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First Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonisation (Paris (France), Bibliotheque nationale de
France, 12-14 November 2003)

Delegates from the CIDOC CRM SIG and the IFLA WakiGroup on the FRBR/CRM dialogue
(affiliated to the FRBR Review Group of IFLA) hageeme together in Paris, Nov. 12-14, in order to
discuss the Harmonisation of the CIDOC CRM with #HeBR model from IFLA, with the aim to
contribute to the solution of the problem of senwanbteroperability between the documentation
structures used for library and museum informatsuch that:

* all equivalent information can be retrieved untlexr same notions and

* all directly and indirectly related informatiora be retrieved regardless of its distribution over
individual data sources;

* knowledge encoded for a specific application barre-purposed for other studies;

* recall and precision in systems employed by lmaimmunities is improved;

* both communities can learn from each other’s eptg for their mutual progress;

for the benefit of the scientific and scholarly coomities and the general public.

In this first meeting, a common understanding & BRANAR, FRBR and CIDOC CRM modelling
approach, their benefits and potential was achieved

Particularities of conceptualisations currently relegeristic for museums and for libraries were
discussed. It was agreed that traditional museurnrdentation and library documentation are distimct
form and focus. But it was also agreed that thkstas libraries and museums overlap to some amount,
and that in the future each of both communitiesl witen more engage in activities traditionally
characteristic for the other.

In particular, the meeting discussed notions of kyvamanifestation, collective items, subject
relationship, documentation of manuscripts and@erfcting under roles, in a general context ard se
from the CRM and FRBR/FRANAR framework. Some methlodical issues of information modelling
were discussed, with respect to ontological comatdms, applications and their complexity and the
effect for the end user.

The practical value of a common model and its fsdiorm was discussed. Without coming to a
final conclusion, it was acknowledged the valuea @ommon model is the common understanding of the
concepts and phenomena relevant to the functiodsdaoumentation practice of both communities, so
that information systems can be designed

* that allow for seamless exchange between libsaaied museums information,

* and that are more fit for specific user requiretsethan the current ones. A practical collaboratio
plan to realise a common model was discussed. (Bletaled report to follow).

The next meeting, open to interested members ¢f tmnmunities, is envisaged for March 22-25, in
Crete.

So far, no dedicated funding could be raised for dlativity, therefore all interested parties airedky
asked to look for any funding source possible.
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Second Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonization (Heraklion (Crete), ICS-FORTH, 22-25
March 2004)

Main topic: Expressing FRBR as an object-oriented radel

WHO?

The series of FRBR/CRM Harmonization Meetings imesl an informal committee, called
FRBR/CRM Harmonization Group. This committee is afftliated to an existing corporate body, but it
actually represents the collaboration of two gratinag have a more formal existence:

the FRBR/CRM Harmonization Group consists of indiaal members of the CIDOC CRM Special
Interest Group (CRM SIG — more info athttp://cidoc.ics.forth.gr/special_interest membaral>),
which in turn is a Working Group of the ICOM CIDQ@e International Committee for Documentation
of the International Council of Museums - more info at:
<http://www.willpowerinfo.myby.co.uk/cidoe); both the CRM SIG and its subgroup on FRBR/CRM
Harmonization are chaired by Martin Doerr;

the FRBR/CRM Harmonization Group also involves tk¢A Working Group on FRBR-CRM
dialogue, which is affiliated to the IFLA FRBR Rew Group (more info at:
<http://www.ifla.org/VIl/s13/wgfrbr/wgfrbr.htm), which in turn is affiliated to the IFLA Cataloopg
Section (official Web site at:http://www.ifla.org/VIl/s13/sc.htm); both the FRBR Review Group and
its WG on FRBR-CRM dialogue are chaired by PattiekBoeuf.

The FRBR/CRM Harmonization Group can thereforedgarded as an indirect emanation of both the
ICOM CIDOC and the IFLA Cataloguing Section.

As a whole, it is chaired by Martin Doerr (ICS-FORT the Institute of Computer Science of the
Foundation for Research and Technology — Hellesgisted by Patrick Le Boeuf (BnF — Bibliothéque
nationale de France).

Meeting #2 was attended by: Chrysoula Bekiari, MaBoerr, Patrick Le Boeuf (except on March
25th), Dan Matei, Stephen Stead, and Maja umetygdn Carlyle did not attend the meeting but she
sent a number of important documents relating éantbtion of Subject in the FRBR model.

WHAT?

The main topic of the FRBR/CRM Harmonization Graugecond Meeting, which took place in
Heraklion, Crete, on March 22-25, 2004, was to esprthe FRBR model as an object-oriented
conceptual model, which can be regarded as a Kifidrmal ontology. One meeting was not sufficient
for such a huge task, and future meetings and evmoak will be devoted to that same effort.

It is important to understand that the objectivendd to “transform” the IFLA FRBR model into
something totally different or “better”, nor of ase to “reject” it or “replace” it — but texpressthe
conceptualization of FRBR with the object-orientadthodology instead of the ER methodology as an
alternative. The FRBR/CRM Harmonization Group bsitth the considerable effort in conceptualization
that FRBRR represents.

As a “by-product”, it also is a good opportunity tmrrect some semantic inconsistencies or
inaccuracies in the formulation of FRBR, that mayrbgarded as negligible as far as FRBR only
used in a library catalogue context, but that prtioviee quite crucial from the moment you strivelésign
an overall model for the integration of culturalritege related information, and &xplicate quite a
number of thought processes that areifefilicit in the original model, as it was intended for kagaers
who were supposed to fully understand all the \eeamplex processes that were only alluded to in the
original model. It also is an opportunity to deyekn actuabntologyout of the IFLA entity-relationship
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model, with a formalism more suitable for Semamieb related activities. Last but not least, it s a
important opportunity to explicate all the semamtiplications of FRBR and to check its robustness a
model. Although FRBE: cannot be labeled a “data model”, it is still tnach bound to data structures in
its current form, and an object-oriented formalimatwill certainly contribute to make an actual
conceptual, semantic modsalt of it.

WHY?

The simple Entity-Relationship methodology withinfieritance is not adequate from the moment a
certain level of complexity has been attained. dbject-oriented methodology allows one to accoant f
a high degree of complexity in a relatively simpled elegant way, thanks to the notionirdgferitance
and the simplification of attributes, links andat@nships into one construct. OO abstracts evere mo
from the implementation level than ER, providingrem@ower to compare different implementations for
their common meaning. Besides, the CIDOC CRM maslexpressed as an object-oriented semantic
model and it will therefore be easier to compare ieerge both models once both of them are expressed
in the same formalism.

WHEREFORE?

Libraries and museums are “memory institutions”othbof them strive to preserve cultural heritage
objects and information about such objects. Besitiesboundary between them is often blurred: tibsa
hold a number of “museum objects” and museums koldumber of “library objects”; the cultural
heritage objects preserved in both types of irt&itg were created in the same cultw@htextor period,
sometimes by the sanagents,and they are evidences for comparatliural featuresMediation tools
and Semantic Web activities require an integrasbdred ontology for the information accumulated by
both libraries and museums for all the collectidhat they hold, seen as a continuum from highly
“standardized” products such as books, CDs, DVIbs, ® “raw” materials such as plants or stones
through “in-between” objects such as draft manpss@r engraving plates. Besides, such typicatdliyp
objects” as books can laoutmuseum objects, and museum objectsrepnesentevents or characters
found in books (“Ophelia’s death”): such an int&atenship should definitely be integrated in conmmo
information storage, or at least virtually integtthrough mediation devices that allow a querpeo
simultaneously launched on distinct information asfwries, which again requires common semantic
tools.

HOW?

The methodology used at Meeting #2 consisted iexamination of all of the attributes defined in
FRBR Final Reporfor entities Work and Expression. The Group straveexplicate as profoundly as
possible the precise semantic value of each of thenexpress them as “properties” in the sense of
CIDOC CRM, and to compare them with possibly ertCIDOC CRM properties.

That process involved the recognition of the céntheamatic value of th&ventnotion. Time issues
are not sufficiently addressed WHRBR Final Reporta point that has been highlighted by a number of
FRBR commentators and implementers. For instamee, s

- HEANEY, Michael.Time is of the essencgome thoughts occasioned by the papers contribated

the International Conference on the Principles &nture Development of AACR [on line].
Oxford: Bodleian Library, 1997 [cited 9 March 2000}vailable from World Wide Web:
<http://www.bodley.ox.ac.uk/users/mh/time978a.tm

" Natural history museums also are witnesses ofturalifeatures ». A frog in a museum is not aiteshy of what a frog is, but
of what a human culture, at a given point in timed apace, thinks a frog is.
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- LAGOZE, Carl. Business unusual: how “event-awarshesay breathe life into the catalog?. In:
Conference on bibliographic control in the new smtium[on line]. Washington: Library of
Congress, October 19, 2000 [cited 28 December 200®ailable from Internet:
<http://lcweb.loc.gov/catdir/bibcontrol/lagoze_papéml>.

- FITCH, Kent. ALEG Data Model. Inventorjon line]. [Brisbane]: AustLit Gateway, revised 27
July 2000 [cited 26 March 2004]. Available from Wbr Wide Web:
<http://www.austlit.edu.au:7777/DataModel/inventotyl>.

- DOERR, Martin; HUNTER, Jane; LAGOZE, Carl. Towardscore ontology for information
integration. In:Journal of Digital Informationon line]. 2003-04-09, Vol. 4, No. 1 [cited 15 May
2003]. Available from World Wide Web:http://jodi.ecs.soton.ac.uk/Articles/v04/i01/Doetr/

Naming conventions: resulting classes were giveh baame and an identifier constructed according
to the conventions used in the CIDOC CRM model.t Tthantifier consists of the letter F followed by a
number for classes. Resulting properties were gilsen a name and an identifier, constructed acogrdi
to the same conventions. That identifier consisth® letter R followed by a number. “F” and “R’eato
be understood as the first two letters of “FRBRU a@w® not have any other meaning. They correspond
respectively to letters “E” and “P” in CIDOC CRM ming conventions, where “E” originally meant
“entity” (although the CIDOC CRM “entities” are nowaonsistently called “classes”) and “P” means
“property”. Whenever a FRBR entity is supposedvertap totally with an extant CIDOC CRM class, it
is assigned two names and two identifiers: its nam identifier as in CIDOC CRM, and its name and
identifier according to FRB&, haming conventions.

WHAT NEXT?

During Meeting #2, only two FRBR Entities, Work and Expression, were examined. feutasks
will involve the examination of all other FRBRentities (Manifestation, Item, Person, Group, Guic
Place, Event, and Object), of all FRANARentities that are not mentioned in FRRRand of all
relationships described in both FRERand FRANARRg. The resulting picture will be formalized and
stabilized, and will result in a full-length degation of FRBRyo, which will be submitted for approval to
both the CIDOC CRM SIG and the IFLA FRBR Review @vdand the IFLA Cataloguing Section of
which it is an emanation). It is expected that FRBRill be regarded as a new, “official” release loét
IFLA FRBR model. However, the highly pedagogicalueaof FRBRR is recognized, and it is also
expected that FRBR will be kept by IFLA (although presumably with amber of modifications, e.qg.
some attributes will have to be removed from onttyeto another) for pedagogical purposes and to
provide “lay” people with a convenient overview thfe model, whereas FRBR will be used for
implementation purposes.

It is also admitted and expected that the paradipift from ER to OO and the seemingly greater
complexity that ensues (but it only seems so) mjuire an effort in communication and pedagogy. It
will be necessary to inform the IFLA Cataloguingcen and provide training for librarians. It took
several years before FRBRwas fully accepted, and it was initially found tmomplex”, too “difficult”,
and too “abstract”; it will presumably take anotlsewveral years before FRBR which may seem even
more “abstract” and “complex” although it actually more concrete (since everything that was left
implicit in FRBRer is explicated) and simpler (since all propertiés superclass are inherited by all of
its subclasses), is fully accepted within the comityu

The next Meeting is planned towards the end ofyhar (2004). The following Meeting will perhaps
be organized in Southampton (UK) in February 2005.
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MEETING #2 STEP BY STEP

March 22nd.

Martin Doerr states that there are too many atieibdior each FRB& entity. In aconceptualmodel
for a wider domain, it is unlikely that one classicentrates many attributes that are not applidatéay
other class. If one class concentrates many atigbut should be examined if there are common
superclasses that carry some of these attributedf actually some concepts comprise conflicting
interpretations that should be better split intaendasses, and properties that link classes o @her.

Dan Matei's attempt at an OO formalization of FRBR examined. Dan states that he is no longer
satisfied with that older document (available at:
<http://www.ifla.org/VIl/s13/wgfrbr/papers/DanMatejgg>) and he submits a newer version. All agree
that anaction should definitelynot be leftinducedin a relationship, which calls for a recognitichtioe
Eventnotion (in a broader sense than the Event emtitiie current version of FRBR. For instance, the
attribute “Date of Work” does not make sense a$istinere is obviously ereation eventhat is involved
here, and that shoulibt be left hidden in the path. Stephen Stead inglistissome information elements
seem to be merely “typological”, although they atifuinvolve an event: for instance, the attribute
“Form of Work” seems to merely record a categorrgtwhilst it actually involves the way a Work has
been realized.

Work attributes are examined one by one.

Title of the Work (FRBR Final Reporg§4.2.1, p. 33). This attribute is much trickieatht seems. In
cataloguing practice, an instance of the Work emtily have two kinds of title: a uniform title, tha
assigned by a cataloguing agency; and a “natuadtfiqugh the term is inappropriate) title, whichves
to create the uniform title by adding other Workihtites to the “natural” title. That “natural” It is
necessarily known through a concrete evidenceouadfh the Work entity is an abstract one. Notions of
representativityandrepresentative assignmeatte essential here: the Work title is known thiotlge title
of an Expression that is deemegbresentativeof the Work, and the title of the representatiwgrgssion
is known through the title proper of a Manifestatithat is deemedepresentativeof the Expression
representative of the Work. Martin Doerr sums upttie Work is not there, the Expression represents
the Work; if the Expression is not there, the Masi&tion represents the Expression”. The following
figure illustrates the whole process:

‘ Representative Assignmdnt

assigned
) Expressio
assigned t0
=3

Manifestatio

Bibliographic Agencﬁ

Form of Work (FRBR Final Reporg4.2.2, p. 33). Stephen Stead proposes to revmatdattribute:
“Constraining Super-Type of the Work”. The reasoning behind is that the function perémrby the
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Work form attribute is to define boundaries betwedastances of the Work entity: whenever an
Expression does not have a “type” that is compatiith the “type” of the Work, then it is an Expsem
of another Work (hence the terms “constraining” éswher-type”). Martin Doerr adds that it actually
the Type of the Representative Expression. Aseg aeuly Expression that is not compatible with thipe
is representative for another Work: if an Expresdias a type that is not a subtype of this supgss;ty
then it is an Expression of a new Work. How to deiee the Constraining Super-Type of a Work?
Again, an entity Representative Expression is reguithe Constraining Super-Type of the Work is in
fact the Type of the Expression that has been reagitp the Work as its Representative Expression.

Date of Work (FRBR Final Repor§4.2.3, p. 33). It is in practice an approximatarihe time of the
Conception Event; in the absence of a Date of tliek\a good surrogate is an approximation for the
time of the Creation Event (i.e., at the (represiéve) Expression level). The following figure #lmates
the entire process:

Conception Eve

Other Distinguishing Characteristic (FRBR Final Report§4.2.4, p. 33). A very problematic
attribute. Further discussion is needed. Distingoig characteristics are used only for assigning a
uniform title. There should be a more general thefthow to construct good identifiers (URIs, sdte
“skolem functions” etc.) from known properties af antity or from the context of an entity. This has
extraordinary importance for information integratidf the distinguishing characteristics are soratad
that already has been modeled, then we do not théedttribute. Finally, 4.2.4 is either “title difeer”
or any other rule that refers to a path already etestl For the time being, the following figure stsow
how the semantic content of that attribute is usited by the Group:

Uniform - Uniform
Title uses qualifier Title
Assignment Qualifier
carried out by
Bibliographic

Agency
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Intended Termination (FRBR Final Reporg4.2.5, p. 34). Actually is a property of a Contmg
Resource; to be modeled later. It seems not togveerty of the Work entity.

Intended Audience(FRBR Final Reporg 4.2.6, p. 34). Is at the Expression level. Therk\in itself
has no “intention”; the intention is to be foundla level of theext—i.e., at the Expression level.

Context for the Work (FRBR Final Reporg4.2.7). =Period(E4 in CIDOC CRM) of the Conception
Event.

Medium of Performance (Musical Work) (FRBR Final Repor4.2.8, p. 34). That notion again
requires the assignment of Representative Expressidor the Work, and it is at the level of that
Representative Expression rather than at the Vel

_ Representative
assigned Assignment

has a representative

Work > Expressio

Medium of Performance
is at that level

Numeric Designation (Musical Work) (FRBR Final Reporg4.2.9, p. 34). It is a qualifier created by
another agency or influenced by another identifiey. be modeled exactly like Other Distinguishing
Characteristic.

Key (Musical Work) (FRBR Final Report84.2.10, p. 34). It actually is an attribute ofeth
Representative Expression — therefore, not at thek\Iével.

Coordinates (Cartographic Work) (FRBR Final Reporg4.2.11, p. 35). It actually pertains to the
Subject{or Coveragenotion: it serves to define the area that is cedday the cartographic document.

Equinox (Cartographic Work) (FRBR Final Repor§4.2.12, p. 35). Ditto.

Place of origin of the Work (FRANAR 2003-12-18 Draf5.4.[7]). It is a property of the Conception
Event. The figure above (for the Date of Work &tite) already provides modeling for that notion.

Original language of the Work (FRANAR 2003-12-18 Draf§5.4.[8]). It is a property of the
Representative Expression for the Work. See baloer the Language of Expression attribute.

March 23rd.

Martin Doerr proposes a new definition (Scope Ndtg) Work, based on Richard P. Smiraglia’s
conceptions. The Group examines and reviews thipgaed definition. Once reviewed, it reads as
follows:

“A Work is the coherent evolution of a distinctefiectual conception into one or more expressions
that are dominated by the conception. A Work maglbdorated by one or more Actors simultaneously
or over time. A Work may have members that cornstitomponents of the overall conception or that are
alternatives of it. A Work can be an individual wpi which case it represents the conception ithat
embedded in an atomic, Self-Contained Expressiorg @ork can be Complex. Any Complex Work
consists of members that are either Complex themasedr Self-Contained Expressions. The member
relationship of Work is based on the conceptiomddtionship, and should not be confused with the
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structural parts of an expression, that even nbghtaken from other work. Note that members of gkwo
may or may not represent the conception of the Wsrla whole. Whereas a translation reinterprets the
whole, a volume of a trilogy represents a parhefd¢onception.

Inherent to the notion of work is the completionretognizable outcomes of the work. Normally
creators would characterize or one can recognizeutcome of a work as finished. These units, he. t
Self-Contained Expressions, are regarded as thexsatnf more complex work. A Self-Contained
Expression may contain expressions or parts ofessons from other work, such as citations or items
collected in anthologies. Even though they arenpo@ted in the Self-Contained Expression, theynate
regarded as becoming members of the container Wwgrkheir inclusion, but are rather regarded as
“foreign” or referred elements.

As the conception of a work is part of a mentakcpss of one or more persons, only indirect evidence
about it is at our hands. Those can be contextfi@tmation such as the existence of an order fooik,
reflections of the creators themselves that areigented somewhere, and finally the expressionbeof t
work created. As ideas normally take shape duriagudsion, elaboration and implementation, it is no
reasonable to assume that a work starts with a letenponception. Moreover, it can be very difficoit
impossible to define the whole of the conceptionaoivork at some given time. The only objective
evidence for such a notion can be based on a stfagepressions at a given time. In this sense; self
contained expressions serve as a kind of “snags’shba work or part of it.”

That definition needs clarifying examples, and regimg on some details, but it is regarded as adsou
basis.

A long discussion follows, about the tricky notiofwhole/part relationships. It is not true to stttat
any Work can be decomposed into any number of iddal Works that in turn can be regarded as
“parts” of the original Work. If the resulting “prWorks have not been conceived as wholes by their
creator, they cannot be regarded as Individual \&/dfisomeone else decomposes a Work into units tha
do not correspond to “wholes”, this very activisyanly possible at the Expression level (i.@ex(in the
broadest sense of that term) is being torn intogsg the resulting creation of part Expressioosi{sas a
list of citations) may convey a “Work” on their owbut that Work is not representative for the
conceptions (continuity, common ideas) that permehe original Work, and therefore cannot be
regarded as “parts” of that Work, the same way sisite fragment can no longer be regarded a “pért”

a statue once it has been detached from that statised to bea part of it, but it is10 longera part of it.
One should in particular note the different notiahidentity between work and expression: work is
identified by conception, expression by structure.

At the Expression level, it is important to recagnithe distinction between “Self-contained
Expressions” (i.e., Expressions that constitutedlel”), and “Fragment Expressions” (i.e., Expreassio
that were detached from a Self-contained Expre}sidre following figure shows the interrelationship
that exist between those classes:

Expressio

‘s,
0@,0/

Fragment Self-contained
Expressior Expression

Expression attributes are examined one by one.
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Title of the Expression(FRBR Final Reporg4.3.1, p. 36). Same figure as above, for the Witk
attribute. An example of uniform title for an Expston can be: “Hamlet (Slovenian)”. Expression
Identifier and Work Identifier are subclasses diOC CRM) Conceptual Object Identifier.

Form of Expression (FRBR Final Report§4.3.2, p. 36). The name of this attribute sholodd
reworded: Type of the Expressiofi, to be consistent with the rewording proposedtfad Work form
attribute. The “Type of the Expression” attributeshito be compatible with the Constraining SupereTyp
of the Work, i.e., with the type of the RepresemtaExpression.

Date of Expression(FRBR Final Reporg4.3.3, p. 36). This attribute can be expressadadriples:
An Expression (class) is created by (property) @a@on Event (class) at a (property) Time (claBsix.
this is not sufficient. How can we know the datataf Creation Event for a given Expression? Exjmass
is an abstract entity, so we have to rely on aighysvidence. The Expression is actually credteditst
time it is communicated or recorded (“first drakither as a manuscript on paper or as an electfibe).
FRBR regards manuscripts as manifestations. The afaCreation is inferred from the date the “first
draft” was produced. Anyhow, it is necessary tdinigiish between the FRBR Manifestation entity
(which reflects a production process) and the fisgtit of) carrier(s) of the first communication or
recording of a given Expression of a Work:

first communication or recording

N

first set of carriers
(people’s mind, paper
/ (draft), file in a computer...)

production process

product definition [FRBR Manifestation]
Prints stock

date of Expressio

March 24th.

Martin Doerr insists again that we should distisfubetween a Singleton Manifestation and an
Information Product. This distinction can be scherea as follows:

Man-Made Type Expressio

Object
. is embodied i
Isja
is carried on/manifested by
. Information
Product
—
isa is tool fol has.typefis instance of
Information
Carrier
Isa ISa
Singleton Product

Manifestation Item
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Expression Creation
(or “first externalization”)

Expressio

*: subproperty of “was present at”

Conceptual
Object Work
Conceptior

isja

is conceived by isa

Expression

has member* .
Creation

is created by

Composite  isexpressedin | Self-contained
Work Expression

*: subproperties of “consists of"

We accept the axiom that a Work can be taken ugnbyher person (than its originator).

Expression attributes are examined one by oneifogd).

Language of Expression(FRBR Final Report§4.3.4, p. 36). This attribute is identical withet
CIDOC CRM triple: E33 Linguistic Object P72 hasdaage E56 Language.

Other Distinguishing Characteristic (FRBR Final Report&84.3.5, p. 36). This is a qualifier (see
above, similar attribute at the Work level). UniforTitle Assignment (class) uses qualifier (property
Uniform Title Qualifier (class).

Extensibility of Expression (FRBR Final Reporg4.3.6, p. 37). This attribute should be at therkVo
level. Martin Doerr: “(1) Extensibility is not a pability of an Expression. (2) Authors or creatoray
have expressed intention to create complementapyeSgions. (3) As a result of a derivation process
from a known original, the current Expression mayftwnd incomplete with regard to the original2) (
and (3) are arguments at the Work level.

Revisability of Expression (FRBR Final Reporg§4.3.7, p. 37). This attribute also should behat t
Work level, for the same reasons.

Extent of the Expression(FRBR Final Repor§4.3.8, p. 37). This is a dimension, which can be
modeled as in CIDOC CRM: Expression (class) hasedsion (property) Dimension (class). It is a
common feature that can be verified on any marafest.

Summarization of Content (FRBR Final Reporg4.3.9, p. 37). This can be either a link to aaoth
Expression (if the summarization has been madeohyeene else than the creator of the Work and its
Representative Expression), or to a part of ther&sgion itself (if it is extracted, either mechatfiic or
by the cataloguer, from the Expression itself).the first case, this can be modeled as the triple:
Expression (class) is annotated by (property) Esgiom (class), where “is annotated by” is a super-
property for the sub-property “is summarized byi'the second case, this can be modeled as the: tripl
Expression (class) has fragment (property) ExppasBragment (class), where Expression Fragment can
be instantiated by an abstract, a list of chapécs,
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Context for the Expression(FRBR Final Reporg4.3.10, p. 37). See above, under Context for the
Work.

Critical Response to the ExpressiofFRBR Final Reporg4.3.11, p. 37). Triple: Expression (class)
is annotated by (property) Expression (class).

Use Restrictions on the ExpressiofFRBR Final Reporg4.3.12, p. 38). Triple: Expression (class) is
subject to (property) Right (class). This is qatelogous to CIDOC CRM property P104.

Sequencing Pattern (Serial{FRBR Final Reporg4.3.13, p. 38). A more convenient place for this
attribute would be under a subclass of CompositekyWehich would be Serial —to be modeled later.

Expected Regularity of Issue (Serial(FRBR Final Reporg4.3.14, p. 38). A more convenient place
for this attribute would be under a subclass of gosite Work, which would be Serial — to be modeled
later.

Expected Frequency of Issue (SerialFRBR Final Reporg4.3.15, p. 38). A more convenient place
for this attribute would be under a subclass of gosite Work, which would be Serial — to be modeled
later.

Type of Score (Musical Notation)(FRBR Final Reporg§4.3.16, p. 38). This should be contracted
with Type of Expression.

Medium of Performance (Musical Notation or RecordedSound) (FRBR Final Reporg4.3.17, p.
38). This can be interpreted as a peculiar cadeimension. Triple: Expression (class) has dimension
(property) Instrumentation Count (class), with:ttomentation Count IS A Dimension. The value ofteac
instance of the Unit class associated to an instaf¢nstrumentation Count would be the name itself
the instrumental or vocal medium of performance.

Scale (Cartographic Image/Object)FRBR Final Reporg§4.3.18, p. 39). There is a problem here. To
be modeled later (it was discussed to be eithémartsion or a kind of summary). Basically, it isagio.

Is a ratio a Dimension?

Projection (Cartographic Image/Object) (FRBR Final Reporg4.3.19, p. 39). This is a Summary
element. See above, under “Summarization of Cohtent

Presentation Technique (Cartographic Image/ObjectYFRBR Final Reporg4.3.20, p. 39). This is
a Type.

Representation of Relief (Cartographic Image/Objedt (FRBR Final Repor§4.3.21, p. 39). This is
a Type.

Geodetic, Grid, and Vertical Measurement (Cartografic Image/Object) (FRBR Final Report
84.3.22, p. 39). This is a Type.

Recording Technigue (Remote Sensing ImageFRBR Final Report§4.3.23, p. 39). Requires
further thinking. A Type?

Special Characteristic (Remote Sensing Image)fFRBR Final Report§4.3.24, p. 40). Requires
further thinking.

Technique (Graphic or Projected Image)FRBR Final Reporg4.3.25, p. 40). This is a Type, which
can be modeled by the triple: Expression Creatates§) has technique (property) Type (class). Ehis
quite analogous to the CIDOC CRM property P32 ugmikral technique, the Domain class of which is
E11 Modification Event. Which leads us to decldrattExpression Creation IS A Conceptual Creation
andIS A Modification Event.

All the work done by the FRBR/CRM Harmonization Gpoduring its Meeting #2 is summed up in

only one figure that was created by Stephen StHagl.content of this figure will also be producedaas
textual definition in the style of the CRM defirt.

March 25th.

On the last day we agreed on the following issues:
Terminology for classes

" This is only one of the possible mappings. We alszussed the possibility of dealing with MediufmPRerformance as a
peculiar case of Classification, or of Summarizatio
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Specification of properties
Graphical representation of the model so far
First scope notes

We discussed the notion of a product and any aimgleton objects. We distinguished between
“Manifestation — Product Type” and “Manifestatiorsingleton”.

We agreed that the “ltems” of a “Manifestation -edRrct Type” have a relation “has type” (or inverse
“instance of”) to the “Manifestation — Product TypEopies of a book are not regarded to be inst&ote
the same “Manifestation — Product Type” as thedioal” “Manifestation — Singleton”. The “original”
“Manifestation — Singleton” is “used as source mateby” an instance of the Carrier Production Bven
entity, which results in the production of a numbécopies. A printed book always has the natura of
class, instance of “Manifestation — Product Typ®/e assign the ISBN as an attribute of the
“Manifestation — Product Type”.

One could define Singletons as a pair consisting of

— a "Manifestation — Product Type” that has onlg amstance;

— and the instance itself.

This seems not to be very helpful or intuitive particular as singletons play a distinct role asstf
carriers” of an Expression or “blueprints”, whiate aegarded to have the same status.

We clarified that the Production Event follows adRiction Plan and produces Items using source
material from Information Carriers, whereas an [Espion Creation implies a first carrier (one or enor
but a fixed number) on which it is created. Thigers even cases in which the first carriers areamsm
listening and remembering, but typically first ¢ars are “Manifestation — Singletons”. We definbist
singleton manifestation as the unique copy we hhaé gives us information about the content of an
Expression for any further reasoning or use.

Then we checked the consistency of the overallmalgrawn by Steve.

We found that we had a different understandindefriotion of a “composite” work, and changed the
term to “Complex Work”. A “Complex Work” may be plaed initially in parts, such as a trilogy, or new
parts may appear over time. The other interpratatias that a “Composite Work” is initially plannad
self-contained parts. The idea behind the decisdhat it is not possible to distinguish easilgnir the
point of view of conception what is simultaneousl avhat is sequential. However, the expressions (or
parts of them) appear at a definite point in tiengg can render the notion of a “snap-shot” of akvatra
certain time.

We make a distinction between Work and ExpressWia: assume that a conception has at least a
partial notion of completeness in the sense thidioasi normally can determine that they have finishe
expression, and readers normally can recognizexpression as finished, whereas we may have any
fragment of an Expression at hand. We do not aeatymception into conception of fragments of an
Expression, since that seems not to provide ang fimbormation than the fragment already. We said th
Work is a subclass of the CIDOC CRM Conceptual Ctbjéass.

We concluded that:

“Work” has membetSelf-Contained Expression”

“Expression Fragment” is subsumed in (“ISA”) “Exps&n”
“Self-Contained Expression” is subsumed in (“IsAExpression”
“Self-Contained Expression” has part “Self-Contalif&pression”
“Expression Fragment” is fragment of “Expression”
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Third Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonization (London(United-Kingdom), Imperial
College, 14-16 February 2005)

Participants: Trond Aalberg (NTNU, Norway), Martdoerr (ICS-FORTH, Greece; chair), Dolores
lorizzo (The Imperial College, United-Kingdom), Kifung-Hyuk (Sookmyung Women'’s University,
South Korea), Faith Lawrence (University of Soutp#mm, United-Kingdom), Patrick Le Bcoeuf (National
Library of France), Dan Matei (Institute of cultuheritage, Romania), Christian Emil Ore (Univeysif
Oslo, Norway, and chair of ICOM CIDOC), StephenastéPaveprime Ltd, United-Kingdom), Maja
umer (National and University Library of Slovenia)

Excused: Caroline Brazier (British Library, Unit&ihgdom, & ICABS), Nicholas Crofts (Musées
d’art et d’histoire de la ville de Genéve, Switaad), Alan Danskin (British Library, United-Kingdo@&
ICABS), Mauro Guerrini (University of Florence, gy Knut Hegna (University of Oslo, Norway),
Siegfried Krause (Germanisches Nationalmuseum, &eyjn Karl-Heinz Lampe (Zoologisches
Forschungsinstitut & Museum Alexander Koenig, Gempa Glenn Patton (OCLC, USA), Gerhard
Riesthuis (University of Amsterdam, The Netherlgnddatthew Stiff (The English Heritage, United-
Kingdom), Barbara Tillett (Library of Congress, USA

14 February 2005

Martin Doerr summed up some of the main conclusibasensued from Meeting #2.

In order to be consistent with Richard Smiragltasory of‘a work’, we will consider thaintellectual
continuityis an identity criterion for the Work notion. TBecial and intellectual importance of a Work
lies in the fact that a Work is a continuing pracésat has distinct texts as its temporal partsh#t
regard, a translation can be said to ke of the Work. A Work can split in as many partsuasful at
the same time (“spatial part”) or at different tern&emporal parts”).

The notion of Self-Contained Expression, which wafined during Meeting #2, has to do with the
fact that a creator has an idea of when an exmressdi his Work is complete, which can normally be
verified independently from formal characteristicde declared by the creator him/herself.

The ontological value of a collection is in the attcollecting, not in the sum of the collectedtpar
Therefore, the work of a collection of poems makes of, but does not comprise the poems themselves,
nor does it continue the work of the poems.

An Expression is defined to be fixed in time, ihnat evolve over time; only the Work can evolve
over time. This is a deliberate ontological chotoesubstantiate the difference between Work and
Expression..

Whenever we speak of “Work”, we have actually tecdiss 3 distinct notions:

— Work as defined in FRBR (or rather, as intergtétem FRBR, for the definition provided in FRBR
is not good);

— Work as we understand the term in daily discqurse

— Class F1 Work as defined in OO_FRBR (result obtifey #2).

Before we started to discuss Manifestation attébutve recognised the existence of a new class:
Publisher-Level Expression (which we later renarRdd Publication Expression). We first understood
that new class as representing the complete “tExtmathe broad sense) content intended by a ghbli
(i.e., the sum of the Expression embodied in thaifdatation plus everything that a publisher degide
should be in the Manifestation, including text fduon the title page, logo, etc.), but Stephen Stead
objected that this would imply that we model evenblished item as an “anthology”, therefore as a
distinct work, which in turn would imply that we wd just use the class Complex Work, without negdin
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any additional class. We then redefined F41 PuldbicgExpression as consisting solely of the specifi
paratextual input by the publisher (title page,olag imprint, cover text, advertisements, etc.).rfita

Doerr drew a figure that shows how this new clétsdri the overall architecture:
Fl Wtk

R2 has represevtafive expression

F3 Manifestation RS ' ' :
comprises carviers of S vt
Droduct Type . F
,IJ
i *’Ps:, subpraperty of isa subproperty of isa
.
! . F41Publication F21 Complex
%ﬂr@ Expression CR4T has reprasenfative expression Worl
A

subtypes
Then we examined the Manifestation attributesttierclass we identify as F3 Manifestation Product

Type. (After that process, we went through the Nétation attributes again, this time having thessl

F4 Manifestation-Singleton in mind).
Examination of the Manifestation attributes, havi¥g)Manifestation Product Type in mind.

4.4.1. Title of the Manifestation

In all cases, this maps to:

F3 Manifestation Product Type P102 has title 14.4.E35 Title
P102.1 has type...

In addition, in such cases when that title was algtfound on a copy of the publication (e.qg. it

proper; excluding key title and supplied title)istalso maps to:

F41 Publication Expression P106 is composed 4f14= E35 Title
(P106 being inherited from E73 Information Objeag,both F41 and E35 are subclasses of E73 and

P106 has E73 for both its domain and range).
4.4.2. Statement of Responsibility

This was first mapped to:
F41 Publication Expression P106 is composed of IBScription

E34 Inscription P3 has note E62 String
P3.1 has type E55 Type

E34 Inscription P129 is about E39 Actor
E39 Actor P14B performed EG65 Creation Event

E65 Creation Event etc.
Later during the Meeting, it was recognised thad E&cription is not the appropriate class for that
(E34 Inscription is literally meant as a text aftad in some way to an object), and that it wouldnose
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relevant to use E33 Linguistic Object, which isuperclass of E34. As a consequence, the UNIMARC-
to-CRM mapping that Patrick Le Boeuf has begun épare for the SCULPTEUR Project will have to be
reviewed.

For the CRM-SIG: the scope note for E33 Lingui€igject should explicitly state that the actual
text of an instance of E33 Linguistic Object mayibgoduced as a description through P3 has note,
following the same mechanisms as for E34 Inscriptio

At this point, Stephen Stead asked what the ralsliip is between F41 Publication Expression and
F20 Self-Contained Expression. Martin Doerr ansdi¢hat this would have to be discussed and cldrifie
later on ###.

There was some debate about whether the concepbdl that we strive to build should account for
such information elements as Statement of Respititysds found on a title-page or not. Maja umeglf
it as too old-fashioned and too much bound to ctiff®BD practice; future catalogues should focus on
on the actual relationship between the contentpildication and contributors to that content, ootthe
way that relationship is stated on a title-pagdri€ale Boeuf argued that it can be interestingjam
some circumstances, to record the possible discoydzetween that relationship and the statememidfou
on a publication. Martin Doerr agreed that StatenoéiResponsibility (as found on the document) lsan
a useful device for the identification of a givawbpcation (part of F25 Expression Identifier ?).

4.4.3. Edition/Issue Designation

This maps to:

F41 Publication Expression P106 is composed o8 EBguistic Object (specialised as 4.4.3.) P3
has note E62 String

Besides,
4.4.3. (IsA E33 Linguistic Object) P106B forms tpair F25 Expression Identifier

which means that 4.4.3. relates to the Work shayeother Expressions, without making it necessary
to explicate that indirect relationship to sibliegpressions. (For the CRM SIG: should the compmsiti
of identifiers by meaningful parts be describethia CRM?)

It was recognised that it can happen that an iostaof Edition Designation pertains to the
manifestation level rather than to the expressorll(e.g., “large print edition”), which makedifficult
to state once and for all what 4.4.3. maps to. l@nvthole however, it seems appropriate to state tha
4.4 3. forms part of an Expression Identifier.

4.4 4. Place of Publication/Distribution

These are actually two distinct information elersemtith very different meanings. We focussed on
Place of Publication only, postponing Place of fsttion to further discussion.

As a rule, Place of Publication maps to:

F41 Publication Expression P94B was created by G@ation Event P14 carried out by E39 Actor
P74 has current or former residence E53 PlaceisH8eéntified by E44 Place Appellation

Patrick Le Beoeuf suggested that, for hand-pressrialePlace of Publication could also map to E51
Contact Point; but after checking on ISBD(A) whileafting the present minutes, he recognised that th
is untrue.
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In addition, as Place of Publication is normallypiedl after the information such as found on the
publication, this information element also maps$uiless the field begins with a square bracket):

F41 Publication Expression P106 is composed o8 EHBguistic Object (specialised as 4.4.4.) P3
has note E62 String

4.4.5. Publisher/Distributor

We focussed on Publisher; Distributor will be dssed later.
Basically, this information element is about thidi@ing relationship:

F41 Publication Expression P94B was created b$ G@ation Event P14 carried out by E39 Actor
P131 is identified by E82 Actor Appellation

[a relationship that is also expressed in FRBR25 (. 61-62) as the “produced by” relationship.]

Typically, that information element is stated swashfound on a copy of the publication, which also
implies the following mapping (again, provided fiedd does not begin with a square bracket):

F41 Publication Expression P106 is composed o8 EHBguistic Object (specialised as 4.4.5.) P3
has note E62 String

4.4.6. Date of Publication/Distribution

We focussed on Date of Publication, postponing Dafistribution.

In FRBR, Date of Publication can apply to the daftgoublication such as found on a copy of the
publication, as well as to a normalised expressiotnat date that enables mathematical procesaimdy,
retrieval.

If we are talking about the Date of Publication tsucs found on a copy of the publication (e.qg.,
“M.D.L.LV.", or “die visitationis Beatae VirginigViariae 1497"), 4.4.6. is nothing more than a mere
Time Appellation and maps to:

F41 Publication Expression P106 is composed o8 EHBguistic Object (specialised as 4.4.6.) P3
has note E62 String

and

F41 Publication Expression P94B was created b$ G@ation Event P4 has time-span E52 Time-
Span P78 is identified by E49 Time Appellation

But a normalised formulation of the Date of Pulima will make it possible to make assumptions
about a terminus ante quem for the Creation EvithteoPublication Expression:

F41 Publication Expression P94B was created b E@ation Event P4 has time-span E52 Time-
Span P82 at some time within E61 Time Primitimstance =[ infinity : value of 4.4.6.])

4.4.7. Fabricator/Manufacturer

To be discussed later. [The Manufacturer is sulffeetrried out by”) of open number of production
events of instances of instances of F3 ManifestaBooduct Type i.e. following the characteristics
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defined by the F3. It seems that MetaCRM would &efal here. Should we use F40 Carrier Production
Event, or define a metaproperty F3 ManifestatioodBct Type CLP108B should have been produced by
E12 Production Event? Or perhaps both devices: RBiféstation Product Type CLP108B should have
been produced by F40 Carrier Production Event?]

4.4.8. Series Statement

It was recognised that a series is a specialisafi¢i2l Complex Work.

In cataloguing practice, there is a distinctionn®zn the mere series statement as found on a ¢opy o
the publication (Manifestation attribute 4.4.8.fdahe actual relationship between the monographttzend
series it belongs to (as shown in FRBR 5.3.1.1hld&.2.). It can be interesting, for identificatio
purposes, to record the possible discrepancy betivesetitle of a series as found on a documentthad
more frequent title under which that series is know

Series Statement contains actually two distinarimfation elements:

— identifying elements for the series (title ansballthough FRBR does not make the point, ISSN);

— a number designating the sequential positioh@htonograph within the series.

The identifying elements of Series Statement mayotb:

FA41 Publication Expression P106 is composed o8 EBguistic Object (specialised as 4.4.8.) P3
has note E62 String

and

F41 Publication Expression P106B is part of F@ifidh Series (subclass of F21 Complex Work)

The numbering element is part of the F25 Expreskientifier for the F41 Publication Expression
through the newly defined property R44 has idesdifon element:

F41 Publication Expression R44 has identificatsdement E62 String (instance = the numbering
element of 4.4.8.)

15 February 2005

4.4.9. Form of Carrier

This was recognised as a Type:
F3 Manifestation Product Type P2 has type 44B55 Type

[Should it not be a Class Property: CLP2 has tyfp@® next attribute 4.4.10.]

4.4.10. Extent of the Carrier

For this attribute MetaCRM is required. Martin Dodrew a figure showing that F3 Manifestation
Product Type is actually a metaclass, which is dnitantiated/exemplified by classes (individual
publications) which in turn are instantiated/exeifred by physical objects (individual copies). Inat
sense, each individual publication, viewed as a dfetopies, can be said to be a subclass (IsA
relationship) of ltem:
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E19 Physical ES55 Type

Object
Al

bl ISA

F3 Manifestation
Product Type

IsA

inherits from E19 Physical Object:
P57 has number of parts

Publication
> (identified by the
ISBN xyz)

E60 Number

Instance of

Individual copies

instance of P57 has
number of parts

This construct allows us to define the following &ls Property: CLP57 “should have” number of
parts (domain: F3 Manifestation Product Type, rarig@0 Number), through which it is possible to
express the relationship between a Manifestati@udtit Type and the Number of parts that all casrier
produced according to a F39 Production Plan basedhat Manifestation Product Type are, as a
principle, supposed to have (at least at the tipraduction):

F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP57 “should haweinber of parts E60 Number

Similarly, MetaCRM allows us to define another C&aBroperty: CLP128 should carry: F3
Manifestation Product Type CLP128 should carry Pdblication Expression. As F3 is a subclass of E55
Type, it cannot be the domain of property: P12&iesr which expresses the relationship between
something physical and an immaterial content irtfige it; but the Class Property: CLP128 shouldycarr
expresses the fact that all physical copies pradi@meording to a F39 Production Plan based on an
instance of F3 Manifestation Product Type are sapgdo carry the same instance of F41 Publication
Expression (even though the title page may have ba® or in some way altered on a given subset of
copies, and even though some accident may haveredcduring the production process, leaving, for
instance, the title page blank on a given subsebpies).

4.4.11. Physical Medium

Once again we have to define a CLass Property,nia&es it possible to express cross-categorical
reasoning between a metaclass and a class:

F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP45 should corsfisES7 Material

4.4.12. Capture Mode

That is a Type:
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F3 Manifestation Product Type P2 has type 4.4&1255 Type

[Should it be a Class Property: CLP2 has type?ld?ZZ‘should” have type? or CLP2 “is supposed
to” have type? or CLP2 “usually” has type?]

4.4.13. Dimensions of the Carrier

Once again Class Properties as defined in MetaCRivhalpful, as a “Type” cannot have physical
dimensions:

F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP43 should haveedision E54 Dimension P3 has note E62
String

4.4.14. Manifestation Identifier

The class to which this attribute maps is cleaip Eonceptual Object Appellation, but in the CIDOC
CRM there is no specialisation of P1 is identifigdfor E28 Conceptual Object.
Question for the CRM-SIG: Should we define a splexition of P1 is identified by, the domain of
which would be E28 Conceptual Object, and the raofgevhich would be E75 Conceptual Object
Appellation?

4.4.15. Source for Acquisition/Access Authorization

This matches the CRM notion of E30 Right:
F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP104 is subjecE®0 Right P3 has note E62 String
and

F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP105 right held B9 Actor P131 is identified by E82 Actor
Appellation

4.4.16. Terms of Availability

F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP104 is subjecE®0 Right P3 has note E62 String

[Besides, as 4.4.16. is said in fRRBR Final Reporto also cover the notion of price, should we map
it to:

F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP43 has dimendi®id Dimension P3 has note E62 String

as well?]

4.4.17. Access Restrictions

F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP104 is subjecE®0 Right P3 has note E62 String

Question for the CRM-SIG: maybe the notion of ER@ht in CIDOC CRM might need a
generalization.
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4.4.18. Typeface (Printed Book)

This is a mere note:
F3 Manifestation Product Type P3 has note EGRGtr
[Perhaps it could also be modelled as a Type?:

F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP2 “should hawgiet 4.4.18. = E55 Type]

4.4.19. Type Size (Printed Book)

When this attribute corresponds to a note, it nia@s62 String; when it corresponds to a coded value
(as in fixed length fields of MARC formats, for tagce), it maps to a E55 Type:

F3 Manifestation Product Type P3 has note EGRGtr
or
F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP2 “should hawgiet 4.4.19. = E55 Type

4.4.20. Foliation (Hand-Printed Book)

In the context of FRBR reviewing, Gunilla Jonssaal lsuggested that this attribute is misnamed; the
definition for this attribute makes it clear thdietattribute that was really intended by the FRBR
originators was actually “Format (Hand-Printed Byjok

When this attribute corresponds to a note, it nia@s62 String; when it corresponds to a coded value
(as in fixed length fields of MARC formats, for tagce), it maps to a E55 Type:

F3 Manifestation Product Type P3 has note EGRAGtr
or
F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP2 “should hawget 4.4.20. = E55 Type

4.4.21. Collation (Hand-Printed Book)

This attribute corresponds to a mere note:

F3 Manifestation Product Type P3 has note EGRAGtr

4.4.22. Publication Status (Serial)

This attribute means that a statement is made ethehn the serial as Work is completed or not, at th
date the statement was made.

Serials are regarded ¥#orks with temporal partsequences of manifestations with common features;
the Group decided that serials aw@ by themselves manifestations (“publicationdiyut only Works —
Works that consist of manifestations, but that havévlanifestation by themselves. Only a Work can be
said to be “ongoing” or not; neither an Expression a Manifestation can be said to be “ongoing”. An
Expression and a Manifestation exist once andlfor a

As a consequence, 4.4.2. Publication Status shoeutdodelled as a E55 Type of F21 Complex Work.

That view should change many things in the wayalilans traditionally deal with serials. It also
matches difficulties encountered by implementerthefFRBR model.
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Besides, it also poses an interesting questiothibCRM-SIG:
How should we model the “end” of a Work? In CID@BRM we do not regard E70 Stuff as having
temporal parts. Or, is this end only an expectati@cause the work may nevertheless be resumed?

4.4.23. Numbering (Serial)

Once again, this attribute should be modelled aMttork level — or more specifically, at the levébo
new class that should be defined: F?? PublicatiankWi.e., a subclass of F21 Complex Work that is
defined as consisting exclusively of publicatiosis;h as series and periodicals are).

4.4.24. through 4.4.34.

All of those attributes can be modelled as followken they correspond to notes, they map to E62
String; when they correspond to coded values (dixeal length fields of MARC formats, for instance)
they map to E55 Type:

F3 Manifestation Product Type P3 has note EGRAGLr
or
F3 Manifestation Product Type CLP2 “should hawgiet 4.4.20. = E55 Type

Dolores lorizzo asked that a note be made aboof #hlose types, as they can be useful for TEI, EAD
and MPEG as well.

Martin Doerr replied that those attributes have @ dealt with separately, as they are an
overspecialisation in a conceptual model; theradsfurther relationship between them and any other
relevant entity in the same model.

4.4.35. System Requirements (Electronic Resource)

That attribute such as it stands was deemed iaptefraith Lawrence made the point that some of the
elements it contains would be better describedasdt of compatibility, i.e. a E5S5 Type — an is$oe
the ISBD Review Group.

Patrick Le Boeuf argued that it should also map &2 Btring as it is a part of F41 Publication
Expression. A long discussion ensued, as to whdtieeiact that an information element was copigeraf
the resource described or found in another sosreglévant or not. Martin Doerr made the point that
main thing is to make an assertion about the resodescribed, whatever the source on which that
assertion is resides. The whole debate has to tothe notion of “reification”: any information care
said to reside on a given source; that source tsnecessarily always stated, in particular at the
conceptual level of CIDOC CRM, where the main thisigo make propositions about the real world, not
to state on what source those propositions redidibrary practice, there is a traditional, strong
distinction between information “as found on thenit in hand”, and information supplied through
authority control; is it relevant to model thatditéonal distinction in a conceptual model? Is is&to
ignore it, as it permeates all the cataloguing themd practice? Should it be regarded as old-texs
and to be abandoned in future cataloguing rulesshawuld it be reaffirmed and accounted for in an
integrated conceptual level? Martin Doerr opineat the distinction should be reflected in a congalpt
model only inasmuch as the information “as foundtlo® item in hand” is relevant for the purpose of
identifying a given resource (i.e., Statement o§ptmsibility, Place of Publication, Statement ofi&e
etc. are relevant, but not such notes as SystenuifRetents). General assertions about where the
information was taken from apply equally to anyssland property instance of the model. As suclsethe
mechanisms can be described in a model indepefrdentthe model about the perceived or conceived
reality.
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4.4.36. File characteristics (Electronic Resource)

That attribute is regarded as a E55 Type.

4.4.37. Mode of Access (Remote Access Electrosmure)

The Group had some difficulty in understanding wiieatt attribute covers at all. Is it the notion of
“protocol” that is actually meant?

4.4.38. Access Address (Remote Access ElectrosauRe)

There was a long debate about that attribute. Wieeda the conclusion that an electronic resource
downloaded on a user’s hard disk should alwayseparded as an Item. Christian Emil Ore made the
point that there is a legal issue in there: coprig broken when you access a file through a URd far
as | can remember, however, there was no finallasion as to what 4.4.38 actually maps to.

Examination of the Manifestation attributes, thisxé, having F4 Manifestation-Singleton in
mind.

Two cases should be considered: either they cafitareery first Expression, or they are more os les
derivatives.

4.4.1. through 4.4.3.

No difference for these attributes between F3 Msmtition Product Type and F4 Manifestation-
Singleton. For 4.4.3. Edition/Issue Designationis thttribute has to do with a version statement;
Versioning should be modelled.

4.4.4. Place of Publication/Distribution

This attribute is not valid for a F4 ManifestatiSmgleton. However, we should model the Place of
the Production Event for a Manifestation-SingletdnF31 Expression Creation is always co-occurring
with the E12 Production Event of a F4 Manifestat®ingleton (i.e.: when you scribble the first draffta
poem on a sheet of paper, you produce a manifesiatihen Milton dictated his poems to his secretary
the process resulted in the modification of theretacy’s mind and in the production of a new
manifestation; even when you keep your draft poem yourself, your memory becomes a new
manifestation-singleton); it seems therefore rai¢va make F31 Expression Creation a subclass &f E1
Production Event: the place where the expressiortréated is necessarily the place where the
manifestation-singleton is produced.

This would map to:

F4 Manifestation-Singleton was produced by F3frEgsion Creation P7 took place at E53 Place

Probably we should better create a subpropertyvat“produced by”, such as “manifestated”?.
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4.4.5. Publisher/Distributor

The notion of publication — and therefore of puldis — is incompatible with the notion of F4
Manifestation-Singleton.

4.4.6. Date of Publication/Distribution

This attribute as such is incompatible with theiorotof F4 Manifestation-Singleton, but we should
consider:

F4 Manifestation-Singleton was produced by F3firEssion Creation P4 has time-span E52 Time-
Span P82 at some time within E61 Time Primitive

4.4.7. Fabricator/Manufacturer

F4 Manifestation-Singleton was produced by F3firEgsion Creation P14 carried out by E39 Actor
P131 is identified by E82 Actor Appellation

4.4.8. Series Statement

This attribute is incompatible with the notion ¢f Manifestation-Singleton.

4.4.9. through 4.4.13.

Everything that was modelled as a CLass PropetyjGor F3 Manifestation Product Type can be
modelled as a Property (P) for F4 Manifestationg&iton.

4.4.14. Manifestation Identifier

This attribute does not apply to F4 Manifestationg&ton. E42 Object Identifier suffices.

4.4.15. Source for Acquisition/Access Authorizatidnd.16. Terms of Availability;
4.4.17. Access Restrictions

Those attributes can be modelled through P104 bgesuto E30 Right, P105 right held by E39
Actor, P49 has former or current keeper E39 Ad®&1] has former or current owner E39 Actor.

4.4.18. Typeface

This maps to E55 Type. In the case of F4 Manifesiebingleton, the attribute can also cover the
script type of a manuscript (handwriting), e.g. lBotursive, Humanistic cursive, Caroline minuscule
a feature that was not accounted for in FRBR, 44.8. Typeface was unduly restricted to printedkisoo
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4.4.19. through 4.4.21.

No difference for these attributes between F3 Mest#tion Product Type and F4 Manifestation-
Singleton.

4.4.22. Publication Status (Serial); 4.4.23. Nunihgt(Serial)

Those attributes do not apply to F4 Manifestatiamgieton.

4.4.24. through 4.4.30.

Those attributes map to E55 Type.

4.4.31. Reduction Ratio (Microform)

This attribute does not apply to F4 Manifestationg&ton. [Although | would be unable to explain
why]

4.4.32. through 4.4.38.

??7? [nothing in my notes]

16 February 2005

The third day of our meeting began with a resunmptd the debate on the issue of redundancy
between information “as found on the document” asdelaborated and re-structured by cataloguers
through bibliographic and authority control. Majamer opined that that redundancy is old-fashiomet a
pointless and should be abandoned in future catakgStephen Stead, who had been absent the day
before, expressed the thought, on the contraryjtthan be helpful, e.g. in order to retrieveddcuments
that their publishers claimed, for purposes of figeswere published in a place where they actuzly
not been published.

There was also a debate around the notion of “ogfyiwhat are the properties of the activity of
copying? What does it produce? Can we have the appm®@ach to photocopying of printed materials and
downloading and copying of electronic resources?

Stephen Stead did not agree that all copies oflectrenic file are necessarily instances of F4
Manifestation-Singleton. A debate ensued, at tlteafrwhich we agreed that any electronic resouase,
it resides on a physical carrier, is an Item, lattmecessarily a F4 Manifestation-Singleton. Dowadiag
results in the creation of a new Item. But theeeaectronic files thadre instances of F4 Manifestation-
Singleton (the original). Stephen Stead asked: gy tbecome instances of F3 Manifestation Product
Type from the moment they are copied? Martin Doeptied: No; the problem is actually more general
and goes beyond electronic resources. Everythimgbeacopied more or less mechanically, and the
“alike” quality is to be found between and among tlopies themselves, not between the copies and the
original. Eventually, we decided to create a neassl F?? Reproduction Event. That new class makes i
possible to account for the legal distinction betwerivate copying for the purpose of “fair usefida
mass production for the purpose of disseminatidrerd was some debate in order to determine where to
draw the line between the newly created Reprodudiieent and the CIDOC CRM class E12 Production
Event, and whether that distinction was needed.aAecording to Martin Doerr, there is a continuuin
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may prove difficult to draw the line between “pration” and “reproduction”, which would tend to lead
us to have only one class; but on the other harmatetare situations that can be described as either
extremity of that continuum: some situations arnlity cases of production, some others are frankly
cases of reproduction, which would advocate a diistinction between those classes. We can create
them, without having to declare them as disjoin&t tway, we can account for such situations thatdco
be regarded as instances of both Production EvehRaproduction Event.

Do we regard F41 Publication Expression as a sbease of F20 Self Contained Expression? The
answer is yes; it implies that F41 Publication Egsion also represents a Publisher Work.

Before we examined the Item attributes, we stroveefine how we understand respectively the Item
notion and the Manifestation-Singleton notion:

— An F5 Item is an E84 Information Carrier thatrizes an F2 Expression and was produced by an
industrial process. Note about E84 Information feain CIDOC CRM: an instance of E84 Information
Carrier can be empty (e.g.: an empty diskette naass before a painter paints anything on it), stlah
F5 Item must necessarily carry information; on ¢fieer hand, any instance of E24 Physical Man-Made
Stuff can carry information without being an instarof Information Carrier (e.g.: a window-pane on
which somebody writes a poem and draws a pictutie avlipstick; a rock in a prehistoric cave on whic
a prehistoric man carved a figure).

— F4 Manifestation-Singleton is a subclass of RtajsMan-Made Stuff (as such it can carry
information) but it isnot a subclass of Item (as it is not the result ofratustrial process and it is by
nature unique).

As there are, beyond those ontological differenaesymber of similarities between F4 Manifestation-
Singleton and F5 Item, we strove to determine efich attribute defined by FRBR for the Item entity,
whether it fitted both F4 and F5 or only F5.

4.5.1. Item ldentifier

This attribute maps to P47 is identified by E42 €bjldentifier, inherited from E19 Physical Object
via E84 Information Carrier.
That property fits both F4 Manifestation-Singletord F5 Item.

4.5.2. Fingerprint

According to Gunilla Jonsson, this attribute shcddle been defined at an intermediate level between
Manifestation and Item, rather than at the Iteneleas it identifies a particulatateof a Manifestation.
We did not discuss it further.

4.5.3. Provenance

This attribute maps to P49 has former or curreepke E39 Actor, P51 has former or current owner
E39 Actor.
It fits both F4 Manifestation-Singleton and F5 Item

4.5.4. Marks/inscriptions

This attribute maps to P65 shows visual item EZ#Fk
It fits both F4 Manifestation-Singleton and F5 Item
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4.5.5. Exhibition History

This attribute maps to P12B was present at EAA¢tiP3 has note E62 String.
It fits both F4 Manifestation-Singleton and F5 Item

4.5.6. Condition of the Item

Such as it is defined in tHERBR Final Reportthis attribute corresponds to two distinct nosion

— How the item differs from the class features, and

— Result of a E14 Condition Assessment.

On the whole, however, it maps to P44 has condgtate E3 Condition State P2 has type ES55 Type
P3 has note E62 String.

As such, it fits both F4 Manifestation-SingletondaiR5 Item (this would not hold true in the first
interpretation of the attribute, as an instancE4€Manifestation-Singleton does not instantiatefgxey
a F3 Manifestation Product Type, and can therefotediffer from class features”).

4.5.7. Treatment History

This attribute maps to P31B was modified by ElldMication Event P3 has note E62 String.
It fits both F4 Manifestation-Singleton and F5 Item

4.5.8. Scheduled Treatment

No construct in CIDOC CRM currently makes it possilbio account for an event that has not
happened yet. We can just model that attributends7aActivity that P3 has a note E62 String attacioe
it.

Martin Doerr thought that it would be interestitmgintroduce future events in the CIDOC CRM.
Stephen Stead had objections against that. MantieriDreplied that E30 Rights imply certain future
activities as possible futures and that this neéedse further developed. Besides, future activitiese
declared as out of the scope of the CIDOC CRM gag ks it was under development, but now that the
model is considered to be stabilised, nothing prsvéhe CRM-SIG from considering modelling future
events.

4.5.9. Access Restrictions

??7? [Nothing in my notes; P104 is subject to E3fhiR]

Before the meeting ended, we had a debate aboutpMelcations, and the notion of “intentional
electronic publishing processes”. Making an elettrdile available on a physical carrier equivatate
enabling a production process (copies on demand)skiduld therefore declare a new class, which has
most of the properties of F3 Manifestation Prodype: F?? Electronic Publishing (a subclass of F39
Production Plan). Is an Electronic Publication jis naked Expression contained in an electrofee fi
After a somewhat lengthy debate we came to thelgsion that F?? Electronic Publishing implies a F41
Publication Expression, blacksa F3 Manifestation Product Type.
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Follow-up and plans for the future

Patrick Le Beeuf is charged to draft a first prefmagsadraft of draft minutes of the meeting (the
present document), which shall be completed witteioparticipants’ notes, and to provide a firstfidra
sketch of a draft document that will draft scop&esdor the classes we have declared so far.

The next meeting will combine a CRM Workshop arfeRBR/CRM Harmonisation meeting and will,
accordingly, last 5 days, on July 4th-July 8th. Meneither Norway (Oslo or Trondheim) if funding is
possible from the DELOS Project, or Crete if DELEG®not fund that meeting.
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Fourth Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonization (Heraklion (Crete), ICS-FORTH, 4-6 July
2005)

Participants: Trond Aalberg (NTNU (Norges teknisk-naturviteng&bge universitet), Norway),
Martin Doerr (ICS-FORTH, Greece), Dolores lorizZché Imperial College, United Kingdom), Patrick
Le Boeuf (National Library of France), Christian EE@re (University of Oslo, Norway and chair of
ICOM CIDOC), Stephen Stead (Paveprime Ltd, Unitédgidom), Maja umer (University of Ljubljana,
Slovenia), Siegfried Krause (Germanisches Nationatum, Germany), Guenther Goerz (Institut fuer
Informatik 8/KI Universitaet Erlangen-Nuernberggr®s Lamsfus (Centre VICOMTECH)

Observers: Athina Kritsotaki, Lida Harami, Sophia Bakogianni

4 July 2005

Martin Doerr emphasised the importance of the attempt of FRBRAGneeting: to make a model
that combines the notions of FRBR with CIDOC CRNhe document of FRBR is the result of three
meetings, containing formal definitions and dedlaraof properties of classeslartin Doerr posed a
guestion about the purposes of FRBR. First, he sanised the subjects of the discussions duringasie |
two meetings: good notion of identity, alternatitesmodel, questions to which degree identifiers ar
used, understanding the domain of the discourgduluimformation for describing the identity of adk
or a series, etc.

Comparing to the previous meetings, the purposthisfmeeting is: to revise the arguments of the
previous minutes, to discuss the scope notes amadlyfito come up with a first draft (which can be
distributed to both FRBR and CIDOC members).

Trond Aalberg stated that this model is actually this groupteiipretation — he thinks that if it is too
different from FRBR, probably it will not be accegtby the librarians’ community.

Martin Doerr referred that he tried to support this work at @B _meeting — he said that FRBR-
CRM was officially accepted from DELOS - the problés that no information about providing some
money for inviting some people, has been availgbte

Dolores lorizzo stated that DELOS theoretically can support FRBRMCproject. They should
formally appeal to them.

Martin Doerr said that it is necessary to be clarifying how miinding they have for this project.
Christian Emil Ore reminded to the group that this work was preseritedCIDOC Annual
Conference in Zagreb. Since ICOM-CIDOC is “The tntional Committee for Documentation of the
International Council of Museums”, there should rize problem with the museum community — this

meeting is actually part of CIDOC policy/plan.

Patrick Le Boeuf stated that he had discussed about FRBR/CRM hasatamn in the FRBR
workshop in Dublin, Ohio, and there were some pasiteactions on that — he will try to spread ttheai:
one model for librarians and one model for compsteence (which is the subject of this discussion).

Maja umer reported on the contrary that during the same shwj she could notice more negative
reactions of librarians to this project - these avegactions of type: “interesting, but why change t
model in order to accommodate the museum view?”

Martin Doerr answered that this model is an ontological moddlthat they should try to understand
the librarians — for that reason, there shouldrb@&oduction to this draft, which clarifies tharpose of
this work.

Trond Aalberg said that we should simplify a bit what we haverbéoing so far (such notions as
Complex Work, Publication Expression... may not segmessary) — he proposed that we account first
for all the details, and then simplify the resudtipicture.

Patrick Le Boeuf answered that they should simplify it after a finersion.

Martin Doerr expressed the opinion that the complete modektiirbe interesting and useful even
after the simplification, for those who want to emstand the details.

Stephen Steadstated that if we build a simplified model withqutoviding the complete model as
well, people might create new constructs in thepsifitad model without any possibility for them tadw
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whether those additions are actually extensionshéomodel or the re-creation of details that were
dropped from the complete model.

Martin Doerr argued that the distinction between single Worlt @omplex Work, for instance, is
necessary because people strive to discuss pregpartiboth at the same time and, as an inevitable
consequence, they disagree. He reminded everyah@@omplex Works distinct from aVorkand the
distinction is a problem of identity. He also reéat to the understanding of externalisation eveatsaid
that it cannot be simplified. It describes the psx from Work to Manifestation — a process that is
otherwise physically impossible. So there is a goesof identity: you have several options and it
depends on how you perceive things. PropertiesakWepend on how you perceive Work.

Dolores lorizzo stated that she would be willing to take parthe tvriting of an introduction that
would insist that the model is necessary for a gegraradigm: librarians have to rethink their ubefss
to research needs (which includes museum needsdarlans are struggling to understand their own
identity. In the future, libraries will be more ezgch-oriented, with new kinds of readers who waht
hour access and full-text access to different vassof texts.

Martin Doerr stated that their intention is to inform peopl@uatbithis work and that the first priority
is to have a text in this document. They shouldifglavhere this project comes from.The process of
simplifying is very complex, too complex for us afford it. Finally, it is a better solution to pride a
good introduction (a common formulation of whastpioject is). Then, he asked who is willing to kvor
on the introduction.

Trond Aalberg, Dolores lorizzo, Maja umer and Patr ick Le Boeuf will write a small draft of
introduction.

All participants agree to go through the scope siéitst. Prior to the meeting, Stephen Stead made a
graph which summarises all the classes (of FRBR-LC&M their properties.

About F1 Work

The current definition reads: “A Work is the cohd@revolution of a distinct intellectual conceptiof...
(etc.).

Dolores lorizzo said that we should be clear about what we medintsllectual conception”.

Martin Doerr stated that the conception is the process thdsleaa first physical carrier. The Work
Conception is the initial idea, not the whole pssan that regard, the scope note that was drafied
to the meeting for F30 Work Conception is totallypomg and misleading, and has to be corrected. F30
Work Conception is the Event that initialises thieole process, it corresponds to “how the Work comes
to existence”. F30 describes the first idea praoany subsequent process. In the minutes of thendec
meeting the group referred to oral tradition — from the point of view of the libraries, there is n
physical carrier. The conception is an intellecfuralcess that the physical carrier conveys anaflea

Dolores lorizzo made the point that not only the scope note bs® #he example for F30 is
misleading.

Martin Doerr said that it reflects a confusion between thdahitonception/idea and the ongoing
process.

Trond Aalberg answered that it is a process and Wéairk can be seen as a persistent item or a
process. So we can see two aspects: as a probesg¢cof work — then we can't say when it started)
as a persistent item (the initial idea). So the KM@onception is the initial idea.

Dolores lorizzo stated that in case she wanted all Newton’s maipiscall notes, all these are part of
the Work Conception — so the Work Conception cofr@s the initial idea.

Martin Doerr said that the Group should distinguish betweenBent that started Work and the
idea. F30 scope note doesn’t seem to correspatisto

Dolores lorizzo said that the Work Conception is an Event — soropgrties may be known.

Martin Doerr repeated that what is needed is a scope notedésatibes the initial idea — it is a
guestion of convention.

Dolores lorizzo stated thatWorkhas a genealogic description of how it became &wor

Martin Doerr answered that once a Work has a distinct, recagldsidentity, it is regarded as a
persistent item (there has been a correction osdbpe note).

Dolores lorizzothen asked about the birth of the initial idea.

Martin Doerr answered that it is what the correction of thepscaote says.

Stephen Steadproposed to use a standard expression for thenfiiegi of all the scope notes (for
example, all the scope notes should start by “sspris”).
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Maja umer asked wheExpressionsre not considered as a partdbrk

Martin Doerr answered that in such cases when the Work is mgtimore than a mere container,
these definitions are problematic.

Trond Aalberg said that they probably should say that the Caimef suchworks is not distinct.
F30 Work conception is therefore not a subclads6d Creation Event (Stephen Stead corrected it).

Maja umer asked again if it is a subclass of F31 ExpresSiaation.

Martin Doerr answered that it happens in case that we thiiskdiébatable.

Trond Aalberg asked when a work is identifiable.

Martin Doerr answered that it is uncertain. When an idea stagtevork began to exist.

Stephen Steadstated that we don’t have evidence for this.

Martin Doerr expressed the opinion that a work has been credied it came into existence, which
means when it is identifiable.

Dolores lorizzo asked how to describe Leibniz and Newton’s coniogithe same idea in separate
contexts (they had the same idea but the expressiere different).

Martin Doerr said that the word “distinct” (in “the coherentoéwtion of a distinct intellectual
conception”) is a bad word.

Dolores lorizzo asked again ifvorkis an abstract entity.

Martin Doerr and Steven Steadagreed that it is not a good term — it has a fotannotations.
However, the most important thing is to define tdlationships that are relevant, not to find thstherm
for that.

Dolores lorizzo stated that there is an overarching conception iiags the components together
(including the texts interrelated through the “lrasmslation” property).

Martin Doerr answered that in such a construct, the end isiemad from the very beginning, which
is wrong, because only at the end, in biology, ragrecan see the initial idea.

Dolores lorizzo proposed not to use the wardnceptionbut the wordconcept(in the scope note for
F1 Work: "A Work is the coherent evolution of angianal idea into one or more expressions that are
dominated by theoncept’— instead of “... by the conception”).

Martin Doerr stated that aaxpressions simultaneously aelf-contained expressipthat is, avork.

Stephen Steadhgreed that it shows simultaneously all the chiarestics.

Dolores lorizzo said that F20 Self-Contained Expression is they muincept of awork If it is
complex, it can also contain F21 Complex Work.

Martin Doerr asked what she meant by “only”. Maybe “completaet/a better word. The expression
“completely embedded” means that the idea is catkxtin the text.

Maja umer stated that this doesn’t say what else existsgahdgth the idea, in addition to it.

Martin Doerr agreed to that.

Trond Aalberg thinks thatSelf-contained expressias problematic.

Christian Emil Ore made a comment on F1 Work scope note: the secmagjiaph refers to another
entity, F20 Self-Contained Expression (it is nogaod practice to refer to other entities in thepsco
notes).

Martin Doerr made a comment about the third paragraph: itésitatemporal parts of aork.

Patrick Le Boeuf made the following sketch, in order to sum up whatl been said about the
distinctions between the initial idea (Work Condepy, the Expression Creation, and the ongoinggssc
during which the Work is being developed:
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Work elaboration

W?rk conception Expression creation
N y

produces a work

A

produces an idea produces (simultaneously) an
Expression and a ManifestatioBingleton

Work conception is the initial event

Martin Doerr added that if somebody has written a text and geises bits of it (determined
sequences of characters) within another book, there is an embedment ekpressionsHe also said
that they lack the notion afork (the question is about the substance of Expressibiis an equivalent
class of identifiable, immaterial items, a sequesiceharacters). A product is a sequence of charset
so when Maja umer says that the embedded Exprassioe not part of the Expression of an anthology,
she doesn’t define the sequence of charactersthane is no need to distinguigiork from expression
The nature okexpressions the sequence of characters. ldeas, sequenadwEcters and products are
three different things.

Dolores lorizzo asked if F20 Self-Contained Expression is thagat@bn of awork.

Stephen Steadanswered that F20 is simultaneously expressionand awork. The example of
“Dante’s Inferno” is a piece of work (trilogy) — B2The example in the scope note of F20 “a song...
fragment” needs to be deleted. The example of “Barhferno” is better. A phrase in the scope riote
F20 “is the only realisation of one individual wbrkust be reviewed.

Dolores lorizzo asked what a chapter is.

Stephen Steadinswered that it depends on the context.

Patrick Le Boeuf stated that it is F20, since it has boundariescaiteria for its identification as such.

Martin Doerr didn’t agree; the only criterion is in the cre&ontention.

Stephen Steadgave three examples of F20: “Neuromances” by willi Gibson, “Count Zero
Interrupt”, “Mona Lisa Overdrive”.

Patrick Le Boeuf made an alternative proposal: to add a new efifiigfividual Expression”. A
decision on that will be made on the next meeting.

5 July 2005

Trond Aalberg said thatwork andexpressiorare both intellectual things.

Dolores lorizzo proposed to see the gravity of what the Grouppiagl Librarians made FRBR (and
not philosophers). She emphasised that the Grouaptisvorking with the same impulse that librarians
work with — the Group is thinking much more crealythan librarians do.
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Martin Doerr agreed and added that the Group does not workivelyabut with principles to define
an ontology in order to integrate information.HetGroup wants to model the reality that librariamsk
with and reuse it, then it has to extract the me@hning without inheriting inconsistencies.

Trond Aalberg said that if the Group wants to model Expressimglifferent entities, it should not
use Work.

Martin Doerr answered that the notion of Work here as geneisltjescribed, corresponds to two
specialisations at the same time — so expressienad different entities. One is the aspect ofirlis,
self-contained unit and the other is the one otinoance.

Trond Aalberg said thatWork doesn’t always have to be a distinct concepti@m&imes, there is a
need to determine if the work considered is animmaigvork or not — it is what librarians do.

Martin Doerr answered that with ortexpressiorthey identify the originality — if they deny thithere
is no point to identify the originality. He saidath*distinct” is not clear, “original” is not cleaso they
have to provide precise definitions.

Dolores lorizzo made the following sketch about Expressions.

= the expression of the oral tradition

Expression 1 Expression 2 Expression 3

AVAANVAN

Martin Doerr stated that, generally, they all share the santkernstanding. So they need to make a
decision: are they modelling the intellectual pascer the evidence?

Dolores lorizzo proposed to follow FRBR; she also added that tieeye to decide what is primary
and secondary in the text.

Martin Doerr asked about the end of tiéork.

Trond Aalberg answered that since th&ork is a concept, it doesn’'t have an eiWdork, in his
opinion, is not specialised; it is jusiéork.

Martin Doerr asked him ifWork ever stops. It is an ontological question — theeecuestions about
the identity of aWork to be answered by FRBR: Do®¢ork stop changing? Can it be executed by
multiple people at the same time? Can it be exdcutg multiple people not having been in
communication with each other? Can more than ongopecontribute to the sam®@ork without sharing
the same information? Do&¥ork have part-whole relationships? If so, what aredleenents oiVork?
What is the minimum element? Is it théork, the character or something different?

Trond Aalberg stated that a part-whole relationship isn’t amtig criterion.

Martin Doerr asked Trond Aalberg if he believes that he caretstdnd (the identity of) something,
in case he knows its properties.
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FRBR implies the notion ahdividual andcomplex worklt refers to both aspects without making it
explicit. The idea of FRBR-CRM model is to make th&tinction between such notions explicit.

Dolores lorizzo said that in order to answer these questions,ribey to read FRBR again.

Trond Aalberg said that it isn’t easy to make a decisiBrpressioris an instance diVork Itis a 1:1
relationship.

Martin Doerr answered that he is interested in making a digimndetweenwWork and Individual
work He made the following sketch:

Complex work.s Individual works are
have parts which singular and only

are also “works” « have expressions
(relation whole-part”),
hich have individual \
expressions
isa

isa

Complex Work 1-to-ma Individual work

_ relatlonshl
Trilogy W-C
[ I 1l 1-to-1
w relationsh

[ wil will
is a \
is a
Expr.l Expr.2 Expr.l
WLL W2 Wil w Self-Contained

What is the identity of Work? Work has 1:N
while Individual Work has 1:1  -Contained

I

Trond Aalberg asked whaComplex Worlks?

Martin Doerr answered that examples@dmplex Worknclude a trilogy, a translation etc.

Trond Aalberg asked again iComplex Worlhas parts.

Martin Doerr answered thaComplex Workhas parts — a translation may be a part of another
translation.

Christian Emil Ore proposed to consider a free text translation\&oek (only).

Martin Doerr concluded that in that case, he doesn't relatpgsties of every translation in which
librarians are interested.

Martin Doerr proposed to make a decision on how to proceedadnthere are two decisions: 1)
should the Group modéhdividual Work as separate frorSelf-Contained Expressi@n(most people
answered positively), 2) Does the Group agree lhdividual Workas a minimal unit is &Vork
identified by its representatiexpressiof? (the Group agreed).

As a consequence, a new class is cre&té€:Individual Work it is a subclass df1 Work A Scope
Note for F46 Individual Work is drafted as follow$ndividual Work is realised by one and only one
Self-Contained Expression, i.e., it representtreept as expressed by precisely this Expression.”

A new property has to be defined as well: R49 eatrealisation of:

F31 Expression Creation: R49 (created a realisatidnF46 Individual Work

About the scope note of F21 Complex Work: the esgion “However...creator” has to be deleted.

Stephen Steadasked if it we can speak ah Expressiorwhen there are multiple people working on
theWorkand externalising to each other.

Martin Doerr answered that it is indeed Brpression

The question is in which sense something comesxigiemce by this process 6131 Expression
Creation.ls Expression Creatioa subclass d8eginning of ExistenGe
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Martin Doerr asked if the Group considers that an instanceabdiss can come into existence unless
an event comes into existence. The only soluticthan case is that a new thing comes into existasce
Manifestation-Singleton.

Stephen Steadproposed to declare F31 Expression Creation abaass of E1ZProductioninstead
of E11Modification

Stephen Steadhlso asked how @omplex Works realised in &elf-Contained Expression

Martin Doerr answered that this happens through its parts, stsawn on the following diagram:

Work A

kpal’t

Work A.2.

Na‘s part

Work A.2.1

Work :R13 (Is reglized in)
: Expression

R49

Expression Creation

R22
has created

Expression

R13(Is realised in /realisesy a shortcut.

Patrick Le Boeuf stated that the Group should understand/consid@r $erial Work as referring
specifically to bibliographiseriesrather than to the general idea of “continuance”.

Martin Doerr answered that its substance is compatible Withk — Serial Work

Maja umer proposed “continuing resource” as a more generai.t

Martin Doerr preferred the terroontinuinginstead ofSerial Work.

Maja umer added that it is about works that are continumasreot necessarily organised isexies

Patrick Le Boeuf said thaSerialshave navianifestations

Maja umer said that if F22 is a journal, its parts are tl@ogial issues which are according to
Martin DoerrSelf-Contained Expressians

A new property is create®50 (plans to usdinking F43 Publication Work t&39 Production plan.

About the scope note of F22: the phrases “Works ¢basist of manifestations”, “Only a Work...
nature as a F22 Serial Work” probably should beeked or reviewed (they are problematic).

Martin Doerr stated that the kind of planning is characterigtiSerial Workand this should be clear
in its scope note.

About the scope note of F23 Expression Fragmestptirase “As a matter of fact... based” is not
good and has to be deleted.

6 July 2005

Martin Doerr said that on that day their intention should béralise the scope notes of the classes
that correspond to basic FRBR.

Trond Aalberg proposed to look dflanifestation, ltemandManifestation-Singleton.

Martin Doerr said that there is no time to look at the properti
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Trond Aalberg insisted to look at different properties (in hgraon, if they want to distribute a dratft,
they should go on a clean up).

Martin Doerr asked everyone if they agree with that opinion krak for properties, inheritance,
candidates for classes that are unnecessary.

The process of assigning adentifier to Work is different from assigning armdentifier to
Manifestation

Trond Aalberg repeated that he finds it difficult to discusstsutatters through e-mail only.

Martin Doerr answered that for the sake of economy, a decisibbibe made during a meeting only
if no agreement was found through e-mail. He emigkdsthat the Group should be more realistic and
that the next meeting should be well prepared iraade. All the alternatives should be sent by d-sw@i
that a decision can be made during the next meeting

Stephen Steadroposed to look at the scope notes and the greper

Martin Doerr said that the substanceWbrkis a set of ideas, while the substanc&xbressioris a
set of symbols or signs.

Maja umer added that F41 Publication Expression is not tmdypublishing of a book, but it is also
the idea of putting all together.

F43 Publication Work is a F2Complex Worlkbecause it contains issues, pertaining to the palysi
appearance (properties) of the item; Complexitgasin the structure of the Work (so F43 has a scop
note now).

About F22 Serial Work:

Maja umer made the point that for F22 there is a confusidttime between manifestations and
expressions.

Martin Doerr explained that they mean that it is a part ofplaa.

Maja umer asked what thExpressiorof an instance of F22 Serial Work is.

Martin Doerr answered that it ifhe F41 Publication Expressidor each issue. He stated that what
Maja intended probably is a new cla€aintainer Workwhich combines different expressions (but this is
something that is not compatible to FRBR). Martioelr doesn’t agree with that, because nobody can
define what the precise boundaries of a ContainerkMwould be, nor decide which Work is a Container
Work and which is not. If somebody udesblication workinstead ofContainer then it defines well the
properties of FRBR.

Martin Doerr askedMaja to write a proposal about introduci@pntainer Workas a new class and
to write a scope note for it. This will be discutsen the next meeting. The group has to agree on
solutions and rules about this unique model.

Another subject is about the duration of the EXpression creatianCan a lot of people contribute to
awork?

Martin Doerr referred to the following example: multiple peopkn contribute to a Work, and even
to an Individual Work, but taking out a fragmentsoime Work and completing it without communication
between the authors sets a limit to what we woelgard as an Expression of the Work. There is a
relationship of contextual coherence.

Martin Doerr proposed to model this example on next meetings.

In his opinion, if an instance of A2xpressionis of specific form such as text, image, videa,dtc
should be simultaneously instantiated in the ckasepresenting these forms. Thereby one can make us
of more specific properties of these classes, sisclanguage, which is applicable to linguistic otge
only.

About the scope note of EEXpressionthe phrase “On the other side this means... cover see F41

Publication Expression” has to be deleted.

He also proposed to look at which classes areidigfimr example, aréragment ExpressioandSelf-
Contained Expressiodisjoint?) and discuss it on the next meeting.

F41 Publication Expression: P106 (Is composed &33 Linguistic Objectithis property is not
necessary; it should be expressed as a commermxdanple: "Things as title and other elements eor
in cataloguing practice can be part of a publicag&pression, e.g. the content of the title proper”

Martin Doerr asked if there is a need to delPtH)6 is composed of (E35 Titledm F41 Publication
Expression.
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Trond Aalberg answered that a title is neither Brpressiomor awork.

Martin Doerr said that it isn't &Vork it is a section/fragment.

Martin Doerr's comment was that the Group should use classesmvince the FRBR community
that FRBR classes and properties are too spedlalisgs proves that FRBR uses improper details.

Maja umer asked if the resulting model should reflect rgatit the practice of old catalogues.

Martin Doerr answered that the intention is to model realitigiolv is the basis for library practice.

About F31Expression creationa sentence was added: “The expression creation..otiey work”,
but it has to be reviewed and related in a wayWark.

About the scope note for F33 Uniform Title Assigmmephrases such as “a set of expressions”, “an
expression”, “a set of works” are not consideregrapriate and have to be changed or cancelled.

About the scope note of FFFoduction Plan:a sentence has been added: “The creation of anpest

of F3 Manifestation — Product Type usually reliegs @ pre-existing instance of F4 Manifestation —
Singleton (e.g., the typescript or the electronie provided by an author to the publisher) (se® F3
Production Plan)”.

F42Edition Seriess deleted — it is an unnecessary class.

Martin Doerr stated that they need an introduction about tims aind the strategy of this model.

Maja umer, Dolores lorizzo and Christian Emil Ore (or Patrick Le Boeuf) were willing to write
it. He also said that they have to make a cleanitmtrace inheritance of links, to identify theoperties
and relationships, to set up the ISA relationsbhigtsveen properties.

Patrick Le Boeuf will draft further scope notes aridaja umer with Dolores lorizzo will add
examples.

Christian Emil Ore will make graphs for all the classes and theipprtes.

Martin Doerr will try to make these in SIS Telos. A draft wik distributed. This draft should have a
version identifier and should include all the CRMsses (numbered). On the next meeting (probably 16
18 November in Nuremberg) the Group should havectmplete model. The text should be completed
until September, so that an agenda can be prefiardte meeting (including alternatives, commertts)e
in two months.

Martin Doerr couldn't attend the meeting (to the end) — so,dbthb leave.

Trond Aalberg asked what CLP properties are and if they havestrae meaning as the other
properties.

Stephen Steadanswered that CLP are class properties and thely dave the same meaning as the
other properties. They have to do with the notibfMetaCRM” developed by Martin Doerr.

Dolores lorizzo said that if they can’'t go through all the propst then it will be difficult to
distribute a final draft.

Stephen Steadanswered that they all agreed to provide a texthishows what they managed to
write up to now, with more scope notes and details.

About F3Manifestation-Product Type:

There was a long discussion about this class:

First, Stephen Steadead the scope note.

Maja umer concluded that Manifestatiorhas only ond&xpressior(so, the phrase “more than one”,
in the sentence “The features that characteriseveén gnstance of F3 Manifestation — Product Type
include: one or more than one instance of F2 Esgpres..”, is not needed).

Dolores lorizzodidn't like the scope note of F3 and generally Was up to her, she would delete this
class (in her opinion it is problematic and thepgcmote doesn't express this meaning from the very
beginning). She asked if F3 has necessary typistfres and if so, what they are.

Stephen Steadanswered that it is an “open” class and for thaisoa it doesn't have necessary
features.

The text of the scope note is reviewed.

The phrases “should be regarded as”, “or more tmai and “The case of distinstatesfor hand-
press materials, such as ... in differences in condsnwell” should be deleted because they are
misleading. In factStephen Steadproposed thathe topic addressed in last paragraph, mentioning
Gunilla Jonsson’s article about hand-press masggriddould be addressed in another document, sugh as
use case diagram.
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About F4 Manifestation — Singleton:

The second paragraph in the scope note of F4: "#dseF3 Manifestation — Product Type is a
subclass of E55 Type and therefore... to be accoufai€dshould be part of the introduction to be
written, because it refers to elementary/fundanefasses.

F5 is namedtemnotltems

Trond Aalberg stated thattem doesn’t have discrete boundaries when comparedanifestation-
Singleton(in case thaManifestation-Singletois the only one to be preserved).

Stephen Steadsaid that if a person has an exemplar and doksoi anything about its context, the
exemplar can be modelled indifferently as F4 Mastdgon — Singleton or F5 Item.

Finally, Stephen Steadleleted the propertied102 has title: E35 Title”, “P2 has type: E55 Type”
“P3 has note: E62 Stringbf F3 Manifestation — Product Type.

1 Maja umer Make an introduction about the aims and the styatdd
Dolores lorizzo | FRBR-CRM model.
Christian  Emil Trace inheritance of links, identify properties and
Ore relationships, set up the IsA relationship betweperties
Patrick Le Boeuf
2 Patrick Le Boeuf Write scope notes.
3 Maja umer Find examples.

Dolores lorizzo

4 Christian  Emil Make graphs for all the classes and their propertie
Ore

5 Martin Doerr Represent the FRBR-CRM model in B¢&os

6. all Add comments, alternatives, propose scapesnetc. unti

November 1st so that an agenda can be draftechenftir the
next meeting.

7. all Next meeting on 16-18 November in Nuremberg.
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Fifth Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonization (Nuremberg (Germany), Germanisches
Nationalmuseum, 14-18 November 2005)

Participants (on all three days or just for parttttd meeting): Trond Aalberg (NTNU — Norges
teknisk-naturvitenskapelige universitet, Norwayhrgsoula Bekiari (FORTH, Greece); Martin Doerr
(FORTH, Greece); Gunther Goérz (Erlangen UniversiBgrmany); Dolores lorizzo (The Imperial
College, United-Kingdom); Siegfried Krause (Gernsghies Nationalmuseum, Germany); Carlos
Lamsfus (Vicom Tech, Spain); Patrick Le Boeuf (NadibLibrary of France); N... (Slovenian student);
N... (Cologne University, Germany); N... (Sweden); $iep Stead (PavePrime Ltd, United-Kingdom);
Maja umer (Ljubljana University, Slovenia).

Excused: Christian Emil @re (Oslo University, Nogwand chair of the CIDOC).

16/11/2005

The object-oriented definition of FRBR will havelte accompanied by an introduction, on which we
haven’'t begun to work yet. Dolores lorizzo makes point that this introduction will have to putghi
endeavor in a broader context (information integrat‘semantic strategies”...).

Martin Doerr replies that our current priority & produce something coherent, to ensure that people
outside the working group understand what we aregddVe have to make a consolidated summary of
the minutes of the previous meetings, because seusted what this model should be. What are the
functions we would like it to perform? This is theestion we should address in that introduction.

Martin Doerr suggests then that we begin direciththe Scope Notes.

Trond Aalberg would prefer that we first see wisamissing (in particular, the relationships, whioh
have not addressed so far). Besides, he thinksvinstave declared too many classes. Then he corament
on the document he sent prior to the meeting (gpmgpbetween the attributes and relationships ddfin
in FRBR:r and the classes and properties defined in RRBR

Martin Doerr thinks that we have to address twoessbefore we examine the Scope Notes: a) we
have to discuss if an Appellation is structured| Bhattributes of serials should be revisited.

Maja umer reminds us that the introduction to tR®BR Final Reportstates explicitly that the
modelling endeavour is not finished yet and thataiseand digital formats call for further analysis

Martin Doerr evokes the discussion we had in Londbaut the notion of Electronic Publishing; we
need a text that would sum up that discussion @ovile can check if the Scope Notes are consistignt w
our common understanding of that notion. Otherdephat should be formalised include: the notion of
the “first externalisation” of an Expression, ahé tifference between physical publishing and ededat
publishing. Those two topics will have to be addegsin the Introduction. Besides, Martin makes the
point that one issue addressed in FRBR also relevant for the CIDOC CRM: can Creatioh &
conceptual object) be without a physical product?

Maja umer says that before we go into the Scopdddpwe need to clarify Publication Expression
and Self-Containing Expression and Identifiers. &»es not think that a uniform title is an ldermifi

Martin Doerr shows the slides sent by Christian|E#ne, and that will require further investigation.

Then the Scope Notes are examined in their seglentier (at the end of the meeting, all classédls wi
have been examined; properties still remain toXaenined). All details of the changes made in the te
of Scope Notes are not transcribed here; the presérutes only reflect discussions raised by the
examination of certain Scope Notes.

Maja umer asks that a property realised bybe created between Work and Expression.

Martin Doerr replies that this property is alreaelypressed through the property concatenation
Complex Workhas membemdividual Workis realised inSelf-Contained Expression. However, a short
cut could be declared for that developed path. &tpR13 is realised iis currently declared between F1
Work and F20 Self-Contained Expression; shouldawen F46 Individual Work as its domain? The
guestion remains unsolved until the next meeting.

Besides, Martin Doerr wonders what the connectamadetween Expression and Manifestation.
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The second paragraph of the Scope Notes for F4fbtation — Singleton should be removed and
included in the Introduction.
A general shortcut is considered for F4 Manifestatt SingletorR47 is linked td=31 Expression
CreationR22 created=2 Expression. That property would be a sub-ptypeir R7 has representative
manifestation-singleton (is representative man#isih-singleton for)

17/11/2005

Martin Doerr insists that F20 Self-Contained Expras renders the idea of a “snapshot” of the Work;
it is valid at a point in time, a representativeamgically consistent state of the Work. A Complatork
may correspond to a Self-Contained Expression.

Can a Work be actually unfinished? So far, we tbdkr granted that an unfinished Work could be
realised only through a F23 Expression Fragmeainfnow on, we build on the working hypothesis that
expressions of unfinished works can be regardezhjavalent to Self-Contained Expressions. F20 Self-
Contained Expression covers two distinct things:

- the logical consistency of the Work at this pahtime GStagesof the Work);

- the completeness of this part of the Work (thepgiete expression of an unfinished work).

Stephen Stead declares that F2 Expression is messarily a snapshot of a work, while F20 Self-
Contained Expression is.

Self-Contained Expressions can contain Self-CoathiBxpressions. A Fragment is a part of a Self-
Contained Expression and is not a Self-Containqudssion.

We dwell somewhat longer on the issue of the mhatibetween Appellation, Identifier, and Access
Point. Eventually, we suppressed the class Acces®t.PThe class Identifier comprises both numeric
identifiers and access points created by catalsg(@emiform title, personal hame heading, etc.). A
gualifier is always the appellation for somethirggpersonal name, a date, a type...). An Identifier is
therefore created by combining various AppellatioAs Identifier Creation requires more than one
Appellation in order to result in an Identifier. Wieclare therefore that Identifier is a sub-claés o
Appellation, which enables, too, combining ideeti§ in order to create new identifiers (e.g., autitie
headings). This process is summarised in the fatigigure:

Identifier
creates (qualifier)
assign consists of

Appe atlon

Identifier, Creatlon uses constituent

ollowing

Rules

We declare therefore a new property: F14 Identi®&t consists dE41 Appellation.
An Ildentifier is created in the course of an idiéetiassignment, but we make the decision to dnep t
distinction between Identifier Creation and IdeetifAssignment.
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As to Identifier Assignment: should we create opecsic Identifier Assignment for each specific
kind of Identifier (Work Identifier Assignment, Esgssion Identifier Assignment, etc.), or just one
generic ldentifier Assignment? After some discussive eventually decide to keep only a generic
Identifier Assignment.

18/11/2005

F41 Publication Expression: we need at least odaiedal example (for a sound recording).
At a moment during the discussion, Martin Doerr stie 4 Group 1 entities to the classes declared in
FRBRoo:

Publisher's level

Publication Wor

Author'slevel

Complex Work ) = FRBR Work

Individual Work
Self-Contained
Expression

= FRBR Expression

Publication
Expression

Production Plan

Manifestation =
Product Type

= FRBR Manifestation

= FRBR Item

FRBRer defines just 4 entities outside of their contdd®RBRyo puts those entities back into their
ontological context.

Maja umer introduces the notion of Container Wddggregates). Is a Container Work an Individual
Work, or a Complex Work? Can it be part of a Compéork? Martin Doerr concludes that a Container
Work is an Individual Work which can be part of armplex Work, which can be summarised in the
following figure:
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Container Work @(Container,lndwldual)z AW(Complex): AW(Container,Ind\vwdua\)+ A*W(lndivndual) F
“I pull together text B of Work B,
and text G of Work G,

Ci I
AW( omplex)

AW(Comainer‘Ind\viduaI) A W(mdiv\dual)

is translated as

, ,
is translated as is translated as

Martin Doerr warns us against the error that casisis confusing “having parts of kind so-and-so”
with “beingof kind so-and-so” (having wheels does not matdeel out of car). A Container Work that
has a trilogy as a part does not make a Complexx\dlatr of the Container Work.

F43 Publication Work: we need further examples gé&m more “serious”) that include illustrations,
minor additions made by the publisher, etc.

In the end, we have proposed to drop 8 classeAgedcy, F15 Access Point, F26 Uniform Title
Qualifier, F27 Expression Identifier Qualifier, F3Qualifier Creation, F34 Expression Identifier
Assignment, F35 Expression Identifier Qualifier iyssnent, F38 Representative Manifestation-
Singleton Assignment (merged with F36 Represemafivoduct Type Manifestation Assignment into
F36 Representative Manifestation Assignment)), 2apdoperties (R18 performed, R20 performed) (other
properties will certainly have to be dropped aslwile to the suppression of certain classes),vand
have declared 2 new classes (F47 Manifestationuetdd/pe Identifier, and F48 Container Work), and 5
new properties (F14 Identifié®51 consists dE41 Appellation, F33 Identifier AssignmeR62 used rule
F16 Rules, F36 Representative Manifestation AssammR53 assigned-4 Manifestation — Singleton,
F48 Container WorlR54 used expressidf2 Expression, F45 PublishifRp5 created production plan
F39 Production Plan).

Besides, we have renamed 3 classes (“F33 Uniforthe Rissignment” is renamed: F33 Identifier
Assignment; “F36 Representative Product Type Maidfiion Assignment” is renamed: F36
Representative ManifestatioAssignment; “F45 Electronic Publishing” is renamdeét5 Publishing
Even), and 4 properties R22 has created (was created 'hig) renamedR22 createdwas created by)
“R23 has created (was created 'big) renamedR23 _createdwas created by)'R26 used qualifier (was
used in) is renamedR26 used constituefivas used in)‘R45 has created (was createdg)renamed:
R45 createdwas created by)

Three properties change their range:

- the range oR24 assigned tis no longer F1 Work, but E1 CRM entity;

- the range oR25 assigneds no longer F24 Work Identifier, but F14 Idersif

- the range oR26 used constitueigt no longer F26 Uniform Title Qualifier, but EAppellation.

The next meetings are scheduled at the followinngda

- 27-29 March 2006 in London (followed by a workphlan March 30th, organised by Dolores lorizzo;
that workshop, aiming at making our work more wydehown, will be open to anyone interested within
the “FRBR community,” but tagreted invitations vk sent as well;
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- 26-29 June 2006 in Trondheim (organiser: Trontb&way);
- 25-27 October 2006 in Heraklion (preceded on Bet®3-24 by a CRM-SIG meeting; organiser:
Martin Doerr).

Maja umer, Dolores lorizzo and Patrick Le Boeuf amecharge of preparing a preliminary draft of the
Introduction in December.
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Sixth Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonization (London (United-Kingdom), Imperial
College, 27-29 March 2006)

Participants: Trond Aalberg (BIBSYS, Norway), Martin Doerr (IF®ORTH, Greece), Dolores lorizzo
(The Imperial College, United Kingdom), Patrick Beeuf (National Library of France), Stephen Stead
(Paveprime Ltd, United-Kingdom), Maja umer (Natiahand University Library of Slovenia), Christian
Emil Ore (university of Olso, Norway), Kristéf Alaig (MTA — SZTAKI, Hungary ), Carlos Lamsfus

(Centre VICOMTECH, Spain), Allen Renear (GSLIS/ W@Wllinois, USA), Panos Constantopoulos
(AUEB & ICS-FORTH, Greece)

Observers: Chryssoula Bekiari (ICS-FORTH, Greece)

MEETING #6 STEP BY STEP

27 March

1. The meeting starts with Martin’s Presentation €di® - 15 from DELOS NoE)(attached to these
minutes). A few worth noticing comments follow:

a. The work has identity but the individual work dogs$rave.

b. Work can contain another work. Martin gave the gxanof a collection of poems and
poems

c. Intuitively, we have a notion of continuity of wovkhich is difficult to grasp

d. About the methodology we follow: we try to reenginelose to reality

e. Itis suggested by Allen the review of the book&dg mapping???...”

2. We discussed Maja’'s comments to specific classies.changes that made after this discussion are
included in Maja’s document attached to these teguA few worth noticing comments follow:
3. F2 Expression:

a. About the specific forms of the instances of F2 fesgion: (i) There are specific
properties for specific forms (ii) The question wasould we make a list of all such
specific properties? Finally we conclude that wewt# make a paragraph in the
introduction about multiple instantiations and vw®Wd make a comment on this point.
This point was last paragraph of F2 scope note.

b. About the properties: (i) R28, we don’'t have Expres Identifier Assignment, (ii) we
have inconsistencies with Representation Manifiestaf\ssignment (iii) to clarify the
properies R34, R35

4. F4 Manifestation — Singleton

a. P106B is a repetition of Produced by in the CRM5 is a sub property of P108. (i) We
have to check how these two properties (P106B, Pd&8®e from? (ii) We have to check
the name and the super class of R45.
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b. The first externalization could be oral or writtdnyt for the FRBR purposes we should

model only the written ones
We have a span between the conception and thess#éde

d. There was a discussion if the Expression Creatibould become a subclass of
Modification instead of E12 Production. We leftstho discuss in CRM

e. A conclusion was that two immaterial items have ligential to be indistinguishable
through their contents

f.  Another conclusion was that from the content yau @anclude the identity

g. An issue here was that we may have two equivaleptessions to similar ideas, these
expressions by chance would be the same

h. A discussion took place here about the contenhefilnmaterial item and the content of
an expression and references made to the exampile wfork of the prisoner.

i. In this point we left for a discussion later theus that: The precise form of what makes
up an expression varies between optical imagesdsyocharacters on the purpose
associated by the use we want to make about thiggesion.

j-  An argument made here that two different expressibat comes from uncorrelated work
might have been made by chance of the same arramjerhsigns. After that we decide
to be in the introduction a paragraph about notadridentity and equivalent.

k. Patrick made an argument in slide 13, that an espa creation produces a manifestation
singleton and according to this model we cannattera manifestation singleton without
create an expression creation. Finally we arguatttis is a problem of CRM and not of
FRBR. A manifestation singleton will be a new olbjec an existed one and we have to
check with CRM how a feature in general will conmoi existence. We came to the
conclusion that a manifestation comes into exisdmat it is not necessarily create an

independed object of its own, an example of thihié prisoner’s wall.

F7 Corporate Body:
a. Sometimes may be place for example the city of camiy????
F14 Identifier:
a. Identifier can be an authorized form or a variamtrf
F16 Rules:
a. It became “Identifier Rules”
b. The examples should be adjusted and the intergiomgeneralize this class later.
F20 Self-Contained Expression:
a. We made a note here that we should mentioned ti@sired expression in the scope
note of expression and expression fragment

b.
F22 Serial Work:
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a. Martin will review the scope note
10. F24 Work Identifier:

a. Has to go out and transfer the examples.

11. F31 Expression Creation:

a. We have to add a phrase about formal tradition

12. F33 Identifier Assignment:

a. Steve made the figure 1

d.

Complex Work|

English poem: L

Figure 1
b.

C.

We don't assign a uniform title to a set but to ptew work
The examples here are examples o work identifiee. MJually produce an expression
identifier by adding for example “English” for trslations

We have to bring other examples

13. F43: Publication Work

a.

Work of publisher includes a publication plan

14. F44: Reproduction Event

a.
b.

We noted here that the whole thing is to presdrgeskpression

“Copy event” is a specific case of production

15. F45 Publishing Event:

a.

It activates simultaneously an expression creation

16. F48 Container Work:

a.
b.

C.

The container work is the glue but we have nothirgge to say about the glue
Container work may never be complex
In the followingFigure 2 “Work X" has an identifier, “Work Y” has an iddfier, while

“own expression” has parts
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Figure 2
d. We need an example

17. At this point we finished with Maja’s text and wentinued with reviewing all the properties.
18. R2 has representative expression (is representatiexpression for)
a. The problem here was that there are examples thatok has more than one
representative expressions.
b. Representative expression of a work means that pamfication of this expression
guarantees no loss of that work.
c. It has been left for another discussion if one wbds one or more representative
expressions.
d. A question here was “how we know the title of therki. We made changes for this to

the scope notes.

28 March

19. R3 has representative manifestation product type (isepresentative manifestation product type
for) :

a. We argue here that we have to check all the presdfiat have the same name.

b. We left to discuss later if a given expressioas more than one representative
manifestation Product type.

20. R7 has representative manifestation-singleton (isspresentative manifestation-singleton for)

a. We left to discuss later if a given expression lsame more than one representative
Manifestation Singletons

b. More relevant examples are needed for R7

21. R8 is identified by (identifies):

a. A question was: do we need this? Does it say angthise than P1 says?

b. Another argument here was that, there are apptatezisets of expressions in current
practice, we should elaborate the nature of theteand we have to clarify the unity
criteria for them.

22. R9 comprises carriers of (carriers provided by)

a. We noted that this is a cross categorical property.



23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.
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R10 belongs to type (is type of)
a. We left to discuss later for carriers
b. We argue that the Manifestation Product Type ickds of Type
c. We need to check all the shortcuts.

R11 is composed of (forms part of)

a. We accepted that (i) fragments can contain fragsg@itself contained expressions can

contain self contained expressions (iii) a fragmei depended from its source
b. We have to revise the examples
R12 has member (is member of)
a. We need an explicit example or to add explanatiahé examples
R13 is realised in (realises)
a. We agreed here that “a self contained expressialwiays a realization of individual
work”
R14 is identified by (identifies)
a. Should be replaced by P1?
R16 carried out by (performed)
a. We left to discuss later how to make comments ertekt?
b. Itis a need to normalize the reverse code of sevink
R26 used constituent (was used in)
a. We left to discuss later the relationship betwédendonstituents with the rules
R26 used constituent (was used in)
a. We left to discuss later the relationship betwédendonstituents with the rules
R52 used rule (was the rule used in)
a. We have to discuss about the argument “if the ratesneeded”
R55 created production plan (was created by)
a. Todiscuss if we can rid of the production planeTtiea is to correlate the publishing
event with carrier production event.
R55 created production plan (was created by)
a. Todiscuss if we can rid of the production planeTthea is to correlate the publishing

event with carrier production event.

29 March

CLP2 should have type (should be type of)

a. A question here posed by Patrick was “how we cgmess the fact that a stereo is a kind

of sound” and the answer was that we should ntadepiicit??
CLRS5 should carry (should be carried by)
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It is regarded as good to have a shortcut thatgdinectly from expression to

manifestation. We should check that we have a tirgcthat point from work to
expression consistent with our interpretation o0BRR
It is proposed by Allen to study the guidelinedhad definition from point DEONTIC

logic

36. CLP104 is subject to (applies to)

a.

b.

C.

We discuss enough time of why this is should beschdtribute. Martin drew the

following figure 3.

Manifestation Product Typk

Figure 3

Allen promised that he will try to finger out a t®tname for this property
In general we need a better formulation of CL ltités such that the meanings become
clear when they apply to the instances of a domimall agreed that it is a linguistic

guestion and their existence is logically consisten

37. We continued with checking the quantifiers. Empé&sigiven to the following comments

a.

b
C.
d

R1: We mess two concepts, we need to clarifyssdh a thing or is it useful?

R2: to set up an issue list in which everyone mayess his opinion

R8: an identifier should be unique but a questohis really unique?”

R13: (i) We should formulate the constraint thatregard hierarchies of complex work
to have only one root (ii) We try to avoid that amerk will be part of two different works
(i) it is an interesting question the cardinalifyctass attributes. (ii) in which sense
electronic publishing contains manifestation prdype? (iii) we have to answer “how
the necessary conditions for items affect the oatidy in the light of electronic

publishing?”

38. We continued with the discussion about the intreidnc The comments here are:

Maja will update the expression definition to irtugtion

Martin will write something about (i) equivalen{s) oral tradition (iii) electronic
publishing

It may be needed to address what we model. An aggtimas that we try to reengineer
the conceptions behind FRBR in order to detectehdéty behind it.

We intend in the near future to make clear thantibeel we developed is independent

from current practice
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1 Patrick Le Boeuf 1. To send the new version to the chair of FRBR Rev@aup. The
Maja umer chair will decide when it will be published
2. to announce in FRBR discussion list, not beforeAlfrheeting
3. will give a coherent example: a large use caseRBF
2 Maja umer 1. Will a give an example of a F48 Container Work (16d
2. will update the expression definition to introdoct{38a)
3 Patrick Le Boeuf . Should give examples to those properties that liaeyg not
2. Will make the annotation document
4 Chryssoula Bekiari Write the minutes
5 Stephen Stead update the Visio diagrams
6 Trond Aalberg will update the mapping table in two months froowrand make
the graphic representation
7 Martin Doerr 1. clean the document and send to the others forweumetwo
weeks
To create a working group for the FRBR in the CID®IKi
The new version will be a deliverable to Delos NoE
make a paragraph in the introduction about multiple
instantiations (3a)
5. to check how the properties(P106B, P108) in F4 ciome
and to check R45 too (4a)
6. to be in the introduction a paragraph about notwhislientity
and equivalent.(4i,j)
7. rewrite about F22 Serial work (9a)
8. to set up a an issue list to wiki forum(37b)
8. [|Al 1. We will keep internally the unclean version
2.

We send around our comments and opinions and ve wil
discuss and vote over email

We need some straight forward examples for F20 (8b)
We have to add a phrase about formal traditiorhéoScope
notes of F31 (11a)

We have to bring other examples for F33 (12d)

We have to go back and check all the “Represemt:
<Something>" classes(from the discussion at F36)

7. To be discuss if a work has one or more represeat
expressions.(18c)

8. we have to check all the properties that have #mesname

ativ

(19a)
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9. to discuss if a given expression has more tbae
representative manifestation Product type (19b)

10. to discuss if a given expression can have more @dhan
representative Manifestation Singletons(20a)

11. More relevant examples are needed for R7(20b)

12. There are appeared to be sets of expressions irentur
practice, we should elaborate the nature of thete and we
have to clarify the unity criteria for them (21b)

13. We left to discuss later for carriers(23a)

14. We need to check all the shortcuts (23c)

15. We have to revise the examples of R11(24b)

16. We need an explicit example or to add explanabaing
examples of R12 (25a)

17. We left to discuss later how to make comments eriaht?
(28a)

18. It is a need to normalize the reverse code of seviznk(28b)

19. We left to discuss later the relationship betwedte |t
constituents with the rules(29a)

20. We have to check if the deleted examples are udgeful
somewhere else

21. We have to discuss about the argument “if the raes
needed”(31a)

22. To discuss if we can rid of the production plana)32

23. we have to answer “how the necessary conditionstéons
affect the cardinality in the light of electronialgishing?”
(37e(iii))

Follow-up and plans for the future
agenda for Trondheim meeting: We need 4 days dealing with relationships and missing attributes

and revise the attributes. We should close FRBR in two days and then we will start with FRAR
and the Performing Arts discussion

agenda for Heraklion meeting: We discuss FRBR and multimedia together, we have to look for

mpeg7 experts.
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Seventh Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonization (Trondhem, NTNU, Realfagsbygget,
Glgshaugen campus, 26-29 June 2006)

Participants: Trond Aalberg, Chryssoula Bekiari,rtiteDoerr, Patrick Le Bceuf, Christian-Emil Ore,
Maja umer.

1)

What is the difference of Appellation and Identifie

Identifier: Is constructed, as such different tgpAjpations which are not Identifiers.
Meant to be unique, but there is not one per olifjegéneral. Not necessarily
unique in reality. Includes alphanumeric ids anchpounds of meaningful names.

2)
Drop F47: no properties, not necessarily charastterin form for a F3 M.P.T.

3)

Do we need represent. Assignment (F36/37)?
Yes, probably in a better form:

Patrick rewrites scope note F36, F37, to make rotwar the implicit nature of this process, and to
make clear it is not necessary. The name may bleawisig: It is a process of assigning a prototypeah
expression/work. May be a combination of multiglemplementary objects is actually chosen as the bes
representative. “representative” is meant here véfipect to evidence for the existence of the qaati
expression rather than the total of features.

A manifestation may be repr. for more than one esgon.

4) SIS version: R52 missing
5) Delete R8, R14, completely covered by P1.
6) Action: Martin to select all CRM concepts neefl@dFRBR-FRBRoo mapping.

7) Decision: Publish Version 0.6.5 minus R8,R14,Fef¥ CRM and FRBR Site, minus history
appendix, all “B” properties inversed, togetherhantinutes.

8) Action: make graphics from minutes of all FRBRmmcepts.

9) Create a cross-reference manual (& send SISllem AMaja, CRM-FRBR also to Steve, Trond,
C.E)

10) Change Publishing Event to Publication Event
FRBR Relationships Work-Work:

has a successor: logical = R57 is logical succesfsoMWork — Work

Comment: This property seems to be a special chsemore general relationship of “horizontal
intellectual structure”. To exist, it requires thle connected components are part of a commonewhol
The difference between roles between componentsales with respect to the whole (which would be
specializations of part_of), was not clarified lne tdiscussion.



53/81
summarization, adaptation, transformation, imitatroR58 is derivative of Work — Work, R58.1 has
type: Type
supplement / complement = part of at Expressioallev

Between Expressions of the same Work:

abridgement, translation, revision, arrangementegarded as derivative between the associated
Individual Works.

Between Expressions of different Work: regardedrelations between the associated Individual
Works, see above.

Expression-to-Work : regarded as relations betwkerassociated Individual Work of an Expression
and a Complex Work in general, see above.

Reproduction (Manifestation — Manifestation):

Reproduction Event R59 reproduced (was reprodbgedE84 Information Carrier
Reproduction Event R60 produced (was produced bgB4 Information Carrier (subproperty of
P108).
E84 Information Carrier : R61 is reproduction ofaghreproduction): E84 Information Carrier
(shortcut of R59-R60).

Action: Discuss to which degree Facsimile Productmr microfilming should be regarded as
reproduction in the sense of FRBRoo. The quessowdre the line is drawn, if necessary, to general
image creation processes and replica production.

Finally, we regard F44 Reproduction Event in a earsense, which does not include Facsimile
production, which we consider publications in thaivn right. We further assume a substantial mdteria
similarity between the produced and the reproduadiich excludes photography in general, digitizatio
and microfilming.

Action: Check what the nature of a mirror site iedfronic Publishing is.
Drop “ alternative” = shares the same (Publicatiéxpression.
Whole-Part Manifestation — Manifestation:

Rather a relationship between parts of an ovétalblication Expression and the Publication
Expression. Manifestation Singletons have partd, Manifestation Product Types may prescribe pdrts o
Items.

Discussion: In the future, the distinction of Masfation Product Type and Publication Expression
may turn out to be insubstantial, as the firstisraiellectual product anyhow.

If they are distinct, an ISBN number standing faraenbination of products that are in turn idendfie
by ISBN Numbers is a true case of ManifestationdBod Type having parts that cannot be reduced to
parts of a common Expression.

Manifestation Product Type CLP46 may be composetanhifestation Product Type :
An instance of MPT may prescribe a part of relatiop for its instances.

Action: Find better name for CLP46
Discussion: This property may be confused with_garof the Publication Expression.
Table 5.9 (Man.-Item) see reproduction above.

Table 5.10, reproduction: see above.
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reconfiguration: equivalent to a path through BZ80 Part addition/ removal

Table 5.11 whole part: P46 is composed of
FRBR to FRBRoo

Intended termination = If NO then it is a F32 Skevitork
Intended audience = Work: P103 was intended ftw i{¢& read by children” etc.)

Medium of performance: A) the type of the ExpressiB) a suitable supertype of the medium should
be assigned to the Work as “R1 constraining superfguch as Musical Work, Fine Arts,....)".

Key: Part of uniform title for music. Type of Exgmsion.

Coordinates, Equinox: is about (the place depidigdthe map : E27 Site located at E53 Place
identified by...Coordinate)

Extensibility of Expression: Only Work level: Wodan acquire parts but never loose parts. (probably:
Expression R56 realizes Individual Work R12B is rbemof Serial Work). Not clear distinction to
“intended termination”)

Revisability: A) Periodic update = Serial Work sdmve
B) Draft = Work P2 has type

Summarization: F2 Expression P106 is composedExXpression has type (summary etc.)

Sequencing pattern, expected regularity, expecesgiéncy;
Serial Work: R62 has issuing rules E29 DesigRrocedure
(Note, that the issuing policy may also chaare the Type of the Serial Work. R62 can be
perceived as describing an Expression of the S#vlaik (The issuing rules being regarded as an
information object). In the case no explicit isguiules exist, they may be captured by Serial VWRBk
has note E62 String, P3.1 has type :"issuing rjles”

4.3.17 Medium of performance = Expression P2 has B55 Type (2 pioanos+soprano+...)

Scale, Projection = Visual Item P138 represent€RM Entity, P138.1 has type E55 Type ( Scale X,
Projection Y).

Recording technique, Special characteristics: Butas of the Expression Creation, or of the Design
Procedure it used. Some of the values may peudixpression P2 has type.

Publication Status: Serial Work has type or hag.n@ote that using a type may be controversial: A
Serial Work may be taken up again. The change fveing active to be inactive may not be seen as a
change of Type. Note that a “dead serial” doeda®te a corpse behind...).

4.4.23 Numbering = part of the Manifestation Prddiype Identifier , or equal to sequencing pattern
(see above). (To be clarified by Patrick/Maja).

System Requirements :

4.4.34,35,36 = Type of the Manifestation ProducpdyFormats are regarded to be part of the
substance of the Manifestation Product Type. Aligwely, we could introduce Dublin Core DC.Format)

Mode of Access, access Address:
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Change R37 shows how to realize(was realized bg)R37 shows how to realize (can be realized by)

map Mode of Access, Access Adress to Manifestafimduct Type R37B can be realized by : F39
Production Plan

ltem Attributes:
Fingerprint = Identifies Items non-uniquely by dueproduced from a set of objective features. It
may be used to group Items by equivalence undér anddentifier.

F5 Item P1 is identified by E41 Appellation

Scheduled treatment: Out of scope (ltem level datson, e.g. has note, not relevant for global
information integration).

Person Relationships:

has created = P14B carried out F30 Work Conce@hinitiated F1 Work

has produced =

A) P14B carried out F45 Publication Event R55 adaproduction plan F39 Production Plan R37
shows how to realize F3 Manifestation Product Type

B) P14B carried out F40 Carrier Production BvBB8 produced things of type F3
Manifestation Product Type
C) P14B carried out F31 Expression Creation Réated F4 Manifestation Singleton

has realized = P14B carried out F31 ExpressiontOre®22 created F2 Expression

(Note that the link “P14B carried out” has a lirk4.1 in the role of in order to specify the patc
role of the Actor in this Activity.)

is owner of = P51B is former or current owner ai8Ehysical Thing

is subject of = P129B is subject of F1Work (domainP129 to be discussed => Action for CRM-
SIG).

Corporate Body Relationships

Identical to person.

Concept, Object, Event, Place relationships. OK.
attributes: “Term for the...” = P1 is identified byl E Appellation

Interupt:
Define F6, OK, F7, OK,

F9 = Action for CRM-SIG: Relax definition of Condepl Object (products of our mind is too narrow
for things like images). Now regard F9 = E28.

Remove F6 Family (to be introduced later in FRAR00)
Reintroduce Person, (have all dominant FRBR Cosaegined in FRBR00).

F11 Event: Use CRM Scope Note for Period, note éadé to confuse with “abstract events”.
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F12 Place: Use CRM Scope note. We reinterpretedFRBR scope note for Place: instead of

“geographic features” we mean “location of geograefieatures” etc. By that, the FRBR definition
becomes compatible with the CRM definition.

Person attributes:
Are part of the identifier. Title = Type.

Action: Proper treatment of Social roles as “PseBdosons” to be proposed to CRM-SIG. (AACR:
President of the United States = Corporate Body).

Corporate Attributes:

Place associated with: A) If the Group is giverabyEvent: Place of the Activity

B) The seat of the Group: P74 has current or fomesidence: E53 Place P87 is identified by E44
Place Appellation

Date associated with: A) If the Group is givendoyEvent: Date of the Activity
B) P95B E66 Formation.....

Manifestation attributes:

4.4.4-4.4.6

The notion of “distribution” A) an Actor having qaired the right to sell the product, nominated by
the Publication Event B) Importer only C) Localtdisutor translating/dubbing video etc.

All cases are regarded as rights on the Manifest&roduct Type:
Manifestation Product Type becomes instance of Le&ggect.

Map to P104 is subject to E30 Right (P2 has typdistribution right”) P75B is possessed by E39
Actor P74 has current or former residence: E53éPR&Y is identified by E44 Place Appellation

We assume that there is no “date of distributionfaality.

Example of CLP104 actually is a right on the Mastié¢ion Product Type per se, not on
individual items of it. To be changed.

Making MPT subclass of Legal Object allows for désng all rights on the MPT per se by P105,
P105.

Modelling FRBR finished at 14:42 28/6/06

Publish FRBRoo 0.6.5 as htm on CRM & FRBR Sitee, YISIO file
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Eighth Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonization (Heraklion (Crete), ICS-FORTH, 25-27
October 2006); held in conjunction with a CIDOC CRMSIG Meeting

Participants: Trond Aalberg (IDI, NTNU, Norway), fBsoula Bekiari (ICS-FORTH, Greece),
Martin Doerr (ICS-FORTH, Greece), Nicolas Espo$ito day 1) (CNRS, France), Glnther Gorz (on day
1) (Erlangen University, Germany), Max Jacob (oy dx (IRCAM, France), Patrick Le Boeuf (BnF,
France), Ebrahim Mottaghi (Uppsala University, Samd Kurt Nyberg (Uppsala University, Sweden),
Mika Nyman (Synapse Computing Oy, Finland), ChaistEmil Ore (Oslo University, Norway, and chair
of ICOM CIDOC), Allen Renear (GSLIS/UIUC, lllinoid)JSA), Pat Riva (McGill University, Canada,
and chair of the IFLA FRBR Review Group), Richanmaifaglia (Long Island University, USA), Steve
Stead (Paveprime Ltd, UK), Richard Urban (Univgrsif lllinois Urbana Champaign, USA), Hakon
Bjarge Vestli (Oslo University College, Norway), dihas Wikman (Uppsala University, Sweden), Maja
umer (Ljubljana University, Slovenia).

CIDOC CRM SIG Meeting

Martin Doerr gives a status report on CRM SIG atigis:
—ongoing harmonisation work with FRBR,
—ongoing harmonisation work with TEI,
—Gerald Stone attended the CIDOC Conference, henteveisted in harmonising archival practice
(especially DACS) with CIDOC CRM,
—1SO: the CRM SIG will have to propose relativelyosoan amendment relating to the following
changes:
P33 used specific techniquaurrent domain is E11 Modification, to be replheath E7 Activity;
P32 used general techniguaurrent domain is E11 Modification, to be repldedth E7 Activity;
P69 is associated wittan be used to describe sequences of procedures;
F14 Identifier andR51 consists of (forms part ofyhich result from the harmonisation of FRBR
with the CIDOC CRM, should be added to the CIDOCOMZRvith E42 Object Identifier declared
as a subclass of F14 Identifier; both E42 and Fd# lie constructed and consist of instances of
E41 Appellation (Steve Stead to elaborate a compeiposal);
Revised scope note for E28 Conceptual Object: Si¢ad’s proposal is accepted and should go to
the definition of the CIDOC CRM.
In addition, should a property named “memorised I’ created from E28 Conceptual Object to
individuals? Steve Stead opines that we shouldwghlthat only once we have dealt with oral tramfs
in FRBRooO.

FRBR/CIDOC CRM Harmonisation Working Group — Megt#8

The topic of performing arts is addressed. PalrielBBceuf gives a presentation titlBdrforming arts
as a field for conceptual modellingshich contains the following proposal:
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Run of Complex
performances member of Work
belpngs to Individual realised in
Work
realises

"Ideal" Self-Contained
Individual |conveys Self-Containeds an | Expression, impossible

performance Expression [alteration  tg witness in any

of individual performance

D

"should convey"

Steve Stead develops on the spot an alternate sabpo

E7 Activity — “Life Cycle”

E7 Activity E7 Activity E7 Activity
Original Run Tour Revival

E7 Activity E7 Activity E7 Activity
Performance Performance Performance

P33 used specific technique

E29 Design or Procedure
P130 shows feat f
(Stage notes + Shows Eatre= 2% F1 work
costumes + lights...)

ES55 Type

is also a Container Work P130.1 kind of similarity

Martin Doerr proposes the following, which is acesgpby all:

Mise-en-scene is a Work (a Container Work), whidberates, in a majority of cases, on something
existing (typically, the text of a play); it has Brpression which is only virtual (consisting oaldigues
between stage directors and actors, light desigoestume designers, etc.); it is a specialisatioB29
Design or Procedure in that it has a prescriptaime (let’s call it “Stage Directions” or “Perfoamce
Directions” for lack of a better term for the tirbeing) which implies the use (“incorporates”) oé tiext
or parts of the text of the play (F2 Expressiorgrf@mances can be captured through an activity of
recording which creates a new, distinct Work. Tma1ip, we declare 4 new entities and 2 new profertie
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F50 Performance Directions: is a subclass of FAB(mtained Expression and of E29 Design or
Procedure. PropertiR63 incorporate$2 Expression.

F51 Stage Production Work: is a subclass of F48taoer Work (unless it is an extemporisation,
such as in the Commedia dell’Arte).

F52 Performance: is a subclass of E7 Activity. Gannstantiated by a single performance, a run of
performances, an original run of performances +datgs and revivals. PropertiR64 performed=50
Performance Directions.

F53: Recording Work: to be discussed at next mgetin

Actions: Patrick Le Beeuf to provide draft scope notes 80,F-51, F52, R63, and R64, along with
suggestions for better names (those entities shoalter any kind of shows, not just theatrical
productions, i.e. they should cover choreographiorke;, puppet shows, Commedia dell’Arte
extemporisations, street theatre, etc.) and palotikamples from the BnF’s databases both in MARC
format and in EAD; Trond Aalberg to provide exangoss well; Mika Nyman and Richard Smiraglia to
draft a proposal about about the scope of F53 RawprWork (which should cover also taking
photographs of museum objects).

Nicolas Esposito (CNRS) and Max Jacob (IRCAM) gavgpresentation of the CASPAR Project
(Cultural, Artistic & Scientific knowledge for Pressation, Access & Retrieval). The goal is to doeam
the creation process of works (who did what?),nsuee long-term understandability and preservation.
is necessary to stommmentsand to handle interactions between works, perfaoes, machines, and
audience. The draft conceptual model underlyingdASPAR Project is named AWLCD (Artistic Work
Life-Cycle Description). Interactive systems useatontemporary music are a challenge: there ised ne
to document them in order to have the possibitityaplay the work in the future. How to expresd tha
kind of documentation in FRBR and/or CIDOC CRM?

Martin Doerr opines that such issues can be coveydeRBRoo.

On the basis of his proposal for performing artarth Doerr argues that we were wrong to use the
propertyR11 forms part obetween F20 Self-Contained Expression and F4lidaioin Expression. This
case is actually very similar to the incorporatarexisting material in a given instance of Expi@ss
which is the object of the newly created propd83 incorporatesSimilarly, this expresses adequately
the relation between a pre-existing Expression thiedExpression of a Container Work; he proposes
therefore a generalisation of all three cases {(nelusion of an Expression in, say, an anthol@gidition
of renditional features in a publication; and aidditof gestures, lighting, costumes etc. to the téxthe
play) through a single propertiR63 incorporates (is incorporated inlts domain is generalised to F20
Self-Contained Expression:

F20 Self-Contained Expressi®63 incorporates (is incorporated iR Expression.

Action: Patrick Le Beceuf to redraft the scope noteRd1d is composed of (forms part of)order to

make it clear that we make a distinction betweamponentelationship anehclusion

Martin Doerr then exposes the problem we have withlication processes. F40 Carrier Production
Event should not be linked directly to F4 Maniféista Singleton — it is the creation of the F41
Publication Expression that makes use of the Fifelstation Singleton. The graph sent by Martin Doer
prior to the meeting is corrected accordingly. Theect chain is: F40 Carrier Production EvRAD used
as source material (was used 341 Publication Expression.
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Author’s Level : Publisher’s Level

i P16 used specific object
(was used for)

R12 hgs member
(is member of)

?
[F45 Publshing Eveh

R55 created prpduction plan
(was created by)

R56 is realised in
(realises)

R56 is|realised in

R40 used as spurce material
(was uded by)

(should| carry)

i &
R63B is incorporated
""1'in (incorporates)! '
CLR5 should|be carried by

n

R was‘@\
R39B was|followed by
(followed)

R10B ip type of
(belongs to type)

*R49 created a realisation of (was realised through) (Graph as corrected on October 26, 2006)

A discussion followed, about the use and disseminaif FRBRoo. Pat Riva’s view is that we should
first finish this work and have it go through thgpeoval process (in 3 steps: approval by the FRBR
Review Group, approval by the IFLA Cataloguing 8ets Standing Committee, worldwide review),
and then see if it implies changes in the ER varsica FRBR (for a future 2nd edition).

Similarly, FRBRoo has to go through the proces€I®&¥OC approval. Martin envisions three actions
to be launched:

1. Define the extent of FRBRoo for approval. Fatthurpose, use the scope of CIDOC CRM and
transpose it to the library world. What we want approved is just the definition of FRBRoo, but i
order to be fully understood, it has to be senh@bhwith graphical annotations, Trond Aalberg’s magp
from FRBRer to FRBROoo, the list of entities andpeaies borrowed from CIDOC CRM, and mappings
from records in various formats to FRBRoo (in orderillustrate that the purpose isformation
integration). The scope of FRBRoo shall be drafted in 3 steps:

a) an initial scope for approval (to be drafteddiign Renear by the end of November);
b) a current practical scope (to be drafted by Mddberr), and finally
¢) an extended scope (to be drafted by Pat RivaPatritk Le Bcoeuf).

2. Define the relation of FRBRer and FRBRoo. Thesvdone on the spot: FRBRoo represents the
properties/attributes of FRBRer; it representscitiecepts behind documentation structures jow they
should be used or what their functions are); ivigles more elaborate explanation; it makes a cdiumec
between FRBR and a wider CRM scope.

3. Produce a set of recommendations:

a) placement of the semantics of the attributebétdrafted by Trond Aalberg), and
b) text of definitions of the entities in FRBR {te drafted by Martin Doerr).

Discussion about how to model URLs. Martin Doeguas that they are Physical Object Identifiers
for information carriers. Mappings should be regisecordingly.

All the properties declared in FRBRoo are examimeorder to determine what their superproperty in
CIDOC CRM is, so that FRBRoo can be said to bexaension of CIDOC CRM. Some of them cannot
be handled on the spot as they pertain to the K&t These are postponed for the time being. Hor al
other properties, the next version of the definited FRBRoo will indicate what their superpropeigyn
CIDOC CRM.



61/81
Maja umer proposes that the members of the IFLASAR Group (Functional Requirements for
Subject Authority Records, in charge of modellimgpatness relationships) should be made aware of the
CIDOC CRM through a tutorial on the occasion ofithreext meeting, due in Ohio on December 8-15.
Richard Smiraglia will give that tutorial.

The examination of the FRAD document (Functionadji®eements for Authority Data) highlights the
fact that the notion gbersonais not covered currently by the CIDOC CRM.

Trond Aalberg will see what can be mapped trividilgm FRAD to FRBRoo and what needs
discussion at our next meeting. Maja umer and Rata will compare the scope notes between CIDOC
CRM, FRBRoo, and FRAD.

Martin Doerr and Patrick Le Bceuf will provide gragshof FRBRoo in function groups.

Our next meeting will take place in Paris on Mateh16, 2007, possibly on two locations (National
Library of France and C2RMF). Patrick Le Bceuf tgasrise that meeting.

To do list:

Steve Steado elaborate a complete proposal for E42 Objemttifier and F14 Identifier.

Patrick Le Beeufto provide draft scope notes for F50, F51, F523 BR&d R64, along with suggestions
for better names and practical examples from the'8databases in MARC format and EAD.

Trond Aalberg to provide examples for performing arts as well.

Mika Nyman andRichard Smiraglia to draft a proposal about the scope of F53 RewgrilVork
(should cover taking photographs of museum objgstsell).

Patrick Le Beeufto redraft the scope note fBrl1 is composed of (forms part of)order to make it
clear that we distinguish betweeomponentelationship andhclusion

Allen Renearto draft by the end of November an initial scopedpproval of FRBRoo.

Martin Doerr to draft a current practical scope for FRBRoo.

Pat Riva andPatrick Le Beeufto draft an extended scope for FRBRoo.

Trond Aalberg to draft the placement of the semantics of theibates as part of a set of
recommendations.

Martin Doerr to draft a text of definitions of the entities IBRBR as part of a set of
recommendations.

Richard Smiraglia to give the IFLA FRSAR Working Group a tutorial ac®IDOC CRM and
aboutness relationships at one point during theiting in December 8-15.

Trond Aalberg to examine what in FRAD can be mapped triviallyRieRBRoo and what deserves
discussion in our next meeting.

Maja umer andPat Rivato compare scope notes between CIDOC CRM, FRB&ubFRAD.

Martin Doerr andPatrick Le Boeufto provide graphics of FRBRoo in function groups.

Patrick Le Bceufto organise our next meeting in Paris on Marcli842007.
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Ninth Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonization (Paris (France), Bibliotheque nationale de
France, 14-16 March 2007)

Participants: Trond Aalberg (BIBSYS, Norway), Martin Doerr (IGSORTH, Greece), Patrick Le
Boeuf (National Library of France), Stephen SteRdveprime Ltd, United-Kingdom), Maja umer
(National and University Library of Slovenia), Cétran Emil Ore (university of Olso, Norway), Allen
Renear (GSLIS/ UIUC, lllinois, USA), Max Jacob (IRM), Lars Gynnar Eggen(NTNU), Richard
Smiraglia(Long Island University), Mika Nyman (Ueissity of JYVASKULA), Erik Gebers (UTC-
CNRS), Frédéric Curnu (IRCAM), Guillaume BoutarRQAM), Jérébme Barthélémy (IRCAM), Jacob
Lundqvist(ICMM), Thomas Wikman, Rodolphe Bailly(€itde la musique), Jirgen Keiper (Stiftung
DeutschKinemathek), Chryssoula Bekiari (ICS-FORTGtkece)

MEETING #9 STEP BY STEP

14 March

Discussion notes

It is not possible for us to discuss FRAD in detad its definition is not stable yet. Maja expsaihat
the text that is publicly available is the 2005 @ment, while the 2006 version is not really out.

Discussion about Scope notes
1. F50 Staging or Choreographic Directions / IntenBedformance Text

Martin argued that we must be careful to distinguisetween the planned features of (stage)
productions and their accidental ones. The inteantiba stage production is a historical fact thatean
document; the actual outcome is also a fact thatare document; but we should not press them in
together.

We can document a comparison of the intention tighoutcome. We cannot document the outcome
based on the intention, i.e. to use the intent®m &chema for the outcome. When we have an actual
event we classify the event according to what hapgeand not what was planned. No decision is made
on the spot about F50; this is postponed to daytBeomeeting.

2. F51 Stage Production or Choreographic Work => Perdmce Work

We must rewrite the scope note to incorporate marsitother kind of performances

We use the notion of work to classify the perforoem

The term “expression” is misleading. Performanceosan expression under the terms of FRBR. The
performance is like an activity without product.wke want to have a “uniform” expression we should
think about expressions that consist of productsather expressions that do not.

The colleagues from IRCAM said that the performaleeses its outcome in our mind which we may
write down. A problem to that opinion is the lee¢ldetail that somebody keeps.

After that we came to the conclusion that if wearelgexpression as a set of symbols then performance
is not an expression. But can a performance bededas some kind of Expression Creation?

Finally we conclude that “The performance is a mgeaeralized notion than expression creation”.
We all agreed to develop a notion of a generabpatif performance. This notion should be discussed
the FRBR core discussion.

3. F53 Recording work

An initial issue was that the “recording work” mbg generalized to work and may be we don'’t need
this notion. We should clarify first what is suilebfor capturing expressions of other works like
photographing, movie making, documenting and wireerding stands. We all agreed on the three
aspects of recording work which are (i) recordirgpext (ii) characteristics of thechnology (iii) the
transportation of an information object. The scopée of recording work should address a.) the added
value, b.) the technology of recording 3.) the llatdual genre. Is Recording Work a subclass of
Container Work (which would stress the "added vaaspect), Complex Work, or just Work?

Mika Nyman will help in writing the scope note & ¥:

4. Super properties problems.
R40: we should rephrase the examples
R62: we delete the subproperty R63
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R63: we delete the super property of R62. We shadtbtlexamples for a citation and for an anthology.

R26: is an issue for CRM, P16 is a pending issue.

R51: we delete P106

R52: P33 cannot be a superproperty of R52 in tev&sion of CRM. We should keep a note in each
FRBR version about the version of CRM we use.

5. Discussion about “how we identify the work”. Thenument was that we have no relation between
work, expression and fragment. We decided (1)efind a new property R65 is realised in (realises)
from F1 Work to F20 Self contained expression (FE3 is realised in(realises) from F21 Complex
Work to Self-Contained Expression) (2) to changedbmain and the range of R2 has representative
expression (is representative expression for) 8hthe new property “realises” to be super property
of R2. The new graphical presentations are attatthétese minutes.

6. General discussion about mapping between FRAD aRBRF attributes. Trond presented the
mappings.

15 March

Discussion notes

Discussion about Performing Arts
7. Martin presented the slide with the added valueirclia is attached with the changes in these

minutes). We remarked that a relationship of Agriwhich shows “how to realise” is missing from

the CRM and it could be useful. Martin argued #atactivity is onlyinfluencedby the plan it was
supposed to follow: there are all degrees of dmviatfrom that plan. We can therefore not just say:

"This follows the plan" or "This doeasot follow the plan." A plan can show future featudsthe

intended thing to be produced, or just tell howptoduce it. In documentary practice, we may have

evidence of the plan, and/or outcomes that clairsemm to follow the plan. We can perceive and

classify such outcomes. Martin sees a certain aiityl between communicating signs in a

performance, and writing.

8. Jérbme Barthélémy, from IRCAM, gave a presentaibout the current IRCAM system, named
MUSTICA, and the CASPAR project which is being deped at IRCAM as a successor to
MUSTICA. CASPAR is designed to overcome MUSTICAmiitations and is interested in the
potential of CIDOC CRM and FRBRoo in that regardarih argued that the problems encountered
in contemporary music (especially electronic musi® not really new. In particular, he argued that
we may never be able to reproduce the initial toimmelody written in a score because the musical
instrument that the composer had in mind may besrist any more. However we always are capable
to adapt the music written in a score to contempoirastruments. Therefore we agreed that there
may be no similarity between the outcome of anvidgtiand the intended plan. The same
phenomenon is true for the books too. Martin presethe activity-object slide, attached to these
minutes, and we decided to find a better term Hier “Container Work” and to find a class to cover
the performing art work. We proposed the term “agation work”. In the aggregation work we add
intellectual qualities unaltered and these may tmudght in front of us simultaneously while the
members of a complex work cannot be brought intfodrus together. For example the translations of
a text are not being presented together, unlikertbmbers of a performing art work which are being
presented all together.

The scope note of F48 Container Work doesn'’t fipeoforming arts and we need to rewrite that scope
note in order to include them.

So we noted that if we create a new class, thissckhould be superclass of container work,
publication work and stage production work.

Finally we decided to rename the class F48 frormt@imer work” to “aggregation work” and to name
the new class F54 “container work” for the momeniilianother better term is found. Martin will weit
the scope note of this new class. The key conampthfit new class is that it preserves expressibns
other works.

In the slide of ADT show we will put on the top tbemplex work. We don’t change the model now
but when we formulate the FRBR core.

At this point we made another issue for CRM abaegigh or Procedure. Should the scope of E29
include how to perform an activity without produztsn CRM the “Design or Procedure” is defined to
making things, not how to do something in general.

We decided to put in the FRBRooO site the examme&DT.
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Max Jacob will make an added value chain paradigm.

9. Talking about Recording work, we decided that wedhan event that records an activity, so we
create the class F55 Recording Event, with théatt R66 Recorded. F55 ISA Expression Creation
and F55 R67 created F56 Recording

At this point we decided to revise the directiofislb links assigning priorities to the most phyaic
through the most abstract to have a common priedgslthe whole document.

We accept the scope note of F50 (renamed: PerfaenBtan) while Steve will improve the scope
note of F51 (renamed: Performance Work).

Patrick will revise the examples of F48.

A fundamental characteristic of Recording is thati ghould be there all the time in order to capture
the performance.

What is the real nature of the recording work? \Weusd clarify the scope of Recording: is it limited
to recording occurrents or should it be extendedbimumenting any reality (including perdurants)?

If the recording should imply the use of technoldgyit just for rendering the sound or audioviSual

Mika and Emil will elaborate the definition of F33ecording work, F55 Recording event and F56
Recording in relation to each other.

Max Jacob, in cooperation with Emil, will revisesthink between F50 ->F56. A proposed name of this
link is “reflects”.

10. In the next meeting we should think about oraldrisand cartography

11. Talking about the FRBR core, Trond said that weukh@ublish FRBRoo in OWL and RDFS. A
guestion is posed by Trond should we have diffeceng formats or will we have one generic?

Martin proposed that we should revise the whole ehtal see the granularity levels we cover. Also it
is clarified that motivation behind the FRBR is tblestering so the end user should be able to find
multiple editions of the same work. FRBR up to nbas a notion of work. Epistemologically we
reconstruct the work from the outcomes. The ada@dgevchain shows a clustering mechanism.

Special interest we have in cross overs.

A job left is to analyze the metadata of a typrealording.

Trond will make a simplified XML format of FRBRomd Martin, Smiraglia and Max will help in
this task.

The discussion ended with the question “What shouldcore schema look like?" and Martin said that
an interesting question to be answered is whath@enost general constructs in order to model sienu
of a film which later has its own history or morengral to model a complex work which has crossing
with other expressions, works. Suggest to use:ntbeie titled Frida & songs by Chavela Vargas
(released as both a CD on its own and as the atigoundtrack of the movie).

We all agree that if the next meeting is to takeeplon July 9in Edinburgh, we should have all these
by the end of June.

16 March

Discussion notes
12. Discussion about publication creation event, dflartin's proposal about publication creation event,

we decided instead of creating a new class tohes&ype” attribute of CRM.

13. Talking about recording and attribute assignmentwaeepted that (i) a digital image can be regarded
as a kind of measurement (ii) an electronic imaga dimension is an array of numbers of colours
and intensions (iii) also it has the aboutness Wwhgctrue for all measurements. (iv) the digital
recording of the sound is a measurement, can wk the recording work as a measurement?

14. Maja gave a presentation about FRSAR. We all agitestdwe want to create an identifier in order to
be able to retrieve a book which addresses theesubje want. Martin said that finally we want to
ask about relationships. The real problem is thatryto cover everything by using the subject.

15. General discussion about FRAD we made the followmgments:

a. Talking about the attributes and relationshipshef'tName" entity: "Scope of usage" and
"Date of usage": these attributes indicate theeodrih which a name is used - who uses
this identifier and what for? We conclude that skepe and date of usage do not pertain
to the names themselves buttdivitiesdealing with the names.

b. An issue for CRM is that the propem139 has alternative forrshould have its own
“has type” property (P139.1). This would allow ws deal with the FRAD attribute
"transliteration scheme of name" of the Name entity
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c. About F23 Expression fragment: We should check licclv degree expression fragment
is a relationship and not a class by its own.

d. Another issue is “Manifestation Product type Istually an information object?

(1) “do we need a generalizedsctasidentify usage?” (2) “how to
model digital image taking or digital recording?”

f. Talking about “Family” and in the light of FRAD waecided to continue the discussion
about group/individual relations in CRM which topkace at Nuremberg on the 10th

Interest Group Meeting In 9-10becember

http://cidoc.ics.forth.gr/docs/10th crm meeting u@s.pdf

16. Closing the meeting we made the following propoaald comments:

a. Allen will check manifestation and we may ask PaaRo take a position on this

FRBR intended scope we made thevafig comment “we try to
normalize FRBR seen from outer view”

c. Maja will merge Martin's and Allen’s text.

b. Talking about

Summarized task list

2004

1

Maja umer

Allen’s text (no.16c)

update the practical scope of FRBR by merging Martand

Allen Renear

N

. will check the manifestation

Patrick Le Boeuf

[EEN

.revise the examples of F48.

2
2
3

Mika Neyman

1. F53 Recording work, F55 Recording event and

Recording in relation to each other. (see no. 9)

56

Christian-Emil Ore

1.F53 Recording work, F55 Recording event and
Recording in relation to each other. (see no. 9)

T1

56

Chryssoula Bekiari

1.to help Trond in making the simplified XML formatf
FRBRoO

(o))

Stephen Stead

1to improve the scope note of F51 (see no. 9)

Martin Doerr

1. to rewrite the scope note of F54 “container wodéd no. 8)

[oc N

Trond Aalberg

1. make a simplified XML format of FRBRoo (see no) 11

Richard Smiraglia

2.help Trond in making a simplified XML format of FRI®0
(see no. 11)

Max Jacob

2.
3.

1. to write an added value chain paradigm. (see no. 8)
revise the link feflects between F50 ->F56 (see no. 9)
help Trond in making a simplified XML format of FR®0
(see no. 11)

10

To do

9. F51: rewrite the scope note to incorporate musid

other kind of performances

to develop a notion of a generalization of perfano®in

FRBR core (see no.2)

11. R40 we should change the examples (see no. 4)

12.R63: add examples for a citation and an antholcge
no. 4)

13.to change the scope note of F48 (see no. 8)

14.to revise the directions of all links assigningopities to
the most physical through the most abstract to e
common principle for the whole document (see no. 9)

15. to analyze the metadata of a typical recording (ed. 1)

10.

an

11.

CRM issues

24P16 used specific object (was used for) in R26
constituent(was used in) (see no. 4)
25. “how to realise” (see no.7)
26. the property P139 has alternative form should Haes
type”(see no. 15b)
27.to check if we need a generalized class to idenisgge

Ised

(no. 15e)
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28.to see how to model digital image taking or digital
recording(no.15e)
29. continue the discussion of l&IG meeting about Family
relations (no.15f)

Follow-up and plans for the future

3. agenda for Edinburgh meetind"(6f July)
a. to think about oral history and cartography
b. to make proposals about FRBR core
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Tenth Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonization together with 15th CIDOC CRM SIG
Meeting e-Science Institute, Edinburgh (United Kinglom), 9-12 July 2007

Participants:

on all 4 days: Trond Aalberg (BIBSYS, Norway), ¢€$ssoula Bekiari (ICS-FORTH, Greece),
Martin Doerr (ICS-FORTH, Greece), Patrick Le Bo@\#tional Library of France), Mika Nyman
(Synapse Computing Oy, Finland), Richard Smira@lang Island University, USA), Stephen Stead
(Paveprime Ltd, United-Kingdom), Vasiliki BountofDNIO University, Greece), Maja umer
(National and University Library of Slovenia), plus

on day 1 (FRBRo0): Isabel Holroyd (British & Irigtichaeological Bibliography), Mikko Leino
(Finnish National Gallery), Matthew Sitiff (Centrer fEcology and Hydrology, United Kingdom)

on day 2 (CIDOC CRM SIG): Dolores lorizzo (Impéi@ollege, United Kingdom), Siegfried
Krause (Germanisches Nationalmuseum), Mikko LeFior{ish National Gallery), Matthew Stiff (Centre
for Ecology and Hydrology, United Kingdom)

on day 3 (CIDOC CRM SIG): Dolores lorizzo (Impéi@ollege, United Kingdom), Siegfried
Krause (Germanisches Nationalmuseum), Mikko Lekior{ish National Gallery), Gordon McKenna
(MDA, United Kingdom)

on day 4 (FRBRoo and CIDOC CRM SIG): Siegfried ga (Germanisches Nationalmuseum),
Keith May (English Heritage, United Kingdom), GorddcKenna (MDA, United Kingdom), Matthew
Stiff (Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, United Kjgom)

Monday, July 9, 2007: Addressing FRBRoo issues

Discussion

F53 Recording Work, F55 Recording Event, F56 RdogrdMika Nyman shows the diagram he
prepared.

Issue discussed: Does the notion of "Recordingh @& conceived in the model imply the use of a
technology?

We see three aspects of Recording event: (a) tipeoRection, (b) the present preservation, (c) the
Recording process.

A critical question about the recording event waghere an analogy between the technical process
of recording something and the creation of a docufheAn argument was that recording something
differs from documenting something; typically, tfoeus of Librarians is the outcome of the recorgding
not the activity itself.

After that we accepted that we should clarify tlmtions of recording, creating a document about a
performance, and the technical process that werdiné recording

Question: is the recording work a plan? An argurmes that, in any case there is one to

one correspondence between the nature of the avatkhe nature of the recording.

Question: Should we define recording event aschrtical process or recording as a documentation
event?
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Recording work

Recording Document
technological creation
caption

An argument was that the reading recording andhieahrecording are equivalent.
Outcome of discussion

The group agreed that the recorded thing has “pandunature, “always something happening” .
Photographs are excluded from the field of Recgrdis a consequence, the scope note for F53
Recording Work should be corrected.

Maja umer and Richard Smiragliato reword scope note for F53 Recording Work anfl Reécording

!ll
#

Discussion

We examined the new wording of the examples prapbsePatrick Le Bceuf (addition of the phrase
"the conceptual content” to all examples).

Outcome of discussion

The group prefers the following wording: "the aggaton and arrangement concept”, which will be
added consistently to all examples for F48 AggriegatVork.

The changes proposed by Patrick Le Bceuf on p. 1fbd2he scope note of the Introduction are
accepted.

$ % &' '

Discussion

We read Guillaume Boutard’s comment for F50. Tehe bf the comment was

“suggestion to the scope note of F50 Performanae: Pl
“as i wrote in the luigi nono document the scopens® inconsistent or at least not clear enoughthdn
‘added value' paradigm you wrote for the F51 Parémce Work scope note "The musical score of a
symphony is not a part of the conductor's concegtior performance, but is incorporated in the
conductor’s instructions to the orchestra.” fas leason i think that the sentence "In the casausical
performances, such directions may include, buhatdimited nor reducible to, the musical scorecéise
of electronic music, they may include software nnstions.” in the F50 Performance Plan scope rote i
misleading. It suggests that the score is parthef éxpression of the performing work. why not use
incorporate instead of include as you wrote foathieal performances (as it is the term of the priyp)
and moreover it would be even clearer to specif R@orporates (is incorporated in). | do thinksit
quite clear on my side but someone new to frbrfivitl this inconsistent for sure”.

Outcome of discussion

Since Guillaume Boutard was not present, we wklld@m to send us the revision of the scope note of
F50. Chryssoula will send him an email
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Deadline

Discussion
Martin Doerr proposes a new text for the scope.note
Outcome of discussion

The phrase "conceptual content" is replaced witgfegation and arrangement concept” in example
#1, and with just the word "concept" in example Editorial changes are made in all examples, which
are accepted.

%

Discussion
As Max Jacob was not present, it was not possibfeview the added value chain paradigm.
Outcome of discussion

We decided that we need a simplification of theeadealue chain in order to fit in one page.
Martin and Chryssoula will elaborate the simplifioa up to the next meeting.

( )

Discussion

The group then reviews all the changes that waspgsed in the model since our last meeting, makes
some additional changes for the sake of consisieamyreviews all the issues that had been postieme
far.

Chryssoula made a comment about the notation giribygerties in subproperty and superproperty part
in the property declaration in the FRBRoo. Sheppsed to add the domain and the range of thereefer
properties as they appear in 1ISO21127.

Outcome of discussion

AboutR37 We revise the label and we rephrase the scogeaid®37.

AboutR69is realised in (realisesthe phrase "conceptual content"” is replaced Vitimcept” in
all examples. The property is declared as a suleptppfR65 Scope note still missing.

AboutR70is realised in (realisesthe phrase "conceptual content" is replaced Vaitimcept” in
example #1; examples #2 and #3 are deleted. Tipeqyos declared as a subproperty of
R65 Scopenote will be reviewed by end of this meeting

AboutR56is realised in (realises}his property was initially declared as a supeperty for both
R69andR7Q The group now deletes this declaration, and desRb6as a subproperty
of (F1 Work)R65 is realised in (realise¢lr20 Self-Contained Expressioliye left to
check the quantifications

AboutR65is realised (realises)is declared as a superproperty of both R69 andaRdds
declared as a subpropertyRiE30 shows features of (features also foundamil) a
superproperty oR56 R69 andR7Q

AboutR56is realised in (realises) and65 is realised (realises) should have different
cardinalities

About R66 recorded (was recorded througtgxample slightly reworded. Scope note to be
drafted by Smiraglia. To think if the range of thimperty should be the E5 Event.

AboutR13 is realised in (realises)s this property redundant? This is an issuestadidressed
at our next meeting

About R55 created (was created by) : the label changed.



70/81

AboutR67 created (was created throughhis property is declared as a subpropertiR22
created (was created hyxample #1 slightly reworded, examples #2 andét8ted.
Scopenote will be reviewed by end of this meeting

AboutR49created a realisation of (was realised througine range of this property is redefined
as being F1 Work (instead of F46 Individual Woi%gope note and examples rephrased
accordingly. The property is declared as a subptpé P16 used specific object (was
used for)

AboutR40used as source material (was used byxpample accepted.

AboutR63incorporates (is incorporated injhe term "bits" is replaced with "phrases” in
example #1. All examples are accepted.

AboutR68realised (was realised througlthis property is declared as a subpropertir4®
created a realisation of (was realised througBxample #1 slightly reworded and
accepted, examples #2 and #3 deleSadpenote will be reviewed by end of this meeting.

AboutF16 Identifier Rule we had left in the scope note the statementlitRireary definition".

We remove that statement and leave the scope nchess it stands.

AboutF50 Performance Planthe examples proposed by Patrick Le Boeuf arepéede

AboutF51 Performance Workthe rewording suggested by Patrick Le Beoeuf israEtoo
difficult to read, and looks like a comprehensimeimeration, which it should not be. The
scope note is rephrased on the spot, but stikkteebned. The examples are accepted.

AboutF52 Performanceexamples accepted.

AboutF53 Recording Workthe phrase "conceptual content" is replaced Veitimcept” in the
first example, which is accepted; the three otimmscare deleted.

AboutF55 Recording Eventa scope note is drafted on the spot. Exampls #dworded, and
examples #2 and #3 are deleted.

AboutF56 Recording examples #2 and #3 are delet8dopenote will be reviewed by end of this
meeting

About properties notation in subproperty and sumgrgrty part in property definition part,
Chryssoula’s suggestion to rewrite them followihg hotation of ISO 21127 is accepted.

Trond Aalberg will update the FRBRER to FRBROO miagpip to the next meeting, so as to take all
the changes above into consideration.

Patrick Le Beeuf is asked to rephrase the paragraghe Manifestation entity in the Introduction, on
p. 12 and to answer to Pat Riva.

)
Discussion

We left this discussion for Thursday morning

Outcome of discussion

Tuesday, July 10, 2007: Addressing CIDOC CRM issues

"+ % | #,

Discussion

The graphics layout in FAQ is not good. Martin meed to find someone to develop the rest of
FAQs.

Outcome of discussion
FORTH will update the list of FAQs.
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Discussion

Stephen Stead thinks this is impossible. The CIBERB SIG recommends that student projects and
research grants should be found in order to produmeaing materials. Training materials will be
approved by the SIG.

Outcome of discussion

A Recommendation is proposed to find student ptejat FORTH, IONION, SOUTHAMPTON and
YORK and to give research grants to produce trgimivaterials. The training materials will be apprbve
by the Group.

These actions will be coordinated by Martin at FBRDy Lina Boundouri at IONION and by
Stephen Stead at YORK and SOUTHAMPTON University.

& +% &# % ( /0

Discussion

Outcome of discussion

Add this FAQ to the current list and to ask Niclofts for the answer. Martin will send an email to
Nick Crofts

+ % ( '
Discussion

The subject of the discussion was “how to desctitee change of addresses and contact points”.
Argument to this discussion was that the existafce contact point requires the existence of an@dn
activity. Contact point is an identifier associateith a service or a planned activity.

Outcome of discussion

The scope note for E51 Contact Point has to beittewrin order to show that an instance of E51
Contact Point is an identifier associated with rise or a planned activity, and that E51 Contamh®is
therefore a subclass of E41 Appellation.

Martin Doerr will redraft it up to the next meeting

+ % ( l'$
Discussion

The point was here that dimension represents theedimension of a particular thing. The P43 has
dimension (is dimension of) which is one to manpatelent and E54 Dimension pertains to one thing
only.

We assume (except the case of a precision valae)aththe values are overlapping approximations.
Two examples of E54 are wrong because they givergedimensions.

There are reasons to assume the dimension is nohtafogical unit, because it depends on one
particular thing.

Nicola Guarino describes in DOLCE abstract spatesimerical values such as points in the space of
colors. So the question is if we regard respectheasurements as dimensions or places in abstract
spaces. A counterargument is that such “places” bmged on the measurement of other, primary
properties of different nature.

Outcome of discussion

We make changes to the text: "is thought to bé&"isaegarded as”.
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We decide to rewrite the phrase "The propertiethefclass E54 Dimension allow for expressing the
numerical approximation.”
We agreed that the examples are wrong, should ithplyneasured object.
We should revise the definition of “number”.
StephenStead will formulate a new proposal to include tieéion of number by the end of August.

+ % | 1
Discussion

Outcome of discussion

We change the text: the pronoun "It" is replacetth Whn instance of this class.
! + % I
Discussion
The remark here was that the phrase “may be” wasdgtd because it gives the sense of modality.

Outcome of discussion

We change the scope note of E4 and we delete tteeseph “Artistic style may be modelled as E4
Period”.

+ % 23 o / 2

Discussion

Outcome of discussion

Add the introductory sentence of scope notes fqrabperties.
Mathew Stiff will go over all properties taking onaccount Patrick’s remarks about “associatesp..” u
to the next meeting.

+ 0% * ' /0
4 5 " '
Discussion

Outcome of discussion

We should type all citations of strings and appelfes within double quotes.
Matthew Stiff will revise them up to the next meeti

o+ - 0
4 5
Discussion

The point here was that the example should be @thhgcause it describes an extended event rather
than a condition state.

Outcome of discussion

The example is wrong. Chryssoula will give a lietbeample up to the next meeting.
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" + % | 2'- (2 1'% /
% %
Discussion

We looked for examples for associations of proceslur "P69 is associated with" is a candidate
property to describe sequences of proceduresele th need to specialize into relationships desgrib
parts of a design versus sequences of a proce&eaeirences of procedures in this sense are plams, an
never factual. Factual sequences are documentatstances of "E7 Activity". To be clarified if this
needs an amendment to the scope note, or if it 5A&)).

Outcome of discussion

We change the text and we introduce P69.1 hasttygescribe association types.
Stephen Stead will provide evidence that P69 haes, typ to the next meeting.

-+ I ( % 6/7
+ 6/7 % 11" % /7
4( % 5 % % 4( % 5
Discussion

Patrick gave a presentation with title “Subjectateinships in FRBROO and their implication on
CIDOC CRM” to address the issues
1. Intermediate class between Conceptual Object dodnation Object
2. Appellation as a subclass of String

After the presentation we discuss about the anbst of Appellation and if the appellation has
alternative form and history. Also we changed im 8iS base the Appellation and we put Appellats# i
Information Object in order to check the consegesnc

In parallel we examined the Issue 144 accordinghith E7 Activity. P16 used specific object (was
used for):E70 Thing should be superproperty of Fihtifier Assignment.R26: F13 Name, and this
implies: that E41 Appellation isA E70 Thing!! Indar to solve this ambiguity we should consider E41
Appellation isA Information Object.

Outcome of discussion

We consider E41 Appellation IsA E73 Information &dij and we have to rewrite the scope note.
Patrick will make a proposal to express the nevstautze of Appellation and will also look at P12&h
alternative form if it is a symmetric property ooty end of August / beginning of September.

& + %o I* 8
0%
Discussion

We came back to the scope of usage and date of a§@gname (motivated by the mapping of FRAD,
attributes of name: dates of usage, scope of usggend our previous remark that these pertain ¢o th
activities dealing with the names and not the natinesiselves. Under this view we discuss if we reeed
generalized class in CRM to identify usage?

We observed that there is nothing in CRM that makekear that a name is connected with a given
time span, clear. We made the following schema:
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typically by a Group for some timespan

Name use activity

to
es appellation

CRM entity «--._
It may be a\t§hortcut

- E41 Appellation

Outcome of discussion

We need a Name use activity. Martin Doerr will makproposal up to the next meeting.
+ % !'2 ( ( 2
Discussion

The point here was the missing relationship “shbew to realise” a plan from CRM. Martin Doerr
argues that P103 was intended for (was intentigriso$ufficient to describe the relation betweer® E2
Design or Procedure and the intended outcome. 8hoal make distinctions between procedures for
specific things and procedures for activities? fhestion of how the kind of activity is connecteithw
the kind of things should be dealt with through MERM.

Outcome of discussion

P103 was intended for (was intention of) is suéfitito describe the kind of activity the instante o
E29 pertains to. The question of how the kind difvétg is connected with kinds of things producedor
the “metaCRM” (categorical statement).

+ % 9 8 &

Discussion

In order to model correctly in FRBRoo the attribléecess restrictions” defined in FRBRER for the
Manifestation entity, we might need a generalisatbE30 Right in CIDOC CRM.

Outcome of discussion

This is no longer regarded as an issue by the Bkscurrent version of the scope note of E30 Right
deemed sufficient to cover access rights.

+ % I( " % 6/7
* 4 6/7

Discussion

Then the SIG addresses the issue of subject neddiies. Should we have an intermediate class in
CIDOC CRM between E28 Conceptual Object and E78rin&tion Object, so that we could solve the
current conflict between the modelling of subjeddationships in FRBRER and in CIDOC CRM, which
results in an impossibility to model them in FRBRoo

Stephen Stead makes the following proposal:
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(has parts)

E28 Conceptual Object £2

E55 Type / N(has aboutness) 7

/7
/7
V4

E.. Propositional
Object

E30 Right

/ E73 Information
/ Object
/ (symbols)

T A
F1 Work ~7

is > g
%} F2 Expression

E41 Appellation

Under this view F1 Work has aboutness as well ase¥X&ession has aboutness. This situation
represents a systematic problem of modelling adtara granularity.

Outcome of discussion

We made changes in CRM text property P3 has ndte. sStope note of P3 was rephrased in the
following manner: "This property is a container &drinformal descriptions about an object thatdhaot
been [instead of: "cannot be"] expressed in terh@RM constructs.”

The group will come back to this issue during theeting, if there is some time left.

Martin Doerr and Dolores lorizzo volunteer to drafhort text on this issue.

! # %
Discussion

In this session Patrick made a presentation almutrtodel developed in FRBRoo for constructing
normalised appellations. We discussed about té-B8tldentifier Assignment in CRM and to generalize
the E42 Object Identifier to be E42 Identifier.

Stephen remarked that Identifier is a good constout it should be represented by an assigning
activity which says for whom it is preferred. Argament was that the identifier assignment has.type

The group made the proposal for collapsing E153® &nd E42 to F14.

Should Identifier Rules be regarded as a spedi@isaf E29 Design or Procedure?

Outcome of discussion

The SIG accepted the model developed in FRBRoodbstructing normalised appellations and at the
price of only minimal changes in CIDOC CRM we dexld1) no specific class is defined for Identifier
Rule (this is covered by E29 Design or Proceduf2), E42 Object Identifier is redefined as E42
Identifier (not just for physical objects), (3) Eldentifier Assignment is declared as equivalenE33
Identifier Assignment in FRBRoo. We had to revise $cope notes.

Martin should make a proposal up to the end &f itieeting.
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Wednesday, July 11, 2007: Addressing CIDOC CRMegssu

+ % % 4 %5
Discussion
Martin Doerr presented the revisions made overnight

Outcome of discussion

The scope note for E42 Identifier is changed. Tdape note of E15 Identifier Assignment is adapted
according to the scope note for F33 Identifier gseient (with some modifications) of FRBRoo. Some
changes are made in the declaration of P48 ha®rpedfidentifier (is preferred identifier of). P36
registered (was registered by) and P47 is idedtifig (identifies) are deleted. A new property isated:
E15 Identifier Assignment. P142 used constituerts(wsed in): E41 Appellation

+ % %
Discussion

Richard Smiraglia presented the slideshow he peepabout how "authority work" is performed in
libraries, archives, and museums. Martin Doerr nthddollowing comment on authority work:

Proactive Reactive
Data cleaning
Co-reference
Social tagging

Reducechance to find two | Internal keys
things with one identifier GUIDs

Increasechance that 2 partieg
come up with the same Library rules
identifier for the same thing

Authority files
KOS

Outcome of discussion

% 1 0

Discussion

The document sent by Christian Emil Ore, who cowd attend the meeting, is examined. Smiraglia
and Martin made the comment that there is a prolpdeassociate persona, as seen as evidence of,actor
to correct actor. After discussing we accepteald two classes and four properties in CIDOC CRM:
E85 Joining (subclass of E7 Activity)

P143 joined (was joined by) E39 Actor

P144 joined with (gained member by) E74 Group
E86 Leaving (subclass of E7 Activity)

P145 separated (left by) E39 Actor

P146 separated from (lost member by) E74 Group.

Outcome of discussion

Martin Doerr drafted the scope notes for all thelssses and attributes by the next day. Changés wil
have to be made in the scope note for E74 Grogpder to mention that we interpret families as gsyu
and that it is possible for a group to have membersot. Martin will change the scope note of E74.
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Discussion

Should the scope of E29 Design or Procedure indhageto perform an activity without products? In
CRM the “Design or Procedure” is defined to makihnigpgs, not how to do something in general.

Outcome of discussion

The scope note of E29 Design or Procedure is neatlifi order to include “how to do something in
general”.

- + % +$6 ;

Discussion

Stephen Stead presented his slideshow on "Integefgatures of the CIDOC CRM". The questions
here was how we measure distance or how we camndeordistance as duration of an activity (mileage)
and if we only consider measuring things how weideine F-stop.

Stephen proposed that we need something to mepsocess and dimension of process. Then the
group discussed about special and spatiotempostdraie and we accepted that visual items include
measurements.

Outcome of discussion

Two new issues are introduced about measuringitesivand creating a class for aural items (on the
same pattern as E36 Visual Item). Stephen sHmadexamples for these issues by end of September.

& $ 8

Discussion

The question was “The measurement ends up to andiore?”

Copying text by someone and copying text by a neclare the same? Also rendering a text has a
mechanical interpretation. This poses a questiautatimension and its nature. Martin suggestec® s
the other models what they support, to extend thteom of dimension or to modify the definition of
dimension and to put on the website and to obdhe/ecactions.

Stephen said we should modify the definition of elirsion to include things like digital images, peint
in coloured space, vectors etc. Also we need ti@wethis with DOLCE.

We continued the discussion about “how we combiree rtotion of FRBR with provenance?” and
“how library deals with the recursive provenanceltien we tried to find examples for the provenance
from “scientific work” notion.

Outcome of discussion

Finally we decided

(1) to extend the definition of dimension to inatuithings like digital images, points in coloureccp,
vectors etc and to produce cases and examplehestepll rewrite the definition and give examplegia
then we will circulate these by end of September

(2) Martin will check what DOLCE says on such mate

(3) Richard Smiraglia will examine the notion ofesttific work and will send us an analysis about
scientific work by end of September

(4) Stephen will give to FORTH his example in jpgdaxml and FORTH will put his example in the
Wiki on the website by end of September.

% # O

Discussion

Lina Boundouri from IONION university showed slidebout a mapping from the Dublin Core
Collection Application Profile to CIDOC CRM . A shussion took place about how we declare in
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CIDOC that a collection is the result of a speatfevelopment and management plan ? Lina proposed to
add to CIDOC a new entity for a Curation activity.

Outcome of discussion

The group decided that we should have a curatibwitgclt is proposed to create the following :
E87 Curation Event

P147 curated (was curated by) E78 Collection

IONION university should send by email the scopteramd examples about the E87 and P147 by end
of August.

+ 9% 1:3 0 " - %
(< 0= 0
Discussion

Outcome of discussion

The property P139 has alternative form should hisvewn “has type” property (P139.1). This would
allow us to deal with the FRAD attribute "trangligon scheme of name" of the Name entity. Property
P139.1 is therefore created. Also, the scope rmotBX39 is rewritten.

+ % &3 > % 6/7

Discussion

Outcome of discussion

The scope note for E33 Linguistic Object shouldlieily state that the actual text of an instanée o
E33 Linguistic Object may be introduced as a deson through P3 has note, following the same
mechanisms as for E34 Inscription. The first sezdenf paragraph #2 of the scope note for E34
Inscription is added to the scope note for E33 uistic Object.

! + % :1 8 2' /02 *
% 6/7 #
Discussion

The point here was if we need a specific propetypproperty of P1) between E75 Conceptual Object
Appellation and E28 Conceptual Object?

Outcome of discussion

We created a new property P148 is identified beridies) from E28 Conceptual Object to E75
Conceptual Object Appellation.

Thursday, July 12, 2007: Addressing CIDOC CRM aR@BRoo issues

+ % # 6
Discussion
Mathew Stiff presented the documentation explaiifign's Temporal Relationships.
Outcome of discussion
We decided to place this document to the CRM webB®RTH will do it up the end of August.
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Discussion

The group reviewed Martin’s scope note about
E85 Joining (subclass of E7 Activity)

P143 joined (was joined by) E39 Actor

P144 joined with (gained member by) E74 Group
E86 Leaving (subclass of E7 Activity)

P145 separated (left by) E39 Actor

P146 separated from (lost member by) E74 Group.

Also we reviewed E74 scope note and the P107.

Outcome of discussion

We should introduce into the scope note for P1@7#dlt that it is a shortcut of the path througd41
and P143. Indeed the P107 can also be inferred b6 P145.

x 204 )
Discussion
We reviewed Mika’'s draft and we check the remainimgk in FRBR.

Outcome of discussion

Scope notes for recording work and recording emert further elaboration.

Richard Smiraglia will work on scope notes for Reliilog Work and Recording event, R66, R67, R68
Trond will write R65 scope note

Patrick wlil write the scope note of R69.

Discussion

In this session the following presentations toacpl
1. Matthew Stiff made a presentation on "The enviromiale information programme”,
explaining why the Centre for Ecology and Hydrolaegynterested in using the CIDOC CRM.
2. Gordon McKenna made a presentation on MDA and SHREOMT.
3. Keith May made a presentation on the English Hgeitaprojects with semantic ontologies.

Outcome of discussion

Discussion

The discussion here was about the methodology weldHollow for defining the FRBR core. The
first question was “what is the minimal network’datnen we should check the data structures we need.

Outcome of discussion

We defined a three step process:
1. aggregation by common concept (intellectual deiavat
2. Structural aggregation
3. “added value incorporates”
Trond will make examples in XML and will send théMX Schema for FRBRoo Core.



80/81
& 2(( % ( ) %

Discussion

We discussed about FRAD and we saw that we dom& hay implications with it.

Then we discussed how we could support differer@RRttributes.

Maja umer exposed that once we have finished tRBRoo definition we will need a two- or three-
year plan to show its practical utility and she gegjed that a prototype implementation could be
proposed under the umbrella of the Group.

Outcome of discussion

We decided

(1) to list all the mappings of FRBRER to FRBRO@d&hen to check if in the mappings all the
constructs of FRBROO are needed (Patrick up toéx¢ meeting).

(2) to see which properties we may throw out.riBlatvill review the properties

(3) to deliver draft 1.0 of the FRBRoo definiticaiad we will have to make sure that it is formally
complete (although we may not at that point haveRM superproperty for each FRBRoo property).
Draft 1.0 will then be submitted to IFLA's reviewiprocess

(4) to work on a case study of BIAB (the britishig@sh archaeological bibliography) (Stephen with
Isabel Holroyd will work for that)

(5) Trond Aalberg will check up to next meeting thié "has note" statements so that readers who are
familiar with FRBRER but not with CIDOC CRM and tf@malism we used in FRBRoo can retrieve the
FRBRER attributes behind those "has note" statesnéetwill also check if there are details in FRBRoO
that go beyond FRBRER.

(6) the next meeting will take place in NurembeBgrmanisches Nationalmuseum: December 4-7,
2007. 2 days for FRBRoo, 1 day for CIDOC CRM howesgling, 1 day for MetaCRM.

! 1%I7 % 6/7 + 6/7

Discussion
We need to reorganize the conceptual object level.
Outcome of discussion

The discussion is postponed. Martin Doerr suggesiaidthe SIG evaluate all the consequences of the
following structure:



E72 Legal Object

E28 Conceptual Object

E55 Type %

E30 Right

E.. Propositional
Object

Symbolic Form /

E41 Appellation

F1 Work

F2 Expression

Object

E73 Information |7
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