UBLContainer WD02

The need for containers is rooted in the logical organization of information.   Containers greatly simplify the expression of relationships among units of information, by allowing a single relational expression to be associated with an information set..

XML syntax provides mechanisms for constructing containers, but as a syntax specification tool, it does not provide a very useful tool for expressing the relationships that lead to the use of containers.  Rather, XML syntax is a (sometimes limited) syntactical reflection of the semantic relationships among the information entities.

This draft has the appearance of an XML syntactical mindset approach to these underlying relationships.  I believe a syntax neutral approach to the subject of relationships would lay a stronger foundation.  Then, working from that firm foundation and the knowledge of XML and XSD capabilities, a mapping rule set can be developed from the syntax neutral expressions of relationships.

I urge that every member of this team at least read the W3C RDF and RDFS recommendations.  The examples they use in these documents provide insight into the kinds of relationships that may exist between information entities, and how those relationships can be expressed using the constructs defined in RDF.  UML and other metadata representation models also provide good background reading.  The really venturesome may even move on to ontology, the very study of metadata.  But I digress …

Several of the examples in this draft are of concern to me:

Lines 96-97

The explicit representation of ‘tax.identifier (Side Note: the XML identifiers in this draft do not conform to the XML element naming convention established elsewhere by the team) creates name ‘stutter’.  In my opinion, an unnamed wrapper might have been a better choice.  Still, in defining the construct, there may well be a need to give the construct a name.  That suggests that a property of such a construct might be a boolean ‘materializeName’ might be associated with the construct to provide guidance to an automaton in the construction of a concrete syntax from the metadata.

Please do not feel that I am arguing that containers never be named.  

Lines 117-119, 126-128, 133-134,138-140,146-147

See comment to lines 96-97.

Some of these examples should evaporate if my polite recommendation to maintain a one-to-one relationship between semantically meaningful entity definitions and XML element definitions should be adopted.  A quick review of the ‘Ciijj’ and ‘Piijj’ syntax notes attached to X12 segments led me to realize that in most cases  these notes exist only because a single semantic entity had to be represented in X12 syntax as a pair of syntactic entities that together constitute a single semantic entity.

Lines 158-208 (especially 194-196)

This topic seems founded on the premise expressed in lines 194-196 that it is easy to extend an XSD then to contract an XSD.  But that notion is founded on the thought that the XSD is the tool used to express the semantics which the XSD syntax is to reflect.  I say that is a faulty notion.  Start with a syntax neutral represention of semantics.  Include in that representation expression of the context relationships.   Then, given a specific set of context values, generate the schema directly.  No schema extension mechanism is required in that scenario.  

