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4 July 2005

Martin Doerr emphasised the importance of the attempt of FRBR-CRM meeting: to make a model that combines the notions of FRBR with CIDOC CRM.  The document of FRBR is the result of three meetings, containing formal definitions and declaration of properties of classes. Martin Doerr posed a question about the purposes of FRBR. First, he summarised the subjects of the discussions during the last two meetings: good notion of identity, alternatives to model, questions to which degree identifiers are used, understanding the domain of the discourse, useful information for describing the identity of a book or a series, etc.

Comparing to the previous meetings, the purpose of this meeting is: to revise the arguments of the previous minutes, to discuss the scope notes and finally to 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 group’s interpretation – he thinks that if it is too different from FRBR, probably it will not be accepted by the librarians’ community.

Martin Doerr referred that he tried to support this work at DELOS meeting – he said that FRBR-CRM was officially accepted from DELOS – the problem is that no information about providing some money for inviting some people, has been available yet.

Dolores Iorizzo stated that DELOS theoretically can support FRBR-CRM project. They should formally appeal to them.

Martin Doerr said that it is necessary to be clarifying how much funding they have for this project.

Christian Emil Ore reminded to the group that this work was presented in CIDOC Annual Conference in Zagreb. Since ICOM-CIDOC is “The International Committee for Documentation of the International Council of Museums”, there should be no 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 harmonisation in the FRBR workshop in Dublin, Ohio, and there were some positive reactions on that – he will try to spread the idea: one model for librarians and one model for computer science (which is the subject of this discussion).

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

Martin Doerr answered that this model is an ontological model and that they should try to understand the librarians – for that reason, there should be an introduction to this draft, which clarifies the purpose of this work.

Trond Aalberg said that we should simplify a bit what we have been doing so far (such notions as Complex Work, Publication Expression… may not seem necessary) – he proposed that we account first for all the details, and then simplify the resulting picture.

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

Martin Doerr expressed the opinion that the complete model can still be interesting and useful even after the simplification, for those who want to understand the details.

Stephen Stead stated that if we build a simplified model without providing the complete model as well, people might create new constructs in the simplified model without any possibility for them to know whether those additions are actually extensions to the model or the re-creation of details that were dropped from the complete model.

Martin Doerr argued that the distinction between single Work and Complex Work, for instance, is necessary because people strive to discuss properties of both at the same time and, as an inevitable consequence, they disagree. He reminded everyone that a Complex Work is distinct from a Work and the distinction is a problem of identity. He also referred to the understanding of externalisation event; he said that it cannot be simplified. It describes the process from Work to Manifestation – a process that is otherwise physically impossible. So there is a question of identity: you have several options and it depends on how you perceive things. Properties of Work depend on how you perceive Work.

Dolores Iorizzo stated that she would be willing to take part in the writing of an introduction that would insist that the model is necessary for a change paradigm: librarians have to  rethink their usefulness to research needs (which includes museum needs). Librarians are struggling to understand their own identity. In the future, libraries will be more research-oriented, with new kinds of readers who want 24 hour access and full-text access to different versions of texts.

Martin Doerr stated that their intention is to inform people about this work and that the first priority is to have a text in this document. They should clarify where this project comes from.The process of simplifying is very complex, too complex for us to afford it. Finally, it is a better solution to provide a good introduction (a common formulation of what this project is). Then, he asked who is willing to work on the introduction.

Trond Aalberg, Dolores Iorizzo, Maja Žumer and Patrick Le Boeuf will write a small draft of introduction.

All participants agree to go through the scope notes first. Prior to the meeting, Stephen Stead made a graph which summarises all the classes (of FRBR-CRM) and their properties.

About F1 Work:

The current definition reads: “A Work is the coherent evolution of a distinct intellectual conception…” (etc.).

Dolores Iorizzo said that we should be clear about what we mean by “intellectual conception”.

Martin Doerr stated that the conception is the process that leads to a first physical carrier. The Work Conception is the initial idea, not the whole process; in that regard, the scope note that was drafted prior to the meeting for F30 Work Conception is totally wrong and misleading, and has to be corrected. F30 Work Conception is the Event that initialises the whole process, it corresponds to “how the Work comes to existence”. F30 describes the first idea prior to any subsequent process. In the minutes of the second meeting the group referred to oral tradition – but from the point of view of the libraries, there is no physical carrier. The conception is an intellectual process that the physical carrier conveys an idea of.

Dolores Iorizzo made the point that not only the scope note but also the example for F30 is misleading. 

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

Trond Aalberg answered that it is a process and that Work can be seen as a persistent item or a process. So we can see two aspects: as a process (change of work – then we can’t say when it started) and as a persistent item (the initial idea). So the Work Conception is the initial idea.

Dolores Iorizzo stated that in case she wanted all Newton’s manuscripts, all notes, all these are part of the Work Conception – so the Work Conception comes from the initial idea.

Martin Doerr said that the Group should distinguish between the Event that started a Work and the idea. F30 scope note doesn’t seem to correspond to this.
Dolores Iorizzo said that the Work Conception is an Event – some properties may be known. 

Martin Doerr repeated that what is needed is a scope note that describes the initial idea – it is a question of convention.

Dolores Iorizzo stated that Work has a genealogic description of how it became a work.

Martin Doerr answered that once a Work has a distinct, recognisable identity, it is regarded as a persistent item (there has been a correction on the scope note).

Dolores Iorizzo then asked about the birth of the initial idea. 

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

Stephen Stead proposed to use a standard expression for the beginning of all the scope notes (for example, all the scope notes should start by “represents”).

Maja Žumer asked when Expressions are not considered as a part of Work.

Martin Doerr answered that in such cases when the Work is nothing more than a mere container, these definitions are problematic. 

Trond Aalberg said that they probably should say that the Conception of such Works  is not distinct. F30 Work conception is therefore not a subclass of E65 Creation Event (Stephen Stead corrected it).

Maja Žumer asked again if it is a subclass of F31 Expression Creation.

Martin Doerr answered that it happens in case that we think it is debatable.

Trond Aalberg asked when a work is identifiable. 

Martin Doerr answered that it is uncertain. When an idea started, a work began to exist. 

Stephen Stead stated that we don’t have evidence for this.

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

Dolores Iorizzo asked how to describe Leibniz and Newton’s conceiving the same idea in separate contexts (they had the same idea but the expressions were different).

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

Dolores Iorizzo asked again if work is an abstract entity.

Martin Doerr and Steven Stead agreed that it is not a good term – it has a lot of connotations. However, the most important thing is to define the relationships that are relevant, not to find the best term for that.

Dolores Iorizzo stated that there is an overarching conception that brings the components together (including the texts interrelated through the “has translation” property).

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

Dolores Iorizzo proposed not to use the word conception but the word concept (in the scope note for F1 Work: ”A Work is the coherent evolution of an original idea into one or more expressions that are dominated by the concept” – instead of “… by the conception”).

Martin Doerr stated that an expression is simultaneously a self-contained expression, that is, a work.

Stephen Stead agreed that it shows simultaneously all the characteristics.

Dolores Iorizzo said that F20 Self-Contained Expression is the only concept of a work. If it is complex, it can also contain F21 Complex Work.

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

Maja Žumer stated that this doesn’t say what else exists along with the idea, in addition to it.

Martin Doerr agreed to that.

Trond Aalberg thinks that Self-contained expression is problematic.

Christian Emil Ore made a comment on F1 Work scope note: the second paragraph refers to another entity, F20 Self-Contained Expression (it is not a good practice to refer to other entities in the scope notes).

Martin Doerr made a comment about the third paragraph: it is about temporal parts of a work.
Patrick Le Boeuf made the following sketch, in order to sum up what had been said about the distinctions between the initial idea (Work Conception), the Expression Creation, and the ongoing process during which the Work is being developed:
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Martin Doerr added that if somebody has written a text and recognises bits of it (determined sequences of characters) within another book, then there is an embedment of expressions. He also said that they lack the notion of work (the question is about the substance of Expression – it is an equivalent class of identifiable, immaterial items, a sequence of characters). A product is a sequence of characters – so when Maja Žumer says that the embedded Expressions are not part of the Expression of an anthology, she doesn’t define the sequence of characters, and there is no need to distinguish work from expression. The nature of expression is the sequence of characters. Ideas, sequences of characters and products are three different things.

Dolores Iorizzo asked if F20 Self-Contained Expression is the realisation of a Work.

Stephen Stead answered that F20 is simultaneously an expression and a work. The example of “Dante’s Inferno” is a piece of work (trilogy) – F20. The example in the scope note of F20 “a song… fragment” needs to be deleted. The example of “Dante’s Inferno” is better. A phrase in the scope note for F20 “is the only realisation of one individual work” must be reviewed.
Dolores Iorizzo asked what a chapter is.

Stephen Stead answered that it depends on the context.

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

Martin Doerr didn’t agree; the only criterion is in the creator’s intention.

Stephen Stead gave three examples of F20: “Neuromances” by William Gibson, “Count Zero Interrupt”, “Mona Lisa Overdrive”. 

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

5 July 2005

Trond Aalberg said that work and expression are both intellectual things.

Dolores Iorizzo proposed to see the gravity of what the Group is doing. Librarians made FRBR (and not philosophers). She emphasised that the Group is not working with the same impulse that librarians work with – the Group is thinking much more creatively than librarians do.

Martin Doerr agreed and added that the Group does not work creatively but with principles to define an ontology in order to integrate information. If the Group wants to model the reality that librarians work with and reuse it, then it has to extract the real meaning without inheriting inconsistencies.

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

Martin Doerr answered that the notion of Work here as generally is described, corresponds to two specialisations at the same time – so expressions are not different entities. One is the aspect of distinct, self-contained unit and the other is the one of continuance.

Trond Aalberg said that Work doesn’t always have to be a distinct conception. Sometimes, there is a need to determine if the work considered is an original work or not – it is what librarians do.

Martin Doerr answered that with one Expression they identify the originality – if they deny this, there is no point to identify the originality. He said that “distinct” is not clear, “original” is not clear, so they have to provide precise definitions.

Dolores Iorizzo made the following sketch about Expressions.
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Martin Doerr stated that, generally, they all share the same understanding. So they need to make a decision: are they modelling the intellectual process or the evidence?

Dolores Iorizzo proposed to follow FRBR; she also added that they have to decide what is primary and secondary in the text.
Martin Doerr asked about the end of the Work.
Trond Aalberg answered that since the Work is a concept, it doesn’t have an end. Work, in his opinion, is not specialised; it is just a Work.
Martin Doerr asked him if Work ever stops. It is an ontological question – there are questions about the identity of a Work to be answered by FRBR: Does Work stop changing? Can it be executed by multiple people at the same time? Can it be executed by multiple people not having been in communication with each other? Can more than one person contribute to the same Work without sharing the same information? Does Work have part-whole relationships? If so, what are the elements of Work? What is the minimum element? Is it the Work, the character or something different?

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

Martin Doerr asked Trond Aalberg if he believes that he can understand (the identity of) something, in case he knows its properties.

FRBR implies the notion of individual and complex work. It refers to both aspects without making it explicit. The idea of FRBR-CRM model is to make the distinction between such notions explicit.

Dolores Iorizzo said that in order to answer these questions, they need to read FRBR again.

Trond Aalberg said that it isn’t easy to make a decision. Expression is an instance of Work. It is a 1:1 relationship.

Martin Doerr answered that he is interested in making a distinction between Work and Individual work. He made the following sketch:
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Trond Aalberg asked what Complex Work is?

Martin Doerr answered that examples of Complex Work include a trilogy, a translation etc.

Trond Aalberg asked again if Complex Work has parts.

Martin Doerr answered that Complex Work has parts – a translation may be a part of another translation.

Christian Emil Ore proposed to consider a free text translation as a Work (only).

Martin Doerr concluded that in that case, he doesn’t relate properties of every translation in which librarians are interested. 

Martin Doerr proposed to make a decision on how to proceed. In fact there are two decisions: 1) should the Group model Individual Work as separate from Self-Contained Expression? (most people answered positively),  2) Does the Group agree that Individual Work as a minimal unit is a Work identified by its representative Expression? (the Group agreed).

As a consequence, a new class is created: F46 Individual Work; it is a subclass of F1 Work. A Scope Note for F46 Individual Work is drafted as follows: “Individual Work is realised by one and only one Self-Contained Expression, i.e., it represents the concept as expressed by precisely this Expression.”

A new property has to be defined as well: R49 created a realisation of:

F31 Expression Creation: R49 (created a realisation of):F46 Individual Work.

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

Stephen Stead asked if it we can speak of an Expression when there are multiple people working on the Work and externalising to each other.

Martin Doerr answered that it is indeed an Expression.

The question is in which sense something comes to existence by this process of F31 Expression Creation. Is Expression Creation a subclass of Beginning of Existence?

Martin Doerr asked if the Group considers that an instance of a class can come into existence unless an event comes into existence. The only solution in that case is that a new thing comes into existence as a Manifestation-Singleton.
Stephen Stead proposed to declare F31 Expression Creation as a subclass of E12 Production instead of E11 Modification.

Stephen Stead also asked how a Complex Work is realised in a Self-Contained Expression.

Martin Doerr answered that this happens through its parts, as is shown on the following diagram:
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R13 (Is realised in /realises) is a shortcut.

Patrick Le Boeuf stated that the Group should understand/consider F22 Serial Work as referring specifically to bibliographic series rather than to the general idea of “continuance”.

Martin Doerr answered that its substance is compatible with Work – Serial Work.

Maja Žumer proposed “continuing resource” as a more general term.

Martin Doerr preferred the term continuing instead of Serial Work.

Maja Žumer added that it is about works that are continuous and not necessarily organised in a series.

Patrick Le Boeuf said that Serials have no Manifestations.

Maja Žumer said that if F22 is a journal, its parts are the editorial issues which are according to Martin Doerr Self-Contained Expressions.

A new property is created: R50 (plans to use) linking F43 Publication Work to F39 Production plan.

About the scope note of F22: the phrases “Works that consist of manifestations”, “Only a Work… nature as a F22 Serial Work” probably should be cancelled or reviewed (they are problematic).

Martin Doerr stated that the kind of planning is characteristic of Serial Work and this should be clear in its scope note.

About the scope note of F23 Expression Fragment: the phrase “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 be to finalise the scope notes of the classes that correspond to basic FRBR.

Trond Aalberg proposed to look at Manifestation, Item, and Manifestation-Singleton.
Martin Doerr said that there is no time to look at the properties.

Trond Aalberg insisted to look at different properties (in his opinion, if they want to distribute a draft, they should go on a clean up).

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

The process of assigning an identifier to Work is different from assigning an identifier to Manifestation.

Trond Aalberg repeated that he finds it difficult to discuss such matters through e-mail only. 

Martin Doerr answered that for the sake of economy, a decision will be made during a meeting only if no agreement was found through e-mail. He emphasised that the Group should be more realistic and that the next meeting should be well prepared in advance. All the alternatives should be sent by e-mail so that a decision can be made during the next meeting.

Stephen Stead proposed to look at the scope notes and the properties.

Martin Doerr said that the substance of Work is a set of ideas, while the substance of Expression is a set of symbols or signs.

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

F43 Publication Work is a F21 Complex Work because it contains issues, pertaining to the physical appearance (properties) of the item; Complexity is not in the structure of the Work (so F43 has a scope note now).

About F22 Serial Work:

Maja Žumer made the point that for F22 there is a confusion/mixture between manifestations and expressions.

Martin Doerr explained that they mean that it is a part of the plan.

Maja Žumer asked what the Expression of an instance of F22 Serial Work is.

Martin Doerr answered that it is the F41 Publication Expression for each issue. He stated that what Maja intended probably is a new class: Container Work, which combines different expressions (but this is something that is not compatible to FRBR). Martin Doerr doesn’t agree with that, because nobody can define what the precise boundaries of a Container Work would be, nor decide which Work is a Container Work and which is not. If somebody uses Publication work instead of Container, then it defines well the properties of FRBR. 

Martin Doerr asked Maja to write a proposal about introducing Container Work as a new class and to write a scope note for it. This will be discussed on the next meeting. The group has to agree on solutions and rules about this unique model.

Another subject is about the duration of the F31 Expression creation. Can a lot of people contribute to a work? 

Martin Doerr referred to the following example: multiple people can contribute to a Work, and even to an Individual Work, but taking out a fragment of some Work and completing it without communication between the authors sets a limit to what we would regard 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 F2 Expression is of specific form such as text, image, video etc., it should be simultaneously instantiated in the classes representing these forms. Thereby one can make use of more specific properties of these classes, such as language, which is applicable to linguistic objects only.

About the scope note of F2 Expression: the phrase “On the other side this means… cover art – see F41 Publication Expression” has to be deleted.

He also proposed to look at which classes are disjoint (for example, are Fragment Expression and Self-Contained Expression disjoint?) and discuss it on the next meeting.

F41 Publication Expression: P106 (Is composed of): E33 Linguistic Object: this property is not necessary; it should be expressed as a comment, for example: ”Things as title and other elements recorded in cataloguing practice can be part of a publication expression, e.g. the content of the title proper”. 

Martin Doerr asked if there is a need to delete P106 is composed of (E35 Title) from F41 Publication Expression.

Trond Aalberg answered that a title is neither an Expression nor a Work.

Martin Doerr said that it isn’t a Work; it is a section/fragment.

Martin Doerr’s comment was that the Group should use classes to convince the FRBR community that FRBR classes and properties are too specialised. This proves that FRBR uses improper details.

Maja Žumer asked if the resulting model should reflect reality or the practice of old catalogues.

Martin Doerr answered that the intention is to model reality, which is the basis for library practice. 

About F31 Expression creation: a sentence was added: “The expression creation… any other work”, but it has to be reviewed and related in a way to Work.

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

About the scope note of F39 Production Plan: a sentence has been added: “The creation of an instance of F3 Manifestation – Product Type usually relies on a pre-existing instance of F4 Manifestation – Singleton (e.g., the typescript or the electronic file provided by an author to the publisher) (see F39 Production Plan)”.

F42 Edition Series is deleted – it is an unnecessary class. 

Martin Doerr stated that they need an introduction about the aims and the strategy of this model.

Maja Žumer, Dolores Iorizzo and Christian Emil Ore (or Patrick Le Boeuf) were willing to write it. He also said that they have to make a cleaning – to trace inheritance of links, to identify the properties and relationships, to set up the IsA relationships between properties.

Patrick Le Boeuf will draft further scope notes and Maja Žumer with Dolores Iorizzo will add examples. 

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

Martin Doerr will try to make these in SIS Telos. A draft will be distributed. This draft should have a version identifier and should include all the CRM classes (numbered). On the next meeting (probably 16-18 November in Nuremberg) the Group should have the complete model. The text should be completed until September, so that an agenda can be prepared for the meeting (including alternatives, comments etc.) in two months.

Martin Doerr couldn’t attend the meeting (to the end) – so, he had to leave.

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

Stephen Stead answered that CLP are class properties and they don’t have the same meaning as the other properties. They have to do with the notion of “MetaCRM” developed by Martin Doerr.

Dolores Iorizzo said that if they can’t go through all the properties, then it will be difficult to distribute a final draft.

Stephen Stead answered that they all agreed to provide a text which shows what they managed to write up to now, with more scope notes and details.

About F3 Manifestation-Product Type:

There was a long discussion about this class:

First, Stephen Stead read the scope note. 

Maja Žumer concluded that a Manifestation has only one Expression.(so, the phrase “more than one”, in the sentence “The features that characterise a given instance of F3 Manifestation – Product Type include: one or more than one instance of F2 Expression…”, is not needed). 

Dolores Iorizzo didn’t like the scope note of F3 and generally if it was up to her, she would delete this class (in her opinion it is problematic and the scope note doesn’t express this meaning from the very beginning). She asked if F3 has necessary types of features and if so, what they are. 

Stephen Stead answered that it is an “open” class and for that reason it doesn’t have necessary features.

The text of the scope note is reviewed.

The phrases “should be regarded as”, “or more than one” and  “The case of distinct states for hand-press materials, such as … in differences in content as well” should be deleted  because they are misleading. In fact, Stephen Stead proposed that the topic addressed in last paragraph, mentioning Gunilla Jonsson’s article about hand-press materials, should be addressed in another document, such as a use case diagram.

About F4 Manifestation – Singleton:

The second paragraph in the scope note of F4: ”Whereas F3 Manifestation – Product Type is a subclass of E55 Type and therefore… to be accounted for” should be part of the introduction to be written, because it refers to elementary/fundamental classes.

F5 is named Item not Items. 

Trond Aalberg stated that Item doesn’t have discrete boundaries when compared to a Manifestation-Singleton (in case that Manifestation-Singleton is the only one to be preserved).

Stephen Stead said that if a person has an exemplar and doesn’t know anything about its context,  the exemplar can be modelled indifferently as F4 Manifestation – Singleton or F5 Item.

Finally, Stephen Stead deleted the properties “P102 has title: E35 Title”, “P2 has type: E55 Type”, “P3 has note: E62 String” of F3 Manifestation – Product Type.

List of Actions (4th Meeting on FRBR/CRM Harmonization)

	1
	Maja Žumer

Dolores Iorizzo

Christian Emil Ore

Patrick Le Boeuf
	Make an introduction about the aims and the strategy of FRBR-CRM model.

Trace inheritance of links, identify properties and relationships, set up the IsA relationship between properties



	2
	Patrick Le Boeuf
	Write scope notes.



	3
	Maja Žumer

Dolores Iorizzo


	Find examples.



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



	5
	Martin Doerr
	Represent the FRBR-CRM model in SIS Telos



	6. 
	all
	Add comments, alternatives, propose scope notes etc. until November 1st so that an agenda can be drafted in time for the next meeting.



	7.
	all
	Next meeting on 16-18 November in Nuremberg.




_1188726919.doc


Work conception







Expression creation







produces a work







produces an idea







produces (simultaneously) an 







Expression and a Manifestation







-







Singleton







Work conception is the initial event







Work elaboration












_1188807525.doc


Work







Complex work







Individual work







What is the identity of Work? Work has 1:N Expressions 







while Individual Work has 1:1 Self







-







Contained Expression







Trilogy W







-







C







I







II







III







WI







WII







WIII







Expr.1







Expr.2







WI.1







WI.2







Expr.1







WII.1







Complex works 







have parts which







are also 







“







works







”







(relation whole







-







part







”







),







which have individual







expressions







Individual works are 







singular and only







have expressions















is a







is a







Expression







1-to-many relationship







Fragment







Self-Contained







is a







is a







1-to-1 relationship












