BTP Web Service Friendliness Thoughts

Topics:

· WSDLs for control relationship

· WSDL for outcome protocol

· WSDL for transaction aware applications

· WS-Addressing ‘educational exercise’

· WS-Policy ‘educational exercise’

· Generic context ‘educational exercise’

· WSDL 2.0 ‘educational exercise’

· SOAP 1.2

· REST (HTTP binding)

· XRI

WSDLs for control relationship

Discussion point: The current BTP message set prohibits the authoring of a useful WSDL for the control and output protocols. In particular, the wrapper elements (btp:messages and btp:related-group) do not allow a WSDL operation to be correlated to a BTP message (other than the wrapper element.)

Original reasons for btp:messages:

· Unrelated bundling of messages that are destined to the same endpoint.  An optimization.  Messages are not correlated (need related-group for correlation.)

· During BTP 1.0 TC timeframe little support existed in toolkits for multiple children to soap:body.

btp:related-group bundles related messages together.  Ex: BEGIN + CONTEXT.  Section 7.9 of the BTP spec describes grouping.

Options for btp:messages:

1. remove btp:messages element completely

· no boxcarring

· not compatible with BTP 1.0

· simple

· what about using btp:messages for CONTEXT in soap headers (separate issue?)

2. make btp:messages optional

· boxcarring when necessary

· compatible with BTP 1.0

· allows WSDL to be authored, but still preserves original functionality

· what about using btp:messages for CONTEXT in soap headers (separate issue?)

3. allow messages without btp:messages

· is this really different from option 2?

Options for btp:related-group:

1. All soap:Body children are related.

2. Change message set by investigating alternatives for each combination of correlated messages (ie: see below for BEGIN + CONTEXT alternative.)

Other (less desirable?) options to consider instead of modifying message set:

1. List all the supported operations in the WSDL, and define btp:messagess as input and output.  Problem: Does not define which children are allowed under btp:messages.  Does not produce useful autogenerated clients. 

2. Put each operation in a seperate WSDL allowing btp:messages (inline) schema to have different content in each case.  Problem: Not practical and confusing.  Importing the WSDLs into one would cause problems with namespace clashes.  Would yield one autogenerated client side proxy per operation (with one method each.) 

3. Create a proprietary WSDL binding to indicate that a btp:messages wrapper must be used.  Problem: least desirable option.

Discussion point: How important is boxcarring?  If important, then discuss the various available options.

1. use btp:messages (whether it is optional or not)

2. Treat all children of soap:Body as uncorrelated message destined to the same endpoint.  The siblings could have been sent in separate SOAP messages with the same effect.  (assuming soap:Body children are not related by the possible removal of btp:related-group from the message set.)  Processing order must be specified.  This mechanism would only apply to BTP traffic.

Example of option 2:

<soap:Envelope>

   <soap:Body>

     <btp:confirm-transaction>…</btp:confirm-transaction>

     <btp:cancel-transaction>…</btp:cancel-transaction>

   </soap:Body>

<soap:Envelope>

confirm-transaction and cancel-transaction apply to two different cohesions/atoms.

WS-I Basic Profile only states that all children of soap:Body must be namespace qualified.  No restrictions to having multiple soap:Body children.

Outstanding: how does the response work?

Investigation: how do current SOAP toolkits handle multiple soap:Body children?

Discussion point: Related BEGIN + CONTEXT (and BEGUN + CONTEXT) runs into the btp:related-group WSDL authoring problem.  Two possible solutions:

1. add a CONTEXT parameter to BEGIN (as suggested in issue ex-3)

2. put CONTEXT in soap headers (as is done with application messages.)

Discussion point: Discuss how the TC would like the responses modeled in the WSDL.   For example if cancel-transaction is sent, then either transaction-cancelled or inferior-statuses could be sent back.  

Options:

1. Model messages as one way uncorrelated messages.  Could also bundle these messages into porttypes to represent roles (as WS-AT WSDL does.)

2. Use multiple WSDL operations to represent each request-response pair.  (need to think this one through as it uses method overloading.  Note: WSDL 2.0 does not allow method overloading.)

3. Introduce a wrapper element for responses.  (Not a good option, unless xsd:choice could somehow be used without a wrapper.)

4. Other ideas?

WSDL for outcome protocol

See WSDL for control relationship section for issues.

WSDL for transaction aware applications

Discussion point: Discuss options for WSDL for application service.  Options:

· Proprietary binding extention.  (ie: Choreology WSDL binding submission)

· See section 5.1.11 (WSDL Extensions) of WS-I Basic Profile 1.0a

· btp:context header (and btp:context-reply) in soap message, no extension .. problems: btp:messages wrapper, btp:context-reply can have several other messages related with it.

· See section 5.6.26 (Soap Binding Extensions) of WS-I Basic Profile 1.0a

Discussion point: If interested in going with the Choreology submitted WSDL binding, then need to decide on an official Oasis URI for the BTP binding for WSDL 1.1.

Outstanding: Figure out how to specify qualifiers (standard and custom) in the WSDL.

WSDL 2.0 ‘educational exercise’

Investigation: Look into whether WSDL 2.0 ‘feature’ mechanism (see section 2.6 of WSDL 2.0 spec) can be used to mark web services as transaction aware.

WS-Addressing ‘educational exercise’ 

· Educational exercise as an extra binding

· Watch CAF addressing

· Greg's CAF proposal notes:

· allows fault destination

· States that putting addressing information in soap:body is undeseriable.  Cannot deal with deserialization errors (how is this different than putting that info in the header?)

WS-Policy ‘educational exercise’

· Educational exercise as an extra binding

Generic context ‘educational exercise’

(placeholder)

SOAP 1.2

SOAP 1.2 has had “W3C Recommendation” status since June 24, 2003.  According to the W3C XML Protocol charter, the working group exists only until January 31, 2004.

Outstanding: What is involved with writing a binding to 1.2?

Outstanding: What would be the significant differences from the 1.1 binding?

· Updated namespace

· Different MIME type for HTTP binding (application/soap+xml instead of text/xml)

REST (HTTP binding)

Amazon has published services via both soap and http (REST).  Apparently the HTTP binding gets 85% of traffic. (reference: http://www.xml.com/pub/a/2003/12/09/xml2003amazon.html.)  “The next issue was that of protocols. Should they support SOAP or XML over HTTP (that is, REST)? In the end Amazon provided both and let developers make the choice. Despite it being the "standard", only about 15% of Amazon web services calls are made with SOAP, the remainder with REST.”

Would need more info from Amazon to confirm.  Could the high usage for http binding include RSS feed traffic?  Also, 'xml over http' doesn't necessarily mean REST.

A bit of thinking has been done here in the past (Peter, James, Alastair?, Alex)

Keep in mind that the addressing information in the BTP messages goes against REST principals (needs to be confirmed,) so existing XML message set would need to be altered.  Possible overlap with addressing investigation.

XRI

(placeholder)

