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MEETING #9 STEP BY STEP

14 March

Discussion notes

It is not possible for us to discuss FRAD in detail, as its definition is not stable yet. Maja explains that the text that is publicly available is the 2005 document, while the 2006 version is not really out.

Discussion about Scope notes

1. F50 Staging or Choreographic Directions / Intended Performance Text
Martin argued that we must be careful to distinguish between the planned features of (stage) productions and their accidental ones. The intention of a stage production is a historical fact that we can document; the actual outcome is also a fact that we can document; but we should not press them in together.

We can document a comparison of the intention with the outcome. We cannot document the outcome based on the intention, i.e. to use the intention as a schema for the outcome. When we have an actual event we classify the event according to what happened, and not what was planned. No decision is made on the spot about F50; this is postponed to day 3 of the meeting.
2. F51 Stage Production or Choreographic Work => Performance Work
We must rewrite the scope note to incorporate music and other kind of performances

We use the notion of work to classify the performances.

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

The colleagues from IRCAM said that the performance leaves its outcome in our mind which we may write down. A problem to that opinion is the level of detail that somebody keeps.

After that we came to the conclusion that if we regard expression as a set of symbols then performance is not an expression. But can a performance be regarded as some kind of Expression Creation?
Finally we conclude that “The performance is a more generalized notion than expression creation”. We all agreed to develop a notion of a generalization of performance. This notion should be discussed in the FRBR core discussion.

3. F53 Recording work

An initial issue was that the “recording work” may be generalized to work and may be we don’t need this notion. We should clarify first what is suitable for capturing expressions of other works like photographing, movie making, documenting and where recording stands. We all agreed on the three aspects of recording work which are (i) recording aspect (ii) characteristics of the technology (iii) the transportation of an information object. The scope note of recording work should address a.) the added value, b.) the technology of recording 3.) the intellectual genre. Is Recording Work a subclass of Container Work (which would stress the "added value" aspect), Complex Work, or just Work?
Mika Nyman will help in writing the scope note of F53.
4. Super properties problems. 

R40: we should rephrase the examples
R62: we delete the subproperty R63

R63: we delete the super property of R62. We should add examples 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 the ISO version 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”. The comment was that we have no relation between work, expression and fragment.  We decided (1) to define a new property R65 is realised in (realises) from F1 Work to F20 Self contained expression (like R13 is realised in(realises) from F21 Complex Work to Self-Contained Expression) (2) to change the domain and the range of R2 has representative expression (is representative expression for) and (3) the new property “realises” to be super property of R2. The new graphical presentations are attached to these minutes.
6. General discussion about mapping between FRAD and FRBR attributes. Trond presented the mappings.
15 March

Discussion notes

Discussion about Performing Arts
7. Martin presented the slide with the added value chain (it is attached with the changes in these minutes). We remarked that a relationship of Design or Procedure  which shows “how to realise” is missing from the CRM and it could be useful. Martin argued that an activity is only influenced by the plan it was supposed to follow: there are all degrees of deviations from that plan. We can therefore not just say: "This follows the plan" or "This does not follow the plan." A plan can show future features of the intended thing to be produced, or just tell how to produce it. In documentary practice, we may have evidence of the plan, and/or outcomes that claim or seem to follow the plan. We can perceive and classify such outcomes. Martin sees a certain similarity between communicating signs in a performance, and writing.
8. Jérôme Barthélémy, from IRCAM, gave a presentation about the current IRCAM system, named MUSTICA, and the CASPAR project which is being developed at IRCAM as a successor to MUSTICA. CASPAR is designed to overcome MUSTICA's limitations and is interested in the potential of CIDOC CRM and FRBRoo in that regard. Martin argued that the problems encountered in contemporary music (especially electronic music) are not really new. In particular, he argued that we may never be able to reproduce the initial tune or melody written in a score because the musical instrument that the composer had in mind may be not exist any more. However we always are capable to adapt the music written in a score to contemporary instruments. Therefore we agreed that there may be no similarity between the outcome of an activity and the intended plan. The same phenomenon is true for the books too. Martin presented the activity-object slide, attached to these minutes, and we decided  (i) to make an  issue for CRM about design or Procedure. Should the scope of E29 include how to perform an activity without products? In CRM the “Design or Procedure” is defined to making things, not how to do something in general (ii) to find a better term for the “Container Work” and to find a class to cover the performing art work. We proposed the term “aggregation work”. In the aggregation work we add intellectual qualities unaltered and these may be brought in front of us simultaneously while the members of a complex work cannot be brought in front of us together. For example the translations of a text are not being presented together, unlike the members of a performing art work which are being presented all together. 
The scope note of F48 Container Work doesn’t fit to performing arts and we need to rewrite that scope note in order to include them.

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

Finally we decided to rename the class F48 from “container work” to “aggregation work” and to name the new class F54 “container work” for the moment until another better term is found. Martin will write the scope note of this new class. The key concept for that new class is that it preserves expressions of other works.
In the slide of ADT show we will put on the top the complex work. We don’t change the model now but when we formulate the FRBR core.

At this point we made another issue for CRM about design or Procedure. Should the scope of E29 include how to perform an activity without products? In CRM the “Design or Procedure” is defined to making things, not how to do something in general.  
We decided to put in the FRBRoo site the examples for ADT.

Max Jacob will make an added value chain paradigm.

9. Talking about Recording work, we decided that we need an event that records an activity, so we create the class F55 Recording Event, with the attribute R66 Recorded. F55 IsA Expression Creation and F55 R67 created F56 Recording
At this point we decided to revise the directions of all links assigning priorities to the most physical through the most abstract to have a common principle for the whole document.

We accept the scope note of F50 (renamed: Performance Plan) 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 that you should be there all the time in order to capture the performance.

What is the real nature of the recording work? We should clarify the scope of Recording: is it limited to recording occurrents or should it be extended to documenting any reality (including perdurants)?
If the recording should imply the use of technology, is it just for rendering the sound or audiovisual?

Mika and Emil will elaborate the definition of F53 Recording work, F55 Recording event and F56 Recording in relation to each other.

Max Jacob, in cooperation with Emil, will revise the link between F50 ->F56. A proposed name of this link is “reflects”. 
10. In the next meeting we should think about oral history and cartography 

11. Talking about the FRBR core, Trond said that we should publish FRBRoo in OWL and RDFS. A question is posed by Trond should we have different core formats or will we have one generic? 

Martin proposed that we should revise the whole model to see the granularity levels we cover. Also it is clarified that motivation behind the FRBR is the clustering so the end user should be able to find multiple editions of the same work. FRBR up to now has a notion of work. Epistemologically we reconstruct the work from the outcomes. The added value chain shows a clustering mechanism.

Special interest we have in cross overs. 

A job left is to analyze the metadata of a typical recording. 

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

The discussion ended with the question “What should our core schema look like?" and Martin said that an interesting question to be answered is what are the most general constructs in order to  model a music of a film which later has its own history or more general to model a complex work which has crossing with other expressions, works. Suggest to use: the movie titled Frida & songs by Chavela Vargas (released as both a CD on its own and as the original soundtrack of the movie).
We all agree that if the next meeting is to take place on July 9th in Edinburgh, we should have all these by the end of June.

16 March

Discussion notes

12. Discussion about publication creation event, after Martin's proposal about publication creation event, we decided instead of creating a new class to use the “type” attribute of CRM.
13. Talking about recording and attribute assignment we accepted that (i) a digital image can be regarded as a kind of measurement (ii) an electronic image is a dimension is an array of numbers of colours and intensions (iii) also it has the aboutness which is true for all measurements. (iv) the digital recording of the sound is a measurement, can we think the recording work as a measurement?
14. Maja gave a presentation about FRSAR. We all agreed that we want to create an identifier in order to be able to retrieve a book which addresses the subject we want. Martin said that finally we want to ask about relationships. The real problem is that we try to cover everything by using the subject.
15. General discussion about FRAD we made the following comments:
a. Talking about the attributes and relationships of the "Name" entity: "Scope of usage" and "Date of usage": these attributes indicate the context in which a name is used - who uses this identifier and what for? We conclude that the scope and date of usage do not pertain to the names themselves but to activities dealing with the names.

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

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

e. Issues for CRM:  (1) “do we need a generalized class to identify usage?” (2) “how to model digital image taking or digital recording?”
f. Talking about “Family” and in the light of FRAD we discussed about how to model authority documents (FRAD case) which include family relations, like adoption, or being member of a family or stopping being member of a family type group. We agreed that marriage can be regarded as a family type group and we we decided to continue the discussion about group/individual relations in CRM which took place at Nuremberg on the 10th CIDOC CRM Special Interest Group Meeting in  9-10th December 2004 http://cidoc.ics.forth.gr/docs/10th_crm_meeting_minutes.pdf 
16. Closing the meeting we made the following proposals and comments: 

a. Allen will check manifestation and we may ask Pat Riva to take a position on this

b. Talking about  FRBR intended scope we made the following  comment “we try to normalize FRBR  seen from outer view”

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

Summarized task list
	1
	Maja Žumer
	1. update the practical scope of FRBR by merging Martin’s and Allen’s text (no.16c) 

	2
	Alain Renear
	2. will check the manifestation 

	2
	Patrick Le Boeuf
	1. revise the examples of F48.

	3
	Mika Neyman
	1. F53 Recording work, F55 Recording event and F56 Recording in relation to each other. (see no. 9)

	4
	Emil Ore
	1. F53 Recording work, F55 Recording event and F56 Recording in relation to each other. (see no. 9)

	5
	Chryssoula Bekiari
	1. to help Trond in making the simplified XML format of FRBRoo

	6
	Stephen Stead 
	1. to improve the scope note of F51 (see no. 9)

	7
	Martin Doerr
	1. to rewrite the scope note of F54 “container work” (see no. 8)

	8
	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 FRBRoo (see no. 11)

	9
	Max Jacob
	1. to write an added value chain paradigm. (see no. 8)
2. revise the link “reflects” between F50 ->F56 (see no. 9)

3. help Trond in making a simplified XML format of FRBRoo (see no. 11)

	10
	To do
	1. F51: rewrite the scope note to incorporate music and other kind of performances

2. to develop a notion of a generalization of performance in FRBR core (see no.2)

3. R40 we should change the examples (see no. 4)
4. R63: add examples for a citation and an anthology (see no. 4)

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

6. to revise the directions of all links assigning priorities to the most physical through the most abstract to have a common principle for the whole document (see no. 9)

7. to analyze the metadata of a typical recording (see no. 11)

	11.
	CRM issues
	1. P16 used specific object (was used for) in R26 used constituent(was used in) (see no. 4)
2.  “how to realise plan” (see no.7)

3. the property P139 has alternative form should have “has type”(see no. 15b)

4. to check if we need a generalized class to identify usage (no. 15e)

5. to see how to model digital image taking or digital recording(no.15e)

continue the discussion of 10th SIG meeting about Family relations (no.15f) 
6. to change the  scope of E29 in order to  include how to perform an activity without products  (see no 8)


Follow-up and plans for the future

1. agenda for Edinburgh meeting (9th of July):
a. to think  about oral history and cartography
b. to make proposals about FRBR core
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