Selection of Interpretation in
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Too many modelling concepts?
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Much to model
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The problem

* Practitioners, and learners, find it difficult to select among the many
concepts

e At the same time, the need for precision in terms of the specific concepts
IS appreciated
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Hierarchical design of languages
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Hierarchical design of ArchiMate

M. M. Lankhorst, H. A. Proper, and H. Jonkers. The anatomy of the ArchiMate

language. International Journal of Information System Modeling and Design,
1(1):1-32, 2010.
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Three (iterative) modelling tasks

1. i1dentify the relevant concepts and relations in the part of the enterprise
that is to be modelled

2. Interpret these in terms of the modelling concepts as offered by the used
enterprise modelling language

3. complement this with additional constraints (if offered by the modelling
language)
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Context
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Opportunity to also further elaborate the “Selection of interpretation” concept
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1:

X(a) = 3p|R(a, b)]

. R(a,b) = X(a) A K(b)
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Nuanced conformance of models
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Traditional view:

Meta-model: M = (C, A), with concepts (predicates) C' and constraints (axioms) A

Conformance of model m to meta-model M: m = M



Nuanced conformance of models

A
& & &
X _
. Client - —— Lodges ————— —— Claim

l l l

| | |

————— ——— —

Nuanced view:

Meta-model: M = (C, A;, Ag), with concepts C', immediate constraints A;, and deferred constraints Ay

Final conformance of models: m =M =2 m = (C, A; U Ay)

\|/

N o

Intermediate conformance, and ‘work’ W C A, that remains to be done: &

m :W_/\/l ém — <C,AiUAd—W> and chw[m # <C,AiUAd—V>]




Nuanced conformance of models

2
——(_
R

Immediate

Deferred




Utilise the type hierarchy
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Utilise the type hierarchy

Meta-model: M = (C, A;, Ag), with concepts C', immediate constraints A;, and deferred constraints Ay

More explicit knowledge about subtyping and constraints needed




Next steps

Utilise foundational ontologies and / or natural language processing to
provide more guidance / suggestions in selecting interpretations
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The problem

* Practitioners, and learners, find it difficult to select among the many
concepts

e At the same time, the need for precision in terms of the specific concepts
IS appreciated



Towards a solution

 Ongoing work!
 Requires a nuanced view of conformity of models to the meta-model
o Support modellers by active reasoning regarding:
* the constraints in the meta-model and compliance to the meta-model

 compliance to (relevant) (foundational) ontologies



Model-driven systems

Modelling infrastructures
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