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Introduction

As discussed in Chicago, the MExE group requires a generic mechanism for describing the platform capabilities of a MExE device. The capabilities could be described in full, or as a delta to a known baseline. The mechanism should be future proof against foreseeable platform enhancements.

This document examines the issue and possible solutions

What capabilities might be relevant?

1. Processing machine type and version


E.g. JVM, KVM

This level of abstraction is, currently, not useful as any MExE executable/service will depend on more than the underlying machine (i.e. will require framework/API classes). Additionally (with Java) the platform/profile implies a version and type of machine (e.g. CLDC implies KVM). 

2. "library set" and version


E.g. PersonalJava 1.1, MIDP1.0

Both the "library set" and the version are relevant.

The author recommends that as a minimum "library set" and version are able to be negotiated. "Processing Machine" type and version are currently not relevant. If this becomes relevant, this may be negotiated via separate tags (e.g. JVMVersion, KVMVersion) and need not be considered further at this point in time.

MExE Classmarks

The MexeClassmark tag currently provides a known baseline (e.g. classmark 2 means support for personalJava 1.1.1 as a minimum). If a MExE device supports a higher version, and a service wishes to make use of the higher version for some reason (e.g. it provides better security), the MexeClassmark tag cannot be used to negotiate an appropriate executable. 

A MExE device may also have the capability to support services  from a classmark that it does not fully support (e.g. a classmark 3 device may support rendering WML decks in the same manner as a classmark 1 device without full support of classmark 1).

Clearly the MexeClassmark tag, in these cases, is not sufficient for even basic content negotiation purposes. 

The author contends that Mexeclassmark cannot in general, and in the future be the sole basis for MExE executable content negotiation.

Hence the need for a MexeAccept-Platform tag.

Note: MexeClassmark (potentially) indicates more than just the "executable types" the MExE device supports.

MexeAccept-Platform

The MexeAccept-Platform tag allows negotiation based upon the capabilities of the MExE device. Should the capabilities be described in full, or as a delta to a known baseline? The baseline is currently supported via the MexeClassmark tag.

If MexeAccept-Platform is a delta to MexeClassmark then potentially both tags need to be examined by a MExE server in order to determine the full capabilities of the device.

Also, consider if the MExE group wish to add optionality within a classmark in a future version of the specification. E.g. "Classmark 7 mandates support of either MexeScript2.1 OR 3GPPScript3.6". In this case, MexeAccept-Platform would not be reporting a delta to a known platform.

If the tag included all the platform capabilities of the device then this possible eventuality will be covered and also means that only a single tag need be examined by a server in order to select an appropriate executable.
The author therefore proposes that the MexeAccept-Platform tag includes all platform capabilities of a given MExE device.
Tag value encoding

The tag value should be an RDF literal "Bag" of platform capabilities. The capability should be a concatenation of platform code and version.

e.g. "pJava1.1.2"

Known platform codes are "pJava", "J2SE", "MIDP" (note: WML and WMLScript versions are already reported via different, separate, tags).














































