Ontological assessment of the Open-edi Business Transaction Ontology (accounting and economic ontology) – ISO/IEC 15944-4 FDIS – Done by Bill McCarthy (15944-4 editor) – 24 April 2007
	Ontolog Dimension
	15944-4 applicability
	15944 applicability discussion

	
	
	

	Level of structure:
	Highly structured with UML class diagrams defining the classes and associations, plus standardized verbal descriptions of each.  Additional structure for behavior provided by state machine diagrams and activity diagrams (samples only).  UN extension to include a UML profile.
	Useful for placing it on a continuum.  Would be better if Leo’s (or other) was adopted and standardized.   Can Leo add UML profile?

	Expressiveness of the language or framework used:
	First part (the accountability infrastructure) logically defined in a referenced document (Prolog).  Rest of declarations scheduled to be logically defined formally in summer.  Neither of these is done in the standards document.
	Same comment with some forceful expression of ultimate goals of categorization (different paths?).  Do we wish to accommodate both neats and scruffies along a continuum?

	Representational granularity
	PROBABLY more COARSE than DEEP

Classes – all done with associations.  Some taxonomic structuring (non-normative).  
Attributes – none

Behavioral components of state machines and activity graphs only have a sample
	This was useful judgment exercise.  For example, a UML profile:

· Must have
· Nice to have

· Good idea when we get the time (OCL)
· We hope to get to this




	Intended use:
	· As a logical theory – maybe some day, but certainly not yet
· As a source of structured definitions

· As a pattern for knowledge system specification and use

· As a suggested methodology pattern

· As a teaching tool (colors and stereotypes) in textbooks
	Good analysis.  Can we come up with an inventory ?
Do we want an inventory?

I strongly suggest including education as an “intended use” community.  

	Role of automated reasoning:
	At present – none and probably not soon in Open-edi.
Future work in both Open-edi and UMM to be decided with logical structuring and exploration of use.
	Pragmatic overlap with semantic categories above (which I guess is intended under two general classes of use).

	Descriptive vs. prescriptive
	· Started off as descriptive (1980), but quickly proceeded to prescriptive with strong normative implications (not accepted fully)
· More recently, movement toward normative structure, especially with technology advance and e-commerce knowledge influx.  The base theory is still seen as a future (somewhat cataclysmic)  ideal
	This is an excellent judgment for determining:
· Must we obtain the approval of the expert community or some revolutionary segment of that community?

· Are we just formalizing present practice?

· In the middle

	Design methodology
	Initially bottom-up, then quickly move to top down with strong integration of existing practice examples.
	I confused this category with above.  In academic circles, they are confused as well:

· Bottom-up = empirical = descriptive = positive = natural science (good?)
· Top-down = prescriptive = normative = engineering or design science (bad?)


