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Abstract

Y. Wand and R. Weber have suggested that the ontological clarity of the modeling language can be evaluated
by comparing the alphabet of this language with the constructs of top level ontology known as Bunge-Wand-
Weber (BWW). According to them, one of the key success factors of using a given language is its ability to provide
the users with a symbol set, which can directly reflect appropriate ontology concepts. However, the ontology is
not limited to a thesaurus; it also covers the structure of relations between concepts. It may be assumed that the
modeling language must be able to convey these relationships. Therefore, the approach of Y. Wand and R. Weber
can be significantly enhanced if the structural relationships among BWW ontology concepts are studied. This
paper also makes an attempt to extend the BWW ontology as applied to business process modeling, since in
its current form it does not make it possible to represent logical operators and the temporal characteristics. We
enhance the BWW ontology with transformations which change mutual properties, they correspond to logical
operators. The interpretation of the event concept is modified such that it designates the moment in time
when the object state changes. It is demonstrated that external events are connected to each process operation.
Thus, the items of temporal logic: the moment in time and time interval between two consecutive events are
added. The investigation of relations among enhanced BWW ontology concepts made it possible to substantiate
five perspectives of the process model and identify formalisms used for their description, i.e. informational —
entity-relation diagram; behavioral — state transition diagram; transformational — dataflow diagram; temporal —
event graph; logical — ordinary Petri nets. Multiple research shows that process modeling languages and notations
are not able to display immediately all BWW ontological model concepts, but only part of them. Moreover, the
authors of these researches focus their attention on a percentage ratio of modeled and unmodeled concepts,
calculate a relative degree of deficit, redundancy, excess and overload. For overcoming the deficit, this paper
proposes to model a business process not in one notation but in several correlated diagrams, so that each diagram
reveals separate perspectives, and all together they form a coordinated, integrated process description.
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Introduction

variety of languages and notations, namely: UML

[1], BPMN [2], EPC [3], ebXML [4], BPEL

5], Petri Nets [6] are used for business process
modeling. Hence, the question often arises to carry out a

comparative analysis in order to determine which is bet-

ter-suited for business process modeling [7]. Y. Wand and
R. Weber have suggested that the ontological clarity of the
modeling language can be evaluated by comparing the al-
phabet of this language with the constructs of the top level
ontology known as Bunge-Wand-Weber (BWW) [8]. One
of the key success factors of using a given language is its
ability to provide the users with a symbol set (modeling
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primitives), which can directly reflect appropriate ontol-
ogy concepts (abstracts). They identify the following cor-
respondence options between an alphabet of the model-
ing language and a set of ontology concepts (Figure I):

4 construct equivalence: each symbol of an alphabet
can be associated with exactly one concept;

4 construct deficit: separate concepts have no corre-
sponding symbol;

4 construct excess: the ontology concept cannot be as-
sociated with any symbol;

4 construct redundancy (synonymy): one concept can
be represented directed in several symbols;

4 construct overload (homonymy): several concepts
correspond to one symbol.

Ontology
concepts
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Symbols
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Fig. 1. Relationship between modeling
language primitives and BWW ontology concepts

The essence of the approach proposed by Y. Wand and
R. Weber consists in checking an equivalence of two sets,
i.e. symbols of an alphabet and ontology concepts. The re-
search demonstrates that all known business process mod-
eling languages have an expressiveness deficit [9], so that
overcoming this deficit is an important and urgent task.
However, the ontology is not limited to a thesaurus, it also
covers the structure of relations between concepts [10]. It
may be assumed that the modeling language must be able
to convey these relationships. Therefore, the approach of
Y. Wand and R. Weber can be significantly enhanced if the
structural relationships among BWW ontology concepts
are studied. This paper also makes an attempt to extend the
BWW ontology as applied to business process modeling,
since in its current form it does not make it possible to rep-
resent logical operators and the temporal characteristics.

1. Enhanced BWW ontological model

The model proposed by Y. Wand and R. Weber is based
on the ontology proposed by M. Bunge [11]. The world is
made up of things, which are usually treated as a “sepa-
rate object of the tangible world with relative independ-
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ence, objectivity and stability of existence” [12], there-
fore, in what follows the term “object” will be used as a
synonym of a thing. The object has properties which are
its attributes; so a property cannot have properties. The
object state is defined as a set of all values of all its at-
tributes at a given time. Moreover, not all states are con-
sidered as acceptable and not all transitions between states
are considered lawful [13]. The object state transits due
to transformation, which is always implemented by a pre-
determined rule called the transformation law. Transfor-
mation can be interpreted as a work changing the object,
or an operation being performed on the object.

Let us pay attention to the fact that M. Bunge differenti-
ates between the intrinsic object properties inherent there-
to and distinguishing one entity instance from another one
(for example, the color and shape characterize each object
on an individual basis) and mutual properties, which char-
acterize one object relative to another (for example, dis-
tance is a property of a pair of objects). Speaking about the
transformation, M. Bunge has in mind a change of intrin-
sic properties of the object. We will interpret the transfor-
mation in a more comprehensive sense, and also consider a
change of mutual properties. For example, the process op-
eration changes the intrinsic properties of the object, while
the logical operator in the process diagram route the object
along one of several processing paths, changing its relative
position, whereas the intrinsic properties of the object re-
main unchanged. Therefore, by partitioning the transfor-
mations which change the intrinsic properties of the object
and the transformations which modify the mutual proper-
ties, we complement the ontology with a capability to rep-
resent logical process operators [14].

The fact of changing the object state is called an event,
irrespective of the cause of occurrence. Meanwhile, it re-
mains not quite clear what is the difference between the
event and the state. In current interpretation the event has
a meaning “for this reason” and represents a cause-and-
effect relationship: the next operation can start because of
the completion of the previous one. Therefore, it emerged
that the terms state and event are hard to differentiate. The
event interpretation proposed by us is different from the
interpretation proposed by M.Bunge. By the definition of
E.A. Babkin, an event is something that is happening at
some instant per saltum, step-wise and is considered as a
state change of a certain object [15]. Yu.N. Pavlovsky in-
terprets an event as an instant in time designating a change
of the object states [16]. Therefore, we will link an event
with a moment in time when a change of state of a cer-
tain object occurred; it has the meaning of “afterwards” —
later in the chronological order. Thus, an internal event
establishes the fact and the moment in time when the ob-
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ject passed into the following state and is ready for execu-
tion of the next operation. The occurrence of an internal
event is insufficient for the beginning of execution of the
next operation. In case of an interactive operation the ex-
ecution begins following the interference of the actor and
the latter is treated as an external object relative to the sys-
tem. If the operation is automatic, then it start after a sig-
nal from the external control device. Therefore, external
event represents the fact and moment in time of changing
the state of the object external to the system, which initi-
ates the execution of the operation and record the mo-
ment when the transformation began. Thereby, the terms
of temporal logic are added to the ontology: a moment
in time and time interval between two consecutive events
[14]. The time interval between the occurrence of an in-
ternal event indicating readiness to processing, and an
external event indicating the real beginning of work will
be interpreted as the waiting time, the time interval be-
tween the occurrence of an external event indicating the
beginning of work and internal event indicating the end of
processing will be interpreted as the execution time. An
external event not only initiates the execution of the pro-
cess operation, but can also stop it. For example, a cus-
tomer placed an order — this event initiates the process,
and if the customer canceled the order, further processing
may not be reasonable. The external event may imply the
occurrence of an abnormal situation and require special
processing. Thus, we enhanced the BWW ontology, added
it with transformations which change mutual object prop-
erties they correspond to logical operators, changed the
event concept interpretation such that it designates the
moment in time when the object state changes, and dem-
onstrated that the external events are related to each pro-
cess operation.

An important conclusion that can be made from the
analysis of BWW enhanced ontology is in specifying a set
of concepts. Among these are (Figure 2):

<> the object to be processed — it has an internal struc-
ture describing a set of inherent properties of the object;

<> transformations changing intrinsic properties of the
object that result in a change of its state;

<> transformations which route the object, but do not
change its state;

<> internal events which designate a moment in time
when the object is ready for execution of the next opera-
tion;

<> external events which designate a moment in time
when operation starts.

Now we have to analyze the relationships between the
individual concepts of the ontology.
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Fig. 2. Basic concepts of the process model

2. Structure of BWW
ontological model

Let us consider what formal models enable us to describe
relationships between separate concepts of the BWW on-
tology. The adapted ontological model includes six con-
cepts, and respectively we have to consider a graph having
vertexes of six types. In this graph (Figure 3), vertex sets
of different types do not overlap; there are no arcs linking
vertexes of similar type — it can be classified as sextuple.
One have to note that vertex sets are linked only pair-wise:
state with event, event with transformation, transforma-
tion with state. It can be seen that the above-listed rela-
tionships can be reflected by virtue of well-known mod-
eling formalisms: the entity-relationship diagram (ER)
[17], state diagram (STD) [18], data flow diagram (DFD)
[19], event graph [20], and Petri nets [21]. Let us consid-
er how the above diagrams describe relationships among
pairs of concepts. We will consider only basic formalisms
which have no extensions. We have to note what each dia-
gram is capable of modeling and what it uses as a refer-
ence to another diagram.

State
Object attributes
] Logical Event Event
Operation statement (Internal) (External)

N

Fig. 3. Sextuple graph describing the BWW ontological model

2.1. Entity-relationship diagram (ER)

The entity-relationship diagram (ER) is used to de-
scribe information objects, its attributes and relationships
between them. Retrieving the basic concepts of the do-
main area, one can find objects to be processed, each of
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which forms an appropriate process. The diagram uses
the terms: entity, which is taken to mean any distinctive
object, and attribute which is taken to mean a named in-
herent (property) of the entity [17]. The object state is
determined by values which take its attributes. We can
associate each named object’s state with a definite set of
attributes and their values. Therefore, the ER diagram
models the object and its structure.

2.2. State transition diagrams (STD)

The state transition diagram is a traditional approach
to describe the behavior of an object. It is customary to
distinguish control and computational states [22]. For
example, a control state “work is in progress/complet-
ed” reflects the status of a separate process operation.
The computational state is associated with an object, it
reflects success or failure of the operation. For exam-
ple, operation “check the bill” can result in a success —
the bill is accepted, or a failure — the bill is rejected. The
subject of our discussion is the computational state of the
object. Inasmuch as many variables and control flows can
exist within a large application program, it is conventional
to specify the state variables [23]. To simplify the analy-
sis, the changes of one state variable are considered at any
specific time, which determines the state of the entire sys-
tem [22].

The state diagram shows transitions between the ac-
ceptable states of the object. It uses named object states,
but does not display values of relevant attributes — this
information can be obtained by reference from the ER-
diagram. The state diagram does not allow us to model
transformations which result in a state transition; instead,
it contains a reference to the data flow diagram, where the
relevant information is available.

2.3. Data flow diagram (DFD)

The data flow diagram describes the processing of in-
formation objects [24]. It is conventional to call it trans-
formational, since it depicts the operations which trans-
form the input data to output, but does not show those
actions which do not change the object [25], so that
it does not make it possible to model logical operators.
Let us note that the diagram indicates a logical name of
transformation, and as such the transformation algorithm
is contained in the mini-specification which describes
transformation of concrete attribute of the object. A DFD
diagram shall be consistent with STD and ER diagrams:
the initial and final states of the object shall differ in par-
ticular by those attributes which are changed by this trans-
formation. DFD does not contain information on the
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moment in time when transformation can be initiated; for
this purpose a reference to the event graph is used, which
will be addressed below.

The question as to whether a data flow diagram is for-
mal depends on the method of description of the mini-
specification converting inputs into outputs. If the mini-
specification can be defined in a strict mathematical
form, the model is considered to be formal. In our case,
the mini-specification can be described formally using
the notion of a target value of an object and its attributes.
As a result of transformation, the object shall pass into a
target state, which is characterized by a certain set of tar-
get values of the attributes of this object. If transforma-
tion succeeds all target values are achieved, this means
that the target state of the object is obtained, and if the
target value is not achieved, then it is considered as a
failure. Therefore, it is possible to abstract from specific
values and describe the transformation formally using
Boolean logic.

2.4. Event graph

The event graph shows the temporal relationship be-
tween the events [20]. Its nodes represent moments in
time when the object changes its state. The events can
be internal, associated with changes of the object un-
der control and external ones associated with changes
of other objects, which are outside of the process’ con-
trol. The diagram arcs represent a sequence of events
and, therefore, the event diagram depicts a temporal re-
lationship of consequence of events. If we associate the
arc length with the time interval which passes between
two consecutive events, we will get a Gantt chart. For
example (Figure 4), event EQin reflects the moment of
completion of the previous operation: the object is ready
for execution of the next operation, however, it does not
begin immediately, but with some delay — let us call it
a waiting time of the execution. External event Elex,
which is associated with the external control device ini-
tiates the execution of the next operation. The fact of
completion of the next operation is reflected as internal
event Elin: the object is ready for execution of the next
operation; it will be again in a waiting state until external
event E2ex occurs. The Gantt chart is depicted in the
same figure.

2.5. Petri nets

It is commonly supposed that Petri nets enable us
to model the execution behavior of the process [26];
however, this is not quite true, inasmuch as simple Petri
nets have a limited expressiveness and are not able to
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A) Event graph

B) Gantt chart
Waiting time

Executing time

Internal event, readiness for execution of the next operation

External event, beginning of execution of the next operation
Internal event, completion of the operation
External event, beginning of execution of the next operation

v V V i v
: E

xecuting time

Fig. 4. Event diagram and Gantt chart

reflect the object's state. The graphical representation
of the Petri net is a bipartite directed graph containing
two types of nodes — places and transitions interrelated
by arcs, where the nodes of the same type cannot be di-
rectly connected. Places can accommodate tokens ca-
pable of moving through arcs via transitions. In case of
process modeling, a tokens is associated with a certain
material object or information entity. The transition is
associated with the work or operation, it moves the to-
ken from one places to another. The place is passive,
it does not change and does not move the token, only
keeps it between two transitions. The state or marking
of Petri net at any moment in time is determined by dis-
tribution of tokens over the places. The token doesn’t
have state, so the change of the objet in response to op-
eration is not analyzed. We have to note that transitions
of ordinary Petri nets cannot reflect the transformation
algorithm, since they do not contain a mini-specifica-
tion; they can not represent transformation duration,
because they occur immediately, and positions do not
reflect the object state. The tokens reflects the current
”spatial position” of the “control point” on the process
chart as a result of routing by logical operators. Thus,
ordinary Petri nets are not capable of modeling the be-
havior, but are suitable for modeling the process logic.
This task is urgent, because a certain combinations of
simple logical operators may result in collisions pre-
venting a normal termination of the process. For ex-
ample, as consequence of chaining “OR” (split) with
“AND?” (join) a deadlock occurs, the process stops and
cannot be terminated [27].

2.6. Structure of relationships
between ontology concepts

It may be concluded that relationships between the
ontological concepts of the BWW model are described
by five diagrams. Those familiar with engineering draw-
ings are aware that a model of a mechanical part has
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three projections. Thus, in the absence of at least one
of them the drawing is incomplete, and it is impossible
to fabricate a part. The diagrams presented can be con-
sidered as a projections of the process model: each dis-
plays separate relations between ontological concepts,
and all together they form the complete model. We
have to distinguish the following perspectives and for-
malisms used for their description, namely, informa-
tional — the entity-relationship diagram; behavioral —
the state diagram; transformational — the data flow di-
agram; temporal — the event graph; and logical — the
ordinary Petri nets. Table 2 presents process’s perspec-
tives and proposes formal models; symbol ”M” shows
a parameter modeled by an appropriate diagram, and
symbol ”R” is a parameter which is used as a reference
to another diagram.

Table 1.
What enables us to model the diagrams
Concept (2 | _ | Operation | Event -
= ® =
s g I é = I 8
i 23| 2|88 3| 2| 8 4
Diagram\ |S4%| S || & | E | & a
ER M - - - - - Informational
STD M R - - - Behavioral
DFD R M - - | Transformational
Petri Net - - R M - - Logical
Event Graph | - R - - M| M Temporal

3. Structural analysis of business processes
modeling languages

A large body of research reveals that process modeling
languages and notations are not capable of reflecting BWW
ontological model concepts all at once, but only part of
them. Moreover, the authors of investigations focus their

BUSINESS INFORMATICS No. 3(37) — 2016



BUSINESS PROCESSES MODELING AND ANALYSIS

attention on a percentage ratio of modeled and unmodeled
concepts, calculate a relative degree of deficit, redundancy,
excess and overload. Table 2 shows the results of similar re-
search [9]. One is compelled to ask: to what extent a lan-
guage having a 10% of deficit is better than another lan-
guage having a 15% expressiveness deficit?

Table 2.
Comparative analysis
of modeling languages

Relative degree

Modeling
notation Deficit | Overload | Redundancy | Excess
BPMN 1.0 51% 35% 28% 25%
BPML 1.0 29% 65% 28% 3%
EPC 3% 62% 43% 28%
WSCI 1.0 29% 49% 18% 8%
ebXML 1.01 15% 13% 14% 5%
BPEL 1.1 32% 49% 13% 6%

Let us suggest that a requirement of equivalence of
language symbols set and BWW ontology concepts is
too strict, that the overload, redundancy and excess
make the modeling language unsuitable for modeling.
However, the expressiveness deficit of the language is
acceptable, because it can be overcome. Table 2 shows
a comparison of the EPC and BPMN expressive power
in order to represent various perspectives of the process
model. Both notations do not model the structure of
information object; thus, they do not reflect the infor-
mation perspective. The symbol “event” in EPC nota-
tion reflects a state acquired by an object as a result of
execution of the process operation. It makes it possible
to show a sequence of state transitions and thus model
objects behavior; however, no place for state mapping
is foreseen in BPMN notation. Both notations rep-
resent names of the operations which transform the
information object, but it is necessary to refine them
using mini-specifications, to specify the properties
to be changed in order to achieve a target state. The
EPC diagram contains no means to indicate time in-
tervals; therefore, it does not represent a temporal per-
spective — such means are available in BPMN nota-
tion. Both diagrams enable us to reflect logical process
statements. In summary, it can be seen that none of the
business process modeling notations are able to rep-
resent the process model perspectives all at once, but
only part of them. In other words, both notations have
an expressiveness deficit.

Table 3.
Comparative analysis of EPC and BPMN
notations expressiveness

Model perspectives

= = & -

Notation = = E- ]

< = = 2

£ < ®.2 [

s S & 2

E | 8|7

EPC - + + - +
BPMN - - + + +

In order to overcome the deficit, this paper proposes
to model the business process not in one notation, but
in several coordinated diagrams, so that each diagram
identifies separate perspectives of the model, and all to-
gether they form an integrated description. For exam-
ple, EPC notation should be supplemented with the
information model and Gantt chart, and the model in
BPMN notation should be supplemented with the in-
formation model and the state diagram. Diagrams de-
picting individual perspectives of the process model shall
be well coordinated. For example, the transformational
perspective should describe a change of only those prop-
erties that characterize an appropriate target state of the
object.

4. Discussion

The idea that the process model consists of
several perspectives was addressed by differ-
ent researchers. For example, a well-known Za-
chman model includes six perspectives [28]. Ar-
chitecture CIMOSA identifies four perspectives:
functional, informational, resource, organization-
al [29]. The integrated model of ARIS information
systems addresses four perspectives, where three —
informational, organizational and functional — be-
ing considered as basic, and the choice of the fourth
perspective is determined by the choice of modeling
objective, i.e. for the information system modeling a
resource representation is used, and for business mod-
eling the management perspective is applied [30]. The
proposal formulated by B. Curtis includes four per-
spectives: functional, behavioral, informational, or-
ganizational [18]. It can be seen that a number of
perspectives in various researchers is different, so an
objective comes up concerning justification of a list of
model perspectives.

BUSINESS INFORMATICS No. 3(37) — 2016
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Let us agree to distinguish the terms “process” and
“business process”. The difference is as follows. Ac-
cording to M. Bunge, the process is a history of a
certain object which change its states due to the ex-
ecution of transformations initiated by events. Let us
consider what sense we put into the term “process”
when we add the word “business”. Firstly, we mean
that the controlled object is an informational one,
otherwise, if the object is tangible, one should speak
of a manufacturing process. Secondly, we assume that
there is some technology interpreted as a method of
obtaining a reproducible result of a required qual-
ity for a specified time with reasonable utilization of
economic resources. The purpose of a business proc-
ess is a reproducible output which can be achieved
by formalizing the way of performing the operations.
Thirdly, the business process require some econom-
ic resources, and if their consumption is higher than
planned, we should speak about the procedural viola-
tion. The enhanced BWW ontology addressed by us
in this paper includes five perspectives: information-
al, behavioral, transformational, temporal and logi-
cal, with each perspective having its own formalism.
It does not contain concepts characterizing the eco-
nomic result and taking into account the economic
resources spent, so it describes the process model but
not business process.

Let us turn to the above assumption that the expres-
siveness deficit of the process modeling language can
be overcome. If some business processes modeling
notation does not allow us to reflect individual per-
spectives, we can talk about an expressiveness deficit
of a relevant language. The deficit can be overcome by
modeling a process in several correlated diagrams so
that each diagram depicts separate aspects, but all to-
gether they give a complete and integrated represen-
tation of all its aspects. Certain perspectives should
be consistent, so that references show links between
diagrams.

The result obtained is of great practical importance.
The software modeling environment like ARIS and UML
include plenty of notations, and the analyst is invited to
make a choice, taking into account his personal prefer-
ences. It is left aside that having selected the basic mod-
eling notation the analyst should complement it with such
diagrams which all together cover all perspectives of the
process model.

The approach proposed in the paper is generally
consistent with the suggestions made by E. Jordan,
who within the structural modeling method pro-
posed sequential modeling in three diagrams DFD,
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STD and ER [31]. E. Jordan did not set a goal to
design a real-time system, so his structural method
omits the temporal aspect and Gantt chart; the busi-
ness logic is not modeled, so no Petri nets are miss-
ing. A selection of perspectives by E Jordan is not
theoretically justified. Since we consider the most
general case, we added our model so as to take into
account all the relationships between the concepts.
Similar comments are true if we consider the execut-
able xXUML, since it uses the same set of diagrams as
E. Jordan [32].

Conclusion

The novelty of the analysis performed in this paper
is in the adaptation of Bunge-Wand-Weber ontologi-
cal model for process modeling. Additional concepts
are identified and a new interpretation is given to
them. The relationships between concepts are stud-
ied, five perspectives of the process model: informa-
tional, behavioral (state), transformational, logical
and temporal are theoretically justified. For each per-
spective, a formalism is defined. A difference between
the process model and business process model is dem-
onstrated.

A practically important result is obtained, proving
that none of the known business process modeling
languages is capable to represent all BWW ontologi-
cal concepts at once, but only part of them. Thus, all
known modeling notations have an expressiveness defi-
cit. This paper proposes a method for overcoming the
deficit consisting in the use of an integrated process
model which includes a number of perspectives, each
showing some aspects of the process model, and all to-
gether they form a complete, coordinated representa-
tion.

The result explain why the executable business proc-
ess model requires rather much programming. Firstly,
the executable model in BPMN notation is not capable
of representing separate process model perspectives.
Secondly, it can happen that perspectives are insuf-
ficiently integrated with each other at a model level.
Both shortcoming has to be compensated with an ad-
ditional software code. A method is proposed to over-
come the ontological expressiveness deficit which con-
sists in process modeling in several diagrams, so that
each of them “covers” separate perspectives of the
process model, and all together they enable us to create
a complete and comprehensive integrated description
of the process. That will eliminate a need in additional
programming. B
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AHHOTanUA

4. Bang u P. BeOep npearoioXuim, 4To «OHTOJIOFMYECKOe» KaueCTBO sI3bIKa MOIETUPOBAHUSI, MOKHO OLIEHUTh
IyTeM CpaBHEHUS ajipaBUTa 3TOTO SI3bIKA ¢ KOHCTPYKIMSIMU TIpeIlaraéMoil MMM OHTOJIOTMM BEpPXHETrOo YPOBHSI,
noayuyuBlueit Ha3BaHue byHre-Banna-Bebepa (BWW). OnHuM 13 iaBHBIX (PAKTOPOB ycriexa UCTIONb30BaAHUS SI3bIKa
OHU HAa3bIBAIOT €r0 CTMIOCOOHOCTh MPENOCTABUTH IMOJIL30BATENISIM HAOOp 3HAKOB (MMPUMUTHUBOB MOAETMPOBAHUS),
KOTOpbIE MOTYT HETIOCPENCTBEHHO OTOOpaXaTh COOTBETCTBYIOLIME KOHIIENTH (abcTpakiuu) oHToJdorMu. OmHAKO
OHTOJIOTHSI HE CBOIUTCS K T€3aypyCy, OHATaKXKe BKIII0YaeT Crie U (DPUKALINIO CTPYKTYPBI COOTBETCTBYIOLIE I TPOOIEMHOM
obsact. MOXHO NPEANONOXKUTh, YTO SI3bIK MOIEIMPOBAHUS JAOJKEH ObITh CIIOCOOEH MepenaTh 3TU CBSI3U. Takum
o0pa3zoM, noaxon f. Banna u P. Bebepa MoXXHO CylieCTBEHHO pa3BUTh, €CJIM UCCIIENOBATh CTPYKTYPHBIE CBSI3U MEXITY
KoHllenTamu oHTojoru BWW. B pabote mpeanpuHsTa NonbiTKa pacliupuTh oHTojoruio BWW npumeHutenbHO
K MOIEeIUpoBaHUI0 OusHec-mpoleccoB. JlobaBieHsl TpaHChOPMAIIMU, KOTOPble U3MEHSIIOT B3aUMHbIE CBOWCTBA,
WM COOTBETCTBYIOT JIOTMUECKHE OTepaTOPhI Mpoliecca, U3MeHeHa TPAaKTOBKA KOHILIETITa COObITHE, TAKUM 00pa3oMm,
YTO OHO (PUKCHPYET MOMEHT BPEMEHMU, KOTAa MPOUCXOOUT U3MEHEHUE COCTOsIHUS BHEIIHero oobekTa. [lokazaHo,
4TO BHEIIHUE COOBITHUS CBSI3aHbI C KaXI0ii onepanueil mpouecca. Tem caMbIM 106aBaeHbI OHSITHS TEMITOPAJIbHOMN
JIOTUKU: MOMEHT BPEeMEeHU W MHTEpBaJ BPEeMEHU MEXIY ABYMs IOCIeNoBaTeIbHBIMU coObITHSAMU. MccnenoBaHue
CBSI3€M MeXIy KOHLeNTaMM paciiMpeHHoil oHTojsorud BWW mno3Bosniio 060CHOBaTh MATh MEPCIEKTUB MOIEIU
Tpoliecca v BT hOPMAaTU3MBbl, UCTIONb3YEeMBbIe TSl X ONTMCAHUST: MH(POPMAIIMOHHYIO — IUarpaMMa «CyIIHOCTb —
CBSI3b»; TIOBENEHYECKYI0O — JuarpaMMma COCTOSIHUI; TpaHC(OPMAllMOHHYI0 — AMarpaMma TOTOKOB IaHHBIX;
TEMITOPAJIbHYI0O — Tpad COCTOSIHUIA; JIOTUYECKYI0 — OObIYHbIe ceTh IleTrpu. MHOrouucjiaeHHbIEe MCCAeIOBaHUS
MOKAa3bIBAIOT, YTO SI3bIKM U HOTALIMM MOAETMPOBAHMS MPOLIECCOB HE CITOCOOHBI OTOOPA3UTh Cpa3y BCe KOHLIETITHI
OHTOJIOTMYecKOi Monen BWW, Ho TonbKo ux 9acTb. [1py 3TOM aBTOpPHI MCCISTOBAHUI KOHIIEHTPUPYIOT BHUMaHUe
Ha TIPOIIEHTHOM COOTHOIIIEHUM MOIETUPYEMbIX U HE MONEIUPYEMBIX KOHIIETITOB, MTONCYUTHIBAIOT OTHOCUTENBHYIO
CTeTieHb euinTa, N30BITOYHOCTH, HEOMHO3HAYHOCTH U Hepa3nuauMocTu. st mpeonoseHus neduura B TaHHON
paboTe TpeiaraeTcsi MONEIUPOBATh OM3HEC-TIPOLIECC HE B OJHOI HOTAIIMU, a B HECKOJBKUX COIJIACOBAHHBIX
JIuarpammax, Tak, YToObl Kax/asi pacKpblBajla OTAEIbHbIE TIEPCIIEKTUBBI MOJIENH, a BCE BMECTE OHU 0OPa30BBIBATU
COIIaCOBAHHOE MHTETPUPOBAHHBIE OMMCAHUE.

KiroueBsie cjioBa: MojielMpoBaHUe OU3HEC-TIpolleccoB, oHTooruu byHre-Banna-Bebepa, neduiut Boipa3suTesbHOM
CMOCOOHOCTH, TIEPCTIEKTUBBI MOJIETU MPOLIECCa.

Iuruposanue: Fiodorov I.G. Overcoming expressiveness deficit of business process modeling languages //
Business Informatics. No. 3 (37). P. 62—71. DOI: 10.17323/1998-0663.2016.3.62.71.
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