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Right back to our initial submission to the inaugural meeting of the BT TC, and ever since, Choreology has used BEA’s submission as a yardstick for BTP. By this I mean: we have always asked ourselves the question: “can you do what BEA want with BTP?”. We have also asked the same question in respect of HP’s existing products. In both cases our motivation has been to ensure that existing vendors in this space are not disadvantaged. 

We want to see early and widespread adoption of BTP by multiple vendors. Therefore, make it as easy as possible for everyone, without blunting the effect of the new thinking and work of the technical committee over these past six months or so.

With this in mind, I want to show how it is true that BTP is a superset of BEA’s submission, and that this allows BEA’s existing product to be retrofitted with BTP interoperable capability (given the assumption that the BEA submission broadly reflects the conversation management protocol in WebLogic Integration.)  

I will further show that it not necessary for BEA to implement some of the additional features BTP provides, such as cohesions, in order to have a product which is a faithful implementation of one of the “partial conformance profiles” of BTP.

It is easy to make mistakes when “reading between the lines”, so if there are errors of detail or misunderstandings of the BEA submission, please forgive them. I believe that what follows, in broad outline, is correct.

The core of BEA’s submission is the interaction between a Main Coordinator and a Sub-Coordinator, which map precisely to the Coordinator and the Sub-Coordinator described in BTP. 

The diagram that follows shows how BTP can be used to replicate, precisely, the interactions described in BEA’s submission. I haven’t tried to show every possible exchange, but simply to illustrate the point using the core 2PC protocol.


It should be noted that the BEA submisssion contains a message for transaction creation which in BTP would be sent to a “role” called Factory. Note that there is nothing to stop two roles being played by a single agent, as shown here. The factory and the coordinator are synonymous in this implementation of BTP. In others they might not be. The definition of a creation message in effect creates the ability to have a coordination hub.

If BEA wish to make the create transaction message an API call, and not allow interoperation with their coordinator from a client equipped with another vendor’s BTP implementation, then they simply have to declare that they do not include terminator-coordinator relations in their conformance profile.

Participants or sub-coordinators (Inferiors in general terms, within BTP) are completely unaware under all circumstances whether their Superior is a Coordinator (atomic behaviour) or a Composer (cohesive behaviour). If an implementation does not supply the Composer facility then the counterparty (trading partner) will never be any the wiser. The vendor’s customer will need to establish whether the implementation supports termination capability (which would include VCT-Composer relations, i.e. cohesion capability), either in a proprietary way, through an API, or interoperably, through BTP messages. But this does not effect the interoperability quality of the implementation of the Superior, and is therefore not a matter for the conformance profile.

These statements are based on the following view of what a conformance profile is for, and contains. A conformance profile states which interoperable relationships are supported, and which sides of those relationships are supported. The diagram below shows the possible choices:





The effect of this is to allow a conformance profile to contain any one of the following:

	IT
	supported/not supported

	FC
	supported/not supported

	S
	supported/not supported

	I
	supported/not supported


In this scheme, the putative “BEA implementation” might provide a conformance profile:

	IT
	not supported

	FC
	not supported

	S
	SUPPORTED

	I
	SUPPORTED


Whereas another implementation might provide a conformance profile:

	IT
	not supported

	FC
	SUPPORTED

	S
	SUPPORTED

	I
	SUPPORTED


Note, that the conformance profile is solely concerned with interoperability. Given OASIS strictures on conformance statements, it might be better for us to call it an “interoperability profile”.

Note further that this interoperable profile does not make a statement about the implementation of a Superior, as to whether it offers atoms alone, or cohesions as well.

If a vendor implements the full IT – F interoperably then they will automatically include the ability to manipulate the vectorized, cohesion-aware messages. BTP is distinguished in terms of demarcation capability by its recognition of cohesion structuring. This adds capability that is not present in other older TP protocols. The availability of this feature is, in my view, a key motivation for standardizing the interoperable messages between the Initiatior/Terminator and the Factory.
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