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This managerial report will be followed by a technical report on the contents of each presentation and discussion. 

 1. Introductions

2. Overview of the proposed scope of the working group and agenda for this meeting.

 The goal of this meeting is to perform comparison between the 2 models – document the process and results and try to determine formal analytic methods for ontology comparison and merging.

1. Presentations of intermediate developments:

a. Presentation of the latest version of ABC Harmony 

b. Presentation of the new scope definition of the CRM and

   
   amendments to version 3.1.

c. Presentation of Nicola Guarino’s  methodology and progress on the Word-Net upper level 

2. Merging CRM and ABC Harmony:

a. guided discussion following the exchange of comments on the latest ABC paper

b. creation of a draft mapping/merge

c. identification of conceptual differences and their sources,



open philosophical issues, need for further elaboration.

3. Presentation of Nicholay Skvortsov's progress in formal merging - discussion.

4. Home work distribution:

It was decided to engage during the presentations into discussion in order to acquire a better mutual understanding.

3. Presentation of the latest version of the ABC model by Jane Hunter and Carl Lagoze

Jane Hunter and Carl Lagoze presented the ABC model from the philosophical view that motivated its constructs: ABC started from a perspective of objects which go through a series of transformations. 

The presentation was deliberately interleaved with discussions for further clarification of the referred concepts. Those were in particular the notions of transformation, performance, agent, action, event and state.

In order to achieve a common understanding of the different positions foundational questions about properties and their relation to perceived reality and the modelled facts had to be discussed. The discussion led to a mutual understanding of positions. It was felt the ABC model could be improved in some constructs without changing its meaning: Four changes were suggested. 

4. Martin Doerr’s presentation on the CIDOC CRM scope and version 3.1 amendments

Martin Doerr illustrated the motivation for the CIDOC/CRM constructs using three information objects about the Yalta (Crimea) Conference between Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill, a photograph, a text and a place name record, with metadata that badly fit. The CIDOC CRM is guided more by an epistemological view: To develop an ontololgy which allows to decompose knowledge readable from the data records into atomic propositions that are context free, interpretable by themselves and can be easily compiled into an integrated  knowledge base.

Examples of automatic data transformation experiments with real museum data were given. The presentation and interleaved discussion laid stress on making clear the differences of the event analysis in both models, in particular how events are decomposed into parts in both models.
.

5. Nicola Guarino’s presentation on a formal framework for understanding and comparing different ontologies.

      Nicola Guarino presented methodological principles for understanding and comparing different ontologies, in particular top-level ontologies. It is based on evaluating the validity of formal relationships which apply to all domains, e.g. IsA, Instantiation, Parthood, Connection, Extension, Dependence, for the concepts under investigation.

He presented the application of this methodology to the upper level of the Word-Net ontology. This presentation had a “catalytic” effect on the audience: The nature of the concepts “event”, “state” or “situation” “agent” and “actuality” of ABC and “event” and “actor” in the CRM could be clarified wrt to their identity over times, their dependence on each other and the perception. Surprisingly enough, the ABC concept “agent”, taking before as strongly overlapping with CRM E31 Actor, turned out to be completely different in nature (dependent on the event). 

This example was both, a good demonstration of the presented methodology and the problems of automatic ontology comparison – at least for top-level concepts.

6. Discussion and Review of Comments on the ABC Model

There had been an exchange of comments on the ABC model prior to the meeting, containing a first attempt to map ABC concepts to the CRM. The discussion achieved at detailed agreements on a common terminology and the systematic identification of differences and commonalities, in some cases formulated as open questions.

Those pertained to the notions of “vocabulary”, “ontology”, “forma model”. It concentrated on the needs and methods to model temporal validity of properties, and how properties affect the identity of the described objects. It continued with questions to which degree events can be ordered to sequences with well-defined states in between, and how to handle alternative opinions in information integration environments.

7. Presentation of Ontology Integration Work by Nikolay Skvortsov, IPI

Nikolay Skvortsov gave an overview of SYNTHESIS model for representing metadata and comparing ontologies (http://www.ipi.ac.ru/synthesis/projects/SYNTHESIS/), also described in the paper: "An Approach to Ontological Modeling and Establishing Intercontext Correlation in the Semistructured Environment", N.A.Skvortsov, L.A.Kalinichenko, 2nd Russian Scientific Conference on Digital Libraries, Protvino, Sept 26-28 2000.

The approach consists of a sophisticated method to exploit linguistic and structural similarity for integrating ontologies. Its particular value seems to lay in the way in includes properties (attributes) of concepts in the comparison and tries to consolidate them. 

Nikolay presented an example of merging ABC with CIDOC CRM, which brought enough related concepts and properties close to each other. It could however not detect the fundamental difference between “agent” and “E31 Actor”. It seemed that the method may loose its precision if applied to top-level concepts of ontologies created with different perspectives.

It seemed interesting to the audience to explore in more detail, where an intellectual approach to ontology harmonization is necessary, and where an automatic approach is more efficient, and how both may be combined optimally.

8. Comparison of Models Using Dinosaur Bone Example

The Group felt, that the discussion of the isolated concepts is not enough for a full common understanding of the application of ABC (for the CRM several examples had been given already). The group tried therefore to refine their understanding of the commonalities and differences between the 2 models using the dinosaur bone example at: http://metadata.net/harmony/cimi_modelling.htm
The ABC model of this example is available at:

http://metadata.net/harmony/states_and_dinosaur_bones.gif. 

The discussion led to a criticism of the ABC and the CRM approach by comparing the example to an ad-hoc model of the same facts in the CRM. The CRM does not deal with situations in a way ABC Harmony would like to do, and seen from the CRM the ABC seems to introduce additional nodes the CRM is not interested in. The discussion ended with an expression of ideas for a merge, which can be elaborated via e-mail communication, and should be validated against model scenarios of non-museum problems to be given by Harmony. On the other side, ABC seems to be able to take over several basic concepts from the CRM without any problem.

9. Discussion on Meeting Report and White Paper

It was decided that the full report of this meeting should include:

1. Possible Collaborations of individual participants and the whole Group with related initiatives

2. The messages – what we want to convey in the white paper

3. Modelling Proposals

Those Collaborations were:

1. OntoWeb – http://www.ontoweb.org/ - an EU funded 

2. IEEE SUO  – Standard Upper Ontology (SUO) Working Group (suo.ieee.org) IEEE group is not funded, but voluntary, based on mailing list.

3. MPEG-21 – Multimedia Framework http://www.cselt.it/mpeg/standards/mpeg-21/mpeg-21.htm
4. W3C Semantic Web Activity – http://www.w3.org/2001/sw/, a proposal for W3C Semantic Web to define a top level ontology for attaching other domain-specific ontologies should be made.

10. Action Items decided

· to come up with a finite list of problematic scenarios which need to be modelled and to model them or propose how to perceive them.

· To consider modifications to both models based on workshop discussions. 

· To perform literature review on related, existing  work from Knowledge Representation field.

· To generate asap the drafts of chapter 4,5,6 and 7 of the White Paper paper from the reports and minutes so far  produced.

· The Workshop/meeting to finalize outstanding issues of the White Paper and the merging of both models is envisaged for May 22-24 in Crete. 
