The most common way to categorize e-commerce is by partner types - which are
businesses (B), end-consumers (C) - participating in the commercial transaction.
Accordingly, B2C and B2B are the main types of e-commerce transactions. Another partner type might be administration bodies (A). However, this extension is
not important for this paper and B will include any kind of organization, be it business or administrative. This paper concentrates on B2B e-commerce, which is
characterized by high business value, long-term relationships, complex business
processes, intercomputer communications, security, and a multitude of transac-

1. Introduction

Business-to-Business (B2B) electronic commerce has been dominated for a long
time by electronic data interchange (EDI) standards, like UN/EDIFACT or X12.
These standards are said to be costly to implement and failed in the acceptance of
small and medium enterprises (SMEs). XML-based e-business vocabularies seem
to provide an alternative. However, we show that traditional EDI standards and
XML-based vocabularies have the same problem in common: they require bilateral agreements between business partners in addition to a “commonly shared”
document structure. These additional agreements make B2B expensive to implement. It is our goal to support the automation of the agreement process itself. We
refer to the concepts of ebXML to specify the choreography of inter-organizational e-business transactions. The proposed extension suggests a way to define unambiguous documents supporting ebXML activities. It is based on specifying
views into common business objects that build a document. We use a variant of
UML’s class, collaboration and activity diagrams for defining these views.
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tion models [11]. The key to successful e-business is application-to-application
support of e-business transactions. Application-to-application requires each application to understand informations sent by the other one and, furthermore, to react
on business events occurring in a complex business transaction. Once a inexpensive solution for this problem is developed, ad-hoc B2B transactions might be possible. This would eliminate the need for long-term relationships with a high
business value.
Application-to-application approaches are nothing new. Since the late
1960s they have been implemented by using the concepts of electronic data interchange (EDI). EDI is defined as the electronic transfer from application-to-application of commercial or administrative transactions using an agreed-upon
standard to structure the transaction data. EDI is independent of the transport medium, hardware and software used by the involved business partners (cf. [1] [10]
[12]). The field of EDI has been dominated by traditional EDI standards, like X12
or UN/EDIFACT. These standards cover a set of standardized document types
(called transaction sets in X12 or message types in UN/EDIFACT). Over the last
years many XML-based e-business vocabularies appeared [16]. It is said that
XML will get the acceptance by small and medium enterprises (SMEs) traditional
EDI standards never had. However, XML is not by itself a solution to any computing problem [6]. If an XML-based solution only focuses on globally valid document structures, the same problems as in traditional EDI will arise.
The approach to traditional EDI standardization implies two major drawbacks. Firstly, it lacks of a choreography of business processes. This means that
there needs to be a way to define the business events (and their order) that could
eventually happen and an application has to react upon. Secondly, the defined
document structures cover a super-set of what is needed by a particular set of business partners. Thus, business partners have to agree both on a choreography of the
business processes and on a ruleset to apply each of the document types supporting these processes. Implementing and maintaining these agreements are the reasons why EDI is expensive and only affordable by large corporations.
Agreements on business processes will always be required before business partners can actually do business electronically with each other. However,
these agreements need not to be made off-line. This paper’s background is automating the agreement process. For defining the choreography of business processes we refer to the relevant specifications of the ebXML initiative [9]. It is our goal
to define a technique for specifying business partners’ views on documents supporting ebXML transactions. This technique is based on the notation of the Unified Modeling Language (UML) [2]. In future work a representation language for
capturing the artifacts of this technique has to be developed. This should allow an

UN/EDIFACT defines a standardized structure for each type of business document. Whenever business requirements in any sector or in the case of UN/EDIFACT in any part of the world were discovered, new UN/EDIFACT components
were added to the document type structure to capture the business semantics. The
result are document type designs that include a lot of optionality without explaining when to use which option. There does not exist any information system capable of processing all the semantics included in a UN/EDIFACT document type.
Information systems, which are usually suited to the business requirements of an
organization, require only a very small percentage of the document type as input
to perform the business transaction. The problem of missing semantics and overloaded document types is handled by EDI branch organizations. They trim down
the EDI standard documents to suit the requirements of businesses in a particular
sector and/or particular part of the world [20]. An international “standard” document type ends up in multiple different interpretations, so-called message implementation guidelines. Unfortunately, different message implementation

2.1. Definition of document types in UN/EDIFACT

With the first success stories of XML in the area of EDI [19], one might think that
XML will solve all the EDI problems. In this section, we demonstrate that traditional EDI-standards as well as XML-based e-business vocabularies will bear the
same problems. For this purpose we have selected UN/EDIFACT as representative of traditional EDI standards and xCBL as representative of XML-based vocabularies. Furthermore, this section should point out what is needed in an
agreement on a view of a document structure. This should set the stage for the requirements that have to be met by an electronic support of the agreement process.

2. Document types in UN/EDIFACT and xCBL

organization to query another organization’s view and to automatically map it
with its own requirements.
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 illustrates
the way UN/EDIFACT (as representative of traditional EDI standards) and xCBL
(as representative of XML-based vocabularies) build document types. We elaborate on the weaknesses of these approaches and demonstrate the necessity of additional agreements. Since our approach draws on the ebXML initiative we
introduce the main ebXML concepts in Section 4. Section 5 defines by means of
a simple example a way of defining exact access rules for B2B documents. These
rules make use of UML diagrams and common business objects. We conclude
with a short summary.
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guidelines sometimes use different UN/EDIFACT components to capture the
same business requirements.
TMWG has analyzed the current EDI standardization approach and
high-lighted the main problems, which cause the process to be less efficient than
it could be [21]. The main criticism is that there does not exist a well defined method to collect and structure the user requirements. The only output of the standardization process is the UN/EDIFACT structure, which is hard to understand and
leaves a lot of space for different interpretations.
To illustrate heterogeneous interpretations we use an extract of a branching diagram of the purchase order document type as an example. The branching
diagram is depicted in Figure 1. Among others the following problems are encountered:
• It is not documented which parties are meaningful to be mentioned in a purchase order. The standard allows to express any type of party, for which a
coded party qualifier (first data element in Name and Address—NAD) exists.
Is it useful to specify the social securities collector’s office in a purchase
order? Due to the hierarchical design of UN/EDIFACT a definition of a segment is independent of a document type. Accordingly each code for a data
element of the corresponding segment is valid in each document the segment
appears in.

In order to compare the UN/EDIFACT approach with an XML-based approach
we will have a look at the proposed solution for specifying parties in a purchase
order in an XML-based solution. As mentioned before, there exists a huge number

2.2. Definition of document types in xCBL 2.0

The assignment of multiple addresses to a party is difficult, since the address
comes along with the name (or PartyID) in the same segment NAD—establishing a 1:1-relationship. So what to do when assigning multiple addresses to
a buyer? A very common opportunity would be to specify another (‘virtual’)
party for each address. Another choice - when multiple addresses of the same
type are needed - is the ’misuse’ of the location information (LOC). This segment does not allow for textual addresses, but only for coded ones. Most
likely, the delivery address is not in an international agreed code list, like
LOCODE. So partners use proprietary code lists.
• How is the party identified—by unstructured name and address lines, by
structuring name, street, city etc., or just by party identification? The standard’s NAD segment is capable of handling all of them, but is the partner able
to process all of them? The standard even covers an element for identifying
the list which the party identification refers to. But will the partner have
access to that list?
• Is it useful to specify a contact person for all parties or just for specific types
of parties. The standard does not include any constraints to be specified
according to data values—and party type is an instance of the corresponding
qualifier.
• It is possible to refer to documents of a party. First of all, what kind of documents are valid (and for which type of party)? Secondly, what segment
should be used—the reference (RFF) or the document (DOC) segment? Both
seem to be valid.
According to the problems mentioned above, it is easy to recognize that
the definition of a UN/EDIFACT standard document is not semantically complete. Not all existing dependencies and constraints of the business transaction are
evident to the user. A UN/EDIFACT standard document is a superset-like document type which is able to handle all situations in the considered business transaction. Document types include a lot of optionality to chose from and the same
information can be passed in different ways within a document. Producing an UN/
EDIFACT document conforming to the standard does not mean that the receiver
of this document supporting UN/EDIFACT is able to process it. Before exchanging documents organizations must bilaterally determine which subset of the document type and rule set their applications are able to support.

•
of XML-based dialects and unfortunately they all differ in their particular way to
structure party information. To illustrate our approach we choose the (extensible)
Common Business Library 2.0 or xCBL, one of the most popular XML-based approaches. xCBL is a set of XML building blocks and a document framework that
allows the creation of robust, reusable XML documents for e-commerce [5].
xCBL includes a comprehensive set of business documents and makes the full
document set and component library available in XML DTD, SOX Schema, and
XDR Schema form. The only differences between the xCBL documents in the
three formats are the way the validation structures are referenced.
We will again use the extract of parties in a purchase order to compare
the semantic capabilities of UN/EDIFACT and xCBL. Furthermore, we have a
look at the same examples used to describe the shortcomings of UN/EDIFACT in
the previous subchapter in order to see how xCBL is capable of handling the semantics. For our purpose it is not important to look at a certain schema description
language supported by xCBL, but at the business content definitions supported by
xCBL. In Figure 2 we use the schema-neutral diagram of the xCBL Interconnectivity Guide to show the definition of parties in a purchase order. This diagram is
read from top to bottom and from left to right. We have extended the notation to
include data type definitions and occurrence indicators, as well as specializations
and extensions of an existing element.
The comparison with the examples of the previous subchapter leads to
the following results:
• xCBL explicitly mentions the buyer, the seller, the party the goods to ship to,
and the party to be billed as meaningful parties in a purchase order. According to the definition the buyer and the seller must be included in the document
- there is no other choice even if there is no business need to specify e.g. the
seller. The ShipToParty and the BillToParty are optional. There are no
explicit rules for their usage, but for a human the rules seem to be straightforward. In addition to the four party types mentioned, further parties could be
used in a document in a list of ’coded’ parties. There already exists an enumeration of different useful types (like StoreNumber or SupplierAgent). But
there are no rules concerning the usage of this additional types.
• The assignment of multiple addresses to a party is done - as it could also be
done in UN/EDIFACT - by specifying another (‘virtual’) party for each
address, especially for the shipping and billing address. Specifying multiple
addresses of the same type to a party is only possible for the most common
case of multiple delivery addresses. Note, that this is not done in the depicted
subtree, but there exists the possibility to specify a final recipient for each
order line.
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In xCBL, there are also multiple ways to identify a party. It is possible to use
one or more identifiers for a party. If only one identifier is used it could be
specified in the PartyID attribute of Party or in the Identifier element in (a one
element) ListOfIdentifiers. If more than one identifier is indicated, the concept of ListOfIdentifiers must be used. The next question is what type of
identifiers are used? For this purpose the agency maintaining the identifiers
can be given in the AgencyID or AgencyOther Attribute of Party or Agency,
respectively. Without prior agreements the receiver must be able to support
the identifiers of all the possible agencies.

Figure 2 Extractofthe Purchase O rders Branching D efinition in xC BL 2.0
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The idea of e-business interchanges without the need for prior agreements is already documented in the framework of the Open-edi standard. Open-edi work
started already in the late 1980ies and became an ISO standard in 1997 (ISO
14662) [15]. One of the key concepts of Open-edi is the distinction between a
business operational view (BOV) and a Functional Service View (FSV). The
BOV is a perspective of business transactions limited to those aspects regarding
the making of business decisions and commitments among organizations. The

3. Related work

Anyway, the usage of identifiers is like in UN/EDIFACT optional. A party
could also be specified by its name and address. xCBL defines only a structured way of specifying a name and an address, where all elements are mandatory, except the repeating elements (lines) for the name and the street
address.
• Similarly to UN/EDIFACT, contact persons can be included for all types of
parties. But a business rule might say that for specific types of business partners a contact has to be specified for the buyer, but is not needed for the supplier. Consequently, also xCBL does not include any constraints to be
specified according to data types or specializations.
• The subtree of a party does not include a mechanism for referring documents.
Nevertheless, the user of xCBL has also two choices both included in the
header information of the purchase order. This is either the reference element
(or better the specializations of that element for each party) or the OrderHeaderAttachment in case of referring to an URI.
According to this analysis the definition of an xCBL document is not semantically complete. Although xCBL document definitions are more restrictive
and precise than corresponding UN/EDIFACT document definitions they still include a lot of optionality to choose from. Although for xCBL it is true that producing an xCBL-conform document is no guarantee for a receiver supporting xCBL
to be able to process it. This means that there is still the need of a more specific
definition of the data to be exchanged before business partners can start on-line
business transactions.
One might argue that there are other XML-based languages than xCBL
which might use a different approach. Some languages with a very specific and
limited scope might not have these problems. Nevertheless, any serious language
for e-business will have similar problems, because they will take advantage of reusing components. Most of the described problems are a result of reusing different
components in a slightly different way.
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FSV is a perspective of business transaction limited to those information technology interoperability aspects of IT systems that are needed to support the execution
of Open-edi transactions. The BOV related standards are employed by business
users understanding the operating aspects of a business domain or organization,
whereas the FSV related standards are used by the information technology experts.
The Techniques and Methodology Working Group (TMWG) of the
United Nation’s Centre for Trade Facilitation and Electronic Business (UN/CEFACT) is currently working on the OO-edi standard, which follows the Open-edi
framework. TMWG thereby defines a methodology called UN/CEFACT’s Modeling Methodology (UMM) for defining BOV standards [13][14][22]. This methodology is based on the Unified Modeling Language (UML) [2] and is a
customized version of Rational’s Unified Process (RUP) [17].
Recognizing the growing popularity of XML and the proposals to use
XML in the EDI world [19], UN/CEFACT asked TMWG to research the feasibility of XML to be utilized in B2B electronic commerce. TMWG decided not to follow suite in transforming EDI documents into XML, but instead to use a topdown, business process model driven approach to design business transactions using XML as transfer syntax.

4:Q uery aboutC om pany A profile
D ow nload Scenarios and Profiles

TMWG recommended UN/CEFACT not to do this approach on their
own, but to find a partner that would bring in the XML community. After some
research UN/CEFACT found OASIS as partner for this approach. UN/CEFACT
and OASIS initiated electronic business XML (ebXML) a 18 month world-wide
project, which started in November 1999. ebXML should lead to standardization
of XML business specifications. The purpose of ebXML - as defined in the terms
of reference [7] - is to research and identify the technical basis upon which the global implementation of XML can be standardized. The goal is to provide an open
technical framework to enable XML to be utilized in a consistent and uniform
manner for the exchange of electronic business data in application-to-application,
application-to-person and person-to-application environments.
The ebXML Technical Architecture document defines a high-level use
case scenario for two trading partners as depicted in Figure 3 [9]: Company A requests business details from the ebXML registry (step 1) and decides to build its
own ebXML compliant application. The Company A submits its own business profile information to the ebXML registry. The business profile submitted to the
ebXML registry describes the company’s ebXML capabilities and constraints, as
well as its supported business scenarios.Company B, which uses an ebXML compliant shrink-wrapped application, discovers the business scenarios supported by
Company A in the registry (step 4). Company B sends a request to Company A
stating that they would like to engage in an business scenario (step 5). Before engaging in the scenario company B submits a proposed business arrangement directly to Company A’s ebXML compliant software interface. The proposed
business arrangement outlines the mutually agreed upon business scenarios and
specific agreements. Company A then accepts the business agreement.Company
A and B are now ready to engage in eBusiness using ebXML (step 6).
In the following paragraphs we want to roughly summarize those key
concepts of ebXML that are important for the approach presented in this paper.
To ensure interoperability, the ebXML initiative has to provide the most
common business objects that will be used to assemble documents in a particular
business process. Therefore ebXML defines so-called core components. A core
component captures information about a real world business concept, and the relationships between that concept, other Business Information Objects, and a contextual description that describes how a Core or Aggregate Information Entity
may be used in a particular ebXML eBusiness scenario [9].
Accordingly, core components are recursively grouped into information
entities, which make up a business document. The extract of the draft version of
the ebXML Collaboration Modeling Metamodel in Figure 4 denotes this fact.
When business partners collaborate in an ebXML scenario they will perform one
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or more commercial transactions according to a defined choreography. Each commercial transaction includes a requesting business activity and an optional responding business activity. Business activities are triggered by and result in object
flow states. An object flow state is a business event signifying an incoming or outgoing business document.
The defined business collaboration specifications will be stored in a repository. Furthermore, companies publish information about the roles they support in specific business collaborations and specific technology implementation
details in the collaboration protocol profile (CPP). Consequently, a CPP will explicitly include a link to a business process collaboration. The document exchanges a company has to support are implicitly defined by the documents the role has
to support in the collaboration. Companies willing to conduct business have to
form a collaboration protocol agreement (CPA) that is derived from the intersection of their CPPs.

Figure 4 Business Activities and Business D ocum ents in ebXM L
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The approach presented in this section is strongly based on the ebXML specification. We assume the existence of reusable common business objects (CBOs). With
CBOs we define the object-oriented presentation of core components to be used
in information models. A library of CBOs is expected to be delivered by UN/CEFACT continuing the core components effort of ebXML. Since the CBOs do not
yet exist, we have ’invented’ some for our demonstration purpose. Furthermore,
it should be noted that CBOs are on the BOV level of the Open-edi reference model. CBOs are independent of a specific transfer-syntax (e.g. xCBL), but have to be
presented in an transfer-syntax to implement the e-business transaction.
The proposed extension to the ebXML specification is based on the following facts: A company defines in its CPP the roles it can fulfil in certain business collaborations. For this purpose the CPP references a business collaboration,
which is defined in a process-specification document that conforms to the ebXML
business process specification schema specification. Since the reference is on the
level of the business collaboration, it follows that a full support of the documents
assigned to the business activities in these business transactions is absolutely required. Therefore, there is a high demand in the quality of the specification of the
business document types. Business document types must not include a lot of optionality without specifying the conditions for usage. Therefore, the business document type definition must be more specific than those presented in Section 2.
Furthermore, there is no chance for slight variations in using the documents
among companies playing the same role in a business collaboration.
Business documents are composed of recursively grouped CBOs. Nevertheless, CBOs are usually used differently in different documents or even differently in different occurrences within the same document. Different usage
according to a defined set of parameters is focused by the ebXML concept of Context [8]. Note that the presented approach does not stay in contradiction with the
Context concept. It could also be used to specify Context rules.
We feel that the current collaboration modeling metamodel does not sufficiently support the definition of unambiguous business documents. It only defines a recursive grouping of CBOs without any additional rules on this grouping.
In the following we analyze what additional information is needed to define unambiguous access to business documents. We use a simple example to show how
these additional rules can be defined using UML diagrams. Since we feel that the
information should go into a registry it would be desirable to define an equivalent
(XML-based) representation language capturing all semantics covered by the presented UML diagrams. But we have not yet investigated in such a structure.

4. Defining views on business documents
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To illustrate the importance of unambiguous business document definitions consider the following example: A buyer places a purchase order at a seller
and expects a response back. The definition of this business transaction is depicted
in Figure 5. This diagram is in-line with the meta model extract of Figure 4. A
company willing to purchase goods or services from a buyer would state in its
CPP that it is able to perform the buyer role in this transaction (which could be
part of an more complex business collaboration). The big question is: What is the
information structure of the purchase order and the purchase order response?
We assume the following simplified business requirements for the transaction: The purchase order must have a unique purchase order identification and
must include the date the purchase order is placed. The buyer must identify itself
either by the buyer identification assigned by the seller or by its full address. This
address is also used for billing. The buyer can indicate multiple delivery addresses, P.O. boxes are not useful in a delivery address. Furthermore, the buyer might
specify multiple contact persons to be consulted for questions regarding the purchase order. There is no need to state a seller information in the purchase order,
but the buyer might send the seller identification assigned by the buyer itself.
If we assume that there exist information entities for date, party, address,
contact, and so on, a purchase order document can be assembled by these information entities like in Figure 6. The resulting document structure would be capable of capturing all the business requirements. But this document structure - which
reminds one of the structures described in Section 2 - would also cover semantics
not part of the requirements specification.
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One of the major problems of the solution presented in Figure 6 is the fact
that some CBOs represent business concepts which stay in conflict with each other. For example, the party CBO is used to present different classes of parties.
These different party classes use different composition hierarchies. It would not
be useful to define a different CBO for each different class of usage of a party (and
all the other CBOs). This would result in a proliferation of similar CBOs. But it
would be possible to classify the composition hierarchies according to the roles of
the business objects in the aggregation.
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A solution using roles on aggregation hierarchies is presented in Figure
7. According to this definition the purchase order must include an order date and
buyer information. The seller information is optional. Addresses and contact information are only relevant for the buyer not for the seller. There could be sent a
billing and multiple shipping addresses. All other addresses are not allowed. Similarly, multiple contacts could be stated for the buyer, but only for questions regarding the order (OrderContact).
The use of role-based aggregation hierarchies requires a well defined set
of roles a specific CBO can play. It would be even better to define the roles in dependency of relationships to other CBOs. Nevertheless, role-based aggregations
are not enough. Not all of the attributes of a CBO will be used in a B2B interchange. Even worse, different roles of the same CBO might access different class
attributes. We use collaboration diagrams to show the access to different attributes
of CBOs.
So far we have not shown any attributes of the classes in the diagrams of
our example. It is not our goal to define the exact CBOs to be used in B2B. Candidates would be the ones developed in the ebXML environment. To further illustrate our example we have made assumptions of reasonable attributes for our
CBOs. The attributes given in the simplified class diagram in Figure 8 should not
be considered as a complete list.
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In a collaboration diagram we show the operation calls to access the attributes. We do not care whether this is a write access of the originator of the document or a read access of the receiver of the document. An operation accessing an
attribute is called exactly the same way the attribute is called. Furthermore, it is
necessary to show the access to related classes as defined in Figure 7. Therefore,
each class includes an operation for each navigable aggregation. Each operation
is called by the role of the target class. For example, Purchase Order defines navigable aggregation to the target classes Date (role: OrderDate) and Party (roles:
Buyer and Seller). Consequently, the operations OrderDate(), Buyer() and Seller()
are defined in the Class PurchaseOrder.
Figure 9 depicts the resulting collaboration diagram for the given business requirements statement. Looking at this collaboration diagram it becomes
clear that buyer and seller information are significantly different although both are
based on the same CBO Party. In our collaboration diagram we use an italic font
for optional or conditional operation calls. This means that the originator of a B2B
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Figure 10 Activity D iagram forBuyer()
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TypeO fPartyID

document needs not write the corresponding attribute value (or values in case of
calls to aggregation classes) and, as a consequence, the receiver cannot always expect a value for this attribute (or these attributes). For example seller information
needs not be included in the document. Hence, the Seller() operation of purchase
order appears in an italic font. In this case we face real optionality, which means
that no rules for applicability exist. In other cases it is not optional, but rather conditions for the usage have to be specified. For example, either the buyer is identified by the seller assigned party identification or the full address (which becomes
the billing address) must be transmitted. Both the PartyID() operation and the BillTo() operation are optional or better conditional. However access rules cannot be
shown in a collaboration diagram.
In order to define the basic rules for instantiating an activity diagram is
used to show if-statements and loops. Basic rules define what happens if a value
is defined or not. Furthermore, it can be tested whether an attribute has a certain
value or not. As an example consider Figure 10 which defines the inside of the
method Buyer(). Note that the activity diagrams must not include anything about
the application logic of a partner’s in-house application. Their only function is to
define clear rules for data access in the documents.

In this paper we describe an approach to specify different views on documents
used in B2B transaction. The approach is motivated by the fact that traditional
standardization approaches - UN/EDIFACT, but also many current XML efforts
- offer a document structure and a vocabulary that covers a whole lot more than is
actually needed for an interchange by an organization. Unfortunately, the standardization approaches stop at this step. Trimming down the document structure
to the actual user needs is out of scope of traditional approaches. But a lot of effort
- multiple times more than that of standardization - is spent on this activity. Since
no rules for this customization exist, this activity is the major reason for incompatibility.
A generic approach to describe document structures leaves too much
scope for misinterpretation and for document instances that are not conform to the

5. Conclusion

The activity diagrams conclude our approach to the definition of unambiguous B2B documents. To summarize, we use role-based aggregation hierarchies, collaboration diagrams and activity diagrams to depict in our approach the
B2B documents and their access rules. However, those types of diagrams provide
only different viewpoints into the same solution space. Therefore, an (XML) document structure being capable of capturing all the semantics of the solution space
(or what is defined in the three diagram types) would be desirable. Of course,
UML can always be used as graphical definition and presentation language, but
an equivalent XML presentation can be used for registry storage. The enhanced
B2B document structure definition should go into definition of business documents supporting business activities in the collaboration modeling metamodel.
This would result in an extension to Figure 4.
Speaking in ebXML terms, a more precise business process definition
would effect the definition of the possibilities a company has to choose from. But
is there also a consequence for the capabilities a company defines in its CPPs or
in the agreements of the CPAs? The approach could also be used to redefine the
business documents in a company’s profile. Of course, the redefinition must not
conflict with the original one in the business process definition. For example, a
certain company could decide that it will always send the seller information in our
example. This would add a company-specific context to the definition of business
documents. In this case the CPP needs to reference the business activities and
business documents in addition to the more general business processes. CPAs
could also be extended to include valid intersections of business document definitions.
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