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Discussion notes

1. The meeting starts with Martin’s Presentation (slides 9 - 15 from DELOS NoE)(attached to these minutes). A few worth noticing comments follow:
a. The work has identity but the individual work doesn’t have.
b. Work can contain another work. Martin gave the example of a collection of poems and poems

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

d. About the methodology we follow: we try to reengineer close to reality

e. It is suggested by Allen the review of the book “Dialog mapping???…”
2. We discussed Maja’s comments to specific classes. The changes that made after this discussion are included in  Maja’s document attached to these minutes. A few worth noticing comments follow:
3. F2 Expression:  
a. About the specific forms of the instances of F2 Expression:  (i) There are specific properties for specific forms (ii) The question was should we make a list of all such specific properties? Finally we conclude that we should make a paragraph in the introduction about multiple instantiations and we should 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 Expression Identifier Assignment, (ii) we have inconsistencies with Representation Manifestation Assignment (iii) to clarify the properies R34, R35

4. F4 Manifestation – Singleton
a. P106B is a repetition of Produced by in the CRM, Ρ45 is a sub property of P108. (i) We have to check how these two properties (P106B, P108) came from? (ii) We have to check the name and  the super class of R45.
b. The first externalization could be oral or written, but for the FRBR purposes we should model only the written ones
c. We have a span between the conception and the witnessed.
d. There was a discussion if the Expression Creation should become a subclass of Modification instead of E12 Production. We left this to discuss in CRM

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

f. Another conclusion was that from the content you can conclude the identity

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

h. A discussion took place here about the content of the immaterial item and the content of an expression and references made to the example of the work of the prisoner. 
i. In this point we left for a discussion later the issue that: The precise form of what makes up an expression varies between optical images, words, characters on the purpose associated by the use we want to make about this expression.

j. An argument made here that two different expressions that comes from uncorrelated work might have been made by chance of the same arrangement of signs. After that we decide to be in the introduction a paragraph about notions of identity and equivalent.

k. Patrick made an argument in slide 13, that an expression creation produces a manifestation singleton and according to this model we cannot create a manifestation singleton without create an expression creation. Finally we argued that this is a problem of CRM and not of FRBR. A manifestation singleton will be a new object or an existed one and we have to check with CRM how a feature in general will come into existence. We came to the conclusion that a manifestation comes into existence but it is not necessarily create an independed object  of its own, an example of this is the prisoner’s wall.
5. F7 Corporate Body:  
a. Sometimes may be place for example the city of community????
6. F14 Identifier:  
a. Identifier can be an authorized form or a variant form
7. F16 Rules:  

a. It became “Identifier Rules”
b. The examples should be adjusted and the intention is to generalize this class later.

8. F20 Self-Contained Expression:  

a. We made a note here that we should mentioned the unfinished expression in the scope note of expression and expression fragment 
b. The examples are not appropriate. We need some straight forward examples.
9. F22 Serial Work:  

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
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b. We don’t assign a uniform title to a set but to complex work
c. The examples here are examples o work identifier. We usually produce an expression identifier by adding for example “English” for translations
d. We have to bring other examples 
13. F43: Publication Work
a. Work of publisher includes a publication plan
14. F44: Reproduction Event
a. We noted here that the whole thing is to preserve the expression
b. “Copy event”  is a specific case of production
15. F45 Publishing Event:  

a. It activates simultaneously an expression creation
16. F48 Container Work:  

a. The container work is the glue but we have nothing more to say about the glue
b. Container work may never be complex

c. In the following Figure 2  “Work X” has an identifier, “Work Y” has an identifier, while “own expression” has parts

[image: image2.emf]Container Work

Own expression

Work X

Figure 2

Work Y


d. We need an example

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

Discussion notes

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

a. We argue here that we have to check all the properties that have the same name. 
b. We left to discuss later  if a given expression   has more than one representative manifestation Product type.

20. R7 has representative manifestation-singleton (is representative manifestation-singleton for)
a. We left to discuss later  if a given expression can have 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 anything else than P1 says?  

b. Another  argument here was that, there are appeared to be sets of expressions in current practice, we should elaborate the nature of those sets and 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. R10 belongs to type (is type of)

a. We left to discuss later for carriers

b. We argue that the Manifestation Product Type is subclass of Type

c. We need to check all the shortcuts.
24. R11 is composed of (forms part of)
a. We accepted that (i) fragments can contain fragments (ii) self contained expressions can contain self contained expressions (iii) a fragment is in depended from its source  

b. We have to revise the examples

25. R12 has member (is member of)

a. We need an explicit example or to add explanation to the examples
26. R13 is realised in (realises)

a. We agreed here that “a self contained expression is always  a realization of individual work”
27. R14 is identified by (identifies)
a. Should be replaced by P1?
28. R16 carried out by (performed)
a. We left to discuss later how to make comments on the text?

b. It is a need to normalize the reverse code of reverse link

29. R26 used constituent (was used in)
a. We left to discuss later the relationship between the constituents with the rules
30. R26 used constituent (was used in)
a. We left to discuss later the relationship between the constituents with the rules

31. R52 used rule (was the rule used in)
a. We have to discuss about the argument “if the rules are needed”
32. R55 created production plan (was created by)
a. To discuss if we can rid of the production plan. The idea is to correlate the publishing event with carrier production event.
33. R55 created production plan (was created by)
a. To discuss if we can rid of the production plan. The idea is to correlate the publishing event with carrier production event.
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34. CLP2 should have type (should be type of)
a. A question here posed by Patrick was “how we can express the fact that a stereo is a kind of sound” and the answer  was that we should make it explicit??
35. CLR5 should carry (should be carried by)
a. It is regarded as good to have a shortcut that points directly from expression to manifestation. We should check that we have a direct link that point from work to expression consistent with our interpretation of FRBR
b. It is proposed by Allen to study the guidelines of the definition from point DEONTIC logic
36. CLP104 is subject to (applies to)
a. We discuss enough time of why this is should be class attribute. Martin drew the following figure 3.
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b. Allen promised that he will try to finger out a better name for this property
c. In general we need a better formulation of CL attributes such that the meanings become clear when they apply to the instances of a domain. We all agreed that it is a linguistic question and their existence is logically consistent.

37. We continued with checking the quantifiers. Emphasis is given to the following comments
a. R1: We mess two concepts, we need to clarify is it such a thing or is it useful?
b. R2: to set up an issue list in which everyone may express his opinion

c. R8: an identifier should be unique but a question is “ is really unique?”

d. R13: (i) We should formulate the constraint that we regard hierarchies of complex work  to have only one root (ii) We try to avoid that one work will be part of two different works
e. (i) it is an interesting question the cardinality of class attributes. (ii) in which sense electronic publishing  contains manifestation product type? (iii) we have to answer “how the necessary conditions for items affect the cardinality in the light of electronic publishing?”
38. We continued with the discussion about the introduction. The comments here are:
a. Maja will update the expression definition to introduction

b. Martin will write something about (i) equivalents, (ii) oral tradition (iii) electronic publishing

c. It may be needed to address what we model. An argument was that we try to reengineer the conceptions behind FRBR in order to detect the reality behind it.

d. We intend in the near future to make clear that the model we developed is independent from current practice
Summarized task list
	1
	Patrick Le Boeuf
Maja Žumer
	1. To send the new version to the chair of FRBR Review Group. The chair will decide when it will be published

2. to announce in FRBR discussion list, not before IFLA meeting
3. will give a coherent example: a large use case of FRBR 

	2
	Maja Žumer
	1. Will a give an example of a F48 Container Work (16d)
2. will update the expression definition to introduction(38a)

	3
	Patrick Le Boeuf
	1. Should give examples to those properties that they have 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 from now and make the graphic representation

	7
	Martin Doerr
	1. clean the document and send to the others for review, in two weeks
2. To create a working group for the FRBR in the CIDOC wiki 
3. The new version will be a deliverable to Delos NoE
4. make a paragraph in the introduction about multiple instantiations (3a)
5. to check how the properties(P106B, P108) in F4 came from and  to check R45 too (4a)
6. to be in the introduction a paragraph about notions of identity and equivalent.(4i,j)

7. rewrite about F22 Serial work (9a)
8. to set up a an issue list to wiki forum(37b)

	8.
	All
	1. We will keep internally the unclean version
2. We send around our comments and opinions and we will discuss and vote over email
3. We need some straight forward examples for F20 (8b)
4. We have to add a phrase about formal tradition to the scope notes of F31 (11a)

5. We have to bring other examples for F33 (12d)
6. We have to go back and check all the “Representative <Something>” classes(from the discussion at F36)
7. To be discuss if a work has one or more representative expressions.(18c)
8. we have to check all the properties that have the same name (19a)
9. to discuss   if a given expression   has more than one representative manifestation Product type (19b)
10. to discuss if a given expression can have more than one representative Manifestation Singletons(20a)
11. More relevant examples are needed for R7(20b)
12. There are appeared to be sets of expressions in current practice, we should elaborate the nature of those sets 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 explanation to the examples of R12 (25a)

17. We left to discuss later how to make comments on the text? (28a)

18. It is a need to normalize the reverse code of reverse link(28b)
19. We left to discuss later the relationship between the constituents with the rules(29a)
20. We have to check if the deleted examples are useful to somewhere else
21. We have to discuss about the argument “if the rules are needed”(31a)
22. To discuss if we can rid of the production plan (32a)
23. we have to answer “how the necessary conditions for items affect the cardinality in the light of electronic publishing?” (37e(iii))


Follow-up and plans for the future

1. 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
2. agenda for Heraklion meeting: We discuss FRBR and multimedia together, we have to look for mpeg7 experts.[image: image4.png]
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