are not yet ready for WSM. It is too early 
for the mainstream market.

Long term we do not believe 
there is a significant and 
separate WSM market
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Services by organizations is more evenly split between 
the geographies. This hasn’t been typical of technology 
trends in the past, where vendors have been able to 
gradually grow geographically in line with adoption.

Impact:

The slower than expected uptake of Web Services has 
clearly impacted WSM vendors who are too early for the 
market – see Trend 3. Small footprint, low-cost solutions 
might be more palatable to organizations that don’t have 
a strategic requirement for WSM, and/or will be acquired 
within the context of a single business solution rather 
than part of the enterprise infrastructure.

Organizations shouldn’t leave their planning for WSM 
too late into the SOA and Web Service delivery cycle. 
Nor should development projects assume it is the 
responsibility of IT Operations alone – See Trend 2.

Organizations should at a minimum be monitoring 
services as a first-class resources in an era of heightened 
requirements for good governance and security. The fact 
that they don’t always have complete visibility of Web 
Services activity should be worrying and ought to be a 
wake up call for IT operations to at least install some 
comprehensive service monitoring function that is able 
to discover Services and requests by analyzing network 
traffic as offered by some WSM products.

Vendor Activity:

Vendors providing Service-discovering capability include 
AmberPoint, Blue Titan, CA, CapeClear and Infravio. 
Products like WestGlobal mScape can also automatically 
discover and map which underlying resources are used 
by the Services to provide the overall picture.

Amberpoint stands out as a WSM vendor that is 
leveraging numerous sales and marketing partnerships 
to increase sales around the globe, though their revenue 
bias is still towards North America. Whilst CapeClear 
probably benefits from being based in Europe with 
revenue split equally between North America and ROW.

Digital Evolution has announced this month that it is the 
first external partner in IBM Global Services new SOA 
Management Practice which should lead to opportunities 
on a global basis.

Blue Titan also announced this month the opening of 
a European office citing the need to support global 

companies. In our experience global corporations are 
some of the leaders in adoption of SOA and Web Services 
and anyone selling to them will need to demonstrate 
global support.

Targeting vertical industries where Web Services activity 
is more common would clearly be sensible. However, it 
comes as no surprise to see many vendors targeting the 
same verticals, such as finance, telco and government. 
Vendors really need to differentiate themselves with specific 
add-on capabilities, not just marketing campaigns, and 
make appropriate partnerships with systems integrators 
and ISVs also operating in those areas.

A good example would be CapeClear’s 
Telecommunication solution that combines WSM, ESB 
and specific adaptors for common telco applications 
and standards.

Additionally, vendors like Cape Clear who combine 
ESB and WSM may be better positioned to capture 
customers current needs, and satisfy both requirements 
in one solution.

Summary
Whilst the WSM market has not yet developed as 
many pundits forecast a couple of years ago, the 
basic requirement for service management in terms of 
capabilities, assets, dependencies and resources is well 
understood. However the development of productization 
and packaging of the capabilities is going to continue to 
evolve for some time.

Long term we do not believe there is a significant and 
separate WSM market. However, the “contraction of the 
big bang” as illustrated in Trend 1 isn’t going to happen 
overnight. As such in the medium term organizations 
with a clear requirement for comprehensive Service 
management and who can justify the investment based 
on the critically of the Services they have in productions 
will find their needs best addressed by well integrated 
and comprehensive WSM products. WSM vendors still 

Trend 7 – WSM is Dead. Long Live WSM!

WSM may not be a distinct marketplace in the long term, but 
organizations still need to manage their Services as distinct 
resources
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Links
Representative Vendors

Service Request Lifecycle

Actional/Westbridge http://www.actional.com/
http://www.westbridgetech.com/
Westbridge CBDI Product Report: http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2002–10/
westbridge.php3 

Amberpoint http://www.amberpoint.com/
CBDI Roadmap Report: http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2003–01/roadmap.php3 

Blue Titan http://www.bluetitan.com/
Data Director CBDI Product Report http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2004–07/Data_
Director.php 

CA WSDM http://www3.ca.com/Solutions/Product.asp?ID=4714
CBDI Product Report: http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2003–12/computer_
associates.php3 

Cape Clear http://www.capeclear.com/ 

Digital Evolution http://www.capeclear.com/ 

Forum Systems http://www.forumsys.com/ 

Grand Central http://www.grandcentral.com/
CBDI Vendor Insight: http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2004–02/grandcentral.php 

HP LCM4WS http://www.managementsoftware.hp.com/products/mip/index.html
CBDI Vendor Insight: http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2004–06/Managing_
Adaptive_Enterprise.php 

IBM Tivoli http://www-306.ibm.com/software/tivoli/solutions/application-management/mgmt.html 

Infravio http://www.infravio.com/ 

Oblix COREsv http://www.oblix.com/products/coresv/index.html 

Reactivity http://www.reactivity.com/ 

Westglobal CBDI Product Report: http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2002–10/westglobal.php3 

have a window of opportunity to get a foothold in the 
market.

In Part 2 of this report we will look more closely at vendor 
capabilities and customer intentions.
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CBDI
PRACTICES & PATTERNS

New CBDI Resource
Over the past few years CBDI has developed a significant resource of patterns and practice guidance, 
much of which have been published as Journal reports, special reports and presentations. We are now 
embarking on a project to restructure, publish and continuously update these resources in a highly 
accessible manner and are inviting CBDI members to participate in continuing the development of this 
resource through feedback of practical experience.

Practice Areas
Initial deliverables available now, consolidate the original CBDI Patterns Library together with the large 
number of patterns included in Journal and special reports, and republish these with comprehensive 
links back to CBDI reports. The practices are accessed using an adaptable hierarchic structure including 
the following topic areas: 

• SOA Concepts

• Business Design Patterns

• Service Design Patterns

• Infrastructure Patterns

• Life Cycle Management

• Roadmap Planning

• Asset Transformation (Legacy)

• Application Strategies

Ongoing Development and Feedback Process
The resources will be continuously developed and each section is signposted with “what’s new”. We 
invite CBDI members to provide feedback. We will arrange teleconferences to discuss specific topics.

Available to Gold level subscribers

http://www.cbdiforum.com/practices/
CBDI JOURNAL © CBDI Forum Limited 2004
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The BPEL-Enabled 
Process

We showed in last month’s report how BPEL enables new process 
support architectures based on Web Services. These allow the 
business processes and workflows to inherit all the benefits of the 
Web Services stack. This month we examine the impact of BPEL on 
the software products market. We look at platforms, tools, applications 
and collaboration exchanges, and analyze functional support.

Orchestration in the WS Stack
The WS-Stack has a somewhat variable geometry. Each organization – and 
perhaps each project within each organization – may assemble some of 
the available WS-x specifications into a fit-for-purpose stack. Each layer of 
the stack can be adopted separately and piecemeal, and composed with 
other layers as appropriate. Thus the complexity of the WS-Stack may be 
controlled and customized by a local architecture process.

What we are seeing, however, is a growing acceptance and adoption of a 
clearly defined orchestration layer, largely represented by WS-BPEL, but 
with some alternatives from the Java side (JBI, JBPM, JBPEL). For example, 
WS-Choreography1 is designed to sit on top of any orchestration, whether 
BPEL or programmed. As we saw in last month’s piece, there is a wide range 
of usage patterns supported by BPEL. However, the business value of BPEL 
depends significantly on the next level of technology on top of BPEL – which 
might be a thin layer – and this will influence user choice.

BPEL Product Architecture
BPEL tool support can be understood in terms of the development lifecycle 
of the business process, as shown in Figure 2.

This picture raises two key questions in relation to tool support – horizontal 
integration and vertical integration. How do you cover the space, possibly 
with a heterogeneous set of tools and platforms; how do you get the tools 
and platforms to interoperate; and how do you transform the business 
process metadata between phases.

Happily, once the division of responsibility has been settled, implementing 
the joins between multiple tools and platforms looks to be getting easier. 

 
1A new version of WS-Choreography Description Language was released on 12th October 2004. See 
http://www.w3c.org/TR/ws-cdl-10/
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In the Java world, the Eclipse Modeling Framework 
(EMF) 2 provides a mechanism for exchanging meta 
data between tools. This is the device that vendors 
will use themselves to integrate their tools portfolio, as 
well as 3rd parties. The EMF work on BPM metadata 
sets is well advanced. In the Microsoft world the SDM 
is the underlying backplane which will provide tool 
interoperability.

In general terms, EMF and SDM should allow multiple 
tools simply to have different views on the same 
business process metadata, as opposed to requiring a 
transformation across each stage.

But the division of responsibility remains an interesting 
question. Let’s take vertical integration first. Do you have 
a standalone BPEL engine, which sits on top of the web 
service platform and simply executes the BPEL script? 
Or do you have BPEL support embedded in the platform 
– and if so, which platform (process management 
platform? web service platform? application platform?)

(Some vendors boast about the fact that their BPEL 
support is “native”, but this seems to be little more 
than a technocratic fetish. It’s a normal and accepted 
method for tool vendors to support a public language 
by converting/compiling into a private language. It 
only matters if they fail to support the public language 
properly.) What do you do if you are trying to combine 
different platforms from multiple vendors? Thus for 
example you may have a web service platform from an 
EAI vendor, plus an application platform from an ERP 
vendor – and for the sake of argument let’s suppose 
both platforms offer some BPEL support. If there is 
considerable overlap between the functionality of the 
tools and platforms, the architect has some degrees 
of freedom in determining the division of responsibility 
between tools. To which product do you assign control 
of the workflow – the BPEL engine embedded in the 
application platform (e.g. SAP Netweaver), or the BPEL 
engine embedded in the web service platform (e.g. 
WebSphere, WebLogic)?

Figure 1: One possible WS-Stack (source W3C)

 
2http://www.eclipse.org/emf/
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Unfortunately, I can’t give you a one-size-fits-all 
answer to the division-of-responsibility question – each 
architect is going to have to produce a stack geometry 
that reconciles a given collection of products, tools and 
services with a given set of requirements and business 
drivers3. Thus you may choose to use different engines 
in different circumstances. The engine in your integration 
platform may work better with the adapter bindings that 
your integration platform provides, or the BPEL engine in 
your BPM platform may have integrated functionality to 
track key performance indicators.

Do you have a standalone BPEL designer/editor, which 
allows users (which users?) to manipulate a graphical 
display of the orchestration and produce a BPEL script? 
Or is BPEL design integrated with the design of other 

layers of the stack? Alternatively, are BPEL scripts 
generated automatically from the process modeling 
tool?

The variable geometry of the web services stack is 
extremely significant here. The vertical integration 
assumes a given stack geometry. So there seems to be 
a straightforward choice here. Either you throw in your 
lot with one of the large vendors (BEA, IBM, Microsoft, 
Oracle), and accept the particular stack geometry that 
is implemented by this vendor. (However, we know from 
experience that large vendors don’t always achieve 
consistency and coherence across multiple products, 
especially when some of these products and the teams 
behind them have been brought in through acquisitions.) 
Or you select standalone products and do the integration 

Figure 2: Business Process Tool Support

3For the CBDI Forum’s version of the protocol stack, see http://roadmap.cbdiforum.com/reports/protocols/
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yourself, to produce a stack geometry that suits you 
better.

(In future, we may see more sophisticated platforms 
with explicit support for variable geometry, but this is 
probably a little way off.)

What about horizontal integration? Do we use specialist 
modeling tools at the front end, or specialist monitoring 
and analysis tools at the back end? Or do we use a single 
integrated product, which provides a tight loop from 
modeling through execution to monitoring and back to 
modeling?

One potential advantage of specialist tools is that they 
may cover a broader scope. If you have a heterogeneous 
environment, it surely makes sense to have at least some 
models that give you the big picture. And we also want 
monitoring and analysis products that span the whole 
enterprise, rather than being limited to one BPEL script 
driving application on one platform. (At the choreography 
level, we should be able to describe how the enterprise as 
a whole is composed from orchestrated processes, and to 
analyze the performance of the enterprise as a whole.)

Development: From Process Modelling to 
Orchestration Design
One of the key ideas of orchestration is that you can 
compose simple bits of process to get more complex 
bits of process. During the development phase, this 
entails doing the opposite – decomposing a complex 
business requirement into separate chunks of process, 
that can be recomposed at execution time.

If this is done properly, with a good notion of the 
separation of concerns, this can both improve the 
productivity of development and improve the flexibility 
of the ensuing artifacts. For example, Grand Central 
separates the core transaction flow from ancillary flows 
such as security and restart-recovery.

Where does the BPEL come from? In our view, it should 
ideally drop out of a business process model. BPMN 
suggests itself as the notation for this modeling, as it 
has the same underlying structure as BPEL. (BPMN is 
richer than BPEL, as it models several other aspects 
of business processes that are not directly relevant to 
orchestration. If your process modeling tool just does 
BPEL, then all you can do is orchestration.)

In the short term, we may expect support for BPMN to 
come not just from niche modeling tool vendors such 
as CaseWise and Popkin, but also (and perhaps more 
significantly) from BPM vendors such as Lombardi.

BPDM, currently under RFP from the OMG, is an 
alternative notation from the UML camp. In due course, 
we might reasonably expect BPDM support from top-
end tools like IBM/Rational or upstarts like NoMagic. In 
the meantime, many developers are trying to produce 
meaningful business process models using the existing 
UML tools. Oracle allows these UML models to be ported 
into its BPEL Design tool, but the Oracle tools aren’t 
properly linked yet. There is also UMLtoBPEL initiative 
just getting started.

Most BPEL design tools allow BPEL to be edited and 
composed visually, and should then produce syntactically 
correct BPEL scripts. But many developers don’t (yet) 
trust these tools to produce valid and consistent BPEL 
in all circumstances; according to one industry insider, 
most BPEL developers are currently hand-coding BPEL 
or generating it from home-made tooling. The trouble 
with this approach is that it lacks vertical integration.

Management: From Execution to Dashboard
The Process Manager typically includes some 
instrumentation (e.g. console or dashboard) to provide 
visibility of the operating process to user management. 
A console should allow the user to pull out, examine and 
replay processes, and should maintain an audit log of 
the process.

In the past, we have often had business processes 
represented one way at design time, and in a completely 
different way in the operator’s console at run time. 
Seamless integration between design and operation 
should result in a common representation. Ideally, the 
only difference between the Design screen and the 
Console screen should be what you get when you drill 
down (BPEL code at design time, transaction data at run 
time).

Seamless integration between products is often a 
significant issue for the larger software vendors. In this 
instance it is Oracle for which this issue is most relevant, 
since the BPEL engine was only acquired in June 2004 
from Collaxa. As a result, Oracle BPEL Process Manager 
is currently tied to the Eclipse platform rather than the 
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Oracle platform. Oracle has announced its intention to 
integrate the BPEL products with the Oracle platform in 
due course, particularly JDeveloper.

You also need a test harness for BPEL, to verify the 
run-time behavior of the process. Working with reactive 
systems is very different from working with imperative 
systems (like traditional programming languages). (A 
process step may wait on a message for minutes, hours, 
or days – “stepping” isn’t necessarily practical.) For 
example, FiveSight provides an “instance manager”, 
which allows you to set breakpoints as queries on the 
engine, and stopping processes that match. In future, 
we may expect more “fluid” instance management such 
as being able to rewind/replay process steps, substitute 
process fragments into live instances, or proactively 
manage failures.

Stand-Alone BPEL Engines
The core of BPEL support is a BPEL engine, which 
compiles and executes a BPEL script. The BPEL engine 

is typically embedded in some larger software product 
or platform. For example, the Collaxa BPEL engine is 
now incorporated into Oracle’s BPEL Process Manager. 
Meanwhile, several software companies are currently 
working with FiveSight to embed the FiveSight PXE 
engine into other products (from enterprise applications 
such as CRM/ERP to integration platforms). In addition 
to these proprietary BPEL engines, there are several 
open source BPEL engines.

While there are several open source BPEL engines, this 
is perhaps misleading. There isn’t much documentation 
available for these tools, and it wouldn’t be difficult to 
burn more in consulting fees than you save in the tool. 
(The price of a standalone tool such as FiveSight’s PXE 
is equivalent to 1–2 days consultancy at US rates). In 
any case, it is worth noting that most of the developers 
of open source BPEL engines are trying to sell related 
products.

At the very least, we should expect a BPEL engine to 
integrate directly with standard version control, build 
automation, and testing tooling. Moreover, in order to 

Vendor Type Vendor Examples:

M
odeling

Design

Execution

M
onitoring

Process

People

Platform
s

Packages

BPM (Business Process Modelling) Simulation
BAM (Business Activity Modelling)

Active Endpoints, Fuego, Intalio, Lombardi, 
Metastorm, TIBCO (Staffware), WebMethods

* * * * *

Workflow TIBCO (Staffware) * * * * * *

Collaboration
CSCW (Computer Supported Collaborative Work)

Cordys, Intraspect * * * * * * *

Web Service Management
Resource Management

BEA, Fujitsu, HP, IBM, Microsoft, Oracle, SAP, 
SeeBeyond

* * * * *

EAI (Enterprise Application Integration)
ESB (Enterprise Service Bus)

Cape Clear, eMaxx, Iona, Orbeon, PolarLake * * * * * *

BSN (Business Service Networks) B2B Exchanges, Grand Central * * * * * *

Application Vendors:

• ERP (Enterprise Resource Planning)

• SCM (Supply Chain Management)

• CRM (Customer Relationship 
Management)

Application Package Extensions.

Oracle, PeopleSoft, SAP, Siebel
Intalio

* * * * * *

Table 1: Vendor Types
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support all the process management objectives, there 
should be good integration between design tools, 
execution tools and management tools.

Tool Differentiation
FiveSight has taken the view that tooling (and not runtime) 
would be the differentiator in the marketplace, so it has 
focused its efforts on commoditizing the runtime layer for 
the OEM market. Paul Brown, CEO of FiveSight, argues 
that the tooling that an individual vendor provides – for 
composing BPEL processes and for managing them at 
runtime – will be relatively specific to the given vendor’s 
runtime. The different characteristics of the runtime 
platforms will become apparent once people actually 
start using this stuff. The hard question for the vendors 
is then how portable the BPEL is between different 
runtimes and whether or not desired management 
functionality is available elsewhere or not.

Non-standard implementations of BPEL are going to 
cause problems too. Some vendors have extended BPEL 
– for example to include additional workflow constructs 
at one end, and to link to the programming world (Java) 

at the other end. While we can appreciate the reasons 
for these extensions, they compromise the value of a 
standard orchestration language.

Summary / Conclusions / Future
For a comparatively new standard, without much end-
user adoption as yet, there is a remarkable quantity 
and range of vendors offering BPEL support. We are 
constantly receiving notices of new BPEL-enabled 
software products, from vendors old and new. We 
think vendors are pushing BPEL not merely because 
it differentiates their products in the marketplace, but 
because of the potential value it gives themselves in 
terms of economics of scale/scope. That’s a perfectly 
good reason in itself, and gives us grounds to hope that 
BPEL represents more than the usual hype.

As Figure 3 shows, we can think of orchestration as the 
integration between four key areas of business process 
automation: Process, People, Platforms and Packages. 
This goes some way to explaining the large number of 
vendors, since there are vendors coming from every 
direction.

Type of Tool Vendor Examples:

M
odeling

Design

Execution

M
onitoring

Process

People

Platform
s

Packages

Open Source BPEL Engine Active Endpoints (Active BPEL)
eMaxx / MOBE (ObjectWeb?)
Orbeon (MidOffice)
SmartComps (Twister)

* * *

StandAlone BPEL Engine Choreology, FiveSight * * *

StandAlone Modeling Tools Casewise, IDS Sheer, MEGA, Popkin * * *

StandAlone Collaboration Tools none currently identified
(Bind Studio, which we reviewed back in 20024, has now 
disappeared. We are aware of some CBDI members who are 
still using the software without support. There seems to be 
nothing available that quite replaces it.)

* * * *

Table 2: Standalone Tools

 
4http://www.cbdiforum.com/secure/interact/2002–04/business.php3
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The figure also gives us an initial take on the footprint 
of different types of orchestration product, and the 
possible combinations of products. We can see vendors 
extending their capabilities sideways around the space. 
One example of this is SAP moving from application 
packages into the platform area with the Netweaver 
product. Another example is IBM Websphere moving 
from its traditional strength in platform towards workflow 
and (with Websphere Business Integration) edging into 
process management.

The desire by large vendors to encircle the whole space 
also explains a number of recent acquisitions. Oracle’s 
acquisition of Collaxa should strengthen Oracle’s position 
against SAP, especially if the Peoplesoft acquisition goes 
ahead.

We can also see interesting partnerships between 
vendors. For example, Intalio has recently announced 
an APEx (Application Package Extension) product 
called Intalio APEX, which is designed to work with 
SAP Netweaver. These two products might be roughly 
positioned on the orchestration space as shown in Figure 
4, showing how the traditional strengths of a BPM vendor 
may possibly be composed with the traditional and 
emerging strengths of an application package vendor.

We should like to see vertical industry standard bodies 
publishing BPEL (or BPMN) based standards for common 
processes in their industry.

Figure 3: Orchestration Space
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Orchestration Patterns – BPEL and beyond (October 
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Appendix – Tools Support Tables
We have assembled data on tool support largely from 
vendor announcements. This is available on the Web 
edition of this report. We haven’t had the chance to 
evaluate the quality of the BPEL support. We expect that 
the BPEL support of the vendors recently converting to 
BPEL may be of variable quality.

Figure 4: Orchestration Space – Product Mapping
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