Here, we derive example propositions from the analysis to demonstrate how the situations of ontological incompleteness, overload, and excess can be used to tease out interesting and critical implications from the analysis. The first three propositions stem from the notion of ontological incompleteness of the BPMN standard. Here, the lack of a mapping of a BWW construct to a BPMN construct indicates the potential lack of means for users of the standard to describe particular real-world phenomena. Such deficiency drives users to employ additional constructs (from other modelling techniques) to compensate for the deficit.

P1. Because there is no representation for state, stable state, unstable state, conceivable state space, state law, lawful state space, conceivable event space, and lawful event space, modelling may lack definability and focus in terms of state and transformation modelling. As BPMN is a process modelling technique, the depiction of business rules, which rely on state laws and transformation laws, might be unclear. Therefore, a modeller may encounter problems when modelling different business rules or process alternatives. The resulting model may be incomplete or less relevant and thus modellers may need to incorporate additional symbols or modelling techniques to overcome this deficiency. Also, users may be unable to determine which set of events and states can be expected to occur in the system and which events and states can occur but should not be allowed to. Furthermore, since BPMN proclaims to be directly executable, important transformation and state rules may not be specified rigorously enough to allow for automated execution and may thereby lead to program faults.
P2. Because there is no representation for history, the need for a log (or audit trail) of state changes in important entities will be omitted. Such a situation would cause significant problems related to recovery and reliability of interacting entities, such as inter-organizational systems. It is unclear where the state changes of things during process execution are recorded and indeed who is responsible for maintaining such logs.

P3. Because there is no representation for system structure, we do not have a thorough demarcation of the system and things within the system. As we cannot identify the relationships between things in a system, roles and lines of communication between different organizational entities involved in a process may be unclear. This deficiency can lead to difficulties particularly in the application of the BPMN standard for inter-organizational business processes and the related collaborative process modelling. Also, in terms of large-scale modelling projects, severe problems arise how to structure process models into constituent subsets. Also, due to the inability of breaking down the modelled system coherently, the complexity of the specification and thus, the understandability of the BPMN language may be undermined.

From the perspective of construct excess, we identify language constructs that appear to have no real-world meaning. Accordingly, users may get confused in terms of their usage and may have to incorporate external knowledge in the models in order to strengthen their understandability.

P4. Because the specification constructs Link, Off-Page-Connector, Association Flow, Text Annotation, Group, Activity Looping, Multiple Instances, Normal Flow, Event, and Gateway (including all Gateway Types) appear to have no real-world meaning, their utilization may cause understanding problems and confusion. Users may have to bring in extra knowledge to bear to make sense of these constructs. Specifically, the BPMN specification includes certain super-types (such as Event, Gateway, Normal Flow) that are further specialized in the notation and thus are redundant, i.e. they do not make any specific sense when being used.
From the perspective of construct overload, we can identify examples of constructs in the BPMN specification to which more than one ontological construct has been mapped. Such cases are undesirable because they require the user to bring in extra-model knowledge in order to understand the capacity in which a given construct is used in a particular scenario (reference to Weber (1997)).

P5. Because the BPMN construct Lane maps to the BWW constructs Thing, Class, Kind, System, Subsystem, System Composition, System Environment, System Decomposition, and Level Structure, users will be required to bring in extra model knowledge in order to understand which ontological construct is being modelled by the Lane construct. Users may get confused in identifying whether a Lane in a model stands for a specific organizational entity, or a set of entities or whatsoever. Furthermore, users may have difficulty in distinguishing which of the real-world constructs a Lane represents in a particular context and under what circumstances.
P6. Because the BPMN construct Pool maps to the BWW constructs Thing, System, System Composition, System Environment, Subsystem, System Decomposition and Level Structure, users may be required to bring in extra model knowledge in order to understand which ontological construct is being modelled by the Pool construct. Specifically, it is unclear whether a Pool stands for a single organizational entity or whether it is part of a super-ordinate entity or whether it might be external to a modelled system. Thus, differentiating roles of different organizational entities within a collaborative process may be problematic. Confusion may arise as to what function a certain entity has and where its place in a certain modelling context is.

From the perspective of construct redundancy, we can identify examples of ontology constructs to which more than one language construct in the BPMN specification has been mapped. Such cases are undesirable because they lead to user confusion as to how to understand which real-world concept can best be mapped through which language construct.

P7. Because a thing can be represented by either a Pool or a Lane, users may have difficulty understanding which of these grammatical constructs should be used to represent a thing and when the other construct should be used. Specifically, users may confront problems when modelling organizational entities, e.g. whether to use a Lane or a Pool for representing an organizational department. Also, model users may be confused to thoroughly distinguish between the real-world meaning of a Pool and a Lane.

P8. Because a transformation can be represented by any of the BPMN constructs Activity, Task Collapsed Sub-Process, Expanded Sub-Process, Nested Sub-Process, Transaction, users may get confused as to which construct is to be used when representing a transformation of some state. The BPMN constructs mainly differ in terms of visualization, thus, no significant semantic differentiation can be stated in terms of their use. Thereby, they basically denote redundant construct which merely cause modelling confusion.

P9. Because an event can be represented by any of the BPMN constructs Start Event, Intermediate Event, End Event, Message, Timer, Error, Cancel, Compensation, Terminate, users may encounter confusion regarding their thorough differentiation between each other. From an ontological viewpoint there appears to be no semantic difference between each of them, thereby their usage may lead to modelling problems and understandability concerns.

