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Report on the 5th Meeting of the Working Group on FRBR/CIDOC CRM Harmonisation

Nuremberg, Germanisches Nationalmuseum, November 14-18, 2005

Participants: Trond Aalberg (NTNU – Norges teknisk-naturvitenskapelige universitet, Norway); Martin Doerr (ICS-FORTH, Greece); Günther Görz (Universität Erlangen-Nürnberg, Germany); Dolores Iorizzo (The Imperial College, United Kingdom); Siegfried Krause (Germanisches Nationalmuseum, Germany); Carlos Lamsfus (Vicom Tech, Spain); Patrick Le Bœuf (National Library of France); Stephen Stead (PavePrime Ltd, United Kingdom); Maja Žumer (Ljubljana University, Slovenia).

Excused: Christian Emil Øre (Oslo University, Norway; and chair of CIDOC).

Observers: Chryssoula Bekiari (ICS-FORTH, Greece); Maja’s student [I don’t know his name]; [and two persons (from Sweden and Germany) whose names are unknown to me]
16/11/2005


The OO definition of FRBR will have to include an introduction, on which we have not begun to work. Dolores Iorizzo insists that the introduction will have to put our endeavour into a broader context (information integration, semantic strategies…).[CB: List of Actions 1]

Martin Doerr replies that our current priority is to produce something consistent, and to ensure that people outside the working group will understand what we intend to do. We should produce a consolidated summary of the minutes of our previous meetings, because on those occasions we discussed what the model should be. What are the functionalities we want it to perform? This is the question we should answer in the introduction.[CB: 1a]

Martin Doerr proposes then that we examine the Scope Notes. .[CB: 20g]

Trond Aalberg would rather start with an assessment of what is still missing (in particular, the original FRBR relationships, which we have not addressed yet). Besides, he thinks we have declared too many classes. Then, he comments on the document he sent prior to the meeting (a mapping between the FRBRER attributes and relationships and the FRBROO classes and properties). .[CB: list of decisions 21, list of Actions 4]]

Martin Doerr opines that we should address two issues before we examine the Scope Notes: a) Is an “Apellation” structured? .[CB: 1h] b) Attributes of Serials.


Maja Žumer reminds that the FRBR Final Report introduction states explicitly that the modelling effort is not finished – in particular, serials and digital formats call for further analysis.


Martin Doerr evokes the discussion we had in London about the notion of Electronic Publishing; we should have a text to sum up the conclusions we reached in order to check the consistency between the Scope Notes and our shared conceptualisation of that notion. Other topics to be formalised: the notion of “first externalisation” of an Expression, and the difference between physical publishing process and electronic publishing process. Those two topics will have to be addressed in the introduction. Martin Doerr remarks, in addition, that one of the issues addressed in FRBROO is also relevant for the CIDOC CRM: Is it possible to create a conceptual object without producing at the same time a physical object? .[CB: 1i, 1j]]

Maja Žumer makes the point that we should clarify the classes Publication Expression, Self-Containing Expression, and Identifier. In her opinion, a uniform title is not an identifier. .[CB: 1l, 1m]

Martin Doerr presents the slides sent by Christian Emil Øre, which will require a deeper examination.


After that, the Scope Notes are examined in their sequential order, starting with the first class declared in the model [at the end of the meeting, we had examined all classes; the properties remain to be examined]. The changes made in each individual Scope Note are not reproduced here; the present report focuses only on general discussions triggered by the examination of some of the Scope Notes.


Maja Žumer asks for the creation of a new property: is realised by from Work to Expression.


Martin Doerr replies that this property is already expressed in the following string of properties: Complex Work has member Individual Work is realised in Self-Contained Expression. Which does not prevent us, if needed, from declaring a property that would be a shortcut for that complete path. .[CB: 2f] Property R13 is realised in is currently defined from F1 Work to F20 Self-Contained Expression; should its domain be redefined as F46 Individual Work? The issue is postponed until our next meeting. .[CB: 2h]

In addition, Martin Doerr wonders what are the connections between Expression and Manifestation.


The second paragraph of the Scope Notes for F4 Manifestation – Singleton should be moved to the introduction. .[CB: 5a]

We consider a property that would be a shortcut for: F4 Manifestation – Singleton R47 is linked to F31 Expression Creation R22 created F2 Expression. That property would be a subproperty of: R7 has representative manifestation-singleton (is representative manifestation-singleton for). .[CB: 5e]
17/11/2005


Martin Doerr insists that F20 Self-Contained Expression conveys the idea of a “snapshot” of the Work that is valid only at a given time, a representative or consistent state of the Work from a logical point of view. A Complex Work can in some cases correspond to a Self-Contained Expression. .[CB: 19a, 19c]

Can a Work be actually unfinished? So far, we estimated that an unfinished Work could be realised only in an F23 Expression Fragment; from now on, we build on the reverse assumption that expressions of unfinished works are equivalent to Self-Contained Expressions. The notion of F20 Self-Contained Expression covers therefore two distinct things:

· the logical consistency of the Work at a given point in time (stages of the Work);

· the completeness of a given part of the Work (the complete expression of an unfinished work). .[CB: 20a, 20b, 20c, 20d]

Stephen Stead declares that F2 Expression is not necessarily a snapshot of a Work, but F20 Self-Contained Expression is.


Self-Contained Expressions can contain other Self-Contained Expressions. A Fragment is a part of a Self-Contained Expression but is not a Self-Contained Expression itself. .[CB: 20i]

We linger for quite some time on the issue of the relation between Appellation, Identifier, and Access Point. The class Access Point is eventually deleted. The class Identifier comprises both numeric identifiers and access points constructed by cataloguers (uniform title, personal name with dates and qualifier, etc.). A qualifier is, in last analysis, always an appellation for something (a name, a date, a type…). An identifier is therefore constructed by assembling various Appellations. An identifier creation uses several Appellations to result in an identifier. We declare Identifier to be a subclass of Appellation, which makes it also possible to combine identifiers in order to create new identifiers (e.g., author-title headings). This process is summed up in the following schema: .[CB: 23a]
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We declare therefore a new property: F14 Identifier R51 consists of E41 Appellation. .[CB: 24a]

An identifier is created during an assignment process, but we do not distinguish any more between the creation of an identifier and its assignment to an entity. .[CB: 24c.vii]

Re Identifier Assignment: should we declare as many subclasses for this class as we declared distinct identifiers (Work Identifier Assignment, Expression Identifier Assignment…), or should we just have a generic class Identifier Assignment? After discussing this issue, we decided we should just have a generic class. .[CB: 24d]
18/11/2005


F41 Publication Expression : we should have at least one additional example (for a sound recording). .[CB: 33c]

At one point during the discussion, Martin Doerr established the equivalencies between the four Group 1 entities in FRBRER and the classes we declared in FRBROO:


[image: image2.wmf]Complex Work

Individual Work

Self-Contained

Expression

Publication Work

Publication

Expression

Production Plan

Manifestation –

Product Type

Item

= FRBR Work

= FRBR Expression

= FRBR Manifestation

= FRBR Item



FRBRER defines only 4 entities, independently from their context; FRBROO sets those entities back into their ontological context.


Maja Žumer introduces the notion of Container Work (aggregates), on which we dwell for some time. Is a Container Work an Individual Work or a Complex Work? Can it be part of a Complex Work? .[CB: 33a, 33b, 33d]Martin Doerr concludes that a Container Work is an Individual Work that can be part of a Complex Work, which can be represented as the following figure :
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Martin Doerr warned us against the error that consists in mistaking the notion of “to have parts of a given type” with the notion of “to be of a given type.” The fact that a car has components of type “wheel” does not mean that a car is a wheel. Similarly, the fact that a Container Work can include a trilogy (by nature a Complex Work) does not mean that any Container Work is a Complex Work.


F43 Publication Work: we should have further examples (more simple and “serious:” illustrations, minor additions by the publisher…)..[CB: 33c]

In the end, we proposed to delete 8 classes (F8 Agency.[CB: 9], F15 Access Point[??], F26 Uniform Title Qualifier.[CB: 25], F27 Expression Identifier Qualifier.[CB: 26], F32 Qualifier Creation.[CB: ++], F34 Expression Identifier Assignment.[CB: ++], F35 Expression Identifier Qualifier Assignment.[CB: ++], F38 Representative Manifestation-Singleton Assignment.[CB: 31] (merged with F36 Representative Product Type Manifestation Assignment into F36 Representative Manifestation Assignment)) and 2 properties (R18 performed.[CB: 27], R20 performed.[CB: ++]) (other properties will certainly have to be deleted as well, as a consequence of the deletion of certain classes), and we declared 2 new classes (F47 Manifestation Product Type Identifier.[CB: ++] and F48 Container Work.[CB: ++]) and 5 new properties (F14 Identifier R51 consists of E41 Appellation.[CB: ++], F33 Identifier Assignment R52 used rule F16 Rules.[CB: ++], F36 Representative Manifestation Assignment R53 assigned F4 Manifestation – Singleton.[CB: ++], F48 Container Work R54 used expression F2 Expression.[CB: ++], F45 Publishing R55 created production plan F39 Production Plan.[CB: ++]).


Besides, we renamed 3 classes (“F33 Uniform Title Assignment” is renamed: F33 Identifier Assignment.[CB: ++]; “F36 Representative Product Type Manifestation Assignment” is renamed: F36 Representative Manifestation Assignment.[CB: ++]; “F45 Electronic Publishing” is renamed: F45 Publishing Event) .[CB: 35a], and 4 properties (“R22 has created (was created by)” is renamed: R22 created (was created by) .[CB: ++]; “R23 has created (was created by)” is renamed: R23 created (was created by.[CB: ++]); “R26 used qualifier (was used in)” is renamed: R26 used constituent (was used in.[CB: ++]); “R45 has created (was created by)” is renamed: R45 created (was created by.[CB: ++])).


The range of 3 properties was changed:

· the range of R24 assigned to is no longer F1 Work, but: E1 CRM entity;[??]
· the range of R25 assigned is no longer F24 Work Identifier, but: F14 Identifier;[??]
· the range of R26 used constituent is no longer F26 Uniform Title Qualifier, but: E41 Appellation. .[CB: ++]

Next meetings are scheduled:

· March 27-29, 2006 in London (followed by a one-day workshop on March 30, organised by Dolores Iorizzo; this workshop will be open to anyone interested within the “FRBR community,” but targeted invitations will be sent as a priority);

· June 26-29, 2006 in Trondheim (organised by Trond Aalberg);

· October 25-27, 2006 in Heraklion (preceded on 23-24 by a CRM-SIG meeting; organised by Martin Doerr).


Maja Žumer, Dolores Iorizzo and Patrick Le Bœuf are in charge of proposing a first draft for an introduction to be sent to the Group in December.



































































Patrick Le Bœuf, Bibliothèque nationale de France
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