Minutes of the 3rd DELOS Harmonization Working Group Meeting, ICS FORTH, June 3-5, 2002

Attendees:

Martin Doerr (Host)

Nicholas Crofts, City of Geneva

Tony Gill, RLG

Carlo Meghini, CNR

Jane Hunter, DSTC

Carl Lagoze, Cornell

Monday June 3 

· Welcome and proposed agenda overview by Martin Doerr

· Presentation by Carlo Meghini on a 4-phase methodology for IS development – DB design, Knowedge Base.

4 phases:

1. pre-theoretical study – guidelines, requirements, philosophical positions, scope

2. formalization - mathematical model, logic

3. conceptual model/design – computational study – usually make assumptions

4. running system/implementation

Inspiration for approach – Donald Davidson “Essays on Actions and Events”, New York, Oxford Uni Press 1980

Basic idea – is to use Davidson to define rules/guidelines for different classes.

3 levels:

1. Physical world – individual events

2. People – mental events and actions

3. Language – communication between people and physical world and descriptions of the physical world

Definition of event – “something which happens”. Events are in causal inter-relationships.

Unique identity of events – place and time contribute but may not be sufficient.

Two events are the same iff they have exactly the same causes and effects.

Actions – body movements which can be described at the physical level.

Actions – a special kind of event – identified with respect to an agent.

Actions – subclasses of events - must be performed by a person who is an agent.

Agent – must have the intention.

What is the relationship between an action and its event?

Every action sentence can be rephrased to explicitly describe an event.

“I drove my starship to the Morning Star” – place in ABC

Logic query language developed to query the formal models.

Monday afternoon – Tuesday

Detailed discussion of “Proposal for Merging ABC and CIDOC/CRM”:

Agreement that:

· ABC:Entity = CRM:Entity

· ABC:Temporality = CRM:Temporal Entity

· ABC:Event = CRM:Event

· ABC:Artifact = CRM:Man-Made Object

· ABC:Place = CRM:Place

· ABC:Time = CRM:Time-Span

Identification of problem areas and key issues needing further discussion/resolution:

1. Period/Situation – are they the same or different, how do they differ? Parallel?

Feels parallel.

2. Is the ABC Event/Action same as the CIDOC CRM Event/Activity class hierarchy? In ABC  Event is not a superclass of Action. Is Action the same as Activity or broader (if unintentional acts are included), or narrower (if atomic actions ar regarded only)? In CRM, intentionality relates people to activities.

If Action is made a subclass of Event then does this create a problem with regard to the inheritance of properties?

3. Agent vs Actor – non-human? ABC includes “instruments”. Can Agents exist independent of events or only in association with events? Or for the lifetime of a person? Intentionality versus unintentional acts
. 
In ABC, Agents are actualities and hence inherit the “phaseOf” property. 

Agents are the people themselves. But ABC includes robots – legally robots are not responsible but the person who installed the robot is. ABC should remove the reference to “instrument”. Perhaps CIDOC/CRM should add “phaseOf” property.
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In this diagram, valueOf points to Actor, i.e. the identity of the Agent is non-ambiguous. If in general the identity of the Agent is ambiguous, valueOf should point directly to Appellation.

E39 CIDOC CRM Actor – persons or groups who have the potential to act.

ABC Agents – only exist in the notion of performing actions.

CIDOC CRM Actors – are the top level entity – all people, groups are actors even without ever performing actions.

The problem is how to model a person acting as different Agents.

Agreement that Appellations are a good idea but they probably won’t be added to ABC.

P11 hadParticipants = ABC:hasParticipant

4. Position of “Manifestation”? IFLA FRBR model is contradictory. (see below)

5. ABC inContext, involves, hasPresence = CRM P12 occurred in the presence Of

ABC:hasPatient and ABC:hasParticipant are specializations of  CRM P12.

6. What are the semantics of Agents destroying immaterial things (Actualities) in ABC model? Range of  “ABC:destroys” – is Actuality – i.e., you cannot destroy an idea.

CIDOC CRM – 4 notions of destruction – (1) living being dies, (2)group dissolves, (3) physical object is destroyed, (4) conceptual object is forgotten or its last carrier is lost (destruction, death, dissolution).

ABC:destroys is equivalent to P93 (took out of existence) and a superproperty of P19.

7. Use of immaterial objects – ABC:usesTool links to Actuality but could the tool be an abstraction e.g., model, software
? If P16 usedObject has range of Stuff rather than Physical Object then usesTool and usedObject are equivalent, since Stuff is a superclass of Actuality\Agent. You can’t use agents as tools.

8. Range of ABC “creates” should be both Actuality and Abstraction – agreed but need scope note which says creation of an idea requires parallel creation of some evidence in form of an actuality.

Creates is equivalent to brought into existence and hence should be able to create abstractions.

9. Are ABC:Actuality and E18 Physical Stuff the same? No – Actuality is anything that can be perceived i.e. a ‘percept’.  This is a question of practical interpretation. For the CRM, physical carriers of  Information Objects 
can be perceived, as well as people, but not a company, nor an image. One may say, that events can be perceived, but they cannot be created or destroyed. A photo of an event will not show the event, but a snapshot of the situation.

ABC distinguishes between Actuality and Abstraction, with Agent being a subclass of Actuality. CIDOC CRM provides human actors, material things and immaterial things – which are all subclasses of PersistentItem.
10. Are ABC:Abstraction and CIDOC CRM ConceptualObject the same? Agreed that they are, if ABC Actuality does not imply Information Objects
. 
11. Position of Manifestation and hasCopy link to “Item” – InformationObject to represent different expressions of same Work

12. Why attach “inPlace” to Actuality in ABC? What is 
the semantics of this?

13. Are Events/Situations necessary, scalable and well-defined in modelling of complex flow situations (i.e., not just linear chains)?

Need to be able to describe World War I as both a situation and an event – common concept/notion or common temporality?

Purpose of a ‘situation’ is to assert a period of validity for certain predicates i.e., for a certain period, a set of facts hold.

CRM:Period and ABC:Situation are different. ABC:Situation is more like a superclass of CRM:conditionState.

Proposal – to add an extension to the CIDOC CRM of a “Situation” entity and make it a superclass of “conditionState”.

CIDOC/CRM scope stops at information integration.

ABC needs to allow Abstractions to be involved in Events – scope note required stating that this only applies to abstractions which do have corresponding actualities.

P12 occurred in the presence of – should have domain of Situation and range E77 Persistent Item

ABC:PhaseOf – has no equivalent property in CIDOC CRM – proposal to include this as an extension.

Martin’s suggestion  – break Event down into sub-events and get rid of situations – e.g., replace car-painting event with preceding situation and following situation by a car-painting subevent and a paint-usage subevent to represent changes to both car colour and amount of paint in the can.

Day 3 – Wednesday,  Summary of Comparison

Different functionalities give rise to different perspectives – in both ABC and CIDOC/CRM.

Property-intensive ontologies vs class-intensive ontologies – different functionality.

CIDOC/CRM and ABC adopts property-intensive approach.

Our goal – information/knowledge integration rather than creating new metadata.

Long discussion on IFLA FRBR Work/Expression/Manifestation/Item Model.

Position of Manifestation in ABC model – Manifestation is both intellectual content plus physical attributes of object itself. The FRBR definition is contradictory – manifestations are not physical but the IP plus the formatting and physical attributes/characteristics – the actual physical embodiment of a manifestation are the items.

Example: Mona Lisa painting. Not copyable – an item can be copied. – set of only one Item which conforms with the Manifestation.

Manifestation – definition of a class of objects.

Items – instantiations of the class defined by the manifestation.


Manifestation = a metaclass like Car model

Ford Mustang = a class, instance of Car Model
like ISB 34 88994-1 = a class, instance of FRBR Manifestation
Items = set of physical instances which fall within a class

Class intention= set of rules/requirements; 

Extension of class = set of objects which fall within this class because they meet the rules.

Example:

Work = CIDOC CRM

Expression = CIDOC CRM v3.2

Manifestation = CIDOC CRM v 3.2 ISO version (i.e., includes formatting info)

Item = paper printout on A4.

“Capitol Building” – hasType=”ParliamentaryBuilding”, isA=”Physical Man-made object”. Type = a Metaclass.

A Manifestation is both IsA Type and an InformationObject (not physical).

An Item has Type “Manifestation”.

An Expression is the same as a CIDOC/CRM InformationObject.
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Future Work/Outcomes

To produce 3 separate outcomes – 

1. managerial/executive summary;

2. detailed technical version of merged model;

3. JoDI paper – to be authored by Martin, Jane and Carl

Future work – 

· Harmonization of ABC, CIDOC CRM and process models/ebusiness ontologies in OntoWeb/Nicola’s group;

· Semi-automated integration of thesauri – collaboration with Traugott Koch’s group and Natural History Museum;

· Application and evaluation of the model within a real application through integration of knowledge bases from different domains;

· Rights management modelling extensions.

�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Actually the discussion of intentional versus unintentional acting seems not to be a discriminant feature for me. I think more discriminant is the active involvement. How active someone can be without intention is another question. Anyhow, as Event is superclass of Activity, “grey zones” will not lead to contradictions in the model.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� I am confused here. I have assumed, that Actuality includes “Information Objects” i.e. concrete immaterial objects. In that case, model, software falls under Actuality. As we agree, using Agents as tools is an non-intended model of ABC. Stuff in CRM is Abstraction + Actuality – Agent. Using tool:Stuff would imply ideas and rights etc. as tools, a thing I would also regard as an unintended model. 
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�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� In other word, I don’t think the concept of a “percept” leads to the distinctions we are interested in for to organize the properties in a sensible way. I can better feel “Actuality” as being the concrete, endurant items, material or immaterial, “concrete” meaning those that can be reidentified by comparing properties of different “existential facets”. Using that as motivation, we could just define actualities as material things, information objects, agents, etc.  


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� I propose not to identify Abstraction with Conceptual Object. Causes too much inconsistencies with Actuality.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Can be the area in which the Actuality appeared over its existence, the spread out of all physical carriers of an information object, or one place the one or the other was encountered at any time.





