Section 3 Issues and Suggested Edits: RBrooks
This short collection of issues and suggested edits started out as a check of the definitions and issues Ken Laskey put forward in regard toL

· Purpose, Goals, Objectives, Intent, and
· RightAuthority, Commitment, Obligation, Permission.

Using Snapshot from 11-9-2010, I copied out the instances of the use of the terms Purpose, Goals and Objectives to test for consistency. I only got as far as Objectives from the first bullet above, then settled on putting forward only those issues for which I either provide suggested edits or favor deleting. 
My primary objection is that the material is too academic and unfamiliar for our audience such that the whole effort will simply be discarded as requiring too much effort to understand, let alone to implement and test to see if the benefits are worth ultimately implementing in practice.
Purpose:
In general I found some inconsistency but I believe that this arises from an attempt to focus too narrowly on just one usage of Purpose (which is bold and blue in the original but which I change to red to distinguish it). The original discusses the differences between two varieties of purpose: ultimate and proximate which muddies consistency further..

We don’t have a clear idea what the abstract spatial relationship is between ultimate and proximate. But that is the least of my concerns since I think we can simply use purpose widely and drop the specific definition. I propose using it as a well understood common term that can be used in various contexts flexibly. In particular, I would suggest that we use purpose rather than illocutionary force and acts.
Note Below: Concepts are only useful if used and won’t be used without understanding, so… I recall making an argument against using Illocutionary force or acts that still stands, our audience is not going to understand this out of the gate, e.g. before we introduce it and if they have to struggle to learn or accept too many concepts, they just plain won’t. In this case I think they won’t.  I think this is a waste of time. I offer a preferred edit with important changes highlighted in green..
Original: Page 53 Section 3.2.5 
Even though communication is effected through action, it is not actually effective if the listener cannot understand the content of the communication. However, understanding can itself be characterized in terms of semantic engagement: informally the relationship an actor has with the world; communication in this context. 

“We can characterize the necessary modes of understanding in terms of a shared vocabulary and a shared understanding of the purpose of the communication. More formally, we can say that a communication has a combination of syntax, public  semantics and illocutionary force. 

Illocutionary Force

The illocutionary force of a communicative action is the proximate purpose  of the communication.  
For example, a communicative action may be a request, or it may inform the listener of some fact. 

Of course, the ultimate purpose for a communication may not be closely related to the proximate purpose. For example, a bank service may inform a customer that their balance is too low; the ultimate purpose being to persuade the customer to augment the account. 

 Note that, while it is often easier to visualize the semantics of communication in terms that reflect human experience, it is not required for interactions between service consumers and providers to particularly look like human speech. Machine-machine is typically highly stylized in form, it may have particular”
Suggested edit:
“We can characterize the necessary modes of understanding in terms of a shared vocabulary and a shared understanding of the purpose of the communication. More formally, we can say that a communication has a combination of syntax, public semantics and purpose 
For example, a communicative action may be a request, or it may inform the listener of some fact. 

Of course, the ultimate purpose for a communication may not be closely related to the proximate purpose. For example, the proximate purpose of a bank service may inform a customer that their balance is too low; with the ultimate purpose being to persuade the customer to augment the account. 

However, for our purposes distinguishing between these two poles for the spectrum  of contexts for the term ‘purpose’ is out of scale. It is sufficient to note that an information architect may opt to pursue such distinctions.”
Purpose Definition: … we finally get to a definition of purpose, which I think we should delete and not define it because it is a well known term. This is one time where I think what we did in the RM should be repeated., 

.

I offer a suggested edit for clarification which, if not used, then I think it, too, should be deleted. I accept that purposes are external to the purposed entities, but I don’t understand the bit about goals because the purposing entity is the one to which the goal is internal and that isn’t clear here
Original: Page 59 Section 3.3.2 Semantic Engagement

Purpose

A purpose is a proposition ascribed to a thing or an action relating it to a goal. 

By their nature, purposes are external to the purposed entities, whereas goals are  internal to the entity.

Suggested edit:

By their nature, purposes are external to the purposed entities, whereas goals are  internal to the entity which “has” the goal.
Conclusion:
With these changes the use of purpose becomes more consistent, if less well defined, but I think that is a strength in this case. 

Proposed  Addition: Where to put this is a question I haven’t had time for fully considering;

It is important to be clear at the outset that for the sake of having a self-consistent approach to our own semantics in the document that we use some of the tenets of Speech Act theory for joint action and communication as joint action without going into detail.*
*Add Footnote or Endnote with references to reading matter on Speech Act Theory for the reader.
Counts as and Stance:

We have “Counts as,” and “Stance” which should just be deleted.
Counts as can just be deleted. It gets in the way. I can read and use the RAF without it and it is not an already understood concept. I still don’t see the example as clearly making the point and expecting us to explain it to our various constituencies is more than I would be willing to do. It would be one of the things I would tell people to disregard if they don’t get it immediately.

 I have provided a less arcane term “position” for “Stance” which requires changing the textual description as well as the definition for ‘Assertion’ and I give examples which may not agree with Frank’s conception, but I wasn’t “getting” “Stance” as explained. If position is unacceptable then I think we should just delete the term and concept.
Original: Page 54 Section 3.3 
This model undertakes to establish the concept of assertion. An assertion is any  mental conception that an actor may make in the context of the ecosystem; together with its role or purpose. In general we characterize assertions in terms of a content proposition and a stance. In aggregation, the set of potential assertions that an actor can effectively process forms the basis of the actor’s semantic engagement with the ecosystem.

Assertion

An assertion is a proposition associated with a particular stance.

Suggested edit:
This model undertakes to establish the concept of assertion. An assertion is a statement pertaining to a mental conception that an actor may make in the context of the ecosystem; together with its role or purpose. In general we characterize assertions in terms of a content proposition and a position such as “supports”, “rejects” “requires clarification” in relation to the proposition. In aggregation, the set of potential assertions that an actor can effectively process forms the basis of the actor’s semantic engagement with the ecosystem. 

Assertion

An assertion is a proposition associated with a particular position.
We can delete the definition of “Stance”. Position doesn’t need a definition as long as we retain the examples I added. Otherwise. We should just take the descriptive text for Assertion and use it as the definition.

Goals and Objectives
I actually didn’t find much to be concerned with in regard to consistency with goals and objectives, outside of a small change in the definition offered below in a Suggested Edit. 
Page 46: Section 3.2.2 Goals and Capabilities
Goal

A goal is an assertion about the state that an actor is seeking to establish or maintain.

Suggested Edit:
A goal is a state that an actor is seeking to establish or maintain.
 A goal may also be captured in an assertion if a party so wishes, but it is not required.
