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1 Responses to Questions Raised

1.1 Use of classifier as base for the «InformationObjectClass»

From [1]:

· The stereotype <<InformationObjectClass>> is based on Classifier. Why have you selected Classifier as base rather than Class?

The UML meta-model expresses the concept of class as an entity that is sub-classed from Namespace and  GeneralizableElement, as depicted in the following figure 
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Figure 1 OMG UML foundation::core static structure diagram [4]
 It is noted that

(1) the laws for proper inheritance established by Liskov [2], and the definitions of polymorphism established by Cardelli and Wegner [3], clearly mandate that in order for an inheritance relationship to be valid, all sub-types (or sub-classes) must be capable of being substituted at runtime for an instance of the super-class;

(2) the definition of omg::uml::foundation::core::Class;

A class is a description of a set of objects that share the same attributes, operations, methods, relationships, and semantics [5, clause 2.5.2.9].

(3) the definition for the «InformationObjectClass» (stereotype) from TS 32.102, Annex G [4] states:

The <<InformationObjectClass>> is identical to UML class except that it does not include/define methods or operations. [4, clause 6.7.2.5]

Given that an «InformationObjectClass» does not [read may not] define methods or operations, it is not replaceable for the model element omg::uml::foundation::core::Class.  Therefore, 
«InformationObjectClass>> is derived from omg::uml::foundation::core::Classifier, with the ability to  contain instances of omg::uml::foundation::core::StructuralFeature entities, as opposed to omg::uml::foundation::core::Class which is expected to be capable of containing instances of BehavioralFeature
 and StructuralFeature. 

An illustrative example of a similar approach from within the UML meta-model can be found in the definition of the [meta-model] entity omg::uml::foundation::core::Interface.

An interface is a named set of operations that characterize the behavior of an element. In the metamodel, an Interface contains a set of Operations that together define a service offered by a Classifier realizing the Interface. A Classifier may offer several services, which means that it may realize several Interfaces, and several Classifiers may realize the same Interface.

Interfaces are GeneralizableElements
.

Interfaces may not have Attributes, Associations, or Methods. An Interface may

participate in an Association provided the Interface cannot see the Association; that is,

a Classifier (other than an Interface) may have an Association to an Interface that is

navigable from the Classifier but not from the Interface.

1.2 Use of aggregation for base of named containment relationship «names»

From [1] :

· The stereotype <<names>> is based on aggregation. We believe that aggregation is (in general) an incorrect relationship for naming in generation and propose that <<names>> be based on the general association.

It is noted that:

(1) An association may represent an aggregation; that is, a whole/part relationship [4, clause 2.5.4.1];

(2) General naming theory establishes that an object is named through the establishment of a binding between object and a Name;

(3) From the management perspective, a named containment relationship establishes a containment of one managed object (contained object) within another managed object (parent object) based on a relationship between the Names that have been bound to the objects in question.  This relationship can be quantified as “the fully qualified name of  the parent object is the prefix for the fully qualified name of the contained object.”   This is by definition a whole-part relation.  The “contained object” can not exist without the existence of the “parent object”;

Since 

(a) Containment is the key aspect of the “naming” relationship and

(b) Containment is, by definition, a whole-part relationship and

(c) The containment of the objects is established via the names and 

(d)  The whole-part information relationship established by the containment hierarchy of the names is not modeled explicitly, we choose aggregation to convey the containment of the child name within the naming domain established by the parent domain.  

Note also that since it is common to re-parent named entities within a management system, aggregation (weak containment) is used for the «names» aggregation.    In general, 3GPP SA-5 feels strongly that aggregation is, in general, the correct association type for the «names» relationship.
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� More correctly, omg::uml::foundation::core::BehavioralFeature


� To provide a more accurate context, omg::uml::foundation::core::GeneralizableElement.






Page 1 of 5

