
Web-service friendly binding for BTP


“Web-service friendly” BTP bindings

Proposed solution to BTP issues ex-3, ex-7
The following are proposals for “web-service friendly” bindings for BTP – that is bindings that are capable of being represented in straight-forward WSDL, abiding by practical limitations of WSDL-support and compliant with WS-I BP 1.0. They are inevitably less efficient in terms of message exchanges than the existing “soap-http-1” binding. The bindings are defined according to the binding proforma specified in BTP 1.0, 11.1. (No changes have been proposed in the issues list affecting this section of the BTP spec.)

1 XML change

Issue ex-3 ( “CONTEXT used only with application msgs, not with BEGIN, BEGUN”) should be accepted. This will break compatibility with BTP 1.0, but only for the initiator:factory interactions. However, since the XML for the BTP protocol will be altered by other changes in the transition to BTP 1.1 anyway, on-the-wire compatibility is not an issue.

There are two ways to handle this – the elements of the CONTEXT can be copied into BEGIN and BEGUN; or BEGIN and BEGUN can have an embedded CONTEXT. Copying the fields will require some specification text describing how to construct a CONTEXT; embedding a CONTEXT makes the syntax slightly more complex, but makes the relationships clearer. For BEGIN, the CONTEXT or its fields are only present when an intermediate is being created and keeping the CONTEXT fields together would seem to be clearer. Embedding is preferred:
Proposal 1 Embed a CONTEXT as a field of BEGIN and BEGUN. It is always present in BEGUN, only present in BEGIN if an intermediate is constructed. The “reply-address” field is not present in the embedded CONTEXT.
Since it is generally a bad thing for a protocol to have two ways of sending the same information (because it doubles the implementation and more than doubles testing effort), the existing related-groups of BEGIN&CONTEXT, BEGUN&CONTEXT should be removed – in other words the change in proposal 1 should be applied to the abstract messages and the XML. The only reason for keeping the related group constructs would be interoperability with existing implementations.

Proposal 2: Remove the BEGIN&CONTEXT, BEGUN&CONTEXT related groups from the abstract messages and the XML.
2 Additional binding
The following binding does not use any message compounding, thus making it possible to define effective WSDL for the control and outcome protocols. The existing wrapper elements (btp:messages and btp:related-group) do not allow a WSDL operation to be correlated to a specific BTP message, but only to the wrapper element. However, the btp:related-group construct remains essential for bindings that support the “one-shot” optimisation – in particular the facility is needed to route, to the coordinator, messages received in a related-group in a header of (or otherwise associated with) an application response. This could not be achieved without the related-group construct. The btp:messages wrapper is less critical, since a similar combination/piggy-backing could be offered by the carrier – however, in such a case this should be defined in the binding as the implementation by the carrier’s packaging mechanism of the abstract btp:messages, and the xml btp:messages element will not appear on the wire. In other cases, where the carrier does not have a defined packaging mechanism, the xml btp:messages will continue to be useful.
3. WSDL-friendly one-way binding

Proposal 3: Add the following binding as an additional alternative binding defined in the specification. The binding name should be changed to oasis btp style when included in the spec.
This binding avoids any compounding, placing one message in each HTTP request. All messages are transmitted in the same way – the request/response exploitation rules are not used.
Binding name: to be determined – when incorporated in BTP 1.1, it can be given a short name (binding names are short strings if in the btp spec, uri’s otherwise).

Temporary binding name:  http://www.choreology.com/btpbinding/soap-http-nocombine-oneway
Binding address format: shall be a URL, of type HTTP or HTTPS.

BTP message representation: The string representation of the XML, as specified in the XML schema referenced by the BTP 1.1 spec shall be used. The BTP XML messages are embedded in the SOAP message without the use of any specific encoding rules (literal style SOAP message).

Note that the btp:messages and btp:related-group elements are NOT used in this binding. 
Subissue : if proposal 2 is rejected, state that context-embedded in BEGIN etc is used

Mapping for BTP messages (unrelated) : A single BTP message shall be sent as the sole child-element of Body of a SOAP message sent on an HTTP request. (only). The HTTP response shall be empty or shall contain an empty SOAP message.

Subissue: which version(s) of SOAP should be specified ?
BTP FAULT messages are sent in the same way as other BTP messages, as the sole child-element of a SOAP Body.
Subissue – Some recent specifications send their  FAULTs as SOAP faults. Should this be allowed/required ?
Mapping for BTP messages related to Application Messages:

When the association between a BTP CONTEXT, CONTEXT-REPLY or ENROL message and an Application Message is to be represented by the SOAP layer, the BTP message shall be an immediate child of the SOAP Header element (i.e. it shall be a header in its own right). There may be more than one BTP message as a child element of the SOAP Header element. (The association may be represented by other means, such as embedding the BTP message in the application message – this would be invisible to this binding).
A CONTEXT-REPLY message appearing in a SOAP header shall be deemed to be in a (abstract) related group with any ENROL messages with the same superior-identifier.

Implicit messages: A SOAP FAULT, or other communication failure received in response to a SOAP request that had a CONTEXT in the SOAP Header shall be treated as if a CONTEXT_REPLY/repudiated had been received. See also the discussion under “other” about the SOAP mustUnderstand attribute.

Faults: A SOAP FAULT or other communication failure shall be treated as FAULT/communication-failure.

Subissue: unless the SOAP FAULT carries a BTP FAULT (see above), in which case this should say “SOAP FAULTs not carrying a BTP FAULT and other communication failures shall be treated as FAULT/communication-failure”.
Relationship to other bindings: None (yet).

Limitations on BTP use:  Bundling is not supported in this binding – BTP messages that are not semantically related have to be sent on separate HTTP requests.

Related-grouping is not supported in this binding for BTP messages to be sent in the SOAP Body (i.e. other than in combination with application messages) and only CONTEXT, CONTEXT-REPLY and ENROL can be related when sent in the header.
Other: An implementation or service may offer this binding in all its roles or could use this binding on some and other bindings on other roles (e..g this binding as Factory and Decider, soap-http-1 as Superior and Inferior). It may also use this binding for the actor:actor relationships and some other binding when sending BTP messages associated with application messages. In this latter case, the “binding” could be a part of the application protocol specification and need not be identified as a distinct BTP binding in any way. 
4 WSDL definitions for one-way binding

The following WSDL definitions are equivalent to the WSDL-friendly one-way binding.

<see separate document>
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