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Model Overview comments
Business Transaction Management
and Transaction Demarcation

Contribution to the W3C WS-Choreography group on
the Model Overview
Participant and Role Types, and
Transactions
From:  Tony Fletcher, Choreology Ltd

Introduction

This contribution is with reference to the WS-Choreography Requirements dated 15 January 2004, the Model Overview dated 4 December 2004 and the associated UML version of the model (undated but received around 11 February 2004.
Participant Type and Role Type

Comment:  A Participant that does not have any Roles does nor seem to make sense, so a Participant should be shown as assuming (or consisting of) one or more Roles.

Comment:  I suggest that a Participant Type is added.  It would be related to Participant and consist of one, or more, Role Types.  Also add Role Type which would be related to a role (and also a Relationship Type?).
Rationale:  Consider the use case D-UC-002 - Quote Request from the Requirements document.
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This choreography has N suppliers each of which could be of the same type in terms of their behaviour.  They could have one role which plays in the relationship with the Buyer, and another Role that plays in the relationship with a manufacturer, and the Supplier (Type) could have more that one of these – as in the diagram above.

Thus the Supplier type (a Participant Type) would be ‘constructed’ with its two Role types and then used in the construction of the choreography as many times as required (and similarly for the other Participant types).

Transactions
It seems to me that the Model Overview is a bit like looking at a back lit statue through a white sheet – you can see the outline but not the detail – and if the sheet is removed you may then see that things are not quite as you thought.  For instance you may think you are looking at a person holding a bird, but it turns out it is just the shape they are making with their hands.
I am concerned that making a choreography into a recoverable block and making it the unit of transactionality, if transactions are used, while possibly workable, may limit the freedom to design the choreography then step back (so to speak) and decide which bits need to be related into a transaction and which do not.  But as I can not yet see the detailed shape of the language, rather than making specific comment, I would like to turn it around and ask the authors if they are sure that the following use cases can be naturally supported by the language as they conceive it.

I am concerned that the basic requirements for demarking transactions in the choreography language are met, though I am less concerned about precisely how they are met.  To reiterate these requirements are essentially to be able to:
1)  demark the point at which a transaction is started (and whether it is the initiator or receiver) or which messages belong to which transactions,

2)  indicate that an existing transaction is propagated to another role, and

3)  indicate the point at which a transaction is terminated and how the outcome affects the choreography.

4)  As part of transaction termination it should be possible for some roles to be included in positive confirmation and others in negative cancellation, according to the logic of the application.

Note 1:  These features are required of the Choreography language, but their use shall be optional in any particular choreography description.

Note 2:  The outcome of a transaction at a role can logically be one of confirmation, cancellation, or mixed (which means that the role neither confirmed nor cancelled properly, or that the role can not tell at the present time what has happened).

I should add that these demarcations / indications should be under the control of the choreography designer.  Also that they should be mappable to an underlying transaction / coordination protocol, though there is no need to spell this mapping out at this stage (it might eventually be that such mappings will be produced by the WS-Choreography group, or by other groups or both).

Use case D-UC-002 - Quote Request

Consider the use case D-UC-002- Quote Request (diagram above).  The complete set of interactions between the buyer, n suppliers and the m manufacturers could be handled as a single transaction.

Alternatively the buyer could run a single transaction with the n suppliers, and then each supplier could run its own transaction with one, or more, manufacturers.

There are obviously other alternatives as well such as the buyer running separate transactions with each supplier and some of the suppliers interacting non-transactionally with their selection of manufactures.

Can the proposed language features cope with all these different cases?

Use case D-UC-001 - Travel Agent

Consider the use case D-UC-001- Travel Agent (diagram below).
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The travel agent choreography could be such that the air travel service, train travel service, car hire service, bus booking service and hotel booking service are all included in a single transaction from the initial interaction with each.  The insurance service is added into the transaction conditionally based on an interaction with the client.  If the client agrees to purchase then a reference to the credit checking service is made, but this is an information exchange only and is not included in the transaction (if it were it would always ‘resign’ as it will do the same things independent of whether it is sent a ‘confirm’ or ‘cancel’ signal).
Can the proposed language features cope with this case?

Questions

1) What does it mean to have RecoveryBlock contain an ExceptionBlock, a TransactionBlock, or both?  Can the authors give examples for all three?

2) As Activity seems to be one to one with WorkUnit, is Activity redundant?  If so remove Activity?

3) In the TransactionBlock (or elsewhere) how is the ‘confirm’ or ‘cancel’ decision indicated?

4) In the TransactionBlock (or elsewhere) how is the ‘confirmed’, or ‘cancelled’, or ‘mixed’ or ‘resign’ outcome for each involved participant and for the overall transaction indicated and how do they determine the next step(s) of the choreography?
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